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Abstract: (word count: 189)

Measurement and analysis of change is one of thepy reasons to conduct panel surveys, but
studies have shown that estimates of change fraral garveys can be subject to measurement
error, most commonly overreporting of change. k@ teason, many panel surveys use a
technique called proactive dependent interviewiigich reminds respondents of their answer in
the previous wave and has been shown to reducafitaring of spurious change. However, so
far very little guidance exists in the literatume loow such questions should be worded. Here we
use data from three experimental studies to examquestion wording effects with proactive
dependent interviewing. Because we link data from af the surveys to administrative records,
we can examine not only different levels of chabhgdéormat, but the accuracy of the change
reports as well. Our results show that how questabout current status are worded affects the
reporting of change. The overall results, includboghparisons with administrative records,
suggest that reminding respondents of their prevamswer and then askifig that still the

case?”produces the most accurate data on change arlitg&kperienced by respondents.
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1 Introduction

The aim of most panel surveys is to measure chaegpondents are asked the same core
set of questions at regular intervals, and chaimgasswers over time are interpreted as changes
in respondents’ situations. However, unless measeme error is perfectly correlated over time,
the estimated changes reflect not only true chamgfealso changes in errors. As a result, panel
surveys often over-estimate change. The method coosinonly used to reduce spurious
changes in panel data is dependent interviewingyeldly answers from the previous interview
are preloaded and used in later questionnaireseri@Emt interviewing is employed in many
panel surveys using computer assisted intervievargpllect information such as labor market
status, employment characteristics or income ssueg. in the UK Household Longitudinal
Study:Understanding Societyghe Current Population Survey, the National Leundjnal Survey
of Youth 1997, the Health and Retirement Study,Ehglish Longitudinal Study of Ageing, and
the German panel study Labor Market and Social i8gkulhe aim of this article is to examine
how best to word dependent interviewing questionmsaximize the accuracy of measures of
change.

With proactive dependent interviewing, the respodereminded of his or her answer
from the previous wave. For examplkeast time we interviewed you on <date of interview
you said you were <an employee/self-employed@his reminder is followed by a question
about the current status, which can be wordedffardnt ways, for examplés that still the
case?”or “Has that changed?”Alternatively, the survey could remind the respamtdand then
simply ask the original question agaihast time we interviewed you on <date of interview
you said you were <an employee/self-employed>. \&batit now -- are you an employee or

self-employed?(see Jackle 2009). This approach also reducesdadugies and improves the



flow of the interview: respondents whose situatias not changed can be routed around
sections of the questionnaire.

Dependent interviewing can also be implementedtireg (Corti and Campanelli
1992). In this case, the respondent is not remirdéds or her previous answer but is asked the
original question again at the later wave. The tjoesaire script compares the two answers and,
if a change is detected, prompts a follow-up qoestivo verify the change. Reactive dependent
interviewing is more commonly used for numeric diogs such as income amounts, while
proactive dependent interviewing is more commomsigdufor closed questions. In this paper, we
focus on proactive dependent interviewing and ffexts that the question wording has on
measurement error in reports of change.

Previous studies have shown that proactive depé¢mtenviewing is effective in
reducing spurious transitions in welfare programip@ation (Lynn, Jackle, Jenkins and Sala
2012, Lugtig and Jackle 2014), ownership of assedsliabilities (Hoogendoorn 2004), and
employment characteristics such as industry andpatton, managerial duties, or the size of the
employing organization (Hill 1994, Lynn and Sal&ab, Perales 2014). Proactive dependent
interviewing also reduces seam effects, the heagfitigansitions in the interview month between
recall periods in panel surveys, in labor markstdries (Murray, Michaud, Egan and Lemaitre
1991, Lemaitre 1992, Jackle and Lynn 2007) andaxelfeceipt histories (Moore, Bates,
Pascale and Okon 2009), and improves estimatgsetifdirations (Hill 1994, Jackle 2008).

The benefits of proactive dependent interviewingieat a potential cost however. Some
researchers and practitioners worry that remindasgondents of previous answers and asking
whether this is still the case, as in the firstregbe above, invites satisficing: “yes” is an easy

and credible answer and so respondents may faleefjrm the previous information as still



applying (see discussions by Holmberg 2004, Hoogemd2004, Lynn, et al. 2012, Perales
2014). If so, the original problem of spurious opanvould be replaced by spurious stability.
This concern is not unfounded. There is indeedexnadd that respondents falsely confirm
previous information: in two panel surveys whereoimect data were preloaded for proactive
dependent interviewing questions (wave 9 of theddat Longitudinal Survey of Youth
(Aughinbaugh and Gardecki 2008) and wave 4 of dreepstudy Labor Market and Social
Security (Eggs and Jackle 2015)), non-random suoipkes of respondents were presented with
an incorrect preload, which the majority did notreat. Experimental laboratory studies also
provide evidence that dependent interviewing mae@ud induce spurious stability (Rips,
Conrad and Fricker 2003, Conrad, Rips and Frick@02 What is unclear however is to what
extent proactive dependent interviewing leads tsfszing, whether the reduction in spurious
changes outweighs any increase in spurious stglalid to what extent this trade-off is
influenced by the wording of dependent interviewtpueestions.

How proactive dependent interviewing questionsnaaded varies between surveys —
and often also within a survey. For example theHtusehold Longitudinal Study uses the
“Has this changed?'wording for some questions afid this still the same?’for others. The
choice of question wording seems to be a mattpedonal preference and taste. To date there
has been little research into wording effects wagtive dependent interviewing questions (see
Mathiowetz and McGonagle 2000). The exception iBA¢hal (2017), who concludes that
asking about change is problematic: respondents mere likely to say “yes” a change has
occurred, but then frequently report the same statvesponse to follow up questions about

their current status. That study raises questibosithow wording influences the accuracy of



reports. We use experimental data and linked adtnative records to examine the following
guestions:
(1) Does the wording of proactive dependent intervigmgnestions affect the likelihood of
reporting a change?

(2) Which question wording produces the most accuraasures of change?

2 Data

We use data from three experimental studies toesddyur research questions: waves 3 and 7 of
the UK Innovation Panel and a two-wave survey imn@ay, which we refer to as the
“Measuring Change” survey. We use all three stuttiesldress Research Question 1, and only
the Measuring Change study for Research QuestiBel@dw we describe the surveys and the
experiments conducted in each. Table 1 summaizeditferent versions of the dependent
interviewing questions, which version was askedaoh survey, and the number of experimental

items included in the analyses.

The Innovation Panel survey

The Innovation Panel (IP) is part of the UK HouddHmngitudinal StudyUnderstanding

Society funded by the Economic and Social Research Cbandiled by the Institute for Social
and Economic Research at the University of Esskg.IP is a stratified, clustered sample of
Great Britain residents (for details on the sandasign, see Lynn 2009). In this analysis, we use
wave 3, fielded April to July 2010 by NatCen Sodtasearch, and wave 7, fielded May to
October 2014 by TNS BMRB (now Kantar Public). Wa&was conducted in person, and wave

7 used an experimental mixed-mode approach; howeseuse only the cases assigned to the



in-person mode. (We report on the implications ofed modes for dependent interviewing in a
separate paper, see Jackle, Eckman and Nichols)Z&drdthe cases fielded in wave 3, the
household response rate was 66.7%, with 82.2% @bl individuals in these households
responding. For cases fielded in-person in watbeé’household response rate (for the wave 1
sample and the wave 4 refreshment) was 74.9%,84ith% of individuals in those households
responding. (All response rates calculated usinf®R’s RR1, see The American Association

for Public Opinion Research 2016).

Table 1: Number of Items, by Experimental Variatioibependent Question Wording and

Survey
Format Wording Response IP3 IP7 | MC
Options N N N
STILL “Is this still the case?”| YES
1,339 | 445| 3,122
NO
CHANGED “Has this changed?” YES
1,238 | 504 | 3,10%
NO
STILL/CHANGED | “Is this still the case or| STILL
470 | 3,083
has it changed?” CHANGED
CHANGED/STILL | “Has that changed or is CHANGED
484
it still the case?” STILL
REMIND/ASK Reminder followed by
independent question 3,218

as asked in wave 1




INDEPENDENT Independent question
as asked in wave 1, nd
3,340
reminder of wave 1

response

IP3 Experimental design
In wave 3 of the Innovation Panel (IP3), primargnpéing units (PSU) were randomly allocated
to one of two groups, such that all adults in €38kl received the same treatment. Both groups
were reminded of their answer in the previous inésv, but the question to ascertain their
current status varied: half received the STILL fatrand half the CHANGED format (see Table
1). Those who reported change were then askedvalfpquestions about their current status.
The experiment was implemented on four questieash of which had been asked as an
independent question in the previous wave: gemealth, whether job is permanent, and
working hours (asked separately of employees alftesgwloyed). See Appendix Table 1 for the
full question wording. The data include observation 2,577 dependent interviewing questions,
nested in 1,299 respondents who gave CAPI intessiaviboth IP3 and the prior wave. The

number of questions answered by each respondaatidue to routing.

IP7 Experimental design

Wave 7 of the Innovation Panel (IP7) tested fousims of the dependent interviewing
guestions: the STILL format, the CHANGED format dana forced choice formats, as shown in
Table 1. Households were randomly allocated togs@uch that all respondents within a

household received the same treatment. The experivas implemented on 13 items in the



household and individual questionnaires, which &éach been asked as independent questions in
the previous wave. See Appendix Table 2 for questiordings. The in-person interviews were
audio-recorded and we report on analyses of th@ded data in a separate paper (Jackle,
Baghal, Eckman and Sala in press). The in-perstamidelude observations on 1,903 dependent
interviewing questions, nested in 474 respondehts gave CAPI interviews in IP7 and the

prior wave.

The Measuring Change survey
The Measuring Change (MC) survey, a telephone study funded by the Institute for
Employment Research (IAB) in Germany and fieldedh®yLINK Institute. Wave 1 was fielded
September to November 2011 and wave 2 one year Aateationalsample of adults was drawn
from administrative records held by the German Fddemployment Agency (IAB 2011). The
sample design has been described in more detawkée (Eckman et al. 2015). The response
rate at Wave 1 was 19.4% and the conditional respoate at Wave 2 was 63.2% (RR1, The
American Association for Public Opinion Researcth&0

Respondents were asked for consent to link theirey data to the administrative records
from which the sample was drawn. Of the 1,325 wavespondents, 96% consented and were
successfully linked. We exploit this link betweemay and administrative data to answer the
second research question about accuracy in repoithange. The dependent interviewing
guestions that could be validated with records veanployment status (full-time, part-time, mini
job, or other labor market activity) and receiptwb types of unemployment benefit
(unemployment insurance, income support). A mibiipa form of German employment which

was paid a maximum of 400 euros per month at the @f the survey and is not eligible for



some employment benefits. The employment data Stamthe German government’s database
of employer social security contributions (IAB 2Q1A&ll contributing jobs should be captured in
the database; non-contributing positions, suchéisservant, police officer, professor, and the
self-employed, are not covered (Jacobebbinghau$eatid2007). Due to these exclusions, we
expected some mismatch between the responseseaddtt) but this error should be similar
across the experimental groups. The administraggerds on unemployment benefit contain
information about all spells of unemployment benefceipt. These data are of high quality
because they are directly produced by the softiverteadministers benefit claims and payments

(Jacobebbinghaus, et al. 2007, Kéhler and Thom8é8)2

MC Experimental design

The MC survey replicated both yes/no versions arelal the forced choice versions asked in
IP7. In addition, the experiment included a versidrere respondents were reminded of their
previous answer and then asked the independenti@ueA final format simply asked the
independent question without any reminder of threvipus response. The available sample size
restricted the number of experimental treatmentigsahat could be implemented with sufficient
statistical power. Since we expected both forcemoghversions to have similar effects we
selected just one for inclusion in the MC experim&espondents were randomly allocated to
one of five treatment groups (see Table 1). Theewent was replicated in three modules:
socio-demographics, labor market, and income ssuf®ee the Appendix Table 3 for the
guestion wording. The data include observationg®B868 questions nested in 1,325

respondents.



4 M ethods
The three data sets allow us to answer our twareBeuestions. Research Question 1 asks how
the wording of the dependent question affects tspmrchange. We present our results in bar
graphs which also show confidence intervals. Weadpgsted Waldr tests of equality of means
to distinguish significant from non-significant ifences in reports of change across formats.

For Research Question 2, we exploit the link betwtte MC survey responses and
administrative records, with which we can checkabeuracy of reports of change in three items
in the survey: receipt of unemployment benefitseigt of income support, and employment
status. The first two outcome variables are bimagicators. The third, employment status, was
converted into three binary indictors: full-time ployment, part-time employment and mini-job.
For each of these five variables, we coded whetieestate applied to each respondent in each
wave, according to each of two sources: the sutay and the administrative data. From these
indicators we derived ten transition variables: toveeach of the five variables in the two data
sources. To illustrate, “No-No” for full-time emplment from the survey data indicates that the
respondent reported no full-time job in both Wavaentl Wave 2. “Yes-No” in the income
support variable from the administrative data mehasthe records indicate the respondent was
receiving income support at the time of Wave 1 w&ad no longer receiving support at Wave 2.
These transition variables let us test how the raoyuof reports of change vary with the DI
guestion wording. The statistics used to test fatigical significance are given in the results
section.

Both research questions are concerned with repbdisange, so a few words on what we
mean by change are necess&gported changeefers to the answers to the five dependent

interviewing question formats. When a respondediicates a change, he or she is then asked the
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independent question about his or her currentstéturesponse to that independent follow-up
guestion, some respondents gave the same anstaydsad in the prior wave, seemingly
contradicting the report of change they had jusgegi For example, consider the questitm:
the last interview, you said that you were full¢giemployed. Has that changed®respondent
may think about the job she had last year andabgthat she lost that job and got a new one,
which is also full-time. Then the respondent migdgdort that her employment had changed, but
when asked the follow up question about her cureergloyment status (full-time, part-time,
etc.) choose full-time. This response would appeé#ne data as if no change had taken place.
Corrected changéakes the answer to the follow-up into accountr@tded change may
therefore be lower than reported change, if thpardent experienced changes, but her current
status is now the same as at the previous interview

All our analyses are performed at the item leviHenthan the respondent level, which
increases the sample size substantially. To acdoutttis artificial inflation in the case base, we
control for the clustering of items in respondantall our models and significance testing using
Taylor Series linearization, a well-known technidoeestimating standard errors for clustered
data (Eckman and West 2016).

Before proceeding with the analyses, we verified the assignment of respondents to
the various question wording conditions was in factdom: the cases do not differ in
demographics, substantive variables, consent tradimkage or measures of change derived

from the administrative data in any of the data $edsults not shown).
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5 Results
Using the three experimental datasets and the miethescribed above, we answer the research

guestions put forth in the introduction.

RQ1: Does the wording of proactive dependent imnt¢@ring questions affect the likelihood of
reporting a change?

Figure 1 shows the percentage of answers acrosgeral where respondents indicated a change,
by study and question wording. Reported changblasis in the dark bars and corrected change
in the light bars. For the independent questiomédronly the corrected change is shown, since
this group is only asked one question about theirent status. Unlike with the dependent
interviewing formats, there is no follow up questib the status differs from the status reported
at the last interview.

The first panel of the figure corresponds to IP3this study, the STILL and CHANGED
formats clearly work differently, with CHANGED gagting many more reports of change. The
difference between the STILL and CHANGED formatkighly significant within both reported
and corrected change. The difference between egpand corrected change is also significant
within each format. There are several possibleaxtions for this finding. Respondents may be
satisficing or acquiescing, giving the easy ansWess”, in response to th#las that changed?”
guestion and then backtracking when they realiaewlas not the right answer. It is also possible
that they are reporting correctly. The CHANGED fatrmay be particularly susceptible to this
error, because it primes the respondent to thirduabhange. Interviewer errors are a further
possible explanation for the observed differenceeported and corrected change: if they do not

pay close attention to the experimental questiomdimgs, interviewers may enter “yes,”
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meaning that the situation is still the same, wienfact the question was worded as a
CHANGED question. When the follow-up question igdered, the interviewer may either
backtrack and correct the answer to the proactivestipn, or simply fill in the follow-up

guestion with the same answer category.

Figure 1: Percent of items for which change wasnteg, with 95% confidence intervals, by

study and format
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In the IP7 panel of Figure 1, looking first at refed change (dark bars), we see that the
CHANGED format collects more reports of change ttienother formats. Statistically, the three

other formats are not different from each othed &HANGED is different from each of them.
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When we look instead at corrected change, we ssecteange in the CHANGED format, and the
differences between formats are no longer sigmficAlthough reported change is always
greater than corrected change, the differencetisartsistently significant.

In the MC study, the pattern is different: the CHBED format collects fewer reports of
change than the STILL format; neither STILL nor CNBED is significantly different from
STILL/ICHANGED at the 5% level. The new REMIND ASkKorfnat, however, collects
significantly more reports of change than STILL, AMGED and STILL/CHANGED. The
independent question, which was also not usedenRlstudies, collects more reports of change
than each of the dependent interviewing formatss Tésult is as found in previous research:
simply asking the same questions wave after waagsléo overreports of change (e.g. Lynn, et
al. 2006b, Perales 2014). In the MC study, thesdifice between reported change and corrected
change is not as pronounced as in the IP studieshwveould be due to stricter supervision of

telephone interviewers than face-to-face interviswieading to fewer interviewer errors.

RQ2: Which question wording produces the most ateuneasures of change?

The MC survey offers a link to administrative regrwhich we used to check the accuracy of
reports of change to address Research Questicor 2a€h respondent, we derived indicators of
change in unemployment benefits receipt, incom@artipeceipt, and employment status, from
both the survey data and the administrative rec§BEcause there is almost no difference
between the reported and corrected change in thesthify (see Figure 1), we focus here on
reported change in the survey data. For the indip@rquestion group we use the initial report
of change. As this group does not receive any\iolip questions, there is no measure of

corrected change.)
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The survey and administrative indicators of chaagree in 85.4% of the items (standard
error: 0.66% points), and there are no significhfierences between the question formats
(tested with an adjusted Wald test accounting liastering of items within respondents).
Surprisingly, the agreement rate of change indisaderived from independent questions are no
worse than those derived from the dependent irgetivig formats. However, this aggregate
comparison of the change indicator masks manyréifiees in the accuracy of reporting of
change. Accuracy might vary by underreporting (répg no change when there has been
change), overreporting (reporting change when thagenot been change), by the accuracy of
the wave 1 report and by whether there has berreahange, or not. We therefore examine
different types of transitions in more detail, lvdloping transition variables for each of the
five possible states (receipt of unemployment bi&s)etceipt of income support, full-time
employment, part-time employment and mini job) fritva two sources (survey responses and
administrative data).

Figure 2 shows the relationship between the ttiansindicators from the survey and the
administrative records for all five variables tdgat by question format. The rows show the
transition status according to the administrate@ords, the columns the transition according to
the survey reports. The five different bars in eeglhcorrespond to the five question formats
and the height is the row percent. In each cedl afder of the bars is STILL, CHANGED,

STILL/CHANGED, REMIND/ASK, INDEPENDENT.
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Figure 2: Accuracy of Wave 1 and 2 Reports in M@v8y, by Format and Administrative Data

in Wave 1 and 2 (Row Percents displayed)
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The cells on the main diagonal (“No-No”...“Yes-Yeshow items where the survey
transition status matches the records. The celtts@gounter diagonal show items where the
status in the survey was misreported in both waaeare event. The grey-shaded cells are those
where the Wave 1 report was correct.

The first row of the figure corresponds to “No-Na"the administrative data: according
to the records, these states did not apply in eitlaee 1 or 2. Most of the survey reports in this
row were also “No-No": 94-95% of the survey repatgeed with the administrative records in
both waves: respondents are quite accurate whentirggpthat a state does not apply in either
wave in all formats. The other bars in this row stiert , indicating rare misreports in wave 2
(“No-Yes”), in wave 1 (*Yes-No”) or in both wave$Y(es-Yes”). There are no significant
differences in the reports across the five fornmatkis row (Pearson chi-square test, corrected
for the clustering of items in respondents and eotad into ark statistic (Rao and Scott 1984),
to test the correlation between survey reportsfamdat:Fi; 9 1340650.85; p= 0.59).

In the second row, there is more error. The trawstfor all items in this row, according
to the administrative data, is “No-Yes” — trangitinto a state such as income support receipt or
part-time employment. In this row, the most frequsmvey report in all formats was “Yes-

Yes,” which corresponds to an incorrect report ia/2 and an underreporting of true change.
Although there are larger differences among then&ts in this row, they are not significant
(F11.9, 2880.51.28; p=0.22).

The third row corresponds to “Yes-No” in the adrairative data — transition out of a
state. Here most survey reports were correct ifoathats, but “No-No” was also reported by
more than 30% of respondents, which again representinderreporting of change. There are no

significant differences by formal{; o, 2957, 0.74; p= 0.71).
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The bottom row of the figure contains items whibiee state applied in both waves (“Yes-
Yes”). More than 70% of all respondents in evenmyrfat gave the correct response in each wave.
In this row we do see significant differences betwéhe formatsK;; 9 8157.71.88; p = 0.033);
STILL and CHANGED collected significantly more cect “Yes-Yes” reports than the
independent format (STILL vs INDEPENDENF; g9 903.65= 3.94, p = 0.008; CHANGED vs
INDEPENDENT:F300872.3= 3.18, p = 0.023).

In sum, the formats tend to work similarly, regasdl of whether the wave 1 status was
reported correctly or not. The exception is whendtate applies in each wave (“Yes-Yes”), then
the STILL and CHANGED formats work best. The indegent format is susceptible to
overreporting of change when the true state is “Yes’: respondents are less likely to report
continued receipt of, say, an income source cdyeatd instead appear to have transitioned off.
Similar results have been found in other studiesspells that span multiple interview periods,
dependent interviewing reduces under-reportingoatiauing spells. This reduces the typical

downward bias in estimated spell durations (J&2RE8).

6 Discussion

This study provides new evidence on how best talwooactive dependent interviewing
guestions to measure change and stability: usitayfdam three experimental studies and linked
administrative records, we examine which questiondimgs perform best.

As in previous studies, our results show that preacependent interviewing reduces
reporting of change (e.g. Lynn, Jackle, Jenkins@ald 2006a, Lynn, et al. 2006b, Perales 2014)
and produces more accurate measures of changettependent interviewing (Lynn, et al.
2012). However, the way in which proactive depend®erviewing questions are worded

clearly matters. Our main findings are that theL&Mersion, the STILL/CHANGED and the
18



CHANGED/STILL versions work similarly, and secortdat the REMIND, ASK version
produces higher rates of change, though still adtigh as independent interviewing (see Figure
1). Interestingly, the CHANGED version producesheigrates of change than the STILL
version in the IP studies, but lower rates in thé 8udy, a point we return to below. The
comparison with administrative records shows thatSTILL and CHANGED formats produce
the most accurate measures of change.

Taking together the evidence from this articlewadl as findings from previous research,
we believe that the STILL format provides the ket quality and recommend that panel
surveys use this wording. It reduces the overr@ppudf change seen with the independent
guestion. Although the CHANGED format was just esusate in our analysis of Research
Question 2, we have some reservations about recadingethis format: in the IP studies, a
number of respondents said “yes” their status amged, but subsequently gave the same
answer in the follow up question as they had inpiteious year. This effect is seen in Figure 1
as the difference between the dark and light l#dteough this effect occurred in the IP studies
in all formats, it happened most often in the CHARGformat. Additional research is needed to
understand what is behind that result, but it dasgyest that the STILL format is a better choice.

One remaining puzzle in our results is why the GHED format collects more reports
of change in the IP studies but fewer in the MQIgt here are several differences between
these surveys that might explain the inconsistesults. As mentioned above, the IP studies are
face-to-face, which allows for less supervisionndérviewers than the telephone MC study. The
topics also differed between the surveys, along wie base rates of change. The IP studies both
included a small number of other non-experimentajstions, most of which used variants of

the STILL format: it is possible that interviewemnsy not have paid sufficient attention to the
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different question wordings and incorrectly used filrmat they were most familiar with (Jackle,
et al. in press). It is also possible that cultdiiEferences between the German and English
respondents affect our findings. Any one of thesedrs could drive the differing outcomes we

see in Figure 1, and more research is needed &rstadd these results thoroughly.
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Appendix Table 1: Dependent Interviewing Questionsin | P3 Survey

Variable Version Question text

General health  Independent  In general, would yguear health is... [Excellent, Very good, GoodirFRoor]

Dl reminder  The last time we interviewed you[@inintDate] , you said that, in general, your health \|[fassf1].

Permanent job  Independent Leaving aside your owsopal intentions and circumstances, is your j§A.permanent job, Or is
there some way that it is not permanent?]

DI reminder  Last time we interviewed you [fih IntDate] you said that, leaving aside your own personahiimes
and circumstances, your job was a permanentfdb joterml1 = 1)/ was not a permanent job in some
way (f ff_jbterm1 = 2)

Working hours Independent  Thinking about your (main) job, how gnhaurs, excluding overtime and meal breaks, ate yo
(employees) expected to work in a normal week? [Number]

DI reminder  Last time we interviewed you, you stidt in your (mainjob, you were expected to wojfk_jbhrs]
hours in a normal week, excluding overtime and rbeahks.

Working hours Independent How many hours in total do you usuatyk in a week in your job? [Number]
(self-employed)
DI reminder  Last time we interviewed you, you stidt you usually workff_jshrs] hours, in total each week, in
your job.
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Appendix Table 2: Dependent Interviewing Questionsin | P7 Survey

Variable Version Question text
Number of Independent  How many bedrooms are tiere excluding any bedrooms you may let or sulptitnber]
bedrooms Reminder When we interviewed youfbridate], you said you hafff HsBeds]bedroom(s), excluding any you

may sublet anfff HsRoomsJother rooms, excluding kitchens and bathrooms.

Housing tenure Independent  Does your household own this accomnmrdattright, is it being bought with a mortgageitirented
or does it come rent-free? [Owned outright, Owneiuitp bought on mortgage, Shared ownership
(part-owned part-rented), Rented, Rent free, Other]

Reminder Last time you said that this accommodatias[ff_HsOwnd].
Mortgage Independent  How much was your last total monthégalment on all mortgages or loans for this progrert
payment [Number]
Reminder Last time your total monthly instalmentatl mortgages or loans for this property Wasxpmg].
Rent payment  Independent How much was the laspagnhent, including any services or water chargesfter any rebates?
[Number]
Reminder Last time you pajtf_rent] [ff_rentwc].
Stay or move Independent  If you could choose, wgaldstay here in your present home or would y@&figprto move
somewhere else? [Stay here, Prefer to move]
Reminder Last time we interviewed you [¢in IntDate] you said that if you could choose, you would stageh
in your present hom@f ff_Ikmove = 1) prefer to move somewhere eldeff(_Ikmove = 2).
Education Independent  Are you... [At School, AttBikorm College, At Further Education (FE) CollegeHigher
Education (HE) College, or at University?]
Reminder The last time we interviewed you[finintDate] you said that you weli@ edtype}

Permanent job  Independent Leaving aside your owsopal intentions and circumstances, is your jpA.permanent job, Or is
there some way that it is not permanent?]
Reminder Last time we interviewed you [6ih IntDate] you said that, leaving aside your own personahties
and circumstances, your job was a permanentifdb joterm1 = 1)/ was not a permanent job in some
way (f ff_jbterm1 = 2)

Industry Independent  What does the firm/organisayimu work for mainly make or do at the place whgye work? [Text]
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Reminder Last time you said that the firm or oigation where you work, makes or d¢tsjbsic07].

Occupation Independent  What was your main jobviestk? Please tell me the exact job title and desdully the sort of work
you do. [Text]
Reminder Last time you described your occupatmoyourmain job as[ff_jbsoc00]
Employment Independent  Are you an employee oresaliloyed? [Employee, Self-employed]
status Reminder Last time you said that you weremaployed(if ff_jbsemp = 1) self-employedif ff_jbsemp = 2)
Firm size Independent  How many people are emplayéide place where you work? [1 -2, 3 -9, 10284 49, 50 — 99,

100 — 199, 200 — 499, 500 — 999, 1000 or more, Oarow but fewer than 25, Don’t know but 25 or
more]
Reminder Last time, you said that there wérgbsize] people employed at the place you work.

Working hours
(employees)

Independent  Thinking about your (main) job, how gnaaurs, excluding overtime and meal breaks, ate yo
expected to work in a normal week? [Number]

Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you sadat th yourmain job, you were expected to wojfk_jbhrs]
hours in a normal week, excluding overtime and rbeadks.

Gross pay

Independent  What was your most recessgray - that is including any overtime, bonuses)mission, tips or
tax refund but before any deductions for tax, N&ldnsurance or pension contributions, union dues
and so on? [Number]
Reminder When we interviewed you [bh IntDate] , you said that last time you were paid, your grmess- that
is including any overtime, bonuses, commissiorsg tiptax refund but before any deductions for tax,
National Insurance or pension contributions, urdaes and so on - waffi£ paygl] [ff_paygwc}

Net pay

Independent  What was your most recentliakee pay, that is after any deductions were mad&fo National
Insurance, pensions, union dues and so on? [Number]

Reminder And when we interviewed you[éin IntDate], you said that last time you were paid, your rast p
that is after any deductions were made for taxiddat Insurance, pensions, union dues and so on -
was £[ff_paynl] [ff_paynwc].

Pay type

Independent  How is your pay calculategaimicular are you salaried or paid by the ho&&ldried, Basic salary
plus commission, Paid by the hour, Other]
Reminder Last time you said that you were saldifefl paytyp = 1)/ you received a basic salary plus
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commission(if ff_paytyp = 2)/ you were paid by the ho(f ff_paytyp = 3)

Travel to work Independent  And how do you usually get to your @lacwork? [Drive myself by car or van, Get a \ifith
(employees) someone from household, Get a lift with someonsidatthe household, Motorcycle/moped/scooter,
Taxi/minicab, Bus/coach, Train, Underground/Metraff/Light railway, Cycle, Walk, Other]
Reminder Last time you said that you usually tréwevork by [ff_worktrav](if ff_worktrav = 4|5|6|7|8Y
[ff_worktrav] to work(if ff_worktrav =1|2|3|9]|10)
Working hours  Independent  How many hours in tdtal/ou usually work in a week in your job? [Number]
(self-employed) Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said ttoar usually worKff_jshrs] hours, in total each week, in
your job.
Self- Independent  Are you working on your own accourdreryou in partnership with someone else? [Ownwatdco
employment (sole owner), In partnership]
partnership Reminder Last time we interviewed yaw said that you were working on your own accqaate owneryif
ff_jspart = 1)/ in partnership with someone elgeff_jspart = 2).
Travel to work Independent  And how do you usually get to your @latcwork? [Drive myself by car or van, Get a \ifith
(self-employed) someone from household, Get a lift with someonsidatthe household, Motorcycle/moped/scooter,
Taxi/minicab, Bus/coach, Train, Underground/Metraffi/Light railway, Cycle, Walk, Other]
Reminder Last time you said that you usually tréwevork by ['ff_jsworktrav'](if ff_jsworktrav = 1|4|5|6|7|8)

travel to work by getting a ['ff_jsworktra\(if ff_jsworktrav = 2|3)/ ['ff_jsworktrav'] to work(if
ff_jsworktrav = 9|10)
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Appendix Table 3: Dependent Interviewing Questionsin MC Survey

Variable Version Question text
Household Independent How many people live in your household permanentyrself included? Please include all children
Size living in your household.

Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, ysaid that [HHMEMB] person(s) lived in
your household permanently, including yourself ahiddren.

Marital Status  Independent ~ What is your maritaiust@ Are you ... [Married and living with your spouS®habiting in a (same
sex) Civil Partnership, Separated, Single, Divor&&alowed, Separated from a Civil Partner,
Annulated Civil Partnership, Widowed Civil Partneipg

Reminder Last time we interviewed youINTMONTH] 2011, you said you were [MASTAT].
Education Independent  What is your highest schoalification? [9 categories, including “none”]

Reminder Last time we interviewed you INTMONTH] 2011, you said you had [QUALIFICATION].
Employment Independent  What is your current employment siten&tiAre you... [Self-employed, Full-time employeettRene
status employee, Irregular employment or “mini job”, Apptiee, Parental leave, Registered unemployed,

Military service or Voluntary Social Year, Not wank) (including pupils and students, long-term sick
and pensioners without earnings]

Reminder Last time we interviewed youINTMONTH] 2011, you said you were [ACTIVITY].
Working hours Independent  And how many hours dowotk per week, including regular overtime?
Reminder Last time we interviewed youINTMONTH] 2011, you said you work [HOURS] hoursrpeeek,
including regular overtime.
Earnings Independent  How much was your last mgqtay/? Please enter your gross pay, that is, befmataction of taxes

and social security contributions.
Please do not include irregular payments, suclaeaton or back pay. Please do include pay for

overtime.
For self-employed activities please enter your rlynprofit before deduction of taxes.
Reminder Last time we interviewed youINTMONTH] 2011, you said your monthly gross paysva
[EARNINGS] Euros.
Investment Independent  Did you or any other merobgour household receive any income from inteoestividends during
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Income
Reminder

2011, for example from savings, stocks,tgqunds or bonds?

Last time we interviewed you, you sadat (F INTEREST==0: no-one in your household had
received income from interest or dividends durifd@, for example from savings, stocks, equity
funds or bonds) (IF INTEREST==1: you or another rhenof your household had received income
from interest or dividends during 2010, for examipten savings, stocks, equity funds or bonds).

Rental Income Independent
Reminder

In 2011: Did you or ameyniner of your household receive income from rentinigasing property?
Last time we interviewed you, you sad (F|ERENTAL==0: no-one in your household had ree€i
income from renting or leasing property during 2046 RENTAL==1: You or another member of
your household had received income from rentinigasing property during 2010).

Child Benefit  Independent
Reminder

In 2011: Did you or anlyes member of your household receive child beefit
Last time we interviewed you, you sadt (fF CHBEN==0: no-one in your household had resei
child benefit during 2010) (IF CHBEN==1: You or dher member of your household had received
child benefit during 2010).

Maternity pay Independent
Reminder

In 2011: Did you or arotmember of your household receive a paternitpaternity pay?
Last time we interviewed you, you sadat (lF MATPAY==0: no-one in your household had riged
paternity or maternity pay during 2010) (IF MATPA¥% You or another member of your household
had received paternity or maternity pay during 2010

Unemployment Independent
benefit 2
Reminder

In 2011: Did you or another membetrooif ynousehold receive unemployment benefit 2, lateavn
as Hartz IV?

Last time we interviewed you, you sadat (fF UNEMP2==0: no-one in your household had ingm
unemployment benefit 2, also known as Hartz IVjmw2010) (IF UNEMP2==1: You or another
member of your household had received unemployimemfit 2, also known as Hartz IV, during
2010).

Unemployment Independent

In 2011: Did you or another membetrooi )rousehold receive unemployment benefit 1?

benefit 1 Reminder Last time we interviewed yow gaid that (IF UNEMP1==0: no-one in your househwd received
unemployment benefit 1 during 2010) (IF UNEMP1=¥bu or another member of your household
had received unemployment benefit 1 during 2010).
Savings Independent  Did you regularly save a gegaiount of money during the last 12 months?
Reminder Last time we interviewed you INTMONTH] 2011, you said that you had (IF AMOUNT==0: not)
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regularly saved a certain amount of money durirgpitevious 12 months.
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