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Non-technical summary

The Understanding Societyurvey includes what is known as an 'InnovationePaample (IP).
This sample of originally 1500 households is usedetst different methods for conducting
longitudinal surveys in order to produce the higlueslity data. The results from the Innovation
Panel provide evidence about the best way to carallengitudinal survey which is of relevance
for all survey practitioners as well as influencidgcisions made about how to conduct
Understanding SocietyThis paper reports the experiments with the mixadde design and
early results of the methodological tests carrietl & wave 6 of the Innovation Panel in the
spring of 2013.

IP6 was the second wave employing a mixed-modeydescluding an internet survey, and the

third wave of the Innovation Panel to employ a rdixeode design generally. IP2 had

experimented with telephone interviewing in additto face-to-face personal interviewing. Like

IP5, IP6 uses a design in which a random two-thafdsouseholds are allocated to a sequential
mixed-mode design. The adults in these househotds first approached by letter and email

where possible and asked to complete their interaie-line. Those who did not respond on-line

were then followed up by face-to-face interviewerhe remaining third of households were

issued directly to face-to-face interviewers.

The methodological tests included an experimeningshe effects of changing the amount of

incentives offered to respondents in advance ddvilerk on response rates, the use of targeted
advance letters, the impact of changing the wagrsgm responds from a personal to web interview
impacts data quality, and the effect of answeringstjons using a computer or paper format.
Further experiments examine the measurement okholds energy use, the use of vignettes, the
measurement of finger length as an indicator oftiheatcomes, the measurement of expenditures
and consumption, the reliability of measures ofngfeafor disability status, the impact of being a

panel member for a longer period on response choie the value of repeating questions about
what format a respondent would like to responah toiure surveys.
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Abstract

This paper presents some preliminary findings fAave 6 of the Innovation Panel (IP6) of
Understanding SocietyThe UK Household Longitudinal Studynderstanding Societis a
major panel survey in the UK. In March 2013, thdtsiwave of the Innovation Panel went into
the field. IP6 used a mixed-mode design, usingima4nhterviews and face-to-face interviews.
This paper describes the design of IP6, the exmerisncarried and the preliminary findings
from early analysis of the data.
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1. Introduction

This paper presents early findings from the sixtéwvev of the Innovation Panel (IP6) of
Understanding SocietyThe UK Household Longitudinal Study (UKHLS)nderstanding
Societyis a major panel survey for the UK. The first fovaves of data collection on the main
sample have been completed, and fifth and sixtheware currently in the field. The data
from the first three waves of the main samplesaaaglable from the UK Data Archive, and
the fourth will be available towards the end of 20Data from a nurse visit to collect bio-
markers from the general population sample andtiissh Household Panel Survey (BHPS)
are also available. Data for the first six waveshaf Innovation Panel are available from the
UK Data Servick

One of the features obinderstanding Societyalongside the large sample size (40,000
households at Wave 1), the ethnic minority boost@a and the collection of bio-markers, is
the desire to be innovative. This has been a kesneht of the design dfnderstanding
Societysince it was first proposed. Part of this drive iftnovation is embodied within the
Innovation Panel (IP). This panel of almost 150Qideholds was first interviewed in the
early months of 2008. The design in terms of thestjonnaire content and sample following
rules are modelled odnderstanding Societyrhe IP is used for methodological testing and
experimentation that would not be feasible on th@nnsample. The IP is used to test

different fieldwork designs, new questions and meays of asking existing questions.

The second wave of the Innovation Panel (IP2) veaged out in April-June 2009, the third
wave (IP3) in April-June 2010 and the fourth waneMarch-July 2011. The fourth wave of
the Innovation Panel (IP4) included a refreshmamde of 465 responding households. In
March 2012, IP5 was fielded, with part of the saespionducting the survey via the internet,
while others continued in an interviewer-administesurvey. Working Papers which cover

the experimentation carried out in all six innowati panels are available from the

! http://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/series/?sn6a58
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Understanding Societwebsite’ The data from the first six waves of the innovatianel are
held at the UK Data Service. This paper describesdesign of IP6, the experiments carried
and some preliminary findings from early analysigh® data. Section 2 outlines the main
design features dfinderstanding Societysection 3 describes the design and conduct of IP6

Section 4 then reports on the experiments carti¢félca

2. Understanding Society: the UKHLS

Understanding Societig an initiative of the Economic and Social Reskatouncil (ESRC)
and is one of the major investments in social sa@en the UK. The study is managed by the
Scientific Leadership Team (SLT), based at ISERhatUniversity of Essex and including
members from the University of Warwick, the Indetwf Education, and London School of
Economics. The fieldwork and delivery of the surdeya for the first five waves of the main
samples were undertaken by NatCen Social Resddatlt€n).Waves 6 through 8 are being
carried out by TNS-BMRBUnNderstanding Societgims to be the largest survey of its kind
in the world. The sample covers the whole of the, U€luding Northern Ireland and the
Highlands and Islands of ScotlandJnderstanding Societyprovides high quality,
longitudinal survey data for academic and policyegch across different disciplines. The
use of geo-coded linked data enables greater sear neighbourhood and area effects,
whilst the introduction of bio-markers and physioc&asurements (Waves 2 and 3) opens up

the survey to health analysts.

The design of the main-stage bihderstanding Societis similar to that of the British
Household Panel Survey (BHPS) and other nationaklgaaround the world. In the first
wave of data collection, a sample of addressesisgged. Up to three dwelling units at

each address were randomly selected, and then thpe® households within each dwelling

2 https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researdilipations/working-paper/understanding-society/2033
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researchipations/working-paper/understanding-society/2Q¥0-
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researcHhipations/working-paper/understanding-society/2QBL-
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researcHhipations/working-paper/understanding-society/2082-
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researchipations/working-paper/understanding-society/20B3-
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researcHhipations/working-paper/understanding-society/20B4-
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unit were randomly selected. Sample households wben contacted by NatCen
interviewers and the membership of the househaltnenated. Those aged 16 or over were
eligible for a full adult interview, whilst thoseged 10-15 were eligible for a youth self-
completion. The adult interviews were conductedngsicomputer-assisted personal
interviewing (CAPI) using lap-tops running the gii@snaire in Blaise software. Adults who
participated inUnderstanding Societyvere also asked to complete a self-completion
guestionnaire, in which questions thought to beengansitive were placed. The adult self-
completions at Waves 1 and 2, and the youth sefipbetions, were paper questionnaires.
From Wave 3 onwards the adult self-completion umsgnt was integrated into the
interviewing instrument and the respondent usedriterviewer's lap-top to complete that

portion of the questionnaire themselves (Computssigted Self-Interviewing, CASI).

In between each wave of data collection, sample Ineesnare sent a short report of early
findings from the survey, and a confirmation-of-eel$ slip, to allow them to confirm their

address and contact details. Before each sampléhnwmissued to field for a new wave, each
adult is sent a letter which informs them aboutrtbes wave of a survey, includes a token of
appreciation in the form of a gift voucher and alscludes a change-of-address card.
Interviewers then attempt to contact householdseamanerate them, getting information of
any new entrants into the household and the lotatioanyone who has moved from the
household. New entrants are eligible for inclusiothe household. Those who move, within
the UK, are traced and interviewed at their newrestl Those people living with the sample
member are also temporarily eligible for intervieMore information about the sampling

design ofUnderstanding Societis available in Lynn (2009).From Wave 2, the BHPS

sample has been incorporated into Yederstanding Societyample. The BHPS sample is

interviewed in the first year of each wave.

*https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researcHigations/working-paper/understanding-society/2009-
01.pdf



3. Innovation Panel Wave 6: Design

IP6 employed a mixed-mode design, as in IP5. Atdi®é IP6 the modes which were mixed
were on-line (CAWI) and face-to-face (CAPI) inteawing. In IP5, a random selection of two-
thirds of households was allocated to the mixed-@raebign (“WEB”) with the remaining
third of households allocated directly to face#od interviewers (“F2F”). This sample
allocation was maintained at Wave 6. AdditionafiyVave 6, if individuals had not
participated by the end of the fieldwork periodytiwere assessed for inclusion in a final

telephone interviewing (CATI) phase. The CAWI optiwas also available during this phase.

The fieldwork for the WEB group started two weekslier than the F2F fieldwork. Initially,
advance letters were sent to adults in the WEBmwhich included a URL and a unique
log-in code. Adults in the WEB group for whom wedren email address were also sent an
email which included a link which could be clickibdlough to the web-site. There were two
email reminders for adults with an email addrese Wd not yet completed their interview
on-line, sent three days apart. A reminder lettas then sent to all adults in the WEB group
who had not completed their interview. This lettexs sent just under two weeks after the

initial advance letter.

At the end of two weeks, all adults who had not pleted their interview were allocated to
face-to-face interviewers, but could still entee theb survey instead if they desired. Adults
who had started their interview on-line, but naaleed the 'partial interview' marker, were
iIssued to face-to-face interviewers. The intervisngere able to re-start the interview at the
place at which the respondent had stopped. Alsahiat point the remaining third of
households, those in the F2F group, were issuéatdoviewers. The two-week WEB-only
period before face-to-face fieldwork was implemednse that the face-to-face interviewers
would have their full allocation at the start ofeithfieldwork, rather than having non-
responding WEB individuals being passed to theninduthe fieldwork period. This was

done to allow the face-to-face interviewers to woidre efficiently.

The WEB-only period ran from 22March to 7" April. The face-to-face fieldwork startedf' 8



April and ran until ¥ July. During this period the CAWI survey remairiepen’ so that WEB
individuals could complete their interview on-lidaring this fieldwork period. The mop-up
follow-up phase with those not responding in bdte WEB and F2F versions, conducted
through CATI with CAWI available was froni"4uly to 24" July.

Prior to the survey going into the field there werleven one-day briefings for the
interviewers. The briefings were conducted by Nat@esearchers, with staff from ISER
contributing to provide information about the stuayd to talk in more detail about the
experiments. The locations of the briefings gavevide geographic spread: London (six
briefings), Leeds, Bristol, Derby, Manchester aminBurgh. In total, 121 interviewers were
briefed to work on IP6. A debrief also took planeluly with a selection of interviewers from
different areas. All interviewers working on thensy were provided with feedback forms
and were asked to fill and return them to the NatQgerations office at the end of fieldwork.

The questionnaires used at IP6 are available fretnderstanding Societyebsite’

a Call for experiments

IP6 was the fourth time the Innovation Panel wasnofor researchers outside the scientific
team ofUnderstanding Societyp propose experiments. A public call for propesahs made
on 2" March 2012 with a deadline of 18/4ay. Fourteen proposals were received with eight
being accepted, plus four carried over from IP%,afdotal of twelve being included in IP6.
The fourteen new submissions came from within ISE&en), ISER in collaboration with
other researchers (five) and from outside ISER detaly (two). Of those that were external
to ISER, one was from the United States and therstivere all from institutions in the UK
or were collaboration between UK and internatiomaititutions. The fourteen proposals
were reviewed by a panel which included two ISERdoamembers of thenderstanding
Society scientific leadership team, and two members of Methodology Advisory
Committee toUnderstanding Societywho were external to ISER. In addition to those
experiments which were accepted through the putdit there were a number of core
experiments which the Understanding Society sel@adership team wanted to run. These

* https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/documenttditinovation-panel/questionnaires
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core experiments included the mixed-mode desigrit@chain incentives experiment.

In addition to these experiments, one AssociatedyStvas included in IP6. This study is on
time and risk preferences, aiming to combine sudesya from IP6 with experimental data on
risk preferences (the attitude for taking a gamhblg] time preferences (the degree to which
today is valued more highly than tomorrow). A ramdgelection of IP respondents was
made, such that each household had only one ingil/gklected to participate. A total of 644
respondents answered these questions. One-tettiesgf respondents were given a payment
upon completion of the questions. Those selecteddeive a payment were given an amount
based on one of the 91 questions that they answ&ame of the questions involved a
lottery, and a random mechanism was used to setbath outcome of the lottery the

respondent was paid.

b. Sample

The sample issued for IP6 included the originalgarand the refreshment sample which had
first been interviewed at IP4. The original samaldP6 comprised those households who
had responded at IP5, plus some households whidmbiaresponded at IP5. Households
which had adamantly refused or were deemed to batabhe or physically incapable of
giving an interview were withdrawn from the sampldere were 993 original and 461
refreshment sample households issued at IP6. GetHE35 original and 47 refreshment

sample households had not responded in IP5.

As discussed above, around two-thirds of the sam@ee allocated to the mixed-mode
design in IP6, in which sample members would berahed by letter and email (where
possible) to complete their interview on-line. Tleigperimental allocation covered both the
original and refreshment sample. The table beloawshthe allocation to mode design by

sample type for those included in the issued samplE#6.

Table 1: Allocation to mode design by sample type

6



Original Sample Refreshment Sample Total

CAPI only 342 167 509

34.4% 36.2% 35.0%
Mixed-mode 651 294 945
(CAWI+CAPI) 65.6% 64.8% 65.0%
Total 993 461 1,454
C. Questionnaire design

The questionnaire at IP6 followed the standard &rased in the previous Innovation Panels
as well as the main-stagel@dhderstanding Society he interview included:

* Household roster and household questionnaire: bhites per
household

« Individual questionnaire: average 31 minutes fahgaerson aged 16
or over

e Adult self-completion: around 9 minutes, paper goesaire or
computer self-administered interview (CASI)

* Youth self-completion: 10 minutes for each chilé&d0-15 years

* Proxy questionnaire: 10 minutes for adults ageerl@ver who are
not able to be interviewed.

« Time/Risk Preferences: 10 minutes for adults agesrlover who
were selected for this study.

Unlike some previous IPs, IP6 did not include audmording of any portions of the interview.

There were some changes made to the questionnareble participants to complete it on-
line at IP5 when the web design was first introdij@nd can be described more in-depth in
the working paper containing results from the eipents in IP5. Briefly, the changes made

to the questionnaire are as follows. Questions weweorded as needed to include
interviewer instructions that may clarify the ddéfion of the question. Text was altered to be
more participant-focused rather than intervieweus®d. The first person in the household to

log in to the web survey would be asked to compieeehousehold enumeration. A question

*https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researcHigations/working-paper/understanding-society/2 0B3-
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about who was responsible for paying household biths included; the person or people
indicated as responsible were routed first to tbaskhold questionnaire and then to the

individual questionnaire.

If a participant had started to answer their qoestaire and left the computer for 10 minutes,
they were automatically logged out. The participaas able to log back in using the same
process as they had originally logged in, and theyld be taken to the place that they had
left the interview. This also applies to those whad closed down the browser mid-
interview. A 'partial interview' marker was putonplace about two-thirds of the way through
the interview, after the benefits section. If atiggzant reached this stage, the interview was
considered to be a 'partial interview'. They cdalgl back in and complete if they wanted, but
otherwise they were not contacted by an intervieWdhe participant had not reached this
marker before closing down the browser, they werd an email overnight which thanked
them for their work so far and encouraged themampuiete the survey, giving them the
URL to click through to the survey. Again, they vabgtart at the point where they had left
off. In addition, those who had started but nothea the partial interview marker were, after
the initial two weeks, issued to face-to-face wimwers who would be able to finish the

survey with them, from where they had left off.

d. Response rates

This section sets out the response rates for IR6vasole. Section 4b describes the effect of
incentives on response rates. Table 2 sets ouedponse rates for eligible households for
the refreshment sample and the original sample.ddiately following, Table 3 separates
out the response rate for households that had mesgoat IP5 and those that had not. In all
tables, cells present both the percentage andumbder of cases this percentage represents,

while the bottom row presents total number of cases



Table 2. Household response at IP6

Original Refreshment Total
Sample Sample
Responding 81.7% 82.7% 81.2%
811 381 1192
Non-contact 1.9% 2.6% 2.1%
19 12 31
Refusals 8.7% 10.2% 9.2%
86 47 113
Other non-responding 7.8% 4.6% 6.7%
77 21 98
Total 993 461 1454

Table 3. Household response at IP6 by IP5 outcome

Original Sample

Refreshment sample

IP5 IP5 IP5 IP5
Responding  Non-Responding Responding Non-Responding
Responding 87.5% 44.4% 88.2% 34.0%
751 60 365 16
Non-contact 1.2% 6.7% 2.2% 6.4%
10 9 9 3
Refusals 6.4% 23.0% 7.5% 34.0%
55 31 31 16
Other non- 4.9% 25.9% 2.2% 25.5%
responding 42 35 9 12
Total 858 135 414 a7

There is not a significant difference identified response outcomes overall by original or

refreshment sample classification. The original gl@mesponse rate is also somewhat higher
for IP6 (81.7%) than for IP5 (75.5%). Householdsowiad responded at IP5 were, not
surprisingly, more likely to respond at IP6. Origlisample households that did not respond
in IP5 were somewhat more likely to respond in tR&n refreshment sample households

that did not respond in IP5. Similarly, non-respagdoriginal sample households were less

likely to refuse at IP6 than the corresponding leboatds from the refreshment sample

(noting the small numbers of households). Otherwismusehold outcomes were similar

across samples regardless of previous wave outcome.

9



Table 4 below presents household response ratessatiie two mode conditions: CAPI-
only (F2F), and the mixed-mode sequential web-CAédign (MM). Total response rate is
also broken down into complete (all household measjbeersus partial (some, but not all,

household members) response.

Table 4. Household response at IP6 by CAPI or Mixtie Design

Total Original Sample Refreshment sample
F2F MM F2F MM F2F MM
Responding 82.1% 81.9% 82.2% 81.4% 82.0% 83.0%
418 774 281 530 137 244
Complete HH 61.5% 65.0% 61.7% 63.3% 61.1% 68.7%
313 614 211 412 102 202
Partial HH 20.6% 16.9% 20.5% 18.1% 21.0% 14.3%
105 160 70 118 35 42
Non-contact 2.2% 2.1% 2.1% 1.8% 2.4% 2.7%
11 20 7 12 4 8
Refusals 9.0% 9.2% 8.5% 8.8% 10.2% 10.2%
46 87 29 57 17 30
Other non- 6.7% 6.8% 7.3% 8.0% 5.4% 4.1%
responding 34 64 25 52 9 12
Total 509 945 342 651 167 294

There is little difference between the CAPI-onlydamixed-mode designs in overall
response rate (combining complete and partial resgjo The only apparent difference is
that for complete household response, with the dimede design having somewhat higher
percentage (65.0%) than the CAPI-only design (6).5Phis finding is opposite of that in
IP5, where response rates for the mixed-mode dverate lower. This difference in
complete household response is due largely to ifr@fisantly higher percentage for the
mixed-mode design (68.7%) than the CAPI-only de$&fn1%) in the refreshment sample.

Turning from the household to the individual, Tablpresents individual re-interview rates.
There were 2,023 individual respondents aged I1didar fully interviewed in IP6. As with

household response, there is not a significantcefigentified for the different samples.

10



However, the refreshment sample has a somewhaéhmgrcentage of personal interviews
(73.9%) than the original sample (71.4%), wherbaset are a slightly higher percentage of

proxy interviews in the original sample (4.8% \9%).

Table 5. Individual re-interview response at IP6

Original Sample Refreshment Sample Total
Personal Interview 71.4% 73.9% 72.2%
1,356 667 2,023
Proxy Interview 4.8% 3.9% 4.5%
91 35 126
Non-contact 5.7% 5.5% 5.7%
109 50 159
Refusal 13.6% 13.0% 13.4%
259 117 376
Other non-response 4.5% 3.8% 4.3%
85 34 119
Total 1,900 903 2,803

The individual-level response rates for continuangd refreshment samples in IP6 across
survey mode designs are shown in Table 6 belowreTtvere few partial interviews (1.4%
overall) and almost all occurred in the web surwdyle only 3 occurred in the CAPI-only
mode. Noting this, these outcomes are includedesasopal interviews. Overall, the mixed-
mode design has somewhat higher individual reamger rates, again, contrary to the findings
in IP5. The percentage for personal interviewdse aomewhat higher for both designs in the
refreshment sample. Refusals are higher in thednxede design relative to the CAPI-only;
this difference is most marked in the refreshmemi@e. The percentages for proxy
interviews are consistently higher in the CAPI-odlgsign, and in the CAPI-only design,

proxy interviews are relatively greater in the orad sample.

11



Table 6. Individual re-interview response at IPéntgde

Total Original Sample Refreshment sample
F2F MM F2F MM F2F MM
Personal Interview  70.7% 73.0% 70.0% 72.1% 71.9% 75.0%
686 1,337 446 910 240 427
Proxy Interview 7.2% 3.1% 8.0% 3.2% 5.7% 2.8%
70 56 51 40 19 16
Non-contact 5.7% 5.7% 5.2% 6.0% 6.6% 4.9%
55 104 33 76 22 28
Refusal 12.1% 14.1% 12.7% 14.1% 10.8% 14.2%
117 259 81 178 36 81
Other non-response 4.4% 4.2% 4.1% 4.7% 5.1% 3.0%
43 76 26 59 17 17
Total 971 1,832 637 1,263 334 569

Since IP6 introduced a “mop-up” phase where respoisdwere contacted by telephone to
complete the survey, as well as opening the wesiareto anyone not yet responding, Table
7 presents the mode actually responded to foesfiondent§ Not surprisingly, almost all of

the CAPI-only assigned respondents completed survey face-to-face setting. While the
majority of respondents assigned to the mixed-maegn completed the web version, a
sizable minority responded when an interviewer aggined them at home. However, among

those assigned to the mixed-mode design, significamore respondents in the refreshment

sample responded to the web version than tho$eioriginal sample.

® Six respondents did not have a final mode recoideéte data. Three were originally assigned toG#d°I-
only and three to the mixed-mode design.

12



Table 7. Survey mode of response

Total Original Sample Refreshment sample
F2F MM F2F MM F2F MM
Face-to-Face 97.1% 38.5% 97.8% 42.8% 95.8% 29.3%
663 514 436 389 227 125
Web 2.2% 60.5% 1.4% 56.8% 3.8% 68.3%
15 807 6 516 9 291
Telephone 0.7% 1.0% 0.9% 0.3% 0.4% 2.4%
5 13 4 3 1 10
Total 683 1334 446 908 237 426

A small number of CAPI-only respondents ended @gpoading to the web during the mop-
up period, more than to the telephone invitatiolghly more respondents in the mixed-
mode design responded to the telephone interviam those assigned to the CAPI-only
design, but the numbers too small to make conahgsiblowever, taken together, it is clear
that the mop-up phase added a number of responddrisotherwise would have been

treated as non-productive outcomes.

4, Experimentation in IP6

There were a number of experiments carried on tR@rang both fieldwork procedures and
measurement in the questionnaire. There were s@wweerperiments and some which were
the longitudinal continuation of experiments catrég previous waves of the IP. This section
outlines the experiments carried at IP6; brieflyplaiing the reasons for carrying them,
describing the design of the experiment and giangndication as to the initial results from
early analysis of the data. The analyses in thiking paper were based on a preliminary
data-set which contained all cases but did not naights or derived variables. The authors

of each sub-section below are given in the heading.
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a. Assessing the Feasibility of More Precisely Measumg Household Energy
Consumption (Malcolm Fairbrother)

This experiment aimed to assess the feasibilitynaasuring energy use within the
households. Households were randomly assignedutotifeatment conditions, based on two
crossed binary treatments: (i) The advance letieratiults in a randomly-selected half of
households included a paragraph which mentionedotbposal to collect meter-readings.
The advance letter for adults in the other halthotiseholds did not mention the meter-
reading collection. (i) Half of the households wersked only for an odometer reading from
the household's most used vehicle, while half vesieed for that, plus readings from their
gas and/or electric meter(s). Given differencesealf-selection with respect to survey mode,
the random assignment to these four treatment gondidid not achieve balance across
survey modes; the number of face-to-face househbydsreatment group, for example,
ranged from 179 to 195.

Of the 1189 households, 824 (69%) provided at |lesmst valid gas, electricity and/or
odometer reading (405 of these were only an odamegeling). Approximately one month
after the end of fieldwork for IP6, a postal questiaire was sent to households who had
given a meter-reading. The questionnaire askethdhgehold to give another meter-reading,
enabling researchers to calculate the energy usesbe the date of interview and the date of
the second meter-reading. A reminder letter wag serthose households who had not
returned their questionnaire after two weeks. Tweekg after that, non-responding
households were contacted by telephone and ther-neeteéings collected, if possible, by
telephone. The follow-up survey was only requestethose who gave a valid response to
one or more of these questions, and these housetvalice only asked a repeat of what they
had answered initially. Of the 824, 672 (82%, of®%bdf 1189) completed the follow-up

survey.

Of the 1189 households, setting aside a very smatiber of missing values, 1173 reported
having electricity, 1030 gas, 55 oil, and 99 sontigeo kind of fuel in their homes; 959
households reported having one or more vehiclesth&tmain IP6 interview, neither the
treatment of receiving an advance letter, nor tleattment of being asked only for an
odometer reading rather than odometer plus gasielgcmeter, appears to have made any
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difference to compliance with the request to prewath odometer reading. 76% of households
with at least one vehicle complied with this reques 80% if disregarding DKs and some

households coded as Inapplicable).

In terms of data quality, those asked only for aforoeter reading (and not also
gas/electricity readings) welesslikely to provide a precise figure (44% comparedb0%),

and more likely to report an estimate. The neecbttect one outside piece of information (a
meter reading) may have led some respondents te thakextra effort also to record their

precise odometer reading. The advance warning lethele no difference.

Survey mode made some difference; web respondemts slightly less likely to provide an
odometer reading than face-to-face respondents (Z8&tpared to 86%), and were also
slightly less likely to provide a precise readiagher than an estimate (43% rather than 49%).

(Too few households responded by telephone forcamparison to be meaningful.)

With respect to gas, depending on how missing degareated, 70% to 80% of households
proved willing to provide a gas meter reading, brthg warned ahead of time made little to
no difference. Almost all provided a precise numteher than an estimate (presumably
because few people have any idea what their gaar megtds unless they look). Receiving an
advance warning letter made no difference to thabalility of compliance. Respondents
differed substantially in terms of non-responseetieling on survey mode, with face-to-face
respondents by far the likeliest to provide a gemding, compared to telephone and web
respondents (84% rather than 61% and 67%, respdgtiwith the number of telephone

respondents being very small). Survey mode made lkilifference to the probability of

providing an estimated figure, however.

Much the same held for electricity, though for &ledy only 60% to 70% of households
proved willing to provide an electricity meter ré@agl Again being warned ahead of time
made little to no difference, and almost all pr@dd precise number rather than an estimate
(also irrespective of being warned ahead of timAe) for gas, web respondents were much

less likely to provide an electricity reading comgzhto face-to-face respondents (64% rather
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than 90%), with survey mode again making littlefatiénce to the (inevitably very low)

probability of providing an estimated rather thaaqise figure.

Overall, then, a warning in the advance letter dadsappear to make much difference in the
collection of these data. On the other hand, sumwmyge does make a difference: for
collecting information about gas and electricityeugtem non-response is high for web

respondents, and low for face-to-face respondents.

Turning to the second-stage data collection, redpots were asked whether their address
and (if appropriate) vehicle were the same as theserded in the first stage. Despite this
check, however, in a non-trivial number of casenoeter and/or meter readings were lower
at the time of the second reading compared toitee This occurred for 11% of households
who reported odometer readings at both stages amsded a check that the vehicle was
unchanged; the same occurred for 7% of househdttisr@spect to electricity and gas meter
readings (and where their address should have begmanged). In other cases, the figures
were dramatically, unrealistically higher. In bd#pes of instances, the quality of the data
would clearly appear to be suspect. An error masehtbeen made at one or both stages, or

the vehicle must have changed—yet such a changeaotasflected in the data.

Those cases aside, however, the majority of respaadvho gave readings at the first stage
also complied at the second stage. Interestinglyoflometer readings, almost all second-
stage readings were precise figures, not estimatesentrast (as discussed above) to the
first stage (see Figure 1 below). This would suggleat the follow-up cards encouraged

respondents to go and look at their odometers, edlsem the initial web or face-to-face

interviews they tended just to estimate. Large nitégs of the respondents used the mail-
back cards to report their odometer and meter mgadithough there was also a significant

minority who responded only when prompted by teteyh
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Figure 1: Odometer readings, by type of reading atach stage (estimated or precise).
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b. Change in Respondent Incentives (Peter Lynn)
At IP6, as at previous waves, sample members vereas unconditional incentive with the

advance letter notifying them of the upcoming wafedata collection. The value of the
incentive, which was in the form of a voucher radable for cash at any Post Office, was
either £10 or £30. Additionally, some of those sehd in the mixed mode treatment group
were also promised an additional £20 for each ddolisehold member conditional on all
adult household members taking part online withwo tweeks of receiving the survey
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invitation. For some sample members, this was #raeslevel of incentive that they had
received at IP5, but for most this representedamgé. In some cases, the incentive level was

increased while in others it was reduced.

In the CAPI-only part of the sample, all sample rbers were provided a £10 incentive.
Amongst original sample members this representiéebrean increase from £5 at IP5 or the
same that they had received at IP4. Amongst IPdeskeient sample members, this
represented a reduction from £20 or £30 at IPdersame that they had received at IP4.
Amongst original sample members, IP6 responsewateslightly higher for those for whom

the incentive represented an increase, though iffereshce did not reach statistical

significance (Table 8). Amongst refreshment sampkmbers, the opposite was found:
response rate was higher for those for whom theninee represented a reduction, though
again the difference did not reach statistical ificgnce. Differences between treatment

groups are even smaller if analysis is restricbeprévious wave respondents.

Table 8: Response rates by change in incentivd, lsaenple origin, and previous wave
response status; CAPI-only sample

Original sample IP4 refreshment sample
Incentive level at (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
IP5 and IP6 £5— £10 £10— £10 £10— £10 £20— £10 £30— £10
All  issued to 79.2% 73.9% 72.1% 75.6% 80.2%
field (n=337) (n=299) (n=86) (n=127) (n=121)
IP5 respondents 88.2% 85.2% 87.7% 89.9% 87.4%
(n=245) (n=209) (n=57) (n=89) (n=95)

All issued to field: (a) v (b) P=0.11; (c) v (d) @56; (c) v (e) P=0.18; (d) v (e) P=0.39
IP5 respondents: (a) v (b) P=0.35; (c) v (d) P=0(6Bv (e) P=0.95; (d) v (e) P=0.59

In the mixed mode part of the sample, there wereetklifferent incentive treatments at 1P6,
as described above. Original sample members c@yd received either £5 or £10 at IP5 and
thus, there are six treatment combinations acrosstwo waves, of which five represent
increases of different amounts and one represectnstant treatment (of £10). Amongst
those who received £5 at IP5, either of the hidiegls incentives resulted in a significantly
higher response rate at IP6 than the £10 incefifiable 9). Amongst those who received £10
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at IP5, only the £30 incentive at IP6 resulted significantly higher response rate than the
£10 incentive. Amongst those who received £10 &f tRe IP6 response rate did not differ
between those who received £5 and those who ret€iv@ at IP5. The same was true for
sample members receiving each of the other twoldewé incentives at IP6. Broadly
speaking, these results can be characterised iagting that:
» conditional on the level of incentive at IP5, highavels of incentives at IP6 resulted
in higher response rates;
» conditional on the level of incentive at IP6, thedl of incentive at IP5 did not affect
the response rate at IP6.
These findings are consistent with a hypothesis tihe effect on response propensity is
driven by the current level of the incentive, ngtthe change in level from one wave to the

next.

Table 9: Response rates by change in incentivd, lemel previous wave response status;
original sample, web sample

Incentive level (@) (b) (c) (d) (e) )
atIP5and IP6 £5— £10 £5— £5— £30 £10— £10— £10—
£10+£20 £10 £10+£20 £30
All issued to 64.8% 75.5% 78.1% 67.8% 75.5% 81.8%
field (n=230) (n=224) (n=233) (n=177) (n=196) (n=203)
IP5 respondents 83.9% 87.9% 93.3% 80.3% 84.4% 88.9%

(n=137)  (n=149)  (n=150) (n=127) (n=141) (n=135)

All issued to field: (a) v (b) P=0.01; (a) v (c) ®801; (b) v (c) P=0.50; (d) v (e) P=0.10; (d) vRE0.002; (e) v
(f) P=0.13; (a) v (d) P=0.52; (b) v (e) P=0.99; {dq¥) P=0.34

IP5 respondents: (a) v (b) P=0.33; (a) v (c) P=0(blLv (c) P=0.11; (d) v (e) P=0.38; (d) v (f) P8B; (e) v (f)
P=0.27; (a) v (d) P=0.44; (b) v (e) P=0.39; (c)WR=0.19

c. The reliability of measures of change in self-assssd disability (Annette Jackle
and Stephen Pudney)

This experiment used reactive dependent intervigwo investigate the measurement of
change in self-assessed measures of long-starlttiegsi or disability. Waves 1-4 of the IP
contain the same question asking whether the relgmdns troubled by a long-standing (at
least 12 months) illness, disability or infirmiffhere has been some experimental variation
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in wording but, comparing individual responses frilta same question design in successive
waves, we find high rates of transition: exit ratesm disability of 29% (IPL IP2 and
IP2-1P3) and 33% (IP31P4); and entry rates of 18% (IR1P2), 24% (IP2,IP3) and
14% (IP3-1P4). These seem implausibly high for the geneoglubation, given the “long-

standing” qualifier.

In substantive research, questions of this kindbéen used to construct variables identifying
people suffering ill-health, and to identify adwerkealth events. They are important in
epidemiology, but are also widely used as explagatariables in survey-based research in
many other fields, including labour economics, meodistribution, wellbeing and poverty

analysis, tax-benefit modelling and planning of [pubervices. If there proves to be a great
deal of spurious “churning” in responses, this \wdlve serious implications for a great deal

of important empirical research.

The question is important in its own right, busialso used iUnderstanding Societgnd the
Family Resources Survéi#RS) as a filter that precedes a question inyitespondents to
report specific difficulties with a set of 11 speciactivities of daily life (ADLs). Responses
to this second stage question are often used tetremh empirical measures of the severity of
disability, based on the number and types of diffies that a person reports. Measures of
this kind have been influential in academic andigyetelated research on disability.
Examples include the Wanless Review (2006) and20@9 Green Paper on social care
(Department of Health 2009), both of which reaclwemclusions about the targeting of

support for disabled people, based on these measure

If the initial filter question is unreliable, asesas possible given the high rate of churning,
then measures of disability constructed from theored difficulties with ADLs may be
systematically biased, even if errors in resporisethe filter question are purely random.
This is because of the asymmetric question stracturandom “false negative” response bars
entry to the ADL question and thus prevents repoftany difficulty, but a false positive
does not necessarily lead to an offsetting overmesé of ADL difficulties. This bias may

have serious implications for evidence-based desiglisability policy, since it could lead to
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underestimation of the prevalence of disability #melaccuracy of targeting of public support

for disabled people.

Objectives

This experiment had three main objectives: (1)dentify the reasons for the high rates of
year-on-year change in long-term illness or disgbidbserved at the individual level; (2) to
investigate whether use of the initial filter questhas a significant impact on measured
disability by barring access to the more specifiesjion about everyday activities; (3)

consequently, to suggest options for redesigniegjtrestions to give more stable measures.

Experimental design
Sample members were randomly (by household) abBdcé one of three experimental

groups.

Group A (quarter of the sample):

Received the standard version of questions in #real health module, i.e. the HEALTH
filter followed by the Activities of Daily Life (A) question for respondents who answer
“yes” to the filter:

HEALTH: Do you have any long-standing physical or mentapaimment, illness or
disability? By 'long-standing' we mean anythingtthas troubled you over a period of at
least 12 months or that is likely to trouble yoeoa period of at least 12 months. (Yes/No)
If HEALTH=yes:

ADL: Does this/Do these health problem(s) or disabikiy( mean that you have substantial
difficulties with any of the following areas of ydifie?

1 Mobility (moving around at home and walking)

2 Lifting, carrying or moving objects

3 Manual dexterity (using your hands to carry owtryday tasks)

4 Continence (bladder and bowel control)

5 Hearing (apart from using a standard hearing aid)

6 Sight (apart from wearing standard glasses)

7 Communication or speech problems
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8 Memory or ability to concentrate, learn or underd

9 Recognising when you are in physical danger

10 Your physical co-ordination (e.g. balance)

11 Difficulties with own personal care (e.g. geitiressed, taking a bath or shower)
12 Other health problem or disability

96 None of these

Group B (quarter of the sample):

Everyone was asked the ADL question; the HEALTEkefiuestion was not asked.

Group C (half the sample):

Everyone was asked the HEALTH question about ldageing health conditions.

Respondents who gave a different answer from tbeigus wave were asked a follow-up
guestion about the reasons for the change:

Can | just check, our records show that last tinfeemwwe interviewed you on [ff_intdate] ,
{you had a / you did not have any} long-standigei$s or disability. Is there an error in our

records, or {do you no longer have this conditias this a new condition}?

Everyone in this group was also asked the ADL qgoestbut at a later point in the
guestionnaire. The experiment is being repeatddn

Results

1,293 respondents answered the filter questiorott Wwave 5 and wave 6. A third of these
(426) reported an initial health condition or didigp at wave 5, of whom 80 reported no

condition at wave 6 — an exit rate of 19%. Among 867 respondents at wave 5 who
reported no long-standing condition, 123 reportechsa condition at wave 6 — an entry rate
of 14%. These entry and exit rates are lower th@ncbrresponding rates in some earlier
waves, but they remain implausibly high.

Table 10 documents the explanations respondentsfgaxhanges in their long-term iliness

or disability status. Of the 45 respondents no éongeporting a long-term problem, 11
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confirmed that they no longer had the conditionsaRi they still had the same condition, but
that it was not as bad now, or medication/treatnveag more effective, or it was less of a
problem because their activities had changed. Gnigspondents said there was an error in
their data from the previous interview or others@afor the change in their health status.

Table 10: Reasons for changes in long-term hetdths

Reasons for no longer reporting long-term ilineissdaility N
There is an error in the records 4
| still have the same health condition but it i$ a® bad now 8
| still have the same health condition but treatnegrmedication is effective now 15

The condition is much the same as last year, buaatiyities have changed, so it is less of a

problem now 6
I no longer have this health condition 11
Other reason 1
Total 45
Reasons for reporting new long-term illness/disgbil N
There is an error in the records 20
I had the same health condition but it is worse now 8
I had the same health condition but treatment aticad¢ion is less effective now 3

The condition is much the same as last year, buactiyities have changed, so it is more of a

problem now 3
This is a new health condition 29
Other reason 5
Total 68

Measuring the onset of new long-term health cood#tiseems more problematic. Of the 68
respondents who gave an explanation for reportiagy tong-term health problems 29

confirmed that they had a new health conditionsdid they had had the condition previously
but that it was worse now, or that the treatmemhedication was less effective, or that it was
more of a problem now because their activities tfamhged. However, 25 respondents said

there was an error in the data from their previatexview, or another reason.
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Disability rates based on the questions about @iffies with Activities of Daily Life tended
to be higher if everyone was asked this questioan twhen respondents were only routed
into this question if they reported a long-ternmes or disability. Among IP6 respondents
the rates were 27.4% versus 23.3% (p=0.180), amesygpndents also interviewed in the
previous wave the rates were 30.1% versus 24.29%.(B8). Correspondingly the mean
numbers of activities that respondents had difficwith tended to be somewhat higher if
everyone was asked the question than when it watedo(0.59 versus 0.49 for IP6
respondents, p=0.230, and 0.64 versus 0.51 foonelgmts in both IP5 and IP6, p=0.133).

d. Panel Conditioning and Social Desirable Respondindgffects on self-reported
height and weight (S.C. Noah Uhrig)

Validation work on self-reported height and weight surveys suggests that both are
consistently biased toward cultural ideals (foegiew, see Rowland, 1990, see also Spencer
et al.,, 2002). Weight is often under-reported, ipalarly amongst those who are heavier
whilst height can also be over-reported amongssehaho are short or under-reported
amongst those who are tall. Such biases oftentteadisclassifications of relative weight —
i.e., underweight, normal weight, overweight or sdbe- a much studied variable in
epidemiology and other disciplines. Little is kngwhowever, about the longitudinal
measurement properties of self-reported factuad,déte height and weight, particularly in
the context of clear social desirability bias iff-seports. Adopting the notion that survey
content informs and encourages panel responderitsigbthe survey enterprise and hence
report more accurately (Waterton and Lievesley ]988is study investigates whether
guestionnaire content from a prior wave reducedikiedihood of observing these biases in

height and weight self-reports.

Experimental Design.

At Wave 1, half of IP respondents were exposedeight and weight questions while the
other half of the sample was not. At Wave 2, therersample was asked their height and
weight. This approach was replicated twice morédhwdentical allocations for each pair of
waves IP3 and IP4, and IP5 and IP6. Thus, contestwaried across six waves to be either

annual or biannual; the portion of the sample rangiheight and weight content annually is
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treated as "conditioned" while biannual content'nst conditioned”. Households within
PSUs were randomly allocated to one or the otleatrinent such that all respondents within a

given household received the exact same experiteagiment.

Background and Hypotheses.

Validation of self-reported weight against anthno@iric measurement finds that weight is
systematically underreported (Dekkers et al., 2@&ncer et al., 2002, Borkan et al., 1983).
Underreporting is consistently greater among thede are heavier and by women
(Rowland, 1990, Stewart et al.,, 1987, Palta et1882). Both Spencer et al., (2002) and
Rowland (1990) find that the extent of under-rejpgriof weight increases with increasing
respondent weight, more so for women than for niégre margin of error for women is
typically twice that for men at the heaviest wegyhtithin sex. Rowland (1990) also finds
that underweight men over-report their weight. ®ation of self-reported height typical
finds that height is over-reported, though gengrély small margins (Rowland, 1990,
Spencer et al., 2002, Dekkers et al., 2008). Ak wigight, misreports seem to be associated
with both gender and true value. Typically, greater-reports are observed amongst shorter
men (Rowland, 1990). Though generally of a smalgmitade, Spencer et al., (2002) find

that men’s overestimates are nearly twice thatahen.

Height and weight are not validated in the UKHLSBvertheless panel conditioning effects
on self-reported height and weight can still beestigated. If conditioning reduces socially
desirable responding through the inculcation ofstirtone would expect the response
distribution for both height and weight to be atéstfor men and women in ways suggesting

less socially desirable responding.

H1: Conditioned respondents should report heightsl aveights systematically
opposed to the biases identified by validation wddkconditioned respondents

should confirm known biases, or rather show no @¢mring effects.

Wilfully providing inaccurate information is one @ally desirable response strategy, but

there are others (Tourangeau et al., 1997, Toueangeal., 2000). First, item non-response
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is a common method to avoid providing informatiomieth is unflattering or otherwise highly

sensitive (Moore et al., 1999, Kennickell, 199&n&! conditioning research often finds that
non-response decreases over waves of data colefraugott and Katosh, 1979, Bailar,
1989, Cantor, 1989, Porst and Zeifang, 1987, S$tuegial., 2009, Waterton and Lievesley,
1989).

H2: Conditioned men and women should be less likel{em non-respond for both
height and weight than unconditioned men and women.

A third socially desirable response strategy ccgdto provide round numbers, i.e., “digit
preference”, particularly among heavier responddntéis study of U.S. men and women,
Rowland (1990) found that 60 percent expressedyi plieference -- i.e., a numeric value
ending in a 0 or 5 -- when reporting weight in imakunits. Digit-preference was more
common among women and heavier respondents anel élxpsessing a digit preference were

significantly less accurate than those who did(Rotwland 1990).

H3: Conditioning influences digit preference sudiatt conditioned respondents
should be less likely to provide rounded valuesheight and weight compared to

unconditioned respondents.

Variables.

Respondents were asked their height without shdeshwould be reported either in metric
or imperial units. Respondents were also asked theight without clothes which could
similarly be reported in either metric or impenalits. Few respondents reported in metric,
therefore the analysis is limited to only thoseoréipg both height and weight in imperial
units. The weight question was followed-up withimagicator of whether the reported value is
an estimate or not, and when the respondent moshttg weighed themselves. All women
currently pregnant were excluded from the analysis.
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Rounding in weight reporting was indicated by wileetthe respondent provided an answer
that was a full or half-stone (e.g., "12 stone""tR-1/2 stone" rather than "12 stone 3

pounds", etc,...).

Methods.

Validation results suggest that the biases inregbrts of weight and height differ over the
range of the distribution; however, linear regressinodels the mean values of the response
variables conditional on a given set of predict@eantile-regression models the conditional
response distribution rather than the mean, i.especified percentile or percentiles of a
continuous response variable conditioned on afssivariates (Koenker and Bassett, 1978).
For this reason, quantile-regression is more ap@atpfor examining the effects of panel
conditioning on the underlying distribution of resges to height and weight questions. In
addition to quantile-regression, routine logit andltinomial logit models are appropriate to
examine other effects. In all models, respondeatayl education are controlled. Education
was measured in terms of highest qualificationsiolkt, categorised as into four groups:
University degree or higher, or an equivalent; Chatipn of compulsory schooling or its
equivalent, including those staying on until age a8 other qualifications not elsewhere

classified, including foreign degrees; and no reggbgualifications at all.

Results.

Table 11, for men, and Table 12, for women, shawmedes of panel conditioning effects on
guartiles of self-reported weight. Results for msarggest no support for H1 such that
conditioning has no statistically significant effean reported weight. Results for women
suggest some initial support for H1: conditionednmen in the upper 75th percentile
routinely report heavier weights by about 1/2-stoft@s result, however, is not replicated at
Wave 4 nor at Wave 6 though conditioned women is @ipper quartile are likely to report

heavier weights than unconditioned women.
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Table 11. Quantile-regression of conditioning, ring and recent weighing on men's self-

reported weight.

Wave 2 Wave 4 Wave'6
1] 11 | Il 1l Il 11

p25
Conditioned -1.33 -142 -1.33 -0.05 -0.68 -0.24 0.64 0.37 -0.38
(3.11) (3.2) (2.97) (3.46) (3.68) (3.82) (4.29) (4.23) (4.33)
Rounding 0.09 3.04 2.62 2.82 3.31 4.34
(2.69) (3.13) (3.56) (4.04) (4.23) (4.23)
Recent 7.33** 2.23 7.51
(3.03) (3.97) (4.57)

p50
Conditioned -3.29 -2.66 -3.11 1.39 1.63 235 -282 -4.00 -3.33
(2.77) (2.88) (2.9) (3.18) (3.23) (2.96) (4.11) (4.15) (4.21)
Rounding -1.76 0.51 4.38 3.44 2.00 2.34
(3.17) (3.52) (3.5) (3.65) (3.22) (3.53)
Recent 4.31 -3.28 1.95
(3.4) (3.73) (4.53)

p75
Conditioned -3.80 -3.71 -4.48 0.89 1.17 223 -3.13 -3.38 -0.62
(356) (3.52) (3.42) (3.79) (3.87) (4.13) (4.29) (4.52) (4.1)
Rounding -0.98 0.40 3.53 2.42 0.86 2.52
(3.44) (3.2 (4.01) (4.1) (4.5) (4.72)
Recent 5.43* -2.69 8.38*
(3.18) (4.28) (4.34)
N 1,817 1,817 1,817 1529 1,529 1529 1,802 1,802 1,802

* p<.10, **p<.05, *** p<.01. Bootstrapped standaedrors are shown in parentheses (1,500 reps). Slhogan
effects of conditioning on quantiles, responderg agd education are included in models but not shiosve.
"Wave 6 data are unweighted, whereas all otheratationgitudinally weighted to correct for attritio
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Table 12. Quantile-regression of conditioning, ring and recent weighing on men's self-
reported weight.

Wave 2 Wave 4 Wave'6
I Il Il I Il 11 Il 1
p25
Conditioned -1.23 -1.18 -151 -1.07 -2.14 -1.47 -0.09 0 0.64
(3.09) (3.09) (3.05) (3.02) (2.92) (3.03) (3.06) (3.4) (3.37)
Rounding 466 3.61 2.63 282 2.4 4.85
(2.97) (2.97) (3.21) (3.24) (3.07) (3.36)
5.92*
Recent 0.82 3.82 *
(2.6) (3.42) (2.59)
p50
Conditioned 0.27 -0.32 -0.63 -0.22 -0.39 -0.25 283 219 3.55
(2.45) (2.12) (2.28) (2.91) (2.66) (2.66) (2.99) (3.02) (2.85)
5.44* 553*
Rounding * * 4.53* 4.4 3.88 364
(2.26) (2.41) (2.61) (2.95) (2.78) (2.66)
Recent -0.29 -0.1 4.67*
(2.27) (2.88) (2.71)
p75
7.07* 7.04*%
Conditioned 5.27* * * 152 2.82 3.1 6.13 597 5.2
(2.97) (3.05) (3.17) (3.94) -(4.2) -(4.) (5.34) (5.12) (5.34)
Rounding 5.35 5.26 6.33 6.60* 0.16 0.25
(3.28) (3.24) (3.91) (3.97) 4.47) -4.7)
Recent -0.78 0.03 3.22
(2.58) (3.46) (5.02)
N 1,817 1,817 1,817 1529 1529 1529 1,802 1,802 1,802

* p<.10, **p<.05, *** p<.01. Bootstrapped standagdors are shown in parentheses (1,500 reps). Shosvn
effects of conditioning on quartiles, responderdg agd education are included in models but not shoave.
"Wave 6 data are unweighted, whereas all otheratatéongitudinally weighted to correct for attritio

Table 13 shows estimates of panel conditioningcesfen quartiles of self-reported height as
well as calculated relative weight, the "Body-Mdsdex" (BMI). Results for men's self-

reported height are consistent with H1 across alles: Conditioned men are significantly
more likely to report a taller height than uncoimtied men in the tallest quartile of height.
There is no effect of conditioning on men's caltedabody-mass. Moreover, there is no

effect of conditioning on women's self-reportedgieior on women's calculated body mass.
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Table 13. Quantile regression of height and bodgamadex on panel conditioning, Waves 2,
4 and 6

Wave 2 Wave 4 Wave'6

Men Inches BMI Inches BMI Inches BMI

g25

Conditioned 0.16 -0.41 0.22 -0.08 0.35 -0.69
(0.27) (0.4) (0.34) (0.41) (0.4) (0.58)

50

Conditioned 0.38 -0.54 0.22 -0.07 0.56 -0.27
(0.28) (0.36) (0.35) (0.48) (0.45) (0.47)

q75

Conditioned 0.62*** -0.42 0.75** 0.36 0.78** -0.78
(0.24) (0.43) (0.32) (0.57) (0.34) (0.55)

N 1,817 1,817 1,529 1,529 1,802 1,802

Women Inches BMI Inches BMI Inches BMI

g25

Conditioned 0.16 -0.11 0.21 -0.42 0.64* -0.11
(0.23) (0.39) (0.21) (0.41) (0.36) (0.41)

50

Conditioned 0.13 -0.37 0.16 -0.15 0.11 0.09
(0.26) (0.49) (0.29) (0.44) (0.33) (0.68)

q75

Conditioned 0.1 0.93 0.17 0.11 0.17 0.03
(0.23) (0.67) (0.33) (0.63) (0.31) (0.99)

N 1,817 1,817 1,529 1,529 1,802 1,802

* p<.10, *p<.05, *** p<.01, Bootstrapped standagdors are shown in parentheses (1,500 reps). Shoavn
effects of conditioning on quartiles, responder& agd education are included in models but not shuave.
"Wave 6 data are unweighted, whereas all otheratationgitudinally weighted to correct for attritio

Table 14 shows the effects of panel conditioningotimer indicators of weight response
quality. H2 is not supported for men: Conditionedrmare no more or no less likely to non-
respond to a question about their weight. Condgiibwomen, on the other hand, do seem to
be influenced by conditioning in their propensityrton-respond though the results are not

statistically significant at Wave 2 and Wave 6, atd significant at Wave 4.
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Table 14. The effects of panel conditioning on-sefforted weight response quality, Waves

2,4 and 6.
Weight  Weight Recent
Men Rounding Rounding NR NR Weighing
Conditioned 0.02 0.00 0.05 -0.02 -0.19
(0.2) (0.22) (0.61) (0.62) (0.16)
Wave 2 Recent weighing -1.13*** -1.41*
-0.19 -0.76
N 678 672 685 679 781
Conditioned -0.26 -0.29 2.17%* -t -0.19
(0.24) (0.24) (1.09) -1 (0.25)
Wave 4 Recent weighing -L2ree e f
028 f
N 550 548 507 293 616
Conditioned -0.25 -0.25 0.86 0.73 0.11
(0.23) (0.23) (0.66) (0.65) (0.21)
Wave 6 Recent weighing -0.59*** -1.57*
(0.22) (0.82)
N 596 596 617 616 763
Weight  Weight Recent
Women Rounding Rounding NR NR Weighing
Conditioned -0.08 -0.05 -0.78 -0.65 0.21
(0.17) (0.17) (0.6) (0.61) (0.14)
Wave 2 Recent weighing -0.57*** -1.10**
(0.17) (0.52)
N 769 766 792 787 918
Conditioned -0.09 -0.1 -1.22**  -1.51** -0.14
(0.22) (0.22) (0.57) (0.7) (0.19)
Wave 4 Recent weighing -0.46** -0.76
(0.22) (0.57)
N 655 654 678 672 746
Conditioned -0.05 -0.05 -0.13 -0.01 0.05
(0.2) (0.2) (0.36) (0.38) (0.18)
Wave 6 Recent weighing -0.68*** -1.89%**
(0.21) (0.46)
N 766 764 833 823 1,007

* p<.10, *p<.05, *** p<.01, Standard errors areostm in parentheses. Respondent age and educagion ar
included the model but not shown. Data are weigtdezbntrol for attrition, except for Wave 6.Results
cannot be shown because conditioning and receigtwrg predict weight response perfectly in Waver f

men.
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Like H2, H3 is not supported for men. Although rstéatistically significant, findings for

Wave 4 and Wave 6 suggest that conditioned melessdikely to round their answers to the
nearest stone or half-stone than unconditioned iH8ns also not statistically supported for
women, though conditioned women are less likelydiond their answers as compared to
unconditioned women at all waves. It should be didb@t recent weighing was controlled in
all of these models because knowing one's weigltanaourage reporting of a weight that is
more accurate. A model predicting recent weighimgdd that there is no effect of

conditioning for either men or women on recent \u@ig.

Conclusions.

Given that validation work examining self-reporteglght and women suggest people tend to
report more culturally normative weights, it seectear that these sorts of survey questions
are influenced by social desirability effects. Tregizally, some have argued that continued
participation in panel surveys encourages trustrande accurate reporting over the life of
the panel. Tested was whether varying the frequaricguestions on height and weight
encouraged more accurate reporting of these faetmiped on the assumption that those
most likely to socially desirable respond would less likely to do so if they experienced
panel conditioning. Heavy women were found to remgmeater weights when conditioned
and tall men were found to report higher heightenvbonditioned. There is some evidence
that conditioned women were less likely to rouneirtmesponses but no clear evidence that
non-response was thwarted by conditioning. Theselteesuggest some evidence that panel
conditioning may counter social desirability effeat panel surveys; however, these findings

are not particularly strong.

e. The impact of changing self-completion formats beteen paper and computer
(S.C. Noah Uhrig)

At Wave 3 of the main UKHLS interview, the adultlifssompletion instrument was
administered using Computer Assisted Self Complet(@ASI). This represented a
permanent shift from a paper self-completion insat and was instituted to reduce what

was perceived to be unacceptably high levels df mom-response on the paper instrument at
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Waves 1 and 2. An IP experiment was created to meathe effects of shifting the design
format of the self-completion instrument. The expental design covered three waves of
data collection (IP4-IP6). Table 15 contains a s@dité&c design of the three-wave experiment.

Early results from the first wave of this experirhesre discussed in the IP4 working paper.

Table 15. Experimental allocation to self-completiostruments

Wave 4 (D) Wave 5 (E) Wave 6 (F) Comparison Frequency
Groups
1 - CASI 1 - CASI A 129
1-CASI 2 _ Paper 1- CASI B 123
2 — Paper C 108
1 - CASI D 64
2 — Paper 1-CASI 2 — Paper E 70
2 — Paper 2 — Paper F 254

At Waves 5 and 6 where web and face-to-face irdemig were examined in a sequential
mixed-mode design, all households were allocatedréatment, however only sample
members interviewed face-to-face were subject ie #xperiment. Thus, allocation to
treatment was independent of the mixed-mode exgatinbut response to the mixed-mode
experiment reduced the overall sample size availdior analysis. Also, due to a
programming error at Wave 5 around 50 per cenhasé eligible to receive the questions in
face-to-face CASI mode did not get asked the erpartal questions (313 people, based on
unedited data). It should be noted that this doets confound the experiment (i.e. no
respondents were asked questions in the wrongeeipletion format), but this error does
reduce its power to detect differences acrosscegifpletion formats. For these reasons, only
respondents interviewed face-to-face across aflettwaves who experienced no errors in

experimental administration were analysed.

Methods
The key indicators of data quality are the relipiand stability of core self-completion

measures. Due to experimentation with much of tire content across the three waves, the

" https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/researdlipations/working-paper/understanding-society/ 2062

33



only core items amenable to analysis are the conep88§12 mental (SF12-M) and physical
(SF12-P) health scores, and composite GHQ scors. tRat both SF12-M and the GHQ are
measures concerned with mental health whereas Fthi@-B concerns physical health. We
might expect measures of mental health to behave i@ subjective survey items whereas

physical health measures may take on charactaristiobjective survey items.

Quasi-Simplex Models with the three waves of daxemused to obtain reliabilities and

stabilities for these three core UKHLS measuresosacreach of the six experimental

treatment paths. All models were obtained usingeBayn estimation. It should be noted that
the confidence intervals suggest non-significaffedénces across all groups in the results
presented, however this is likely to be a consecgieof small sample sizes on the

experiment. Confidence intervals are only showrfigumres where doing so does not reduce
readability.

Results

Is there any self-completion format effect at all’Zomparison of single-mode versus mode
switching with the self-completion instrument wouidlicate whether there was any mode
effect at all. One might expect wave sequentiakt@vwing of self-completion formats to be
associated with lower reliabilities and stabilitigigen that the visual presentation of items
varies across paper and CASI formats. Shown inrEi@uare sets of charts with three-wave
reliability estimates where Groups A (CASI only)daR (Paper only) are compared to a
pooling of Groups B, C, D and E (all mixtures of @es across waves). Figure 3 shows

average reliabilities and the stability coefficeatcross these treatments.
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Figure 2. Reliabilities at three waves from QSM tbhe GHQ, SF12-M and SF12-P,

comparing Group A and F to Groups B, C, D, E pooled
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Figure 3. Average reliabilities and stability coefnts for the GHQ, SF12-M and SF12-P,
comparing Groups A and F to Groups B, C, D, E piole
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Results suggest that for the GHQ and the SF12dveftis little effect of format switching
across sequential waves as compared to administray a single self-completion format,

either CASI (Group A) or Paper (Group F). However,the SF12-M, wave consistency in
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instrument format is associated with a higher belity as compared to switching, regardless

of the instrument format.

As with the individual wave reliability estimateayerage reliabilities across the three
measures do not differ for the GHQ and the SF1Bd¥ever instrument consistency is
associated with somewhat higher average relialfititythe SF12-M as compared to format
switching. Stability coefficients are an indicatdrhow much wave on wave change exists in
the true value for each measure. Patterns in #talshifts are consistent across self-
completion formats though the magnitudes of stigbdoefficients differ somewhat across
the three measures investigated. We observe aestegpease in stability coefficients for a
wave sequential mixture of questionnaire formatsvben IP5 to IP6 as compared to IP4 and
IP5 in the GHQ and the SF12-M but not for the SP15imilarly, the stability coefficients
decline for the SF12-M with CASI only but the deels are lower for the GHQ and the
SF12-P under CASI only. Taken together, these tesemtatively imply format consistency
yields better data than wave sequential formatchwig for the three measures analysed.
There is greater measurement consistency, howewethe more objective SF12-P as
compared to the more subjective SF12-M and GHQ.

What is the effect of directional switch from paperCASI? Comparison of Group D to
Group F represents a direct examination of the Wassvitch from paper to CASI in the
main-stage instrument. Figure 4 shows these resitte switch to CASI negatively impacts
reliability or stability, we would observe a deceain the reliability coefficients or an

appreciable shift in stability coefficients overwes.

37



Figure 4. Reliability, Average Reliability, and 8iigy of the GHQ, SF12-M, SF12-P,
comparing Group D to Group F.

GHQ Groups D vs F GHQ
1.00 1.00
TAs -
0.80 8%8 —l i +
0.60 S e e 0.50 !
0.40 N Upper ClI
0.40 0.30
8%8 Lower CI
0.20 0.00 ——————— = Estimate
000 RoX1  R2x2  R2X3 %?o%% QO%QO% QO%QO%
£ & TA
O«]L 0 O,q, 0,03 %
Group D === = Group F €, R 7
SF12-M Groups D vs F SF12-M
1.00 1.00
0.90 1
0.80 ~ 0.80
>~\—- —_—— o 0.70
0.60 4
0.40 Upper CI
0.40 828 Lower CI
0.20 8%8 = Estimate
0.00 : : . G G G G G G
R2Z1 R2Z2 R2Z3 % OO% . b OO% n %, %,
G,
Group D e« Group F &, €, B9
SF12-P Groups Dvs F SF12-P
1.00 1.00
0.90 T . * T
0.80 —— S C— C—— e e 0.80 ; 1 |
’ 0.70
0.60
0.60 050
0.40 Upper ClI
0.40 0.30
0.20 Lower CI
0.20 0.10 .
0.00 _— = Estimate
0.00 ; : ) G G G G Q. G
R2Y1 R2Y2 R2Y3 % Ooifo . OO% ” %, %,
T L%, R,
Group D emm== e Group F &, %, R

Results suggest higher and more consistent retiatastimates for Group F (paper only
across three waves), both at each wave and inviirage reliabilities. Stability coefficients
are also generally higher for the paper only tregimn the GHQ and SF12-M but there is
little difference between stability coefficientstime SF12-P between experimental treatments.
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This implies that consistency with a paper quesiiame yields better data than the period of
time around switching from paper to CASI, particlyldor subjective measures such as the
GHQ and the SF12-M.

What is the effect of reversing the decision tacwio CASI?Anecdotal evidence suggests
that using a CASI instrument reduces fieldworkagdincy in a household panel. Interviewers
give over their laptops to respondents and thd totee interviewers spend in households
increases as a function of the amount of time kesarespondents to complete the self-
completion instrument. With a paper questionnaiespondents can get-on with completing
the instrument while the interviews with other helusld members are conducted. Continued
interest in improving fieldwork efficiency might eourage a return to using a paper self-
completion instrument. Shown in Figure 5 is a congoa of Group D (unidirectional shift to
CASI) to Group E (returning to paper after a singleve of CASI). Similarly a comparison
of Group D to Group C, shown in Figure 6, represevitat would happen after two waves of

returning to paper.
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Figure 5. Reliability, Average Reliability, Stalbyli for the GHQ, SF12-M and SF12-P,
comparing Group D with Group E
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Figure 6. Reliability, Average Reliability, Stalyli for the GHQ, SF12-M and SF12-P,
comparing Group D with Group C
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Group D shifts to CASI at IP5 from paper at IP4 atidks with it through to IP6. Group E
reverts to paper at IP6. We find a decline in keliy amongst Group D respondents for the
GHQ and SF12-M with a corresponding increase imabéity for Group E respondents.
Reliabilities appear stable for the SF12-P oveetithough Group E is somewhat higher than
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Group D. The GHQ and SF12-M both show an increassability for Group E with little
effect for the SF12-P. Group E stabilities shiftydior the GHQ.

Here, the unilateral shift to CASI in Group D isygoared to a return to paper from a point of
using CASI in Group C. As with the comparison ofuraing to paper for a single wave
(Group D versus Group E shown in Figure ), we improents in reliability over time with
the paper questionnaire relative to the CASI imagnat for the SF12-M and an overall higher
reliabilities for the GHQ and SF12-M with a retunm the paper instrument. Considering
stability coefficients, the return to paper wouikm to have a higher stability for the GHQ
and the SF12-M as compared to the shift to CASh Vilitle difference in the SF12-P.

Summary

Taken together these results suggest that the tshi@ASI is associated with less stable
reliabilities and less stable lag-1 relationshigswzen true values on core GHQ and SF12
measures around the transition as compared to stensy in self-completion format.
Comparisons also suggest that returning to a paséument improves reliability for the

most part.

f. Measuring Partnership Satisfaction with the Division of Housework (Katrin
Auspurg, Maria lacovou, Cheti Nicoletti)

In all modern societies, there are gender diffegsria the allocation of work, with women
doing the majority of housework (about 60 to 70cpeat); women do more housework even

in couples where both partners have full-time jobs.

Explanations proposed for the persistence of gedderork arrangements include gender
norms and identities; gendered preferences; anus gabm specialization arising because
men have higher earning power than their femalenpes. However, most research based on
household survey data cannot distinguish fully leetwthese factors, because we observe
very few couples where women have higher earningepdhan their male partners; we
therefore do not know what sort of work arrangemewmuld be in place if men and women

had comparable earning power.
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Our experiment was designed to overcome this pnoblé/e generated a battery of
hypothetical scenarios (“vignettes”) which variegeofive dimensions: the amount of paid
work, the relative earning power of male and femadgtners; the presence and age of
children; the division of paid und unpaid work; amdether the couple has paid help with the
housework. The exact wording of all vignettes may found in the IP questionnaire

documents; a sample scenario reads as follows:

Imagine that you are married or cohabiting, you andyour partner both
have full time jobs,and your partner has an hourly pay which is twice a
much as yours You have no children your partner does all of the
housework while you do none of jtbut you employ somebody to help with
the housework one morning per week

How satisfied would you say you are with the sharig of the housework?
Respondents were asked to reply on a seven-pailg, $com 1 (completely

dissatisfied” to 7 “completely satisfied”).

For each respondent, three vignettes were seleatedandom from the full battery.
Respondents were asked to imagine themselves se tgpothetical scenarios, and to rate
how satisfied they would be with the allocationhafusehold work in each scenarithis
experiment was first run in IP5; it was repeatetPi®, with all respondents being asked to eatactly

the same set of vignettdmt they had already rated in IP5.

The aims of the repeated experiment were (1) tditesstability over time of satisfaction ratings,
(2) to analyse possible reasons for any changiese ratings; and (3) to contribute to research
on the validation of factorial surveys and anchprimgnette<! only a few studies have used these

methods in the context of longitudinal surveys.

8 There is concern on the comparability of reportiisfaction levels between individuals when usingimon
item questions: different individuals might usefeliént reference standards for rating their satti&fa.
Working with repeated measurements on highly statiged scenarios like the “anchoring vignettes
methodology” used in our experiments may addressetiproblems of comparability.
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Results: data quality and overall response patterns
1,310 respondents participated in both the IP5IBRGdexperiments. As all respondents rated
multiple scenarios, there are more cases than mdspts, with pairs of repeated measures for

3,618 scenatrios.

For experimental designs it is crucial that (1) tjuestions allocated to each respondent are
uncorrelated with respondent characteristics; IG2) factors varying between questions are
not cross-correlated; and (3) all levels of theezkpental factors occur with about the same
frequency. Analyses showed all these target caitemi be met in both IP5 and IP6. All
correlations between experimental factors and mdgat characteristics (age, labour market
and family status, etc.) were below r = 0.1, aretéhwas no significant correlation between

the different experimental factors.

93.8% of IP6 respondents provided valid ratingsdibithree questions (IP5: 92.7%); 3.2%
refused or answered “don’t know” to all three vitieeratings (IP5: 4.0%); the remainder
gave valid answers to one or two questions. Thegtmn of valid responses over all
vignettes was 95.3% (IP5: 94.4%).

In both IP5 and IP6, a high proportion of responsgersed the same response category for all
three questions (32.3% for both IP5 and IP6); thespondents were significantly more
likely than others to give the middle response gate (28.0% versus 14% in IP6; 31.0%
versus 14.9% in IP5). Figure 7 shows the distrdoubf vignette ratings by panel wave. The
distribution of vignette ratings is very stable otiene (t-test for mean differences= 0.005;
p=0.962;n=9,622).
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Figure 7: Ratings of vignettes by panel wave
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Note IP5:n=4,556 vignette rating$¥1,544 respondents); IP6: 5,066 vignette ratimgd (716 respondents).

Results: stability of responses across panel waves

In this section we consider changes in individusdgisfaction ratings with the same vignette.
In 28% of cases, ratings did not change. In a &r80% of cases, the rating increased or
decreased by 1, and in 19% of cases it increasddaveased by 2. Thus, a large majority of
the ratings changed not at all, or by a relativelgdest amount. However, in almost one
guarter of cases (23.2%) the ratings changed ojr8gpor more.

Since respondents in both waves were presentedewgtttly the same scenarios, these
changes indicate either measurement problems @bability caused by problems such as
respondents’ fatigue or misunderstanding of thi)tas real changes in preferences that

occurred over time.
Initial analyses revealed that changes in vignettiegs are not correlated with the following:

= Respondents’ age (older respondents may have mabeems with complex survey
tasks).
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= The “spread” of ratings which respondents usedHherdifferent scenarios (a low spread
may represent misunderstanding of the task or ldingness to provide considered
answers - so called “satisficing”).

= Respondents’ partnership status (people livingpargnership at time of the survey may
find it easier or more difficult to imagine themsaes in the different hypothetical
scenarios).

= Respondents whose own partnership status changadyfar to year (e.g. those who
lived with a partnership in IP6 but not in IP5,uice versa) showed a small tendency to

make more changes in ratings, but this effect veastatistically significant.

By contrast, changes in vignette ratings are styoagd significantly correlated with changes
in respondents’ reported satisfaction with theinaetual housework arrangements.

These findings suggest that the rather low tesistaeliability of responses is not caused by
methodological problems, but rather, that changesgnette ratings over time are driven by
substantive changes in respondents’ preferences.

Other factors predicting changes in vignette raintpy include factors relating to survey
completion (such as very short response times)ditianal factors relating to changes in
preferences (such as further changes in respona@etusl living conditions). Further work is

necessary to investigate these.

As well as their methodological applications, thedsa also have useful substantive
applications, particularly in research on the reasdbehind gender-specific work

arrangements.

g. Assessing the effects of prenatal hormone exposura the human life-course
(Cara Booker and Sebastian Schnettler)

Background
According to the organizational hypothesis in betanral endocrinology, early exposure to
androgens has permanent, organizational effectbraim and behaviour (Breedlove 2010,
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Nelson 2011). These are distinct from activatiorsdfects of circulating hormone
concentrations. Whereas organizational effects kakly environment with behavioural
outcomes later in life by eliciting different degpmental strategies, activational effects
orchestrate behaviour in a more immediate way ancesponse to changes over the life
course. However, recent research in behaviourabaimblogy increasingly shows how
hormonal effects on behaviour are strongly moddratesocial context (Gettler et al. 2011,
Taylor 2014). For researchers who thus want togbtiogether the strengths of social
scientific explanations on human behaviour withights from behavioural endocrinology
rely on data that combine hormonal measurementsinitlepth socioeconomic information.
Although measurement of circulating hormone conegiains is becoming more frequent in
surveys, markers for prenatal hormones have nobgeh systematically implemented in
large-scale, representative surveys with in-depibiogconomic information that social
scientists typically take into consideration. Here provide a brief descriptive report on a
new data set that combines a measure of prenatilogen exposure with detailed
longitudinal data on socioeconomic background aaibus life course outcomes. This data
set will allow researchers to follow an integratedearch perspective on human behaviour,

combining insight from behavioural endocrinologyttwihat from the social sciences.

Descriptive Results

The difficulty and costs of direct measurementnmbeyos and the lag between measurement
and later life outcomes has resulted in the needirfdirect measurement of prenatal
hormones (Breedlove 2010). The length ratio of $beond and fourth digits (2D:4D) has
been found to be a stable marker of prenatal stdrormone exposure with high validity
(Breedlove 2010, Honekopp et al. 2007, Manningletl@98). As part of IP6 , a 2D:4D
module was administered to a representative saofif@®18 individuals in 1,187 households
and the resulting measurements were matched wititialinal information on various life
domains from six waves of the Innovation Panelnitbe survey participants, we obtained a
total of 1,583 right hand and 1,582 left hand messwn the respective digit ratios. We
deleted digit ratios of individuals with issuesdlikroken fingers or severe arthritis on one or
both of their hands, as this could have producedlich digit ratios. Given some extreme

values, we further deleted outliers with digit oatihigher or lower than three standard
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deviations from the mean (cf. Lippa 2003). Togethigs reduced the number of valid cases
to 1,468 right hand measurements and 1,490 leftl mapasurements. The kurtosis and
skewness levels of the gross distribution were idenably reduced by these procedures.
Kurtosis was reduced from 151.0 and 173.0 to 3@ ad, respectively, for right and left

hand measurements. Skewness was reduced from@d%&io 0.3 and 0.5, respectively (see

Figure 8).

Figure 8. Probability densities before/after remafautliers and hand injuries.
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Overall, the share of missing values corresponds2ic2% in case of right hand
measurements and to 26.1% in case of left hand urerasnts. The top three reasons for
non-participation were un-willingness to particp&h=220), unavailability of a measurement
device (n=174), and hand or finger injury (n=14Bkerviewers in the face-to-face were
equipped with callipers. Thus, unavailability ofn@asurement device was almost exclusively
an issue in the Web-based interviews, leading str@ang association between the share of
missing cases and the mode of data collection.shiaee of individuals without either a left
or right hand measurement corresponds to 40.3% pkdicipants in the Web module, but
only to 11.4% of all participants in the face-t@damodule. If every respondent who was

willing to participate in the 2D:4D module but wlasking a measurement device had had a

° All figures were produced with thggplot2package in R.
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ruler available, this would have reduced the mggsate to 19.6%, a level much closer to the

missing rate in the face-to-face module.

Consistent with previous research, we find thatawerage, male digit ratios are smaller(M
right = 0.993; M, et = 0.993) than female digit ratios {Myn: = 1.001; M et =1.003). These
difference are statistically significant, but effesizes are (Cohen’s d) rather smaligtg=
0.15, df = 458, t = 2.83, p = 0.005;«= 0.19, df = 468, t = 3.65, p < .001). The largex
difference in left hand ratios as compared to rigahd ratios is in contradiction with
previous findings (Honekopp et al. 2010). Althoubh effect sizes of the sex differences we
find are smaller than the ones reported in a sigtsized study, they are within the typical
range for 2D:4D studies found in a meta-analysesdigiit ratio research (Lippa 2003,
Honekopp et al. 2010). One reason why effect sizedd be relatively small compared to
other studies is that we have results from a reptasive national sample, whereas other

results are from special population subgroups sulte from convenience samples.

Mean digit ratios between left and right hand measdiffer significantly between modes of
data collection. Respondents in Web interviews teightly smaller ratios (Mep = 1.000)
than respondents in face-to-face (/M= 0.994) interviews (d = 0.14, df = 822, t= 2.43,
p=0.015). Looking at this difference separately foales and females reveals that this
difference is largely driven by the latter (womdrn=0.17, df = 454, t = 2.08, p = 0.038; men:
d=0.12, df =0.369, t =1.43, p =0.155) (see Fig@e.Given preliminary evidence for an
association between digit ratios and socioeconaaittis (Coates et al. 2009, Hell and Paller
2011, Putz et al. 2004, but also see Voracek eRG@l0Oa), one may speculate that this
difference may be a result of differential selectlny occupational or socioeconomic status
into Web-based and face-to-face samples. We willlaeg this issue in our subsequent

analyses.
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Figure 9. Notched boxplots of mean digit ratioshlayd and sex.
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Next Steps

As is known from a large and growing number of éadperiments, 2D:4D is associated with
a variety of health-related, physiological, perditpaand behavioural traits (Grimbos et al.
2010, Honekopp and Watson 2011, Honekopp et ab,206racek and Loibl 2009, Voracek,
Pum and Dressler 2010, Voaracek, Tran and Dre&féf, Voracek et al. 2011) with
important between- and within-gender differencesini@os et al. 2010, H6nekopp et al.
2010, Honekopp and Watson 2011, Voracek et al. Rlere are outcome implications of
these traits in various life-course domains such oasupational careers, partnership,
reproduction, and adolescent risk behaviour. Exgsstudies often have few participants and
limited information on later-life outcomes. Therefpthey don’t allow assessing the external
validity of perinatal hormone exposure for life-ce& outcomes and the hormone and social
context interplay throughout the life-course. Tlatadset presented here allows for analysis
with higher external validity. Examples of someoaf next steps are to:

» estimate the degree of 2D:4D variation in a natipogulation, assess between- and within-
gender and regional variation, and additional solygrdescriptive analyses;

» evaluate the feasibility of 2D:4D data collectiam fvider implementation in cross-national
surveys (consent rate, reliability, Web-based asefto-face vs. telephone measurement);

» assess the predictive validity of 2D:4D for lifeacse outcomes (e.g. educational/
occupational choice, partnership/reproduction, fasldivorce, adolescent risk-taking, cf.
Honekopp et al. 2006, Honekopp et al. 2010, Shanahal. 2003, James 2001).
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» study the interaction of social context and hornsome these life-course outcomes;

» assess how single, but possibly interdependens {i&g. occupational choice, personality, or
risk-taking) play out in synchrony over the lifeurse (Do small associations of 2D:4D on
single traits translate into bigger effects in lifeecourse as a whole?).

h. Targeted advance/invitation letters (Peter Lynn)

Lynn (2014) suggests that longitudinal surveys f@wample opportunities to target various
features of design or implementation to subgroupsays that might enhance the likelihood
of participation. One such feature is the lettat ik mailed to all sample members at the start
of each wave of fieldwork. At IP6 an experiment waplemented to test the effectiveness of
targeting this letter to particular sample subgsoup random half of the sample members
received a standard letter, designed to have tappédal. This is the approach that is taken on
most surveys and which had been taken at eachopiewave of the IP. Sample members in
the other random half of the sample received ongxofersions of the letter, depending on
their socio-demographic characteristics. Much @& ¢tontent of the letter was the same in
each version (e.g. paragraphs about how to compdeténe, incentives, preparing
information in advance, and the voluntary natur@aticipation), but the opening paragraph
was designed to appeal particularly to people Wit relevant characteristics. The six

versions of the opening paragraph are present&dhie 16.
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Table 16: Wording variations in the advance/invitatetter

First paragraph of the  Thank you so much for helping with the Understagd8ociety

letter (for previous-wave survey last year. The survey helps researcherpalcy makers

respondents): understand the changes in the needs of the coaatogs diverse
subjects like text — and because your information was so

valuable, we’d like to hear from you again.

Letter version text

Employment-busy your work-life balance, your pasitin your employment and
your retirement

With dependent children the provision of child care, schooling and educatio
under 15

Aged 16 to 29 the impact of the economic climatemployment prospects and
the influence of mobile technology on life

London & south-east the cost of living and the jBmn of schools, housing and public
transport
Pensionable age the provision of social care amddist of energy and fuel

The second sentence of the standard version ofetter read simply, “The survey helps
researchers and policy makers understand the changte needs of the country — and

because your information was so valuable, we’'dtidkbear from you again.”

At IP6, for one-third of sample households datdeotion used a single-mode face-to-face
design. For these cases the letter sent at theddtéield work was therefore aadvance
letter, as it arrived in advance of the actual requestafo interview, preparing the sample
member for the imminent visit of an interviewer.rfoe other two-thirds of households, the
initial request was to complete the survey onl@ely if the survey was not completed online
within two weeks did face-to-face attempts then ownce (see section 3 of this paper). For
these cases, the letter was thereforeinmitation letter as it included an invitation and
instructions to complete the survey online. In tindial analyses presented here, no

distinction is made between the single-mode ancedimode samples.
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In the half-sample designated for targeted treatpadlocation to a letter version proceeded
on a priority basis. The priority order of the fitergeted letters was: 1. Employment-busy
(usual hours at least 39 per week, or usual hduesst 30 per week with a usual commute of
at least 60 hours per week), 2. Has at least operdient child under 15, 3. Aged 16 to 29, 4.
Living in London or the south east (at the timefadir most recent interview), 5. Pensionable
age. Thus, for example, an employment-busy perged 46-29 living in London would have

received the employment-busy letter, whereas ahgrqgierson aged 16-29 living in London
would have received the aged 16-29 letter. Any @emsho did not meet any of the five

targeting criteria received the standard letter.

The aim of the experiment was to assess the oveftdtt of the targeting strategy on
response rates and response speed, and the effgatately for each of the targeted

subgroups. Initial estimates of the effects onoesp rates are presented here.

Across the issued sample as a whole, the indivicksgdonse rate at IP6 was 91.0% with the
standard letter and 91.2% with the targeting sgsa(p = 0.88;n=2,323). There is therefore
no evidence of an overall effect on response rHi@wvever, the effect appears to be
heterogeneous across sample subgroups (Table flnting the sample into ten groups,
defined by the five targeting groups outlined abawed whether or not the sample member
responded at IP5, we find a significant effecthaf targeted letter for two of the ten groups.

For previous-wave respondents in London and théhseast, the targeted letter increased
response from 91.9% to 99.1®=0.01;n=216) and for previous-wave non-respondents aged
16 to 29 the targeted letter increased response §4.8% to 82.1%R=0.01;n=70). The
reasons for the specific effects amongst thesepgrauvarrant further investigation. The
results suggest, however, that targeted letterindeed have the potential to bring about

positive results in terms of response rates.
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Table 17. Response rate differences between sthaddrtargeted letters, by previous wave
response status and demographic subgroup

Standard Targeted P N
IP5 Respondents
All 97.0 96.7 0.75 1789
Employment-busy 96.3 96.2 0.96 294
With children under 15 99.1 99.2 0.99 233
Aged 16 to 29 97.6 92.5 0.12 176
London & south-east 91.9 99.1 0.01 216
Pensionable age 99.5 98.9 0.48 382
IP5 Non-respondents
All 70.8 73.0 0.57 534
Employment-busy 84.9 79.4 0.56 67
With children under 15 80.0 90.5 0.34 41
Aged 16 to 29 54.8 82.1 0.01 70
London & south-east 71.4 67.5 0.71 75
Pensionable age 78.3 79.0 0.96 42

i. Mode preferences (Olena Kaminska and Peter Lynn)

Expressed mode preferences in a previous wave é&s found to be predictive of mode
choice for participation in the following wave (Kamka and Lynn 2013). Yet, in a long-
term panel where a mixed-mode option is plannedotatinue for a number of waves the
guestion arises whether we need to ask for modergree in each wave or whether asking
for such preference once is enough. In this seetiemprovide preliminary exploration on 1)
whether expressed mode preference changes from twavave; and 2) whether measuring

mode preference repeatedly helps in predicting noboée in future waves.

The experiment has been carried out over three svavinovation Panel: IP4, IP5 and IP6.
In all three waves we asked respondents about pineference for mode of participation in
the following wave. Five questions on mode prefeeawere asked, but here we focus on one
guestion which asks to choose among four modes:ttatace, telephone, paper and pencil
self-completion and web. Respondents could voluntee preference’ answer as well.
Importantly, IP4 was fielded entirely in face-taeéamode. In IP5 a random 1/3 of households
continued with face-to-face (F2F) mode protocobafore, while the other random 2/3 of
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households were assigned to a mixed mode conditid). In the mixed-mode condition,

respondents were offered web mode first, and nporegents were followed by face-to-face
mode. IP6 followed the same protocol as IP5 (setiocse 3 for more description). The
analysis presented here is restricted to thosepahaipated in all three of these waves.

We find that stability of expressed mode preferdmetveen consecutive waves is not as high
as may be expected: overall around 60% of peoplgesied the same mode preference in
IP5 as in IP4 (See Table 18). This proportion wigbdr (73%) between IP5 and IP6. One
may suggest that this pattern may be observedaluete effect (in IP5 some people were
asked the questions in web mode). Yet, the pattemains present if we restrict the
observations to F2F condition (those who were nelfered web mode) — 65% for IP4-IP5
and 73% for IP5-IP6.

Table 18. Stability of mode preference: proportidnmespondents preferring the same mode,
by mode assignment group

Sample Total F2F MM
Stability Total F2F Web  Total F2F  Web  Total F2F Web
IP4-1P5 60.0 656 720 654 793 577 57.0 580.579
IP5-1P6 73.1 802 812 729 86,5 650 729 749 785.

Note: stability represents overall, and then pdrstable preferences for a given mode, across sadijbkions

Next, focusing on the stability of preference facé-to-face and web surveys (the two modes
actually offered), as for all modes generally, Bitgbis higher between the fifth and sixth
waves than between IP4 and IP5. Face-to-face mederpnce is also more stable in the F2F
condition than in the MM condition, while the reseris true for web mode preference. The
web preference is more stable in the MM conditimentin the F2F condition. There is some
evidence that with time mode preference may stahilbout we have too little information to

conclude it with confidence.

The next question of interest is whether knowingv lexpressed mode preference changes
helps in predicting future mode of participatiorerkl we restrict our analysis to respondents
who participated in all three waves and were assigto the MM group. Thus, these
respondents could participate via either web oe-fimeface modes. Here we are interested in
predicting IP6 mode participation. First, we explowhether knowledge of mode of

participation in IP5 is predictive of IP6 mode ddrficipation (Table 2). We find that it is
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highly predictive for IP5 web participants: 92% tbbse who participated in web last time
participated in web again. But it is less predietof mode of participation among those who
participated via face-to-face in IP5: around 28%tlem switched to web in IP6. This is
interesting and a positive trend since respondengs switching to a mode that is less
expensive to administer. It would therefore be wisef be able to predict the propensity to

make this switch.

If in addition to previous wave mode participati@nowledge we also have the mode
preference question — is this helpful in mode assnt for future waves? We explore this
for mode preference expressed at IP4 and IP5 depar@o preference includes those
expressing no preference in IP4 or IP5). Overad, fimd that expressed mode preference
does not improve prediction among people who ppeted in Web mode before (see Table
19). While those who switched later to F2F expréssdaghtly higher F2F preference — the

overwhelming majority in this group still particiteal in web in IP6. So, regardless of mode
preference those who participated in web mode avst riikely to respond in web mode

again.

Table 19. IP6 Mode participation by IP5 mode pgdtion and IP4 expressed preference

IP5 Mode F2F Web
IP4 Preference F2F Web  Other No Pref. F2F Web  Othéo Pref.
IP6-F2F 76.1 50.0 64.5 71.8 11.1 2.7 5.7 7.7
IP6-Web 23.9 50.0 35.5 28.3 88.9 97.3 943 92.3
Total 352 76 44 485 252 159 73 507

A different picture is observed among those whdigpated in F2F mode in IP5: among
those who expressed preference for web mode théewai switches to web mode is much
higher than among those with other preferences,tlagrediction improves when we use
IP5 mode preference (63% have switched to web)omparison to IP4 mode preference
(50% have switched to web) (see Table 20). Thiscatds that at least for those who
participated in face-to-face mode repeating thestjoile on mode preference may be useful as

it improves prediction of the future potential sshiérs to web mode.

56



Table 20. IP6 Mode participation by IP5 mode pgrdtion and IP4 expressed preference

IP5 Mode F2F Web
IP5 Preference F2F Web  Other No Pref. F2F Web  Othalo Pref.
IP6-F2F 76.9 37.0 68.3 71.8 15.6 5.8 13.3 7.7
IP6-Web 23.1 63.0 31.7 28.3 84.4 94.2 86.7 92.3
Total 373 46 60 485 45 380 75 507

]. Data quality when switching from face to face to we mode in a panel survey
(Nick Allum and Fred Conrad)

Face-to-face (FTF) interviews produce populatiotinestes that are widely regarded as the
‘gold standard’ in social research. Response rtgad to be higher with face-to-face
interviews than other modes and face-to-face i@rers can exploit both spoken and visual
information about the respondent’s performanceeip lassure high quality data. However,
face-to-face interviews are very expensive — caraiolly more costly than telephone and,
especially web, data collection. The question igtiver the savings produced by these other

modes outweighs any reduction in quality.

A key concern about the web survey data qualigiffeculty garnering a probability sample
because there are no good frames of email addréss@sgeneral population. In a panel
survey, it is possible to switch respondents to wednle after initial recruitment via face to
face methods, thus mitigating the problem of samsplection and allowing the collection of

rich frame information.

Web respondents generally seem more likely to takertcuts than respondents in
interviewer-administered modes (e.g., Heerwegh bodsevelt, 2008), but this may be
exacerbated by switching from FTF to web: by cattta an interview, self-administration

feels particularly “unsupervised” and, without amterviewer to motivate them to be
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conscientious, web respondents may take shortagtsranimize their effort. This raises the
more general issue of whether it is possible tontaa the integrity of time-series in which

there is a midstream mode switch (FTF to web).

The main objectives for the present study were:

1. To compare the quality of data on a range okabje and subjective variables
provided by respondents of several kinds:

a) F2F respondents

b) F2F respondents who have been randomly assigné@ invited to complete the
survey on the web, but who did not take up thetatian

C) Web respondents

2. To evaluate the effect of varying the instruatidor respondents on how to go about

completing the web survey

Evaluating data quality across mode

The key indicator of data quality for the study italses on the fact that this is the sixth
sweep of a panel, and will be the consistency betwesponses in the IP6 experiment and
‘validation data’ provided in previous waves by thame respondents. Specifically, we
selected a range of subjective and objective viasabn health and employment and asked
respondents to recall their situation when theyewi@st interviewed, in 2008 in IP1. The
agreement of the responses and the ‘validatiori daliacted earlier in FTF interviews yield

a measure of data quality that we use to assessltiave performance of respondents across
modes. Subjective variables present a trickieblgra in respect to ‘validation’ but previous
studies have shown that it is possible for sunespondents to recall past mental states or

attitudes reasonably accurately (van der Vaart9p00

Enhancing data quality in web mode
An important source of measurement error in welbestg can come from respondents who
adopt satisficing strategies. In a web survey, feeape freed from the necessity of engaging

with a face to face interviewer. Because of tlespondents are able to miss out on
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answering questions, provide non-differentiatedpoeses, spend insufficient cognitive
resources on recalling and providing informatiomd &o forth (Chang and Krosnick 2010).
One way of mitigating this problem is try to motigaespondents to be conscientious in the
online mode, where the risk of inattentive or unoutted response behaviour is highest. In
this approach, we harness respondents’ own maiivahi complete the survey carefully. One
approach of this type is to ask respondents exlgli commit to answering as accurately as
possible. Conrad and his colleagues (Conrad eR@l]) were able to reduce speeding and
straightlining with this approach. In the presentdy we ask for commitment in a similar
way when respondents are first switched to web datkection to see if committed web
respondents perform more like they did as FTF nmedeots than those who are not
committed. Objective 2 therefore requires a randeth split sample design where we
systematically vary the instructions given to webpondents in completing the relevant parts

of the survey.

Selected preliminary results

The following tables 21-23 show the concordancevbeh original answers and answers to
the recall questions, for each of three experimemntaups of interest. Table 21 examines the
general health question, Table 22 the concordamcedin interfering with work and Table
23 the results from the long standing iliness gaestThe percentages sum to 100 in the
columns, which means that the estimates represenprtobability of giving the observed
answer in 2008 conditional on each type of origimegiponse. The tables are subdivided in
the following way: the first column shows responses those assigned to face to face
interviews in 2008 and in 2013. The second showpamses for those who completed the
survey by web in 2013. The third presents the ibistion for those who were randomly
assigned to complete the survey on the web. Thispgtherefore contains a mixture of web
and F2F respondents, as not all those assignedldaompletion actually did so. This can be
thought of as the ‘intention to treat’ group, whilee web completers are those that actually

received the ‘treatment’.
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Table 21. Percentage of Wave 1 General Health Relcdbr Face-to-Face, Web Complete and Web Asdigne

Percentage of Wave 1 General Health Recalled (a_SF1, F_SF1RECALL) Face -to-Face and Web Complete, Web Assign
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor

Wave 1 F2F Assign  WEB ~ Web Assign F2F'Assign  WEB  Web Assign F2Fassign  WEB  Web Assign F2F assign  WEB  Web Assign F2Fassign WEB ~ Web Assign

Recall

excellent 53 34 35 18 16 17 12 13 10 2 0 5 0 8

very good 34 50 47 48 55 52 42 43 38 15 3 15

good 8 12 14 27 20 22 30 34 37 44 58 46 11 17 13

fair 5 4 4 7 8 8 13 8 12 20 29 25 44 33 45

poor 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 2 3 19 10 10 44 42 37
Count "es) T o8y 7 o@39) T 23 " os9) T o3e) T o9a) T T os) T o) 3y (89) 7)) (1) (38)

Table 22. Percentage of Wave 1 Pain Interferes Witk Recalled, for Face-to-Face, Web Complete\&eth Assigned

Percentage Pain Interferes with Work Recalled (a_SF5, f_SFSRECALL) Face -to-Face and Web Assign & Complete, Web Assign

Wave 1 not at all a little bit moderately quite a bit extremely
F2F WEB  Web Assign F2F WEB  Web Assign F2F WEB  Web Assign F2F WEB  Web Assign F2F WEB  Web Assign

Recall
not at all 83 84 83 65 52 58 46 32 35 31 44 46 36 50 53
a little bit 12 13 12 19 31 2% 23 32 30 2 11 21 9 17 5
moderately 3 3 3 10 1 11 15 2 26 3 28 16 9 0 16
quite a bit 3 0 1 6 5 5 8 11 9 31 11 13 41 17 5
extremely 0 0 0 0 2 2 8 0 0 10 6 4 5 17 21
Count T239) T o269) T oaae) T oe9) T os) T o3y T o3 o9 T we) T ope) T o T oese) T "o T (9
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Table 23. Percentage of Wave 1 Long Standing Hineecalled, for Face-to-Face, Web
Complete and Web Assigned

Long-standing llinesses Recall (a_Health, f_HealthRecall) F2F, Web Assign & Complete, Web Assign

Yes No
Wave 1 . .
F2F WEB Web Assign F2F WEB Web Assign

Recall

Yes 64 51 57 10 13 11

No 34 49 43 90 87 89

F r F F F F

Count (129) (103) (228) (253) (288) (495)

Tables 24-26 show selected results for the pre-dtmment experiment. The tables contrast
web respondents who received either the standattteognhanced encouragement to answer
carefully.

Table 24. Percentage of Wave 1 General Health Relgdly Encouragement

Wave 1 excellent very good good fair poor
encourage not encouraged encourage notencouraged encourage notencouraged encourage not encouraged encourage notencouraged

Recall

excellent 35 43 14 18 12 10 0 4 13

very good 49 41 58 49 44 38 8 15 0 2

good 11 12 22 24 34 35 38 46 25 11

fair 5 4 5 8 6 13 31 22 25 47

poor 0 0 0 1 4 3 23 12 38 40
Count Y/ R IT:7) WA 7~ IR vY: ) BN 1-0) IR vY-t:) N )N ) ) B )

Table 25. Percentage of Wave 1 Pain Interferes Witink Recalled, by Encouragement

Percentage Web Completed Pain Interfers with work Recall (a_sf5 ,f_sf5Recall) encouraged to take extra time

Wave 1 not at all a little bit moderately quite a bit extremely
encourage not encouraged encourage not encouraged encourage not encouraged encourage not encouraged encourage not encouraged
Recall
not at all 81 84 59 61 42 36 40 41 67 43
a little bit 16 1 26 21 8 34 0 24 0 8
moderately 3 3 6 12 42 19 40 10 0 14
quite a bit 1 2 6 5 8 9 20 19 33 24
extremely 0 0 3 1 0 2 0 6 0 11
Count S I x| N V) N 7'~ NN () NN 'y N (- I ' AN <) N €Y/
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Table 26. Percentage of Wave 1 Long Standing Bifscalled, by Encouragement

Percentage Web Completed Long-standing Iliness Recall (a_health
,f_healthRecall) encouraged to take extra time

Yes No

Wave 1
encourage notencourage encourage notencourage
Recall
Yes 46 62 11 10
No 54 38 89 90
L4 r r r
Count (54) (303) (130) (617)

Figure 10 below shows the association between 2008013 answers for each of the three
experimental groups. F2F respondents generally hagreer correlations over time between

their answers, while those that complete via welnaore likely to have the lowest.

Figure 10. Association between 2008 and 2013

F2F mAssignedto web mCompleted web

Long-standingillness
Employment status
General Health
Paininterferes with work

Felt downhearted and depressed

1

.00 .20 .40 .60 .80 1.00
Association between 2008 and recall (Gamma/Kappa)

Correlations between responses do not tell us hosean absolute terms the concordance is.
We calculated a score for each of the health itdras are the sum of absolute differences
between 2008 and 2013 responses. We then combiasd four scores by summing them to

create an overall measure of absolute disagreerSeme initial results are shown in the
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Figures 11 and 12 below. On this measure, web cetengl show the lowest disagreement,

which is opposite of the trend observed in thegpatof correlations.

Figure 11. Absolute disagreement by F2F and Welptetron

2.407
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completed f2f completed w eb
webcomplete

Figure 12. Absolute disagreement by F2F and Welgrasent
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Overall, from our very preliminary analysis, F2Feses to produce more consistency in
recalled answers compared to the originally offenedponses, which is what we

hypothesised to be the case. However, on an absoleasure of disagreement between
original and recall, we find that web responderdsenthe lowest level of disagreement.
Further analyses need to focus on these dispawesell as adjusting for selection effects in

the web completion group.

k. Testing Quick Expenditure Questions (Margaret Blake Thomas Crossley,
Joanna D’Ardenne, Zoe Oldfield, Joachim Winter)

I ntroduction

Household spending data is important for a widegeanf research and policy questions
around spending and saving behaviour, and liviegddrds. For example Brewer et al.
(2013) demonstrate that UK households with the gtweeasured incomes aret those with

the lowest living standards; household expenditanesa more reliable measure of living

standards. Similar findings have been reportedtioer developed countries.

Household level data on spending has traditiortagn collected in national budget surveys,
such as the Living Cost and Food Survey in the Siich surveys employ methodologies that
put a large burden on the respondent, such as ditpendiaries. Consequently, they are not

longitudinal and collect limited information in @hdomains.

Collecting household spending data in longitudinabulti-faceted studies such as
Understanding Society would be particularly valeaflhis would allow researchers to study
how spending behaviour changes in response toi@ated life-cycle developments (aging,
retirement, children leaving home) and to unanéited shocks (such as job loss or the onset
of disability).

In this context, information omnotal household expenditure is desirable. Households are
extremely heterogeneous in their spending pattarns. means that spending on particular

items can give misleading welfare comparisons betwbouseholds. Furthermore, food
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expenditure is the item most often collected bwidfts preferentially smoothed in response
economic shocks (Browning and Crossley, 2009). Thiakes it a relatively insensitive

measure of household responses to changing ciranoest.

There have been a small number of previous attetopisllect total household expenditures
with a short sequence of survey questions, inclydin experiment in the first wave of the
Innovation Panel. The results have been miXeRespondents appear willing and able to
provide answers to these questions (item respaaiss are good) and the data collected
contains useful variance. Against this, there igl@we of significant underreporting of

expenditure, and cognitive testing has identifiembems with the questions.

This IP6 experiment is one part of a larger projeaevelop quick expenditure questions for
use in longitudinal, multi-faceted household sus/&yThe first part of the project was an
intensive process of question development, invglfotus groups, consultation with experts
and repeated rounds of cognitive testing of aliezatlesigns. The IP6 experiment reported

here then tested designs that emerged from thaégso

In this experiment we tested a “one-shot” questinmwhich respondents are asked to report
total spending last month against a “breakdown’re@gh, in which respondents are asked to
report spending in a series of categories, and $pending is calculated as the sum of the
categories. Past research suggests that a oneeslestion will suffer from greater
underreporting than a breakdown approach, presymiadtause asking about individual
categories aids in recall. However, the focus gsoapd cognitive testing we conducted
suggested a number of advantages of the one-shobagh. First, the breakdown is more
difficult for some respondents and considered meessitive or intrusive by some
respondents. Second, cognitive testing revealedréspondents use different strategies to
estimate their spending in the past month. Someuadspending in different categories but
others subtract savings from income, for example dne-shot approach allows respondents
to self-select the answer strategy most suitablineoway they think about their budgeting

and finances. Focus groups and cognitive testieg @entified some key improvements to

19 See Browning et al. (2014) for a survey.
™ This project was funded by the Nuffield Foundatibtowever, the interpretation of the findings exgsexd
here is due to the authors only and does not nadlgssepresent the views of the Nuffield Foundatio

65



the one-shot question. These included showing ebemgnd exclusions on show cards;
carefully choosing the response unit; and avoidioghe problem language. Thus it was
important to test these two options after they baen refined by the question development
process. The experiment also tested how variantisese two designs work in two different

modes: Web and face-two-face (F2F).

Experimental Design

This experiment had a 2 x 2 design. Eligible resjgmts were randomly allocated to one of
two different data collection strategies and to ohéwo different modes. The table below

shows the realized sample

ONE-SHOT BREAKDOWN
WEB 231 201
F2F 331 374

The precise one-shot question, in F2F mode was:

“About how much did you [and [NAME OF PARTNER/SP@&Spend on EVERYTHING
in the LAST MONTH? Pleaszclude work expenses for which you are reimbursed, money
put into savings and repayment of bank loans. H¥asnof what to include and exclude are

shown on this card.”
The web mode was similar, with the exclusions atafrgles show below the answer box.

The breakdown approach asked for spending in 1Zifgpecategories plus an “other”
category. This was followed by reconciliation quastwhich asked:

“So in total, in the last month you [and [NAME OFARTNER/SPOUSE]] spent [total]
pounds. Does that sound right?”

If the respondent answeredd’, they were then asked:

“How much did you [and [NAME OF PARTNER/SPOUSE]gsg in the last month?”
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Two additional elements were added to the one-atmatof the experiment. First, following
up the response strategy heterogeneity uncoveredebgognitive testing, respondents were

asked this follow up response-strategy question:
“How did you work out your answer to the spendiugstion?”

Second, in the one-shot approach, we also askedldgiwnonth’s spending differed from

usual:

“Would you say your spending last month was: higtiran usual, lower than usual, typical

of a usual months spending?”

If higher/lower: “How much do you [and [NAME OF PARTNER/SPOUSE]] repeon

everything in a usual month?”
Results
Key results from the experiment are presented era6 below.

Table 26. Results from different questions on exlgare, by mode

Web F2F

"One shot’ "One shot” “Breakdown’ "One shot’ “One shot’ “Breakdown’

Month: Last Usual Last Last Usual Last
n 195/231  197/231 183/ 203 308/331 309/331 370/374
(84%) (85%) (90%) (93%) (93%) (99%)
mean 2260 1646 1807 1312 1219 1801
median 1600 1500 1570 1000 980 1373
Std. dev. 4239 896 1265 1580 1544 1654

Response rates are quite high. As the previoustitee suggests, respondents are willing and

able to answer questions about their spending.
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Because the past literature has found evidenceoifisant under-reporting in responses to
expenditure questions, higher totals are taken védemce of better data quality. As a
benchmark, average monthly household spendingenrbst recent Living Costs and Food
Survey was £2040. This average includes large, atpuseholds (with multiple benefit
units) which were excluded in our study, and shitisoo high for our population (which was

limited to single benefit-unit households: singlasd couples with dependent children only).

The table above suggests that in F2F mode, theslooieapproach, even as refined by our
intensive question development process, suffera ronsiderably more under-reporting than
a breakdown approach. However, this does not seebe tthe case in web mode. In web
mode, both approaches seem to capture (on ave3@@epr more of total spending.

An additional interesting finding from the experimas that respondents use quite different
strategies for answering the one-shot questionemtipg on the mode in which they are
asked. In particular, web-mode seems to facilithiee checking of bank statements and
records. It also seems to lead to more heterogemedstimation strategies. This is shown in
Table 27 below. This may be one explanation forghperior performance of the one-shot

equation in web mode.

Table 27. Reporting strategies, by mode

Strategies for answering the spending Web F2F
guestion (not mutually exclusive)

Checked statements 28% 10%
Added up categories 35% 67%
Income minus saving 24% 8%
Recall without checking 21% 15%
Other 5% 5%

Returning to the main results, in web mode, a dna-question about the last month gives

responses which are both higher on average and vaoiable. This is somewhat puzzling.
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Standard infrequency (households make large pueshas durables for example —
infrequently, so that in any month, only a fractwinhouseholds do so) should increase the
variance of responses (relative to “usual” spendmg not the mean. The higher last-month
mean here suggests that households were includiagtion or average amount of spending
on large-infrequent items in their usual spend. Tdweer variability of totals from the
breakdown approach (particularly in web mode) satgyéhat this approach delivers better

data.

The reconciliation question in the breakdown apghoanproved data quality considerable,
particularly in the web mode. It did so in two wagse of which we did not anticipate. First,
it resulted in the elimination of some outliers @udreduced the variability of reported totals.
This was expected. Second, in web (but not F2F)endldere was quite a bit of item
nonresponse to individual categories. In web moadéy 139/203 (69%) of subjects gave a
valid response to all 13 categories (including &oth although 93% answered at least one
category:? For respondents who answered some, but not aleotategories, we could not
know if we had a valid total. The reconciliationegtion resolved this uncertainty in one of
two ways. Many respondents in this group eitherfiomed that the total of the responses
they had given was their total spending for the thhpar they were willing to give us a total.
Thus reconciliation question raised the fractiomespondents for whom we collected data on
total spend to 183/203 (90%). This was a very §icant improvement on the initial 69%,
and was an unexpected benefit of the reconciliajoestion. This did not happen in F2F

mode where item non-response to spending categeagsnuch lower.
Conclusion

Overall, we conclude that a short-sequence of turestcan be used to collect useful

expenditure data from households, particularly efivctred in web mode. A breakdown

approach with (critically) a reconciliation folloup may deliver the best data, though a one-
shot approach delivers quite good data with fewestions.

2 The corresponding numbers for F2F mode are 89908
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