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When Change Matters: The Effects of Dependentiim@&ing on Survey
Interaction in the British Household Panel Study

Non-Technical Summary

Drawing on sociolinguistic research on conversai@amd its recent application to
survey interviewing in particular, we examined emind-still' dependent interviewing
design used in a set of BHPS questions to ascertarent employment characteristics.
Our theoretical approach applies the principle obperation and the tendency for
agreement in conversations to the use of yes-morggatives in this set of questions.
These principles imply that when respondents needindicate a change in
circumstances their tendency is to provide addiionformation than required by the
guestion by way of explanation. This extra talklatb the common ground of known
information obtained during the interview. We aghat this leads sort of thing leads
to subsequent departures from standard interviepiiogedures as interviewers are then
faced with explicit or inferred knowledge of answéo subsequent survey questions.
Under conditions of no change, we assert that problof respondent cognition and this
conversational tendency are reduced, thereby msmiguithe likelihood of interviewer
departures from standard procedures for thesensaso

Controlling for respondent age, sex and educat@nfind that dependent interviewing
questions are no different from independent questio the occurrence of cognition
problems. Dependent interviewing did seem to redtle amount of behaviour
indicative of such problems, however. Also we fdaweak but significant association
between interviewer departures from standard irgening practice and the occurrence
of respondent cognition problems regardless of tiqpresype. Dependent interviewing
did, however, impact the survey interaction itselfWe found that dependent
interviewing questions were nearly 6.5 times moilely to be interrupted by
respondents than regular survey questions. Wefalsal that respondents were 2.7
times more likely to engage in answer elaboratiod ather forms of conversation at
dependent interviewing questions than routine sumpgestions. Such verbal action
seems to occur when respondent circumstances haveed; respondents were nearly
6 times more likely to engage in elaborations getelent questions under conditions of
change in their circumstances than no change icumistances. We found that
interviewers were nearly 3 times more likely to a@epfrom standard interviewing
procedures at follow-ups to negated dependentvieiging questions, and they were
almost 2.5 times more likely to depart from staddanactice at subsequent points in the
interview under conditions of no change in respomdecumstances.

These results suggest that under conditions ofhamge, dependent interviewing is
consistent with conversational principles whené¢hemo change in circumstances. We
believe that this identifies a mechanism by whiud dbservation of reduced error in the
amount of change between waves of a panel suridgwever under conditions of
change in respondent circumstances, dependent vieweng works against
conversational principles. Under conditions of ra® departures from standard
interviewing practice are common because respoadamet more likely to engage in
extraneous talk. The violations of standard in&mng procedure we observe seem to
result from the tension between audience desigoedeyg questions and the emergent
common ground in the survey interview enrichedh®yuse of dependent interviewing.
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Abstract

We examine how dependent interviewing affects Vdritaraction between interviewers and
respondents in questions obtaining current employnaetails in the British Household
Panel Study. Respondents experience few cogrptioiblems when answering DI questions,
but interruption and elaboration are likely at Ridlestions. These behaviours occur when
respondent circumstances have changed. Depaftarestandardised interviewing are also
likely when circumstances change. DI seems toaedbe accuracy of detail about such
change since we observe interviewer behaviourdttedrs find to produce inaccurate data.
Nevertheless, these results may explain why Dlgeslthe odds of spurious change between
waves of panels.
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Introduction

Dependent interviewing (D) is a standardised qaestg method particular to longitudinal
surveys. It uses data gathered in previous irgarsiof a respondent to formulate question
text or route respondents through the questionnaéis becoming more widely used in
longitudinal surveys for a number of reasons, paldrly because DI improves data quality.
A number of studies have shown that that this nmafact be the case (Lynn et al. 2006;
Lynn and Sala 2006; Mathiowetz and McGonagle 20@0)hough this work seems to shed
light on thenature of DI's effects on measurement error, very litdeknown about the
mechanismby which these outcomes arise (Lynn et al. 20Q@}le is known about how DI
affects the interviewer task nor how DI functiomsd live interview (Lynn et al. 2006).
Since the goal of survey research is to measuriabibily in measurable characteristics,
Lessler et al (1989) suggest that one mechaniswuating for error in survey measurement
is variability in the interaction between interviewand respondent. For this reason, we
analyse the survey interaction across a DI protoset in the British Household Panel Study
to identify change in current employment detaWe generally find that although PDI does
not trigger respondent cognition problems, it seeorgribute to breakdown in standardised
interviewing procedures depending on whether redpots have changed their
circumstances. Drawing on the sociolinguisticréitare of conversations as applied to
survey interviews, we find that PDI seems to preval smooth flowing, standardised and
conversationally normative interaction when no @&nccurs in respondent circumstances.
Under conditions of changed circumstances, howaespondents engage in elaborations
and other forms of talk which leads to administnatierrors at subsequent points in the
guestion series. We find that these administragiwars are of the type that is quite likely to
result in poor quality data.

We begin by providing some background on the rélBlan reducing measurement
error. We continue by describing the use of befwavcoding to observe survey interaction
before laying out our argument as to why DI mayehahifferential effects depending on
respondent circumstances. We then show resulis &cseries of regression analyses of
observed survey behaviours and conclude with aigsson of these results.

1 Background

Dependent interviewing (DI) is a method of struictgrquestions and questionnaire
routing in longitudinal surveys using computer si&sd interviewing. DI draws on the data

supplied by respondents at previous waves of daltaction to phrase questions or direct



respondents through the survey instrument. Thactime can be distinguished from
independent interviewing which makes no referencaata previously collected (Lynn et al.
2006; Mathiowetz and McGonagle 2000). DI questicas be structured eithproactively

or reactively (Lynn et al. 2006). Proactive dependent interviewing (PDI) presents
respondents with previously collected data and #sés to confirm or correct a status, or
continue reporting from the last status. PDI goest can take one of three designs:
“remind, continue”, “remind, confirm” and “remindstill” designs (Jackle 2009). The
“remind, continue” design provides a boundary befeontinuing with an independent
guestion. The “remind, confirm” design asks regfsnis to check and confirm previously
recorded answers. The “remind, still” design askeut change. Witheactivedependent
interviewing (RDI), respondents are asked questiirsg independently before prior
information is used to confirm certain responsiésr example, a respondent may report their
income, then receive a series of follow-up questidntheir current income suggests an
unlikely increase or decrease over previous repoRBI can take the “item non response”
design or the “corrective follow-up” design (J&cR@09). With an “item non response” RDI
design, respondents who do not answer a questianswer “do not know” are reminded of
their previous report and asked if that is stilirect. Under the “corrective follow up” RDI
design, any inconsistency between a current repod a previous report results in a
consistency check on the apparent discrepancy.

Some research suggests that specific uses of Diredmce measurement error,
spurious transition in life events and item norpmese (Lynn et al. 2006). DI has been
found to lessen measurement error in estimatebasfge in employment characteristics (Hill
1994; Lynn and Sala 2006) and reduce underrepoofimgcome sources and benefit receipt
(Lynn et al. 2004; Lynn et al. 2006). PDI also egs to attenuate the likelihood of spurious
transitions at the seam between yearly data caleetfforts in ongoing panels (Cantor 1991;
Hale and Michaud 1995; Hill 1994; Jackle and Lyr002, Mathiowetz and McGonagle
2000). Though a concern with PDI, satisficing lags been shown to be an uncommon
occurrence (Hoogendoorn 2004). A further concemigins to any violations of respondent
confidentiality by using data in this way. Reséasaggests, however, that DI seems to raise
few concerns about the confidentiality (Pascale Magier 2004).

<FIGURE 1 HERE>

PDI used in the BHPS to obtain the details of auremployment characteristics

operates as a set of paired questions using anckestill’ design (Jackle 2009). Figure 1

contains a schematic diagram of this approachdat& from the last wave are available for



respondents, they are first reminded of their psiatus and asked a yes-no question as to
whether such a status is still the case. Undeditons of no change, the respondent
confirms their prior information as still accurated moves on to the next DI question series.
Under conditions of change in circumstances, trepardent would disagree with the
presented information and a follow-up question waien be used to obtained the current
detail. If data was not available from the pricawe and the respondent was in employment
at the prior wave, respondents would initially ngeethe independent question. Under this
scenario, a reactive check for whether this was dhme detail as at last wave was
administerell This design was used to minimise the likelihazfdobserving spurious
change in employment characteristics between waweler conditions of no change in
employment (Jackle, Uhrig and Laurie 2007). Itngportant to note that this core design,
when repeated over a set of measures, can gemesggrificant diversity of question routing

within any sample.

2 Analysis of the Survey Interaction
Observation of survey interviewing has a long hgtin survey methodology.

Beginning with the work of Charles Cannell and agses, researchers have used behaviour
coding of verbal interaction in the survey intewito monitor interviewer performance and
to pre-test survey questions (Cannell, Lawson aadsser 1975; Cannell and Oksenberg
1988; Oksenberg, Cannell and Kalton 1991). Throtiygh observation of interviewer
engagement with survey respondents, Cannell andrtiwere able to develop and
promulgate standard methods of survey interviewing.

Standardised survey interviewing employs a setntdrviewing rules designed to
minimise the variable component of measurementr enranterviewer administered social
surveys (Collins 1980; Collins and Butcher 1983wk and Mangione 1990). Fowler and
Mangione (1990) argue that to obtain survey anstisare amenable to statistical analysis
and attributable to the respondent, each intervieweast read survey questions as worded,
probe non-directively, and maintain a cooperativait-not overly friendly — relationship for
the duration of the interview. In short, standsation in survey interviewing aims to hold
interviewers’ behaviour constant so that the resyltdata are attributable primarily to

variation in the phenomenon under study rather tbarariation in interviewing style across

! Note, this reactive check occurred very infreglyems only 3 respondents did not have useablefdatathe
prior wave for use in PDI questions.



interviewers (Fowler and Mangione 1990; Maynard Sctaeffer 2002; Tourangeau 1990)
Morton-Williams and Sykes (1984) find that wheneiniewers departed from standardised
techniques undesirable respondent behaviour was than five times more likely to occur
(see also Cannell and Oksenberg 1988). Standdrdigerviewing may be particularly
important in panel studies where variation in rateshange are assumed to be due to change
in respondent circumstances rather than variatioguestion administration across waves.
Though Collins (1980) finds that the portion ofaoitem variability due to interviewers is
generally small, he notes that in large surveyssibften enough to render estimates
imprecise.

Under the assumption of standardised interviewamglysis of survey interaction has
tended to focus on question pre-testing using bhebawcoding. This approach picks out
certain respondent verbal action that suggestgdlify in question answering. Assuming
standardised question administration, this liteaidentifies question wording as affecting
respondent’s ability to answer. According to tlhessic cognitive model of survey question
answering, respondents must first comprehend tlestopun, then retrieve information from
memory or otherwise cognitively access the inforamatrequired to answer the question.
This information must be evaluated for accuracy &orchatted according to the question
requirements before finally being stated or exprdgSykes and Morton-Williams 1987; see
also Tourangeau, Rips and Rasinski 2000). Resmbha@daviour can exhibit problems with
each aspect of this process (Ongena and Dijkst0ad@)2énd the fundamental cause of such
problems is often argued to be poor question cocstn (Morton-Williams and Sykes
1984; Ongena 2005; Sykes and Morton-Williams 1887)Fowler (1992), for example,
identifies problem questions if 15 percent of adseimtions contain either a respondent
request for clarification or an inadequate, i.et momediately codeable, answer. Others
focus on respondent expressions of uncertaintyndisdtive of problem question wording

(Blixt and Dykema 1993; Oksenberg, Cannell and éfalt991). Once questions have been

2 Standardised interviewing is not without its @sti(Beatty 1995; Moore 2004; Schober and Conrad’;199
Suchman and Jordan 1990). For example, Beattyb}l®gues that standardisation does not allowdeqgaate
correction of misunderstandings. Schaeffer andrdey (1996) argue that the cognitive processingired to
arrive at survey answers is rooted in survey imctéma which can oftentimes deviate from strict
standardisation. Indeed, Suchman and Jordan (X98i@) that surveys actually rely on conversatiomaims
around asking and answering questions in ordemutzeed. At the same time, standardisation supgsess
“interactional resources that routinely mediate artainties of relevance and interpretation” (Suchraad
Jordan 1990 p. 232). The alternative to standatidis involves flexibility in interviewing (Beatty1995;
Schober and Conrad 1997), although this can intedu variable and unknown component to measurement
error (Beatty 1995; Collins 1980; Dykema 2005; $y&ad Collins 1992).

% Survey administration procedures can and have eesmined, for example see Childs and Landreth§00



revised, fewer problems are observed (Calahan &0al; Fowler 1989; Oksenberg, Cannell
and Kalton 1991).

A second set of behaviour coding studies use Madidalata to examine the role of
standardised survey administration in determiniegponse accuracy. These validation
studies show mixed effects however. Dykema andeaglies have found that slight
modifications in question wording often enhancepoese accuracy (Dykema 2005;
Dykema, Lepkowski and Blixt 1997). They reasont timierviewers change wording in
order to render questions more comprehensible wégmondents have cognition problems.
In an experiment, Smit and colleagues showed thggestive probes lead to inaccurate
reporting (Smit, Dijkstra and van der Zouwen 199Djijkstra and Ongena, also, find that
interviewer ‘choosing’, i.e., picking a responsetiop based on information respondents
provide that is not immediately codeable, decreda&s accuracy (2006).

Our work builds on these sorts of prior examinaiohthe survey interaction in three
critical ways. First, work focusing on survey irgetion has historically examined
interviewer-respondent interaction in cross-seai@tudies. We instead analyse the verbal
interaction between interviewers and respondenta ipanel survey. Panel surveys are
different from cross-sectional studies becausearedpnts and interviewers in cross-sectional
surveys are unlikely to be familiar or known by @mther. In panel or longitudinal surveys
which take place in respondents’ homes, such ahdnBHPS, the same interviewers, in
practice, are sent to the same data points at easle or sweep of data collection.
Familiarity may emerge over the several waves d& dallection and this may alter the
interview dynamic.

Since respondents are interviewed repeatedly iroraigoing panel, such as the
BHPS, regularity of contact also may make the usv experience routine or familiar.
Respondents will undoubtedly have been trainedhéir role of being interviewed and will
certainly be familiar with the questions they askeal. In a cross-sectional study there is no
guarantee that the respondents will understandiloera to the question answering role of a
survey respondent whereas we might expect pangbmeents to be more adept at sticking
to a standardised form.

Third, all of the work involving behaviour codin@et verbal interaction between
interviewers and respondents focuses on behavighimvsingle question-answer sequences.
Though this has usefully shown how question stmectoan contribute to respondent
answering difficulty, administration errors and patata quality, this work has typically

failed to link behaviour at the question to the teoh and substance of behaviour at prior



questiond Survey questions are administered often in sktyuestions related to a single
unifying theme. Moreover, implemented proactivelyreactively, DI functions as a two-
guestion unit. With certain PDI designs, an ithitjaestion presents prior information which
is either confirmed or negated. If negated, aof@lup question about the same topic ensues.

For these reasons, our investigation into the 684 demands a broader lens.

3 Dependent Interviewing and Principles of Conversatn
In recent years, continued observation of verb@raction in surveys through the use

of behaviour coding and other methods has leadntmi@e formally theoretical approach to
how it contributes to survey measurement (Ongerth @ijkstra 2007). Sociolinguistic
theory of conversation has fruitfully been applitnl talk in surveys to display the
mechanisms leading to accountable survey answéhough survey answers may be
derived from the cognitive processes at play ipoadgents’ heads, it has also been shown
that survey answers result from a collaborative momication between interviewer and
respondent (Ongena and Dijkstra 2007; SchaefferMayghard 1996; Schober and Conrad
2002). Expanding the question answering processdlude the interviewer and their
interaction has theoretical scope to address thee@ontext of any given survey question.

Several conversational norms may be at work inrgeteng the measurement
properties of the PDI protocol used in the BHPSt ité core, verbal interaction between
humans proceeds under a normative principle of @@tjpn. According to Grice:

“[Conversants] make [their] conversational conttibn such as required, at the stage
at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose orctioe of the talk exchange in which
[they] are engaged” (1975 p 45)

This principle means that conversation partnersishioot talk too much or too little, should
be truthful, should be relevant and should be ungnaus in what they say (Grice 1975).
Speech partners adjust their behaviours mutuallyoritler to achieve the exchange of
information required for conversation to happeru@®kki and Hilton 2001). Even though
interviewers may be bound by the words scriptea survey instrument, respondents are not.
This can generate a tension whereby respondentsoaghp the interview not unlike
participating in a talk-show interview while inteégwers are bound by the rules of
standardisation (Houtkoop-Steenstra 1995; 2000;a&6r 1991; Suchman and Jordan

1990). Nevertheless, it is respondent engagemghttiae instrument and the interviewer’s

* However, Dykema (2005) finds no effect of cumwlatinterviewer error on the likelihood of response
inaccuracy.



application of it that gives rise to survey meamgst (Lessler, Tourangeau and Beranek
1989; Suchman and Jordan 1990).

Analyses of yes-no questions in conversations fimat question askers typically
structure their talk so as to express a prefeseganse (Raymond 2003; Sacks 1987). This
behaviour accords with Grice’s principle of coopiera described above. Although the
preferred response may be positive or negativearek finds that a preference for positive
answers outnumbers negative answers nearly 3 tBoinérantz 1984; Raymond 2003).
Moreover, the resulting response typically agreéh this preference (Molenaar and Smit
1996; Pomerantz 1984; Sacks 1987; Smit, Dijkstchvam der Zouwen 1997).

The ‘remind-still’ structure of PDI, with the intean of minimising the observation
of spurious change, prefers a ‘yes’ answer. Thestjon is designed with the assumption
that change in circumstances is less frequentibachange in circumstances. The question
takes the form “Last time you said X, is that dtilé case?”, to which the presumed typical
response would be ‘yes’. Note that the questianicchave instead asked, “Last time you
said X, has that changed?” if the presumption waquent change in circumstances. In
order to express a change at a PDI question, rdspts must disagree with the stated
information. Thus, respondents are required toigeoa dispreferred response in order to
report truthfully. When dispreferred answers nhesgiven, people engage in conversational
buffering behaviours (Pomerantz 1984; Raymond 20()ch behaviour includes pausing
before answering, uttering hesitations (e.g., “WlEgedelay by means of avoidance talk,
prefacing with token agreement before subsequsagdeement (e.g., ‘Yes, but I don'’t ...."),
appreciations (e.g., “I'd love to, but ...”, typicalwith requests), as well as explanations or
apologies (Pomerantz 1984; Raymond 2003; Sacks) 1987

The use of explanations in deploying a dispreferredponse is of particular
significance in survey interviews. What a speaasss in their turn at speaking often implies
the content of the hearer’s subsequent speech (@rf#05; Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson
1974). Though such requested content may be maueig hearers often infer the sort of
information that is required — that is, answerihg guestion behind the question (Grice
1975; Houtkoop-Steenstra 2002). For example, GIEOK9) asked a sample of shop-keepers

whether they accepted any kind of credit card asrgle yes-no question. In almost 90

® Note an alternative explanation for responderurfaito report change may be satisfycing. Resparsienay
learn that answering ‘no’ triggers further quessicemd thus a utility-maximising respondent interdsin
minimising their response burden would be inducedlie¢. Work by Hoogendorn, however, finds that
satisfycing does not occur (2004)



percent of cases, vendors provided more informatiban what was requested by
volunteering which credit cards they accepted.

This sort of extra-information can lead to interacal difficulties in the standardised
survey interview. The principles of standardisatiequire interviewers to read questions
even if answers may already be apparent. Deparfuven standardisation can occur when
interviewers hold explicit or inferred knowledgeaswers to survey questions designed not
for the specific recipient but instead for a widage of survey respondents (Houtkoop-
Steenstra 1995; 2000). Schaeffer and colleagues slaown that respondents can often
provide quite extensive discourse before arrivipgpru a survey answer (Moore 2004;
Schaeffer, Maynard and Cradock 1993). Ordinautierances are only understood when the
speaker and the hearer both agree that undersgahdm been achieved (Schober 1999).
This process, called ‘grounding’, applies equaltythe survey interaction. In ordinary
conversation, understanding of meaning is localiged accumulative over the course of
interaction (Clark and Schober 1991). This ‘commground’ develops between
conversation partners and the Gricean maximelgvancedictates repetition of information
should not occur. This is problematic in the syrugerview when respondents provide
information at one question which is relevant fors\mering subsequent questions. At
subsequent questions, interviewers must depart fstemdardisation or risk appearing
ignorant or unskilled conversation partners (Ong2085). Indeed, Houtkoop-Steenstra
(1995; 2000) observed interviewers prefacing qoasti e.g., “You've already said, but |
have to ask...”, paraphrasing, or completely mismgdhe question to fit within the
common ground. Also, interviewers sometimes fatiedask the question altogether and
chose or filled in answers from direct knowledge supposition based on disclosed
information (Houtkoop-Steenstra 1995; Ongena 2003hese sorts of departures from
standardisation are not occasioned by respondempranension or recall problems, but
instead by a breakdown in the survey interactiosulting from the invocation of
conversational norms.

In the context of a ‘remind-still’ DI protocol, sséquent survey interaction depends
on whether the question identifies change in cirstamces. Respondents interviewed at a
prior wave who have never experienced a changemplayment circumstances would
receive a set of yes-no interrogatives to whicly thieswer in accordance with the preferred
response of ‘yes’. This continuous agreement wighpreferred response should pose little
or no problems for the survey interaction. In fabe BHPS uses the ‘remind-still’ design

because it was believed to provide no comprehensiwhfew or no recall problems for



respondents (Jackle, Uhrig and Laurie 2007). Wahh PDI question, new information is
added to the common ground but respondents meeelg to assent to it in order to confirm
their situation. This leads us an initial hypotbes

H1: PDI questions should reduce the observation ofaedpnt cognition problems
as compared to independent questions.

Under conditions of true-change, however, respotsdare expected to answer ‘no’
to the PDI questions. Conversation theory suggésiisexpressing a dispreferred response
will be accompanied by qualifications, elaboratiandehaviour of ‘answering the question
behind the question’. Doing so adds informationthe common ground rendering the
standardised administration of subsequent sunegsitredundant. This discussion implies
three further hypotheses:

H2: PDI can induce conversational norms such that qoestlaborations and
explanations should be more likely at PDI questithias at IND questions.

H3: Conversational norms are more likely to be involkader conditions of change
in respondent’s circumstances

H4: Negation of a PDI question should lead to depaguiem standardisation at
subsequent survey items

The sorts of departures from standardisation shooidorm with the patterns observed by
Houtkoop-Steenstra (1995; 2000). Thus, we furéxgect:

H5: Question wording errors, question skipping and ssjige probing occur more
frequently following negated PDI questions thanemather routing patterns.



4 Data

To examine our hypotheses about the effects ofrDdwovey interaction, we analyse
a set of data and transcripts from the British Htwadd Panel Study (BHPS) Wave 16 pilot.
The BHPS is an annual panel survey begun in 1991 avrepresentative sample of around
5,500 households in Great Britain. Interviews @saducted via computer assisted face-to-
face interviewing (CAPI) in respondents’ homes. datumn 2006, BHPS Wave 16
introduced DI and a pilot was conducted in MarcB&€ test how DI performs in the field
(Jackle, Uhrig and Laurie 2007). The issued pslatnple comprised households from the
former European Community Household Pamekviously interviewed for thémproving
Survey Measurement of Income and Employrseerty in 2003 (see Jackle et al. 2004 who
describe the sample in detail). Interviewing wasducted in 166 of 222 issued households
for a general response rate of 74.8 percent. Tbewas designed to operate as a “dress-
rehearsal” of the BHPS main-stage rather thanrasans for assessing DI question formats,
per se. A subset of 131 interviews were recortlad; the pilot resulted in a complementary
set of qualitative and quantitative data concerrimgsurvey instrument’s performance in a
setting nearly identical to main-stage fieldwork

Our analysis focuses on the application of DI isea of questions used to obtain
details of respondents’ current employment charmties’. This set of questions was
designed using DI to minimise the observation ofirgus transitions in respondent
employment characteristics between waves of daliection (Jackle, Uhrig and Laurie
2007). The set of questions obtains informatioaualthe respondent’s current occupation,
industry, employer name, employment status (selfleyed or employed), managerial
duties, employment sector and number of employeésea workplace. Table 1 shows the
specific question wording and ordering. The questiobtaining occupation and industry are
open-ended while the remaining current employmdmdracteristics are obtained with

closed-response questions. Any respondent inteedeat the prior wave but otherwise

® Not all interviews were recorded for a numberezfsons including respondents not consenting tedmrded,
interviewer error operating recording equipment eswbrding equipment malfunction. This, howevédl, bt
seem to bias the sample of recorded data (seel8aig,and Lynn 2008).

" DI was piloted in three further areas of questign First, in gathering an annual employmentustatistory,

a ‘remind-continue’ DI design was used to anchapoadents in their status from the last intervidéckle
2005). This application did not necessarily regulbew data. Though such designs are not rareshese to
focus on the more common ‘remind-still' designs &waluation. Second, in enumerating unearned iBcom
sources, including state benefits, the BHPS inttedua reactive DI check for prior listed sourceg no
mentioned. This check was only applied in 13 rdedrinterviews. And third, a reactive check fgngiicant
changes in reported income over the prior wave meduin only 6 recorded interviews. We chose td no
analyse the use of reactive dependent intervieaiegks due to their sparse occurrence in the pilot.

10



having no prior data available for DI received Ihd® question first and then a reactive
check for whether their situation was the samet éisedlast wave
<TABLE 1 HERE>

Of 131 recorded respondent interview only 64 comdiadministrations of the set
current employment questions. These 64 interviewwse conducted by 20 interviewers.
This current employment series comprised 14 questithough respondents could pass
through the series via a number of different rotepending on whether prior data were
available (note Figure 1 above). The resultingdatailable for analysis was comprised of
transcribed survey interactions for 477 questiosmaar sequences plus the respondent

survey data itself. For a fuller description of thata see Sala, Uhrig and Lynn (2008).

5 METHODS

5.1 Initial exploration
We began our analysis with an initial qualitativ@mination of the survey transcripts

themselves. Several regularities seemed to emehgegh comply with our expectations.
The excerpt in Table 2 demonstrates that under itonsl of change in respondents’
circumstances, the survey interaction can depamt Standard practice. The upper panel of
Table 2 indicates what would have appeared on @hgpater screen using CAPI, while the
lower panel is a transcription of the interacti@ing standard conversation analysis notation
(Maynard et al. 2002) Lines 2 and 3 show an overlap in speech betwerinterviewer
and the respondent. The interviewer, at line 2mseto be verbally assuming that the
respondent is in the same job as last time wherrdbepondent over-speaks saying “It's
changed a bit”. Consistent with tactics of disagnent, the respondent makes a disclaimer

in line 5 saying “not exactly” whilst stretching talne word “exactly”, with plenty of pauses

8 Note, we excluded this reactive check as a quesknuence from our analysis because it occurredlin3
interviews. However, any lagged covariates inclidse reactive DI questions.
° Some of the conversation analysis transcriptiarveations found in Tables 2 and 3 include:
» Silence denoted by (.) or (1.4), numbers indicaéilagsed time in seconds
* Overlapping speech marked with brackets, [ and ]
« Latching of gaps between utterances with equal, sign
e Creative spelling of words as they sound
e Sound stretching denoted with a colon, :, with nemi®ns indicating a longer stretch
e Quickened speech with > and <.
* Intonation risingt or lowering]
» Audible in-breath or out-breath denoted with .htdrhh, more ‘h’ mean longer breath
» Emphasis with CAPITAL LETTERS
* Missing or inaudible speech denoted by parenthesgs,( )
e The sound of typing denoted with a hash, #

11



in the lead up to the disagreement. Note thatdisagreement “not exactly” is a softer
presentation of “no”. At line 6, the responderd\pdes the job title right way. In short, they
answer the follow-up IND question before the intewer gets the chance to ask it.

Table 2 Variation from standardised interviewing under condition of true change, respondent
offers forward answer

[PDI, Occupation —as appears on screen|

And the last time | interviewed you on 22 February 2003, you said
your job was a cash clerk counting money when it co mes in from the
check-outs. Are you still in that same occupation?

[IND, Follow-up — as appears on screen|
What was your main job last week? Please tell mey our exact job
title and describe fully the sort of work that you do.

[PDI, Occupation —in interaction]

(1) I A:ndyour job last time | came to see you, .hhh which was
the 22nd of February 2003, .h your job was a cash ¢ lerk
counting money when it comes in from the check-outs =

(2) I: [=Put you at the same (.)]

(3) R:[Er(.)it's changed(.)]

(4) I: You are not in that occupation any rmore?

5) R:Oh()I _(.)eh (.) not exa::ctly (.)=

(6) R:=I'mnow a check-out operator.

[IND, Follow-up — in interaction]
(7) I: .nhh RIGHT. .h so. hhh now that's your job title?
(8) R:Yes.

At line 7 in Table 2, we see the interviewer stiluggwith the wording of the follow-
up question given the information that the respahd@s provided previously. The survey
guestion itself gets phrased so as to be a cortimmaf the information the respondent
provided. So, the respondent provides informatiat they tacitly believe the interviewer

wants to know leading to a departure from standatitin on the part of the interviewer.
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Table 3 Information Disclosed in Advance Leads to@sequent Interviewer Error

[PDI, Occupation —in interaction]

(1) [: Last time we interviewed you on 27th March 2 003...

(2) R:..ummm

(3) I: You said your job was a shop assistant servi ng customers
and (). Are you still in that occupation?

(4) R:No

[IND, Follow-up — in interaction]

(5) I: And what was your job last week .h can you t ell me the
exact job title?

(6) R:Umm (.) mmm (.) administrator.

(7) I: You were an administrator.

(8) R:Ilworkinan-.hh ummmm (.) | work for a fin ancial adviser
so um (.)

(9) I: So what do you do?

(10) R: Well. (1.0) how long have you got ((laughs) ) (.) hhum ()
| am a personal assistant to the financial advisor .hh

whatever he wants metodo (3.0) ()=

(11) R: =[>a list of the sort of typical things tha tldoor
something<]

(12) I: [# use the computer (.) or what do you do?]

(14) R:.hhhh yeah (.) hhhh um (.) submit applications (.) check

the progress of applications for .hh um (1.0) inves tments (.)
pensions (.) insurance um (2.0) our office hasto b e compliant
with the FSA as well s::0 it is a case of making su re that all
the files have got the necessary paperwork in. | wo uldn't know
really how to describe my job ((laughs)) | just do everything
(.) answer the phones (.) make the tea ((laughs)) ( 3.0) lots

of- >typical office duties< rea:lly
(15) I: mmmm

[PDI, INDUSTRY - in interaction]

(26) I: () last time you described the firm th at you worked
for as a soft furnishing shop

17) R: ymmm

(18) I: that is no=

[IND, INDUSTRY - in interaction]

(19) I: =so what does the firm you work for actuall y make or do
()=

(20) I: =s0 are they financial radvisors

(21) R:yep

(22) R: an accountants
(23) I: accountants
(24) R:yeah

Grounding need not only occur as a result of ansgethe yes-no interrogative
negatively. Information may also be disclosed pemended question interactions which
renders subsequent questions redundant for simesons (see for example Houtkoop-
Steenstra 1995; 2000; Suchman and Jordan 1990s Syke Collins 1992). The excerpt in
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Table 3 shows how responding to an open-endedigoesin add to the common ground of
information. Here, the information is not necedgaan explicit answer to a subsequent
survey question but is instead information whiclade to the presumed answer to a
subsequent survey question. Lines 1-4 containnitial PDI question. Note that at line 4
the respondent simply answers “No” without any érffg. The respondent, however,
struggles with the answer to the job title questainine 6, the prolonged “mmm” with
pauses between them before providing an answerestggincertainty. At line 8, the
respondent says “I work for a financial advisor’igfhdoes not answer the question about
their own occupation, but however is informatiomevant for answering the subsequent
industry question. We see in line 16 the intendeviails to ask the industry question as
scripted and instead reads only the information fedvard into the question. The
respondent utters a low pitched “mmm” to which ititerviewer responds “that is no”. The
interviewer continues with what we have classecew mtterance at line 19, which is an
adequate read of the industry independent followguestion, but then the interviewer
continues at line 20 by answering the questiorif itgi¢h a statement. This sort of self-repair
IS not uncommon even in supposedly standardisedegunterviews (Houtkoop-Steenstra
1995). The respondent then adds information ajrdatbwn at line 22 which is never
probed for the accuracy required to assign an ateqguadustry code. Instead it is simply
accepted as stated and assumed to be sufficietitebyterviewer. This interaction shows
how information disclosed at one point in the imtew which is outside the remit of the

guestion posed leads to subsequent interviewinmales.

5.2 Categorising Survey | nteraction
To quantitatively assess the effects of DI on titeraction between interviewers and

respondents, we coded respondent and interviewdralvdehaviour from the verbatim
transcriptions of recorded interviews. We assigmedles to pragmatically complete
utterances in gquestion-answer sequences (Q-A seesleradopting a multivariate code
scheme using Sequence VieWdDijkstra and Ongena 2006; Ongena 2005). Thiscamh

allowed us to identify and count behaviours repmésg departures from standardised
interviewing on the part of interviewers, behav®uindicating respondent cognition

problems, and respondent behaviours indicativenfersational norms.

19 sSequence Viewer is Maclntosh software availat#e &f charge. It can be downloaded from the foltmwi
web sitehttp://home.fsw.vu.nl/w.dijkstra/SequenceViewer.htm
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Behaviours indicating problems with question ansmgr We defined four
behaviours as indicating that the respondent mase fsme problem with the question
answering process. Although not all cognitive peais due to poorly structured questions
are expressed verbally, we follow Fowler (1992) vaelngues that if a question is problematic
then one should observe a non-negligible occurrehseich behaviodt. Our goal is not to
identify which respondents have cognitive probleimst instead to identify questions as
cognitively problematic from the occurrence of @sgent behaviours. Table 4 contains the
distribution of these behaviours in Q-A sequendésst, problems of question understanding
or comprehension could occur and be expressedspsnéent requests for clarification or
the meaning of the survey question. These occumednly about three percent of
sequences. Next, problems with recall or infororatretrieval could be expressed with
hesitation or uncertainty over the response prakidéable 4 shows that these occurred in
only about seven percent of sequences. Failyredtge, format and provide an answer could
result in a mismatch answer, i.e., an answer thabt immediately codeable into requested
response options but is nevertheless an answéetquestiotf. Only about six percent of
sequences contained mismatch answers. Sometiradsettaviour of respondents triggers
the interviewer to request clarification of the wes provided. Explicit interviewer requests
for clarification occurred in only two percent @cguiences. A question-answer sequence was
defined as containing a respondent cognition problé any of these four behaviours
occurred. In sum, approximately 16 percent of saqas contained indicators of respondent
cognition problems.

<TABLE 4 HERE>

Respondent invocation of conversational norm¥Ve defined three respondent
behaviours that may invoke the principles of cosaBon. As with cognitive difficulty, we
treat the occurrence of any of these behavioursa gsoperty of the question answer
sequence. First, we identified respondent intéiwapof the question as a conversational
issue because such behaviour is a departure frostrici question-response role and
interruption is not otherwise a clear indicatoraotognition problem. Instead, interruption
may indicate that the question itself is too longtoo repetitive in the context of the
developing interaction between interviewer and oesient. We see in the bottom panel of

Table 4 that interruption occurred in about 15 pet®f sequences. Next, respondents could

" Note that Fowler suggests that a question is jddggnitively difficult if problems occur in 15 pemt of
cases (Fowler 1992).

12 Mismatch answers could also result from problefrsomprehension or recall (Ongena 2005; Ongena and
Dijkstra 2007).
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engage in stray talk, i.e., talk that is off task¢luding commentary, digressions and
elaboration of answers provided. Stray talk oaxiin about 12 percent of sequences. And
finally, such talk may result in explicit answers subsequent survey questions. This
occurred in about three percent of sequences. ithscagnition problems, a question answer
sequence was defined as containing conversati@sglondent behaviour if these verbal
actions occurred. Approximately 25 percent of seges contained any of these indicators.
<TABLE 5 HERE>

Behaviour representing departures from standardisat We observe nine
behaviours which represent departures from starmatdinterviewing behaviour. The
distribution of these behaviours across all segeeieshown in Table 5. First, a set of four
behaviours indicate departures from standardisedtguning which include slight changes to
guestion wording (also called mismatch questionin@araphrasing, asking a question
invalidly by changing its meaning, and posing agfie& as a statement resulting in no verbal
answer by the respondent. The most frequent cletieas asking a mismatch question in
about 22 percent of sequences, whereas paraphasinguestions posed as statements each
occurred in about 14 percent of sequences. Inwglielstions occurred in six percent of
sequences. Though these behaviours may represegriadation in departure from
standardisation, they are nevertheless depart@emube the question is not read exactly as
scripted. Next, the interviewer could skip readthg question altogether and choose the
answer without reading the question. This occuiredbout seven percent of sequences.
Third, the interviewer could suggest answers oemwtise engage in suggestive probing of
provided answers. Suggestive probing was quitguiat, occurring in about 26 percent of
sequences. Related to this, the interviewer masstatie a follow-up acknowledgement of
the respondent’s answer and this occurred in dnbgpthree percent of sequences. Finally,
interviewers are instructed to maintain a frienaihd cooperative demeanour, but not overly
friendly. To this end, interviewers may engageoifitask talk, including digressions,
commentary, or non-scripted question elaboratidnterviewers engaged in stray talk in
about four percent of sequences. We also defiaiard to read the date reference in PDI
guestions as a departure from standardisation. s ®ecurred in about 34 percent of
sequences. A question answer sequence was desmdgparting from standardisation if any
of these behaviours occurred and, taken togetlepartures from standardisation occurred in
roughly 75 percent of sequences.
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5.3 Modelling Survey Behaviour
Our hypotheses imply that both question type anestion routing resulting from a

change in circumstances affect the occurrence sporaent cognition problems, the
invocation of conversational norms by respondesuts] departures from standardisation by
interviewers. To assess whether our hypothesed, & estimate a set of logistic
regressions where the dependent variable is a sifipary indicator of the occurrence of
each of these phenomenon. The od#lspf any of the identified behaviours occurring, Y,
are defined as the ratio of the probability of évent Y, say “Cognition Problem”, occurring

to the probability of that same event not occurring

oy == =D
1-Pr(Y =1)

Given that probabilities range from 0 to 1, the ©ddn range from 0, when Pr(Y = 1) =0, to
infinity when the Pr(Y = 1) = 1. By taking the o&al logarithm of the odds, we obtain a
logit which can be expressed as a linear function ochdables:

L =log,d,

L=p5X
Since dogit is a linear function of the X variables, the dimition of recovered probabilities
associated with a binary outcome is a nonlineactfan bounded by 0 and 1. Logistic
regression, therefore, is a superior modellingtesgna to an ordinary least squares (OLS)
model of any binary outcome which can predict valwhich are out of range and can violate
the OLS assumption of homoskedastic errors.

To assess the degree to which problematic resporodgmition, normative action
and departure from standardisation occur, we atimate a set of count models which are
useful for assessing the intensity of action inn& of observation (see for example Olzak
and Olivier 1998). The most common method of agiaty count data assumes the observed
count of eventsy;, results from a Poisson process whereby eventgearerated within units

of observationt, according to an assumed constant vite This rateA, can only take non-

negative values, so it is parameterized as a fagalifunction of the covariates

A = expi)
This model assumes that observed counts are geddram a process whose rate per unit is
given by:

A=)
Pr(Ytzytl/]t)'ytZOZ tyl t
i
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where /, is the mean and the variance of the distributioth® dependent variable, i.e.,

E(Yy) = Var(Yy) = A,

The assumption that the expected valueYiolk equal to its variance is often not
justified (see Cameron and Trivedi 1986). As darahtive to Poisson regression, negative-
binomial regression models the count of any eveherwthe count is over-dispersed.
Negative-binomial regression treats the data awetbfrom a Poisson process but for an
omitted variables. This variabley, is assumed to follow a gamma distribution withmeean
1 and variance.. The larger the value of, the greater the over-dispersion. Insofan as
not significantly different from zero, a Poisson deb is appropriate for the data. We
estimate negative-binomial regression models infitseinstance and if the over-dispersion

parameter is not significant we estimate and ptasswlts from Poisson regression.

5.4 |Independent Factors
The models we used to test our hypotheses contantyfpes of measures. These

measures are question type, question format, @ueestbuting, other interviewer or
respondent behaviour and a set of controls. Opotimgses can be tested by examining the
effects of question type, the type of prior questamd interviewer or respondent behaviour
occurring at a prior question.

Question TypeQuestions can take the form of either PDI questionindependent
guestions. Our hypotheses 1 and 2 described abyplg that PDI questions should exhibit
lower odds of cognition problems on the one hand mwcreased odds of conversational
norms on the other. Moreover, we would expect @t would have fewer behaviours
indicative of cognition problems and more conveosetlly normative behaviour.

Question Format An important control for the effects of PDI ri@ to independent
guestions is the format of the question. PDI quastare closed-response questions insofar
as there are only two potential answers to a yeguastion. However, among independent
guestions, the format varies between open-endeddoupation, industry and employer
name to closed-response for other current employetaracteristics. Though we make no
explicit hypotheses about the role question forplays in predicting cognition problems,
conversational behaviour and departure from staligkzdt questioning, we expect open-
response questions to generally increase theHiketl of observing each of these types of
behaviours.

Question Routing.We argue that routing that results from negatirfgCd question

matters for the observed behaviour at subsequeneysitems. Our hypothesis 3, described
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above, implies that for PDI questions only, we wibutore likely observe conversational
behaviour when the respondent answers ‘no’ thannwine respondent answers ‘yes’.
Moreover, we would expect the amount of conversalidehaviour to be higher under
conditions of ‘no’ saying than ‘yes’ saying at P@uestions. Sequences could be divided
into three categories: (i) independent questibas are follow-ups to negated PDI questions,
(i) questions that follow a prior topic’s DI quést, and (iii) sequences that follow a prior
topic’s independent question. A fourth categorythe first question in the protocol.
Hypothesis 4 suggests that the occurrence of deparfrom standardisation are more likely
at independent follow-ups to negated PDI questibar to questions administered following
other routes. We test this argument by coding gher question type into the three
categories just described with the first questisked in the series as the omitted category.
Other Behaviourand Controls To better isolate the effects of question typd a
guestion routing, we use various controls for tleddviour of interviewers in models of
respondent behaviour and for respondent behaviouhe models of interviewer action.
Other controls in these models include the resparsleage, gender and educational
qualifications. We also control for interviewersassed cooperation, and a set of subjective
assessments interviewers make regarding the easkffioulty of administering the DI

guestions and the ease or difficulty respondents ath answering the DI questions.

6 Results

Table 6 contains estimates from models predictegpondent cognition problems
and respondent conversational behaviour. Columin Table 6 contains maximum-
likelihood estimates from a logistic regressiondiceng the odds of respondent cognition
problems with question type, format, routing, intewer behaviour and a set of controls
entered as covariates. Column Il contains maxiniketthood estimates from a negative-
binomial regression predicting the count of resgamnaognition problems on the same set of
factors. Note in Column Il that the over-dispensmarameter is significantly large thus we
did not fit a Poisson regression model. We findttPDI questions as distinct from
independent questions have no effect on the odd®bskrving respondent cognition
problems. At the same time, we see that PDI haeffext on the number of cognition
problems. Question format also has no effect ¢meeithe odds or the count. Question

routing, however, does seem to have some effeat.qiestions following a prior topic’s DI

guestion, the odds of a respondent cognition proldee significantly reducedbE -1.24,p

< 0.001 in Column 1). Similarly, following a pridopic DI question shows a significant
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reduction in the count of behaviour suggestingspoadent cognition problenb & -0.96,p
< 0.001 in Column I1). It is important to highligthe effect of the interviewer-assessed ease
of answering control. Respondents assessed asdittte DI questions easy by interviewers

were significantly less likely to produce questisequences with behaviour indicative of

cognition problemsl;i: -1.51,p < 0.01 in Column I;lA): -1.19,p < 0.001 in Column 1I).
Taken together, these results suggest that th@fuB®I| generates few cognition problems
for respondents relative to other types of questiomhe finding that routing following PDI
guestions reduces the observation of cognitionlprod does imply that PDI has a positive
effect on response burden.
<TABLE 6 HERE>

Columns Il and IV in Table 6 each show the reswdfsmodels of respondent
conversational behaviour. Column IIl contains main-likelihood estimates from a
logistic regression predicting the odds of respohdenversational behaviour while Column
IV contains maximum-likelihood estimates from a a@ge-binomial regression predicting
the count of respondent conversational behaviodesxe, also, the over-dispersion parameter

is significantly large so we did not fit a Poiss@gression. Unlike cognition problems, we

see that PDI increases the odds of respondent satianal behaviour significantlybE

1.29, p < 0.05 in Column IIl). Moreover, PDI seems to remse the amount of
conversational action occurring at the questidn=(1.11, p < 0.05 in Column V).
Respondent conversational behaviour is more lilaélgpen-ended questions£ 1.20,p <

0.01 in Column 1ll) as well as more intense at epaded questionsb(= 0.88,p < 0.05 in

Column 1IV). Conversational behaviour is signifitgnless likely to occur at questions
following a prior topic, regardless of the questigpe — DI or independenb(E -1.35,p <

0.01 andlA): -1.55,p < 0.01 in Column IIl) . On the other hand, theeffimient for

independent follow-up to a negated DI is not sigaifit. These coefficients need to be
interpreted relative to the first question askedateespondent in the current employment
protocol. Here, the lack of statistical significanfor independent follow-ups to negated DI
guestions means that conversational behaviour re cmmmon at both the first question and

at independent follow-ups than in other situations.
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In addition to these, several other findings arertivanoting. First, interviewer

departures from standardisation seem to be wealdgcaated with the odds of respondent

conversational behaviour‘.;(: 0.71,p < 0.05 in Column Ill) although, all things considéd,
respondent conversation is more than twice asylitebccur when interviewers depart from
standardised interviewing as when they do ebfY(= 2.03). Next, women are consistently
and significantly less likely to engage in convémsal behaviour than men, the negative
coefficients shown in Columns Ill and IV will beesein the remaining models of respondent
conversational behaviour.

The association between PDI and respondent cornigrabbehaviour may be due to
respondent interruption. Note in Table 1 the dejumstions obtaining current employment
details in their PDI form repeats the same basestion structure over 10 items. Also, recall
from Table 4 that interruptions were the most fitly occurring conversational behaviour
on the part of respondents. This behaviour isrgisfrom engaging in elaborations and
forward answering which adds to the common grounthe survey interview. For these
reasons, we examined the occurrence of respondemercsational behaviour with stray talk
separate from interruption. These results are sHiowable 7.

<TABLE 7 HERE>

Columns | and Il in Table 7 both show maximum-likebd estimates from logistic
regressions with Column | containing results fromadel predicting the odds of elaboration
and forward answering, i.e,. “Stray Talk”, while IGmn Il contains results from a model of

respondent interruption only. PDI as a questigetgeems to have no effect on respondent

stray talk whereas PDI is mildly associated witk tidds of respondent interruptiob £

1.87,p < 0.05 in Column Il). As one might expect, eladd@ns are more common in open-

ended questions than in closed-response questibrs1(37, p < 0.01 in Column I).

Elaborations are significantly less likely at quass following a prior topic regardless of

format (b= -1.30,p < 0.01 andb= -1.15,p < 0.01 for DI and independent respectively in
Column 1), relative to the first question in therrant employment protocol or follow-ups to

negated PDI questions. Also, elaborations areifgigntly associated with interviewer
departures from standardisation but respondentruggons are notl{= 0.90,p < 0.05 in

Column | versud = 0.17,p = n.s.in Column II).
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Several other findings are interesting to noteabl& 7. First, men are more likely to
engage in elaborations and other stray talk attgumssthan womenl{= -0.67,p < 0.05 in

Column 1) and age is positively associated witkrintptions 6= 0.03,p < 0.05 in Column

II). We find a negative association between inwmer-assessed ease of answering the

guestions and the occurrence of respondent elatasab = -1.06,p < 0.001 in Column 1).
At the same time, we find a positive associatiotwben interviewer-assessed difficulty of

asking questions and respondent interruptior .05,p < 0.01 in Column II). Similarly,

interviewer-assessed difficulty in answering wagateely associated with interruptiol;(:
-1.72,p < 0.01 in Column II). These results imply thatiwhhe question type, format and
routing may play a role in determining respondegtidviour, interviewer evaluation of the
survey interview is clearly related to the quesamswering behaviour of respondents.
<TABLE 8 HERE>

We have argued that respondent elaborations are likety when the negation of a
PDI question is necessary. That is, under conditaf change in respondent circumstances,
respondents will elaborate on their negated answetherwise engage in conversational
action which buffers dispreferred responding. kiblE 8, we show maximum-likelihood
estimates from logistic regressions predicting @ations in Column | and interruptions in
Column 1l. In these models, however, the sampleesiricted to only 268 PDI question-

answer sequences. We would expect that elabosati@uld be significantly more likely

when negating the PDI question. We see that shim ifact, the caseb(= 1.78,p < 0.001 in
Column I). Respondents are 5.9 times more likelglaborate at PDI questions when they

answer ‘N0’ as compared to answering ‘Yes'. Nttat respondents are also 2.5 times more

likely to interrupt with a ‘No’ response as opposed ‘Yes’ responseb(= 0.92,p < 0.01 in

Column 1l). Both elaborations and interruptione argnificantly less likely when following

a prior topic’s independent questid;n:( -1.50,p < 0.05 in Column | andi): -1.44,p < 0.05

in Column 1l). This finding may be consistent withe hypothesised relationships. An
independent question at a prior topic would onlgucif the PDI question was negated.
Insofar as this prior PDI question contains elathong, elaborations would subsequently not
necessarily be required as the common ground inntkeeview may already contain all the

relevant information for answering subsequent qoest
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Our results show that PDI is not associated witinden problems, per se. In fact,
routing following PDI question seems to be assedatvith reduced odds of cognition
problems. Respondent elaborations are highly \likel PDI questions, specifically when
answering with a dispreferred response. Interomgtiare also likely at PDI questions where
the answer is ‘No’. Routing in the question iscassted with the occurrence of cognition
problems and conversational behaviour, notablyoaihs of behaviour examined occur less
frequently at questions following a prior topic aedless of DI or independent question,
relative to the first question in the protocol. | Af this evidence seems to support the
hypothesised relationships derived from a convinsalt approach to understanding survey
interviewing. Namely, PDI eases respondent butn@nrespondent conversational norms
are likely to occur as a result of PDI and in mattar under conditions of respondents
needing to provide a dispreferred response. Whagn,t are the consequences for
interviewers?

<TABLE 9 HERE>

Shown in Table 9 are the results from a set ofetlmedels of interviewer behaviour.
Column | shows maximume-likelihood estimates fromogistic regression predicting the
odds of interviewer departure from standardisatibtere we see that PDI is not associated
with departures, but that question routing is. thillee covariates categorising the routing
paths to the question examined are positive, mgathigit interviewers are significantly more
likely to depart from standardisation at all iteafter the first item in the current employment
protocol. The relative size of the coefficients ¢te compared implying that standardisation

is more likely to break down at questions followiagoprior topic’s DI than at independent

follow-ups to negated PDI questiori;x=( 1.53,p < 0.01 following a negated PDI VGI‘SE]S
2.09, p < 0.001 following the prior topic’s DI, both in @mnn [). However, the most
frequent departure on the part of interviewersaikife to read the date of the last interview
which is repeated in all PDI questions. When Bi@kaviour is removed from the indicator of

standardisation departures, these coefficientsrseverder in magnitude and the coefficient
for sequences following a prior topic’s independguéestion is no longer significanb €

1.07,p < 0.05, andb = 0.91,p < 0.01, respectively in Column II). A Wald Tesiosvs that
these coefficients are not, however, significantifferent from one anothefF(; 19y= 0.13,p
= n.s). Column Il also shows that PDI questions areikehl to be associated with

standardisation departures when failure to readdtte is excluded from the departures
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measure. Taken together, these findings indidetinterviewers are more likely to depart
from standardisation at independent questions rdtm@n dependent questions and that
departures are highly likely at sequences followitigpreferred responses. In fact,
interviewers are 2.9 times more likely to depastirstandardised interviewing procedures at
guestions following a negated PDI than they atéeafirst question in the protocol and about
2.5 times more likely to depart at sequences fatigvthe prior topic’s DI.

Column Il of Table 9 contains the results from @d30n regression predicting the
count of interviewer departures from standardisatiot including failure reciting the prior

interview date. Here, too, PDI questions are aasedt with significantly fewer instances of

interviewer standardisation departurds=(-0.46,p < 0.01). Interestingly, the results in
Columns | and Il suggest that respondent conversatibehaviour is not related to the
occurrence of interviewer standardisation violagioat the question. However, the

occurrence of respondent conversational behaviduany type increases the count of

standardisation vioIationskA)(= 0.23,p < 0.05).
<TABLES 10 HERE>

We expect that certain interviewer behaviours mayabsociated with inaccurate
survey data (Dijkstra and Ongena 2006; MolenaarSmnd 1996; Smit, Dijkstra and van der
Zouwen 1997). Table 10 shows the results fromyaesl of question type, format and
routing on specific interviewer administration es@ccording to rules of standardisation.
The results presented are all maximum-likelihoodimeges from logistic regressions
predicting whether certain interviewer behaviourscwy in the 477 question-answer
sequences. Note that for reasons of multi-collibgaguestion type and format were entered
into the model separately from question routing wedised an abbreviated set of covariates.

Focusing first on the effects of question type, see that PDI questions are significantly
more likely to have slight wording changes, i.eismmatches IAQ: 1.52,p < 0.01), but are
significantly less likely to be skipped;)(z -1.52,p < 0.01) or to have suggestive probing used
(lA): -1.15,p < 0.01). Follow-up questions to negated PDI qoastare significantly less
likely to have slight wording changeigzé -0.90,p < 0.05), but are very likely to be asked
invalidly (kA): 2.12p < 0.05), be posed as statemer’:’ls (0.87,p < 0.05), and to contain

suggestive probingh(= 1.30,p < 0.01). Indeed, these results show that indegr@nillow-
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ups to negated PDI questions are more than 8 tnoes likely to be posed invalidly than the

first question in the series, all things considered

7 Discussion
We found no effect of PDI questions on the liketidoof respondent cognition

problems as compared to independent questions.etawquestions following DI questions
at a prior topic seem to pose fewer cognition poid. This is an important finding because
it shows that DI is not cognitively burdensome fespondents. Moreover, the flow from
positively answered questions does not raise rekpurcognitive burden.

We found that PDI can induce conversational norath ¢hat question elaborations
and explanations are more likely at PDI questidmentat IND questions. Moreover,
conversation is less likely following a prior togitan following a negated PDI. However,
interruption and elaboration are distinct from @wether. Interruption is common in PDI
guestions — suggesting they are too long or rechindglaboration and forward answering
occurs more often at first questions and indepenfidiow-ups to negated PDI questions.
This means that elaboration is likely to occur eanlthe protocol rather than at subsequent
items.

Our results establish that conversational normsrasee likely to be invoked under
conditions of change in respondents’ circumstancéiboration, forward answering, and
interruption are all common at PDI questions uraterditions of changed circumstances but
not under conditions of no change in circumstandéste that conversation does not happen
at DI questions following a prior topic’s DI. Thimplies a smooth flowing interaction under
conditions of no-change. This is consistent witlatvmight be expected as responding ‘yes’
is agreeing with the preferred response. But, emation and interruption are significantly
less likely at PDI questions following a prior tojsiindependent question. This would occur
when respondents negate the prior topic’s DI, tleaegiving its independent follow-up. In
this situation, respondents are less likely to gega conversational behaviour at subsequent
items. We suggest that common ground may playeaimathis finding. Since conversation
is highly likely at negated PDI questions but ndtenw following a prior-topic’s DI question,
conversation occurs early in the protocol if at allhe common ground is set at that point
and the Gricean maxim aklevanceimplies that further elaboration of answers is not
necessary at subsequent points. A more nuancégsasnaith a larger set of cases would be

required to demonstrate the extent of this soreéspponse process.
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Negation of a PDI questions clearly leads to depest from standardisation at
subsequent survey items. Departures are signifjcarore likely at follow-ups to negated
DI questions but also at any question followingriamptopic’s DI. If the respondent has no-
change in circumstances, conversational behavsuniikely, but interviewers may take to
answering questions on their behalf under the pnpson that everything is still the same.
Moreover, the questions can become repetitive to uamler situations of no-change in
circumstances so interviewer could be engagindhortscutting based on a presumption of
stasis. The results for the specific types of rnéaer departure do not support this
argument, however. Mismatch questions are sigmtly less likely following a prior
topic’s DI question, while paraphrasing and otlyget of question administration errors are
unrelated to this specific question routing. THigrefore, remains an open question.

We found mixed results when analysing the occueearfcspecific departures from
standardisation though our hypothesis is genesaipported. Invalid questions, questions as
statements and suggestive probing are all commorapendent follow-ups to negated PDI
guestions, but slight wording changes are sigmfigaless likely. Independent questions,
regardless of whether they are follow-ups to ney&i@l1 or otherwise, are generally likely to
be skipped altogether. The types of administrationrs observed are not of the type that
might suggest interviewers altering question waydio make question answering more
accurate for respondents. Indeed, we found thgiiiton problems were unlikely with this
guestion set. Instead, the departures from stdrsddiion seem to result from conversational
problems arising from the negation of yes-no qoesti Questions as statements and
suggestive probing are both ways of leading respoisdto a given answer. Smit et al (1997)
find that data inaccuracies are significantly mdikeely when interviewers engage in
suggestive behaviour. Asking questions invalidlg, changing the question’s meaning,
signifies data of a type completely unintended ly question. Invalid questions occur in
about 6 percent of question-answer sequences andae than 8 times more likely to occur
at independent follow-ups than in other circumséasncTaken together, these results imply
that although the PDI protocol may facilitate tloewrate identification of change or stasis in

circumstances, the details of change may be highlgcurate.

8 Conclusion
We have shown how direct observation of the suigraction can reveal that both

the administrability and answerability of questisets using DI contribute to data quality.
Moreover, the conversational approach to survesrimgwing provides a distinct and useful
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approach to predicting how questions will workiirelinterviews. Our results encourage the
use of PDI as a method for reducing the observatibispurious change in respondent
circumstances between waves of longitudinal datea®mn. PDI seems to impart few
problems for respondents and interviewers undeditons of no change in circumstances.
The results presented here point out at least teasaor further investigation. First,
we examine only the ‘remind-still PDI design andgrther work should be conducted to
explore the mechanisms underlying other PDI and &Eitegies. We only examined PDI
and independent questions and have excluded anyti&Dmay have been administered in
this question set. The reactive check was raregduamongst this set of respondents so
including these sequences is unlikely to affectresults significantly. Nevertheless, further
investigation into survey behaviour around RDI dioes may be fruitful. And secondly, the
departures from standardisation we identified wed fesult not from respondent cognition
problems but instead from a conversational tensiagurvey interviews. Further work with
validation data should be conducted to examine lwdretuch conversational flaws result in

inferior data.
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Table 1 DI Question Protocol on Current EmploymentCharacteristics'®

5.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATE>uwsaid your job was <OCCUP>.
Are you still in that same occupation?
YES- 6.PDI
NO - 5.IND

5.IND What was your (main) job last week? Pleadlente the exact job title and describe
fully the sort of work you do. What was your (majob last week? Please tell me
the exact job title and describe fully the sorivairk you do.

6.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATE>wdescribed the firm/organisation
you were working for as <INDUS> s that still accarate description of the place
where you work?
YES - 6a.PDI
NO - 6.IND

6.IND What does the firm/organisation you work &mtually make or do
(at the place where you work)?

6a.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATBmu said that you were working for
<EMPLOYER>? Are you still working for the same doyer or trading name?
YES-> 7.PDI
NO - 6a.IND

6a.IND What is the exact name of your employetherttading name if one is used?

Continued
13 NOTE: If prior survey data were available for espondent, then they received the PDI version ef th

guestion set. Otherwise, they received the INGieer of the question set. If the respondent weesnirewed
at the prior wave and PDI could not be used, an &igick was issued after the IND question. We did n
analyse this RDI check.

28



Table 1 Continued

7.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATE>wsaid you were <JBSEMP>. Are
you still <JBSEMP>?
YES, employee> 8.PDI
YES, self-employed out of DI protocol
NO > 7.FOL
7.FOL So now you are <AN EMPLOYEE / SELF-EMPLOYED#*text fill is opposite
JBSEMP text from fed forward category)
YES, employee> 8.PDI
YES, self-employee> out of DI protocol
NO - 7.IND
7.IND Are you an employee or self-employed?
Employee~> 8.PDI
Self-employed> out of DI protocol
8.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATE>guwsaid you were <MANAG>. Is
that still the case?
YES-> 9.PDI
NO - 8.IND
8.IND Do you have any managerial duties or do yapesvise any other employees?

Manager
Foreman / Supervisor
NOT manager or supervisor

Continued
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Table 1 Continued

9.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATE>wsaid you were working for
<SECTOR>. Is that still the case?
YES - 10.PDI
NO - 9.IND
9.IND Which of the types of organisations on thascdcdo you work for (in your main job)?
Private Firm/company/plc
Civil Service or central government (not armed és)c
Local government or town hall (inc local educatifirg, police)
National Health Service or State Higher Education polytechnics)
Nationalised Industry
Non-profit making organisation (include charities;operatives etc)
Armed forces
Other(PLEASE GIVE DETAILS)
10.PDI Last time we interviewed you, on <INTDATBmuU said that <SIZE> people were
employed at the place were you work. Is that i@l case?
YES - Out of DI protocol
NO - 10.IND
10.IND How many people are employed at the placera/lyou work?

INCLUDE ALL EMPLOYEES INCLUDING PART-TIME AND SHIFT
WORKERS

1-2

3-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

100 - 199

200 - 499

500 - 999

1000 or more

Don't know but fewer than 25
Don't know but 25 or more
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Figure 1 Logical Schematic of DI Questions on Emplyment Characteristics

Data available Yes
from last wave for
this question?

No

Yes

PDI Question:
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INDI Question
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Yes

No
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“Is this the same

l

h 4
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Table 4 Distribution of indicators of respondent cgnition problems and conversational
engagement across guestion administrations

Indicators of Cognition

Problems Proportion Std. Err. 95 % Confidence Interval
Res.p_ond'ent Request for 3% 1% 1% 504
Clarification

Expressed Uncertainty % 2% 3% 11%
Mismatch Answer 6% 1% 4% 8%
Inter.v_lew'er Request for 204 0.9% 0.4% 4%
Clarification

Any cognition problem 16% 1.7% 12% 19%
Indicators of

Conversational Norms

Interruption 15% 2% 10% 20%
Straying talk 12% 1% 10% 14%
Forward answers 3% 1% 1% 4%
Any conversational 2504 204 210 29%

behaviour

Notes: N = 477 question administrations, standard emeftect question clustering within
interviewers.

Table 5 Distribution of interviewer departures from standardisation across question
administrations

Interviewer Behaviours Proportion Std. Err. 95 % Confidence Interval
Mismatch question 22% 3% 17% 28%
Paraphrased question 14% 2% 10% 18%
Invalid question 6% 1% 3% 8%
Question as statement 14% 2% 10% 18%
Skipped question 7% 2% 3% 10%
Suggestive probing 26% 3% 20% 31%
Mismatch echo 3% 0.8% 1% 4%
Stray Talk 4% 1% 2% 6%
Missing date reference 34% 4% 26% 43%

Any Interviewer 75% 4% 67% 84%
Behaviour

Notes: N = 477 question administrations, standard emeftect question clustering within
interviewers.
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Table 6 Models of respondent cognition problems cronversational behaviour

I Il 1] v
-0.54 -0.66 1.29* 1.11*
PDI vs independent
P (0.49) (0.38) (0.47) (0.45)
Open-ended vs closed-response 0.12 0.21 1.20™ 0.88”
P P (0.46) (0.37) (0.32) (0.33)
, . -0.40 -0.25 -0.64 -0.17
Independent follow-up vs first question
(0.54) (0.41) (0.44) (0.25)
Following a prior topic's DI vs first -1.24%%* -0.96*** -1.35** -0.93**
question (0.31) (0.24) (0.45) (0.29)
Following a prior topic's independent -0.85 -0.67 -1.55** -0.99**
question vs first question (0.53) (0.37) (0.43) (0.30)
Interviewer departures from 0.67 0.52 0.71* 0.43
standardisation (0.34) (0.32) (0.33) (0.28)
Respondent age 0.01 -0.00 0.02 0.02*
P g (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
0.37 0.27 -0.55* -0.45*
Respondent sex, female
(0.27) (0.28) (0.25) (0.20)
School qualification vs higher 0.01 0.18 0.09 0.08
(0.35) (0.24) (0.43) (0.30)
Other qualification vs higher "0.50 0.4 0.27 0.20
(0.40) (0.33) (0.38) (0.26)
. : -0.05 -0.02 -0.08 -0.10
No qualification vs higher
(0.65) (0.59) (0.40) (0.31)
Very good cooperation vs good 0.06 0.20 -0.67 -0.40*
cooperation (0.39) (0.30) (0.37) (0.17)
Asking questions was easy vs neither easy -0.06 0.12 -0.76* -0.52*
nor difficult (0.52) (0.32) (0.35) (0.23)
Asking questions was difficult vs neither -1.47 -1.25 1.28 1.00*
easy nor difficult (1.112) (0.83) (0.79) (0.46)
Answering questions was judged easy vs -1.51** -1.19%+* -0.45 -0.26
neither easy nor difficult (0.45) (0.25) (0.22) (0.14)
Answering questions was judged difficult ~ -0.52 -0.21 -1.72%* -1.17**
vs neither easy nor difficult (0.72) (0.48) (0.50) (0.34)
-0.21 -0.31 -0.44 -1.17*
Constant
(1.11) (0.70) (0.81) (0.56)
. : -12.44* -13.38***
Over-dispersion parameter
(4.81) (1.41)

Notes: *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Standard errors in all models are adjuste®-A
sequences clustering within interviewers. Colunorgain as follows:I — ML estimates from a
logistic regression predicting the odds of respohdegnition problemsjl — ML estimates from
a negative-binomial regression predicting the cadimespondent cognition problemHt; — ML
estimates from a logistic regression predictingdtids of respondent conversational behaviour;
andlV — ML estimates from a negative-binomial regressgiadicting the count of respondent
conversational behaviours.
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Table 7 Models of respondent conversational behauio excluding interruption

PDI vs independent 0.91 1.87*
(0.54) (0.83)
**
Open-ended vs closed-response 137 0.63
(0.40) (0.81)
Independent follow-up vs first question 059 0.20
(0.55) (0.50)
- ** -
Following a prior topic's DI vs first question 1.30 1.04
(0.40) (0.60)
Following a prior topic's independent questionist f -1.15%* -1.31*
question (0.31) (0.62)
Interviewer departures from standardisation 0.90" 0.17
(0.37) (0.46)
*
Respondent age 0.01 0.03
(0.01) (0.01)
- * |
Respondent sex, female 0.67 0.35
(0.27) (0.37)
School qualification vs higher 0.13 0.13
(0.36) (0.56)
Other qualification vs higher -0.07 0.26
(0.37) (0.46)
No qualification vs higher 0.21 -0.29
(0.49) (0.56)
- _ *
Very good cooperation vs good cooperation 0.30 0.91
(0.30) (0.34)
Asking questions was easy vs neither easy nor -0.49 -0.81
difficult (0.37) (0.40)
Asking questions was difficult vs neither easy nor 0.47 2.05**
difficult (0.84) (0.64)
Answering questions was judged easy vs neither easy -1.06*** 0.73
nor difficult (0.20) (0.37)
Answering questions was judged difficult vs neither -1.19 -1.72%*
easy nor difficult (0.66) (0.54)
Constant -0.79 -2.79
(0.67) (1.35)

Notes: *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Standard errors in all models are adjustie@-A
sequences clustering within interviewers. Colucm#ain as follows:l — ML estimates from a
logistic regression predicting the odds of respoheéborations and other stray talk- ML
estimates from a logistic regression predictingdtids of respondent interruption.
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Table 8 Models of respondent conversational behawio excluding interruption; PDI questions
only

*kk *k
PDI question answered negatively 1.78 0.92
(0.35) (0.28)
Following a prior topic's DI vs first question -0.74 -0.95
(0.73) (0.56)
Following a prior topic's independent questionivst f -1.50* -1.44*
question (0.65) (0.55)
Interviewer departures from standardisation 0.82 0.33
(0.79) (0.41)
Respondent age 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.01)
Respondent sex, female -0.90* -0.33
(0.41) (0.48)
School qualification vs higher -0.17 0.01
(0.85) (0.58)
Other qualification vs higher 0.22 0.30
(0.63) (0.50)
No qualification vs higher -0.06 -1.15
(0.65) (0.67)
Very good cooperation vs good cooperation -0.53 -0.46
(0.42) (0.46)
Asking questions was easy vs neither easy nocdiffi (-3'2272)
Asking questions was difficult vs neither easy nor -0.21
difficult (1.52)
Answering questions was judged easy vs neither easy -1.40
nor difficult (0.86)
Answering questions was judged difficult vs neither -0.02
easy nor difficult (0.39)
Constant -1.53 -1.28
(1.24) (0.94)

Notes: *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Standard errors in all models are adjustie@-A
sequences clustering within interviewers. The wis contain as followst — ML estimates of a
logistic regression predicting the odds of respahdenversational behaviour excluding
interruptions;ll — ML estimates of a logistic regression predictiagpondent interruption.
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Table 9 Models of interviewer departures from standrdised interviewing procedures
I Il I

_ -0.06 -0.86* -0.46**
PDI vs independent (0.49) (0.39) (0.13)
0.38 0.23 0.35**
Open-ended vs closed-response
(0.34) (0.34) (0.09)
_ _ 1.53** 1.07* 0.04
Independent follow-up vs first question
(0.53) (0.48) (0.15)
, . _ . , 2.09%** 0.91** 0.17
Following a prior topic's DI vs first question (0.36) (0.26) (0.12)
Following a prior topic's independent questionirst f 1.04* 0.29 -0.26
question (0.42) (0.35) (0.15)
The occurrence of respondent cognition problem 0.62 0.30 0.14
behaviour (0.39) (0.35) (0.10)
. : 0.48 0.15 0.23*
The occurrence of conversational behaviour
(0.27) (0.20) (0.08)
Respondent ade 0.03 0.02 0.00
P g (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
-0.03 -0.07 0.04
Respondent sex, female (0.34) (0.31) (0.12)
-0.04 0.24 0.12
School qualification vs higher
(0.48) (0.48) (0.18)
e , -0.14 -0.05 0.02
Other qualification vs higher (0.46) (0.46) (0.19)
. : 0.39 0.36 0.16
No qualification vs higher
(0.66) (0.66) (0.22)
. . -0.18 -0.18 -0.02
Very good cooperation vs good cooperation (0.60) (0.56) (0.20)
-0.11 0.33 0.03
Asking questions was easy vs neither easy nocdiffi
(0.29) (0.30) (0.11)
Asking questions was difficult vs neither easy nor 1.69 0.82 0.24
difficult (1.27) (0.96) (0.32)
Answering questions was judged easy vs neither easy 1.07 0.47 0.21
nor difficult (0.65) (0.53) (0.26)
Answering questions was judged difficult vs neither ~ 0.05 0.38 0.14
easy nor difficult (0.73) (0.58) (0.26)
Constant -2.43* -1.31 -0.52
(1.11) (1.05) (0.45)

Notes: *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Standard errors in all models are adjustie@-A
sequences clustering within interviewers. Colueomrgain maximum-likelihood estimates from
models as follows1 —a logistic regression predicting the odds of depa from standardisation;
Il —a logistic regression predicting the odds of depe from standardisation other than missing
the date reference in PDI questiolis—a Poisson regression predicting the count of ntieees
from standardisation other than missing the ddereace in PDI questions.
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Table 10 Models of interviewer departures from stadardised question administration

Mismatch Questions Paraphrasing Invalid Questions
**x NA1 = oo 079 oo
PDI vs independent 1.52 031 0.78
(048 - (0.46) = ----- (059 -
**  ____- " 0ORO - NDA0 0 oo
Open-ended vs closed-response 1.45 0.69 0.40
(0.40) - (043) - (053 -
Independent follow-up vs first question 090" 024 - 2.12
----- (0.36) (0.45) (0.92)
_____ - *k% e - o
Following a prior topic's DI vs first question 2.23 0.23 1.36
----- (0.40) (0.35) (1.20)
Following a prior topic's independent ~ -—---- -0.28 - -0.27 - 1.14
question vs first queston ~ _____ (0.34) - (0.34) - (1.06)
Respondent age 0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Respondent sex, female -0.00 0.02 -0.15 -0.17 -0.47 -0.56
(0.20) (0.21) (0.25) (0.27) (0.40) (0.39)
School qualification vs higher -0.00 0.07 -0.16 0.00 0.19 0.04
(0.46) (0.47) (0.40) (0.39) (0.51) (0.47)
Other qualification vs higher 023 034 044 041 -0.06 0.09
(0.45) (0.45) (0.53) (0.53) (0.57) (0.59)
e , 0.40 0.56 -0.84 -0.61 0.08 0.31
No qualification vs higher
(0.46) (0.48) (0.61) (0.58) (0.80) (0.63)
Constant -2.63*** -0.31 -1.88* -1.50* -2.91** -4 5%
(0.66) (0.60) (0.77) (0.71) (0.97) (1.08)

Notes: * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Standaedors of all models have been adjusted for cluggerithin interviewer. All
results are from maximum-likelihood estimation ajiktic regressions.
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Table 10 Models of interviewer departures from stadardised question administration (continued)

Questions as Statements Skipped Questions Sugg&sbbing
040 000 oo - **x oo - **kx .
PDI vs independent 0.40 1.52 115
(041) - (044 @ - (029 -
----- - * - * -
Open-ended vs closed-response 0.37 0.64 0.60
(0.31) - (0.30) - (0.26) -
Independent follow-up vs first question AT — 063 - 1.30*
----- (0.42) (0.33) (0.39)
Following a prior topic's DI vs first question 0L e 0.11
----- (0.40) (0.27)
Following a prior topic's independent ~ -—---- 028 - e e -0.00
guestion vs first queston ~_____ (0.31) e e (0.21)
0.01 -0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 -0.01
Respondent age
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
0.81 0.73 0.36 0.28 0.20 0.06
Respondent sex, female
(0.41) (0.39) (0.65) (0.62) (0.28) (0.25)
School qualification vs higher 0.45 0.65* 021 0.10 0.60 0.947
(0.34) (0.30) (0.62) (0.62) (0.39) (0.37)
Other qualification vs higher 0.49 0.54 0.02 0.02 0.22 0.31
(0.41) (0.42) (0.54) (0.54) (0.39) (0.41)
e , 0.80 1.05* 0.33 0.65 0.49 0.94*
No qualification vs higher
(0.38) (0.38) (0.51) (0.46) (0.32) (0.36)
Constant -3.06** -3.05** -3.24* -3.70* -1.47* -1.51
(0.94) (0.90) (1.31) (1.36) (0.65) (0.67)

Notes: * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Standaedors of all models have been adjusted for cluggerithin interviewer. All

results are from maximum-likelihood estimation ajiktic regressions.



9 References

Beatty, P. (1995) ‘'Understanding the Standardized/Standardized Interviewing
Controversy'Journal of Official Statistics]1(2): 147-160.

Blixt, S. and Dykema, J. (1993) 'Before the PreteQuestion Development Strategies’,
Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research BigtBo Charles, IL, American
Statistical Association, 1142-1147.

Calahan, M., Mitchell, S., Gray, L., Chen, S. arghfogas, J. (1997) 'Recorded Interview
Behaviour Coding Study: National Survey of Redgallege GraduatedRrocedings
of the American Statistical Association Section $urvey Research Methods,
Alexandria, VA, American Statistical Associatio&8851.

Cameron, A. C. and Trivedi, P. K. (1986) 'Economattodels based on count dafurnal
of Applied Econometricg,: 29-53.

Cannell, C. F., Lawson, S., A. and Hausser, D.1976) A Technique for Evaluationg
Interviewer PerformangeAnn Arbor, Michigan: Institute for Social Resdarc

Cannell, C. F. and Oksenberg, L. (1988) 'ObseraatioBehavior in Telephone Interviews',
in R. M. Groveset al.(eds)Telephone Survey Methodlodyew York: Wiley.

Cantor, D. (1991) 'Draft Recommendations on Depentigerviewing': Westat. Rockville,
MD, USA.

Childs, J. H. and Landreth, A. (2006) 'Analyzingenviewer/respondent interactions while
using a mobile computer-assisted personal interdewce'Field Methods18: 335-
350.

Clark, H. H. (1979) 'Responding to Indirect Spedédhts', Cognitive Psychologyll: 430-
477.

Clark, H. H. and Schober, M. F. (1991) 'Asking Qiges and Influencing Answers', in J. M.
Tanur (ed)Questions about Questions: Inquiries into the Givgw Bases of Surveys
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Collins, M. (1980) 'Interviewer Variability: A Rew of the Problem'Journal of the
Market Research Societ®2: 77-95.

Collins, M. and Butcher, B. (1983) 'Interviewer adllistering Effects in an Atitude Survey’,
Journal of the Market Research Soci&y; 39-58.

Dijkstra, W. and Ongena, Y. (2006) 'Question-Ansv&aquences in Survey-Interviews',
Quality and Quantity40: 983-1011.

Dykema, J. (2005) 'An Investigation of the Impadt @epartures from Standardized
Interviewing on Response Errors in Self-Reportsuabohild Support and Other
Family-Related VariablesRaper presented athe Annual Meeting of the American
Association for Public Opinion Researdiiami Beach, FL, May 2005, AAPOR.

Dykema, J., Lepkowski, J. M. and Blixt, S. (1991Mé Effect of Interviewer and Respondent
Behavior on Data Quality: Analysis of Interacti@oding in a Validation Study’', in
L. Lyberg et al. (eds)Survey Measurement and Process Qualgw York: John
Wiley & Sons.

Fowler, F. (1989) 'Evaluation of special trainingdadebriefing procedures for pretest
interviews', in C. F. Canngllet al. (eds) New techniques for pretesting survey
guestionsAnn Arbor, MI: Survey Research Center of the msity of Michigan.

39



— (1992) 'How Unclear Terms Affect Survey DaRyblic Opinion Quarterly56(2): 218-
231.

Fowler, F. and Mangione, T. W. (199@fandardized Survey Interviewing: Minimising
Interviewer-Related ErrgriNewbury Park, CA: Sage.

Grice, H. P. (1975) 'Logic and Conversation', irCBle and J. L. Morgan (edSpeech Acfs
New York: Academic Press.

Hale, A. and Michaud, S. (1995) 'Dependent Intenuig: Impae on Recall and on Labour
Market Transitions'SLID Research Paper Series, N#b-06, Ottawa, Canada:
Statistics Canada.

Hill, D. H. (1994) The Relative Empirical Validitpf Dependent and Independent Data
Collection in a Panel Surveyournal of Official Statistics10(4): 359-380.

Hoogendoorn, A. W. (2004) 'A Questionnaire Desigm Dependent Interviewing that
Addresses the Problem of Cognitive Satisficidgiirnal of Official Statistics20(2):
219-232.

Houtkoop-Steenstra, H. (1995) 'Meeting Both EnBetween Standardization and Recipient
Design in Telephone Survey Interviews', in P. tavéland G. Psathas (e@juated
Order: Studies in the Social Organization of Talkd Embodied Activities
Washington, DC: International Institute for Ethndhwlology and Conversation
Analysis.

— (2000) Interaction in the Standardized Survey Intervie@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

— (2002) 'Question Turn Format and Turn-Taking Reots in Standardized Interviews', in
D. W. Maynard et al. (eds)Standardization and Tacit Knowledge: Interactiamda
Practice in the Survey IntervieWew York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Jackle, A. (2005) 'Does Dependent Interviewing Rehicrease Efficiency and Reduce
Respondent BurdenfSER Working Paper, N@005-11, Colchester: University of
Essex.

— (2009) 'Dependent Interviewing: A Framework axmplication to Current Research’, in
P. Lynn (edMethodology of Longitudinal Survey@3-111. New York: Wiley.

Jackle, A. and Lynn, P. (2007) 'Dependent Interingwand Seam Effects in Work History
Data',Journal of Official Statistics23(4): 529-552.

Jackle, A., Sala, E., Jenkins, S. P. and Lynn2@04) 'Validation of Survey Data on Income
and Employment: The ISMIE Experiencé&SER Working Paper, N&004-14,
Colchester: University of Essex.

Jackle, A., Uhrig, S. N. and Laurie, H. (2007) "Th&oduction of Dependent Interviewing
on the British Household Panel SurvelSER Working Papers, N&007-07,
Colchester: University of Essex.

Lessler, J. T., Tourangeau, R. and Beranek, B.Q1Q8estionnaire design in the cognitive
research laboratory Hyattsville, Md.: U.S. Dept. of Health and Hum&ervices,
Public Health Service, National Center for  Health tatiStics.
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/products/pubs/pubd/seri@siser6.htm

Lynn, P., Jackle, A., Jenkins, S. P. and Sala2&04) 'The Impact of Interviewing Method
On Measurement Error in Panel Survey Measures néfteReceipt: evidence from

40



a validation study'JSER Working Paper, N&O004-08, Colchester: University of
Essex.

— (2006) 'The Effects of Dependent Interviewing Rasponses to Questions on Income
Sources'Journal of Official Statistic22(3): 357-384.

Lynn, P. and Sala, E. (2006) 'Measuring changenpleyment characteristics: The effects of
dependent interviewing',International Journal of Public Opinion Research,
18(4)Win: 500-5009.

Mathiowetz, N. A. and McGonagle, K. A. (2000) 'Arsgessment of the Current State of
Dependent Interviewing in Household Surveysurnal of Official Statistics16(4):
401-418.

Maynard, D. W., Houtkoop-Steenstra, H., SchaefferC. and van der Zouwen, J. (2002)
Standardization and Tacit Knowledge: InteractiondaPractice in the Survey
Interview, New York: Wiley.

Maynard, D. W. and Schaeffer, N. C. (2002) 'Stadidation and Its Discontents’, in D. W.
Maynard et al.(eds)Standardization and Tacit Knowledge: Interactiord&Practice
in the Survey InterviesNew York: Wiley.

Molenaar, N. J. and Smit, J., H. (1996) 'Asking am$wering yes/no-questions in survey
interviews: a conversational approa€uality and Quantity30: 115-136.

Moore, R. J. (2004) 'Managing troubles in answesag/ey questions: Respondents' use of
projective reporting'Social Psychology Quarterl,7(1): 50-69.

Morton-Williams, J. and Sykes, W. (1984) "The Ud$dreraction Coding and Follow-Up
Interviews to Investigate Comprehension of Survex$dions'Journal of the Market
Research Societ26(2): 109-127.

Oksenberg, L., Cannell, C. F. and Kalton, G. (199Bw strategies for pretesting survey
guestions'Journal of Official Statistics{(3): 349-394.

Olzak, S. and Olivier, J. L. (1998) 'Racial Corifiemd Protest in South Africa and the United
States'European Sociological Review4(3): 255-278.

Ongena, Y. (2005)Interviewer and Respondent Interaction in Surveyerinews
Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Vrije Universiteit.

Ongena, Y. and Dijkstra, W. (2007) 'A Model of Cdiye Processes and Conversational
Principlse in Survey Interview Interactio®pplied Cognitive Psychologgl: 145-
163.

Pascale, J. and Mayer, T. S. (2004) 'Exploring @entiality Issues Related to Dependent
Interviewing: Preliminary FindingsJournal of Official Statistics20(2): 357-377.

Pomerantz, A. (1984) 'Agreeing and disagreeing wagsessments; some features of
preferred/dispreferred turn shapes’, in J. M. Agkimand J. Heritage (edS)ructures
of social action: Studies in conversation analy§lambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Raymond, G. (2003) '‘Grammar and Social Organisati¥es / No Interrogatives and the
Structure of Respondingd\merican Sociological Reviewd: 939-967.

Sacks, H. (1987) 'The preference for agreementantguity in sequences in conversation.'
in G. Button and J. R. E. Lee (ed$plk and social organisatignClevedon:
Multilingual Matters.

41



Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. and Jefferson, G. (19%4)jmplest systematics for the organization
of turn-taking in conversatiorl;anguage 50: 696-735.

Sala, E., Uhrig, S. N. and Lynn, P. (2008) 'The &epment and Implementation of a
Coding Scheme to Analyse Interview Dynamics in Bréish Household Panel
Survey'ISER Working Paper, N@008-19, Colchester: University of Essex.

Schaeffer, N. C. (1991) ‘Conversation with a Pugpesor Conversation? Interaction in the
Standardized Interview', in P. P. Biemet al. (eds)Measurement Errors in Surveys
New York: Wiley.

Schaeffer, N. C. and Maynard, D. W. (1996) 'Fromagam to prototype and back again:
Interactive aspects of cognitive processing in dadatized survey interviews', in N.
Schwarz and S. Sudman (eds)swering Questions, Methodology for Determining
Cognitive and Communicative Processes in SurvegdRels San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Schaeffer, N. C., Maynard, D. W. and Cradock, R99@) 'Negotiating Certainty:
Uncertainty Proposals and their Disposal in Statidad Survey InterviewsCenter
for Demography and Ecology Working Paper, N8-25, Madison, WI: University
of Wisconsin.

Schober, M. F. (1999) 'Making Sense of QuestioAst Interactional Approach’, in M. G.
Sirken et al.(eds)Cognition and Survey Researdew York: John Wiley & Sons.

Schober, M. F. and Conrad, F., G. (1997) 'Does €mational Interviewing Reduce Survey
Measurement ErrorPublic Opinion Quarterly61: 576-602.

— (2002) 'A Collaborative View of Standardized Seyunterviews', in D. W. Maynard (ed)
Standardization and Tacit Knowledge: InteractiondaPractice in the Survey
Interview, New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Slugoski, B. R. and Hilton, D. J. (2001) 'Convei@at in W. P. Robinson and H. Giles (eds)
The New Handbook of Language and Social Psychpf@hizchester, UK: John Wiley
& Sons Ltd.

Smit, J., H., Dijkstra, W. and van der Zouwen,1R97) 'Suggestive Interviewer Behaviour
in Surveys: An Experimental Studygurnal of Official Statistics13(1): 19-28.

Suchman, L. and Jordan, B. (1990) 'Interactionabubles in Face-to-Face Survey
Interviews' Journal of the American Statistical Associati8h; 232-241.

Sykes, W. and Collins, M. (1992) 'Anatomy of thenfy Interview',Journal of Official
Statistics 8(3): 277-291.

Sykes, W. and Morton-Williams, J. (1987) 'Evalugt®urvey Questionslournal of Official
Statistics 3(2): 191-207.

Tourangeau, R. (1990) 'Comment on Interactionalubles in Face-to-Face Survey
Interviews by Suchman and Jordaldurnal of the American Statistical Association,
85(409): 250-251.

Tourangeau, R., Rips, L. J. and Rasinski, K. AO@®0Ohe Psychology of Survey Response
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

42



