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Abstract

Interviewer effects are found across all types mknviewer-mediated surveys crossing
disciplines and countries. While studies describimerviewer effects are manifold,
identifying characteristics explaining these ef§eleas proven difficult. This paper proposes a
conceptual framework of interviewer characterisfias explaining interviewer effects. The
framework encompasses four dimensions of interviestracteristics: general interviewer
attitudes, interviewers’ own behavior, intervieweexperience with measurements, and
interviewers’ expectations. An interviewer questiaine based on this conceptual framework
was implemented on the fourth wave of SHARE Germengarly 2011. An exploratory
analysis of the interviewer data collected showsoe@ations between the response and
consent rates that interviewers expect to achiexkthe other dimensions of interviewer
characteristics.
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1. Introduction

In all interviewer-mediated surveys interviewersypl crucial role during the entire data
collection process. They make contact with and gaioperation from the sample unit, ask
survey questions, conduct measurements, record eamseand measures, and maintain
respondents’ motivation throughout the interviewh@&effer et al. 2010). As such, the job of
an interviewer encompasses a diversity of roles ragdires a variety of skills. Especially
with the rise of computer-assisted interviewing,ickhpermits the collection of even more
complex data, a well-trained staff of interviewbhes become indispensable.

Yet often, especially in large-scale data collewiaresearchers are far removed from
the field (with survey agencies and their operaidapartments acting as intermediaries) and
have little information about how the concepts tla@y to measure are actually put into
practice (Koch et al 2009). At the end of a lon@inhof actors we receive datasets with
hundreds of variables, but the data productiotilisasblackbox.

To reduce variation in the data collection procssserveys are conducted through
standardized interviews. The aim of standardizéshiews is to measure the same concept in
the same way across all sample units. Howeverdatdized interviewing has limitations.

First, not all components of the data collectiorogess can be completely
standardized. For example, during the contactinggss interviewers are typically allowed to
employ those methods that they consider most ptodyoduring the cooperation process
survey methodologists even recommend a tailordaerahan a fully scripted introduction
(Morton-Williams 1993; Houtkoop-Steenstra and vam @erg 2000). Many recent methods
of collecting data also necessitate interviewersiior their interaction with the respondents,
for example when collecting life-history data thgbucalendar methods (Sayles et al. 2010).

Second, in standardized surveys interviewers neée twell-trained to ensure that the
data of all sample units are collected in a contparavay. In survey reality, however, no
matter how professional the survey and how welirrd the interviewers, we find interviewer
effects in the nonresponse process and the suatay d
The literaturedescribing interviewer effects on various aspects of the eyrprocess is
substantial (for an overview see Schaeffer et @02 ch. 13). However, few studies have
succeeded iexplainingthe interviewer effects found. One strand of regeato explaining
interviewer effects has been facilitated by collegtinterviewer characteristics through
surveys of the interviewers employed on a study.

This paper presents the conceptual framework okw mternational interviewer
guestionnaire developed to explain interviewer @ffeon unit nonresponse, non-consent to
the collection of biomarkers, non-consent to redorkiage and item nonresponse on income
in wave 4 of the Survey of Health, Ageing and Festient in Europe (SHARE) in Germany.
While tailored to SHARE Germany the questionnairasvadeveloped in cooperation with
researchers across various survey projects. Thagjuestionnaire will be relevant to survey
projects across countries and disciplines.

This paper consists of three parts. First, a #tezal background and literature review
outlines the main aspects of the data collectiatgss affected by interviewer effects (section
2). The subsequent conceptual framework constitthescore of the paper, where the



motivation for surveying various interviewer chdamastics is laid out (section 3). Finally,
section 4 presents initial findings from the intewer survey conducted in SHARE Germany.

2. Theoretical background and literature

An interviewer effect is typically estimated by emraclass correlation coefficient (ICC), i.e.
the ratio of the interviewer variance to the sunalbfvariances in the model (e.g. Anderson
and Aitkin 1985, Groves and Magilavy 1986). The I&l®ws us to estimate to which extent
the variation across respondents in the surveynasti is clustered within the interviewers
conducting the survey

Three main types of interviewer effects can beimstished: interviewer effects on
the unit nonresponse process, on item nonrespokserathe actual measurement (Figure 1).

Unit nonresponse
[ Contact ] [ Cooperation ]

4 N

Interviewer > Item nonresponse
\ J
4 N

Measurement

\, J

Figure 1: Types of interviewer effectsin surveys

2.1. Interviewer effectson unit nonresponse

When considering the unit nonresponse process nekthiat interviewers are differentially
successful at recruiting sample units leading féetintial unit response rates. A growing
literature has examined the role of the interviewethe nonresponse process, and attention
has been paid to interviewer attributes, such gemence (Durban and Stuart 1951; Couper
and Groves 1992; Singer et al. 1983; Snijkers et18B9; Lipps and Pollien 2011),
interviewer skills (Morton-Williams 1993; Campanetdit al. 1997), interviewer-respondent
interaction (Groves and Couper 1998), as well aseyudesign characteristics, such as
interviewer burden (Japec 2008) and interviewenpay (de Heer 1999; Durrant et al. 2010).
To explain differential response rates betweemge/ers and why more experienced
interviewers achieve higher response rates, sunatfiodologists have examined interviewer
attitudes and motivation (Campanelli et al. 1997pv®s and Couper 1998; Hox and de
Leeuw 2002; Durrant et al. 2010). This strand cfeeech was inspired by the work of
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Lehtonen (1996), who developed a short intervieatBtudes scale and showed that attitudes
correlate with attained response rates. Anotherdinstudies focuses on interviewer behavior
and interviewer-respondent interaction (Couper &mndves 1992; Campanelli et al. 1997;
Groves and Couper 1998; Snijkers et al. 1999). Bhasted with the pioneering work of
Morton-Williams (1993), who analyzed tape recordirng survey introductions and identified
successful interviewer strategies, such as, usinfggsional and social skills, and adapting
these to the doorstep situation.

2.2. Interviewer effects on item nonresponse

In addition, interviewers have an influence on iteonresponse, i.e. on the respondents’
willingness to answer each question in the survelyan their consent to providing additional
information. The consent to the collection of amdial information can be diverse; typical
examples are consent to record linkage (Lessof;208Rlerwood and Lessof 2009; Sakshaug
et al. 2010; Sala et al. 2010) and consent to tleation of biomarkers in health surveys
(Sakshaug et al. 2009).

Traditionally, the literature on interviewer effsabn item response rates describes a
clustering effect of item nonresponse within intewers and tries to explain these
interviewer effects by the demographic charactessif the interviewer (Singer et al. 1983).
Another strand of research looks into collectindiidnal information about the interviewers,
for example on their expectations, by means ofrigger questionnaires (Singer and
Kohnke-Aguirre 1979; Singer et al. 1983). More reberesearchers have drawn on paradata
(Couper and Lyberg 2005), i.e. data describingdidia collection process such as interviewer
workload and length of interview, to explain intewer effects on item nonresponse (Olson
and Peytchev 2007). There is also a growing liteeabn consent to collecting additional data
from respondents, such as consent to record linkageto collecting biomarkers (Jenkins et
al. 2006; Jenkins et al. 2008; Sakshaug et al. 2@akshaug et al. 2010); analyses of
interviewer effects on consent, however, are scéde Sala et al. 2010; Korbmacher and
Schréder 2010).

2.3. Interviewer effects on measur ement

Interviewers can through their observable charesties and their actions influence the
measurement itself, i.e. which answer a respongievides. Theory related to this third type
of interviewer effect typically stems from the fiés¢ure on respondents’ cognitive processes
when answering survey questions (Tourangeau 20aD).

The process of answering a survey question is cexnghd iterates through various
stages (Cannell et al. 1981; Tourangeau et al.)26W0@t, the respondent needs to understand
the survey question and recognize the meaning bleite interviewers play a crucial role: Do
they read out the complete question or take shdg?c Do they read the interviewer
instructions and provide information accordingly® bhey reformulate a question, if the
respondent does not understand it? That is, doftileyv the standardized interview even if
the survey question is not understood by the redgar? In the second and third stages the
respondent searches their memory and retrievemfitienation requested, and subsequently
inspects it for completeness and relevance. Theevigwer might support this process, hinder

it or act as a neutral observant. In studies coigdife-history information, for example, the
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interviewer plays a role in this process by pravgdanchor events that ease the respondent
burden in temporally placing events in their lifEhe fourth stage involves mapping the
retrieved answer on the answer options providetthénquestionnaire. Again the interviewer
might consciously or subconsciously influence theasurement. If in doubt in which
category to place their answer, respondents migtlze interviewer for help. Interviewers’
reaction to this request thus influences the anseaarded.

Since survey questions differ widely in content atidicture and since interviewer
effects are estimate-specific, interviewer effezds be different for different questions and
topics (Schaeffer et al. 2010) and cannot be gépedafor all measurements within a survey.
“An interviewer characteristic is most likely tofedt responses to questions that make the
characteristics salient or relevant in the inteoact activate stereotypes, or evoke the
respondent’s concerns with affiliation, relativatss, or deference. Effects do not always
appear for such questions, however, and sometimppsaa for questions without these
features” (Schaeffer et al. 2010, p. 451).

Covering all of these different types of intervieweffects on measurement goes
beyond the scope of the conceptual framework deeelon this paper. Instead, we focus on
identifying interviewer characteristics associateith interviewer effects on unit and item
nonresponse.

3. Designing compar ative measur es of interviewer characteristics

The conceptual framework underlying the designhaf SBHARE interviewer questionnaire
was influenced by two separate strands of reseArtinternational interviewer questionnaire
implemented on the European Social Survey (ESS) iatetviewer effects found in
methodological research on SHARE. They are intredun the following.

3.1. Findingsfrom a previousinternational interviewer survey

In 2002 de Leeuw and Hox (2009) designed a starmiatdinternational interviewer
guestionnaire to measure interviewer effects ont uronresponse in the ESS. The
guestionnaire was implemented in seven ESS coanamgl data from all but one country
could be successfully linked to the ESS contach daiscribing the processes leading to unit
nonresponséThe motivation for implementing such a survey et “while there are a few
studies investigating the influence of interviewass nonresponse, they are typically
restricted to analyses within a single country. ldeer, interviewer training, contacting and
cooperation strategies as well as survey climatferdacross countries thus influencing
differential nonresponse processes and possiblyresponse biases” (Blom et al.
forthcoming). The interviewer questionnaire focusmd measuring interviewers’ attitudes
towards various fieldwork strategies and their asdwoorstep behavior.

Multi-level analyses of the combined contact data @nterviewer data found the
largest variance components at the level of thepkaomit (more than 60%). For the model of
contact, variance at the interviewer level (27%0 @t the country level (10%) was still

! Only in Sweden the data could not be linked duestional data protection regulations.



considerable. For the models of cooperation, 30%hefvariance was found at the country
level and only 8% at the interviewer level. Howevarline with similar studies (Durrant et

al. 2010; Hox and de Leeuw 2002), the authors fotivad the predictive power of the

variables collected on the interviewer questioreavas low and explained only part of the
observed variance. In addition, the questionnaae lwnited to explaining interviewer effects

on unit nonresponse.

3.2. Interviewer effectsin SHARE

SHARE is a multidisciplinary and cross-national @lasurvey on the health, socio-economic
status and social and family networks of the papriaaged 50 and older. In order to depict
changes over time the same individuals are revi@erd bi-annually. Since 2004 over 2000
interviewers have conducted face-to-face interviemte more than 45000 individuals across
20 countries.

As is to be expected with any large survey projeterviewer effects have been found
in the SHARE data across various different typesmdlyses. Most notably two research
projects have documented interviewer effects onctivgact part of unit nonresponse (Lipps
and Benson 2005) and on consent to record linkagghe German SHARE study
(Korbmacher and Schréder 2010).

In an analysis of the processes leading to comtaitte eleven countries participating
in wave 1 of SHARE Lipps and Benson (2005) found “smnificant country effects
throughout [their] analyses, once the interviewléeats are controlled [for]. ... Throughout
the analysis, interviewer effects persist. Thathgere are interviewers who more likely find
ways to obtain initial contact than other intervees; even when controlling for when and
how the attempt is made” (Lipps and Benson 20089(3). This dominance of interviewer
effects over country effects is in line with thadings by Blom et al. (forthcoming) and like
them Lipps and Benson (2005) are unable to expiennterviewer effects found.

Korbmacher and Schroder (2010) analyzed the presdsading to consent to record
linkage in SHARE Germany in wave 3. They found Bigant interviewer fixed effects in
their model of consent after controlling for resgent characteristics and characteristics of
the interview process (interview duration, item response, incentives, interviewer
assessments of respondents’ willingness to ansnerwdether other people were present
during the interview). They concluded “that theidmm-making process is mainly influenced
by the interview situation which in turn is drivey the interviewer-respondent interaction.”
(Korbmacher and Schréder 2010, p.6).

In wave 4 SHARE Germany refreshes its panel sampte a new sample of
approximately 4000 respondents to an expectedgataple size of 6000 respondents. Within
the refresher sample four methodological experisieare conducted: on unconditional
monetary incentives, on additional mid-fieldworkitring of interviewers (both described by
Schréder and Blom 2010), on consent to linkagenefSHARE data with individual records
of the German Pension Fund and on consent to tifectton of micro-invasive biomarkers
(both described in Schaan and Korbmacher forthcgmithese methodological experiments
raised questions about interviewers’ influencehlmndata collection process.

Given the interviewer effects documented in therditure and the methodological
experiments conducted in SHARE Germany wave 4, dbgctive of the interviewer
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guestionnaire was to collect interviewer charasti&s that explain five groups of interviewer
effects: interviewer effects (1) on unit nonrespomsgeneral, (2) on unit nonresponse across
the four incentives conditions of the incentiveparkiment, (3) on consent to the collection of
four types of biomarkers, (4) on consent to redarklage, and (5) on income nonresponse
(Figure 2).

Unit nonresponse (general)

<)
/

nit nonresponse (incentives)

* No unconditional incentive
e 10€ unconditional incentive
e 20€ unconditional incentive

e 40€ unconditional incentive

Consent to biomarkers

Interviewer * blood pressure

* height
e waist circumference

e dried blood spots

— \

JIN—— ) ——

N

Consent to record linkage

7
.

~

Income item nonresponse

Figure 2: Interviewer effects examined in SHARE Ger many wave 4

3.3. Conceptual framework of the SHARE interviewer questionnaire

The conceptual framework presented in the followsderived from our own experiences at
interviewer trainings on a diversity of studiesprr findings in previous analyses of
interviewer effects and from consultations with haetological experts on various European
and US surveys. When aiming to explain interview#iects by means of characteristics
collected in an interviewer survey, the underlyingsumption is (1) that interviewers
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differentially impact on the data collection proge€) that this differential impact is related
to their — conscious and subconscious — appeasantactions, and (3) that these actions can
be explained by characteristics collected in a@rinéwer survey.

The conceptual framework identifies four setsnvéiiviewer characteristics that might
explain interviewers’ differential appearance andiocms: general interviewer attitudes,
interviewer behavior, interviewer experiences, axterviewer expectations.

Table 1 displays the four dimensions measuretiaririterviewer questionnaire (rows)
and the interviewer effects they aim to explainyoms). In addition, the interviewer survey
collects general interviewer demographics and nreasof interviewing experience. The full
interviewer questionnaire implemented in SHARE Gamgncan be found in Appendix A.

General interviewer attitudes

Interviewers who are good at making contact andiggicooperation from the sample unit
are usually good at tailoring their approach to sieation they find at the visited address
(Morton-Williams 1993). However, tailoring takes raoeffort than repeating the same
routine with each sample unit. The extent to whidierviewers make the effort of tailoring
their approach might be related to their genet#bdes towards their job as interviewers and
towards life in general. In addition, interviewe@in concerns about data protection and
their trust in other people might shape the wayy tapproach sample units and ask their
respondents for sensitive information.

The first dimension of general interviewer attggdin the conceptual framework
covers these aspects. Some of the general integviattitudes collected in the interviewer
guestionnaire are related to the questions asketh@rESS interviewer questionnaire (de
Leeuw and Hox 2009). However, in addition to quesion the contacting and cooperation
processes, i.e. unit nonresponse, the SHARE imwearn questionnaire also collects
information that might be associated with item m@mponse and non-consent. The general
attitudes covered in the questionnaire are reatambeing an interviewer (Q3), attitudes
towards how to best achieve unit response (Q5),gametral questions regarding trust and
data protection concerns (Q6, Q11 and Q12) thahinug particularly effective in explaining
non-consent and item nonresponse on income.

Interviewers’ own behavior
The maxim ‘do as you would be done by’ runs asamon theme through many cultures.
Therefore, it is not difficult to imagine that sesv requests, which an interviewer would
themselves not answer to, are difficult to selrgepondents. The second dimension of the
conceptual framework thus assumes that the wayvieteers behave or would behave, if
faced with a similar situation as respondent, eriices the way they interact with their
respondents. If interviewers participate in survapemselves and supply all of the
information asked from them, they are likely tolmter at eliciting such information from
their respondents.

A series of questions in the interviewer quest@re covers interviewers’ own
behavior. These questions for example cover whetiterviewers have taken part in surveys
and, if so, what kind of surveys these were andtldrehey received incentives (Q8, Q9 and



Table 1: Conceptual framework of interviewer questionnaire

Unit nonresponse

Unit nonresponse
(incentives)

Consent to
biomarker collection

Consent to
record linkage

[tem nonresponse
(income)

General
attitudes

Q3: reasons for being a
interviewer

Q5: how to achieve
response

Q6, Q11, Q12: trust, da
protection concerns

=)

[a

Q6, Q11, Q12: trust, da
protection concerns

(@6, Q11, Q12: trust, da
protection concerns

1806, Q11, Q12: trust, da
protection concerns

[a

Own behavior

Q8, Q9: own survey
participation

Q27: use of internet
social networks/online
banking

Q10: incentives receive

d Q22: consentto
biomarkers, hypothetica

Q24: blood donation

Q13: data disclosure,
Ihypothetical

Q14, Q16: data linkage,
hypothetical

Q17: pension records
cleared

Q27: use of internet
social networks/online
banking

Q27: use of internet
social networks/online
banking

Q34: income response

Experience with
measur ements

Q4: conducting
standardized interviews

Q18: SHARE experienc

Q18: SHARE experienc

e

eQ23: bloodspots

Q18: SHARE experier

nce

Expectations

Q19: effect of incentives
on unit response

5 Q19: effect of incentives
on unit response

5Q21: consent to
biomarker

Q15: consent to data
linkage

Q20: income response




Q10). Along a more general line, we examine howleasterviewers divulge information
about themselves in their daily lives by askingulibeir membership in social networks like
facebook and their use of online banking (Q27). ghestionnaire also asks them about their
income (Q34), to see whether item nonresponseamia on the interviewer questionnaire is
correlated with item nonresponse among responderitee SHARE survey. For measures of
consent to the collection of biomarkers and consengécord linkage we inspect interviewers’
actions in similar situations. The questionnairksawhether the interviewer donates blood
(Q24) and whether they have cleared their pengoards (“Kontenklarung”), a process each
citizen is asked to go through to ensure that #sion records the state holds are correct
(Q17). Finally, the questionnaire contains hypatattquestions on whether interviewers
would disclose sensitive information (Q13), constntecord linkage (Q14 and Q16) and
consent to the collection of biomarkers (Q22) Kexbin an interview situation.

Interviewers’ experience with measurements
Interviewers’ familiarity with different types ofusveys and measurements may influence
their confidence with conducting these. This, imnfunay shape the professionalism with
which they interact with respondents. Interviewaining levels out some of the differences
in experience with measurements; however, onlyoup tertain degree. If interviewers have
previously worked on SHARE they have more backgdokmowledge about the content of
the study, which is knowledge they may employ ireirthintroduction. Likewise, if
interviewers have experience with pricking a snradledle into someone’s finger for
collecting blood spots in blood sugar tests, theylikely to feel more confident in collecting
dried blood spots for biomarkers and to portray ttonfidence during the interview. The
SHARE interviewers are diverse in the experienbey thave gathered on their job and in
their life in general. Some wave 4 SHARE interviesveave worked on all of the previous
SHARE waves and are well-used to the type of saraptk the survey instrument. Others
have conducted surveys that cover similar aspecBHARE does.

The third dimension of the interviewer questiom@aitherefore, investigates
interviewers’ experiences with conducting standagdiinterviews (Q4), with SHARE (Q18),
and with conducting blood sugar tests for diabg23).

Interviewers’ expectations of unit response, cohaead item response rates
Anecdotal evidence from interviewer trainings sugggehat interviewers’ perceptions of the
viability of a survey are related to fieldwork oatses. While implying a causal effect of
interviewers’ expectations on fieldwork outcomesuldobe far-fetched, in the context of
explaining interviewer effects empirically testimghether interviewers who are confident
about the success of a survey are also more likalyach high response rates is informative.
The final dimension in the conceptual frameworkers interviewers’ expectations of
unit nonresponse rates, consent rates and itemeswomse rates. The survey asks
interviewers what response and consent rates tkggce for the different incentive groups
(Q19), for the various biomarker measurements (Qft)consent to record linkage (Q15),
and for the survey questions on income (Q20).



4. Findings from the SHARE interviewer survey

After some initial development work on the conceptdramework of an interviewer
guestionnaire a group of survey methodologists ame¢he 2010 International Workshop on
Household Survey Nonresponse in Nuremberg, Germardiscuss the design and content of
a new international interviewer questionnaire apstdr research cooperation on interviewer
effects across surveys and countries. Only halfear yater versions of the international
interviewer questionnaire have been implementedttm German PASS study (Panel
Arbeitsmarkt und soziale Sicherung) and in sevBHWARE countries. Various other studies
have shown an interest in implementing similar ¢oasaires in future data collections.

The SHARE Germany interviewer survey was conduaedhe end of the two
interviewer training sessions in January and AROW1. In total, 197 interviewers were
trained. Participation in the interviewer surveyswaluntary and interviewers did not receive
any incentive for participating. 163 interviewersmpleted the questionnaire, yielding an
83% response rate. There was a small amount ofritemesponse and answers that were not
codeable. Data collection for the 6000 SHARE Genmiaterviews will continue until late
summer and data cleaning processes take time. feusterviewer data cannot yet be linked
to the SHARE contact data or the main intervievadat

Expected response rates

4 ™
/ \ Unit Response
( A 4 incentives conditions
.

General attitudes

-
\. J Biomarker consent
4 types of biomarkers
. \_ J
Own behavior
4 )
\ / Consent to
é . . A record linkage
Experience with
measurements - N
\\ // Item response on
income
\_ J

Figure 3: Framework of exploratory analysis

As described above, the interviewer questionnediéects data about interviewers’
expectations for the response and consent rateshinawill attain in SHARE wave 4. The
purpose of these questions is to examine a suspedsociation between interviewers’
expectations and their actual performance. As destrabove, we assume that interviewers
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will be quite good at predicting the response r#tes they will achieve on SHARE. We build
on this assumption in the following explorative lgsas, where we map interviewers’ general
attitudes, behavior and experience with specifiasneements on the response rates that they
expect to achieve (see Figure 3).

4.1. Expected response rates under four incentives conditions

During training the interviewers were briefed abthé incentives conditions in the SHARE
refresher sample: All respondents are promisecheentive of €10 in cash upon completion
of the interview. Furthermore, persons sampled iheorefresher samglenay be part of an
experiment with four treatment groups of additionatonditional incentives (€0, €10, €20,
€40) sent together with the advance letddirincentives are announced in the advance letter.

In the questionnaire interviewers were asked alboeir expectations of their unit
response rate for each of experimental conditidhs. results show that interviewers differed
substantially regarding their confidence in achgvihigh response rates (Table 2). When no
unconditional incentive is sent with the advancteteand the sample units are merely
promised 10€ after completing the interview, theARH interviewers on average expected
unit response rate of 43%. However, the standavihtien is large and some interviewers
expected a response rate of only 5% while othepeard to achieve 75% (one interviewer
even 85%).

Table 2: Mean expected unit response rate under four unconditional incentives settings

Expected unit responserates

No 10€ 20€ 40€
unconditional unconditional unconditional unconditional
incentive incentive incentive incentive
% % % %
Mean 42.9 52.4 58.9 66.3
Standard deviation 19.0 20.3 21.3 22.3
N (codeable answers) 156 155 155 153

Note: All respondents receive an additional coonddi €10 incentive.

Interestingly, while the researchers designing theentives experiments were
concerned that the 40€ unconditional incentive mniighconsidered too high (and regarded as
a bribe), interviewers were confident that the bigthe value of the incentive the more
successful they would be in recruiting respondemiscording to the interviewers’
expectations the 40€ unconditional household imeenpaired with a 10€ conditional
individual incentive would on average yield a 23%crease in the unit response rate

2 SHARE Germany samples persons from community tergisThe sampled person plus their spouse orgrartn
living in the same household are eligible for thieiview. Prior to fieldwork researchers, the syragency, and
the interviewers have no knowledge about the coitippf the household.
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compared to a setting where no unconditional ineens sent and respondents are merely
promised a conditional incentive of 10€.

In exploratory bivariate regressions of indicatofsinterviewers’ general attitudes,
their own experiences and their experience withouar types of measurements on their
expected unit response rate (without unconditiomantives), we found three measures that
were significant at a 10% level. Interviewers wha ttheir job because they were interested in
learning about the lives of other people expectgdificantly higher unit response rates
(b=1.71 and p=0.06) compared to those for whomdhsect did not play an important role.
Likewise, interviewers who found it important to fkan research that is relevant to society
expected higher response rates (b=1.87 and p=CF0¥ally, interviewers who used social
networks such as facebook expected significantlyetoresponse rates (b=-6.03 and p=0.06)
compared to interviewers who do not use social aksvonline. The latter finding is contrary
to our expectations; future multivariate analysdstiee combined contact, survey and
interviewer data might uncover the reasons for. this

4.2. Expected consent ratesfor the collection of biomarkers

In wave 4 of the SHARE study Germany trials thdemion of micro-invasive biomarkers
within the standard survey setting, i.e. by intewers. All SHARE Germany interviewers
were trained on collecting biomarkers, i.e. blooésgure, height and waist circumference, as
well as dried blood spots which are sent to a latooy for analyses of health indicators after
the interview. Each measurement necessitates équiesent from the respondent.

The interviewer questionnaire showed that oveardBrviewers were quite positive
about the consent rates for these new measurentemtsneasuring blood pressure, height
and waist circumference they on average expectedect rates of 84%, 88% and 81%,
respectively (Table 3). The standard deviationgtiese consent rates are considerably lower
than for the unit response rates, possibly indicathat interviewers know better what to
expect during the interview than during the recngiht phase. Since the collection of dried
blood spots is the most controversial biomarkersues the mean expected consent rate was
only 58% with a standard deviation of 18 percenfagats.

Table 3: Mean expected consent rates (biomarkers)

Expected consent rates

Waist
Blood pressure Height circumference Blood spots
% % % %
Mean 83.6 87.7 80.6 57.7
Standard deviation 13.6 11.5 13.1 18.1
N (codeable answers) 160 160 159 159

Consent to the collection of dried blood spotals the most interesting biomarker
with respect to interviewer effects. Therefore, #loratory bivariate regressions were
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conducted on consent to the collection of driedoBlepots. The explanatory variables of
interviewers’ general attitudes, own experienced #meir experience included in each
bivariate model are listed in the conceptual framdw(Table 1 above). Interestingly,
interviewers’ trust in people was significantly apdsitively related to the expected blood
spots consent rate (b=1.29 and p=0.07). Moreorntaniewers who said that they themselves
would consent to having blood spots taken duringngerview expected significantly higher
consent rates (b=9.27 and p=0.01) in SHARE.

4.3. Expected consent ratesfor record linkage

In wave 3, SHARE Germany first piloted linking thervey data to individual records of the
German Pension Fund. For directly linking surveytadavith administrative records
respondents need to supply their social securitybar (or information from which this
number may be constructed) and give written conBgrgigning a consent form. In wave 4,
SHARE Germany asks respondents of the refreshepleafor written consent to record
linkage.

The expected consent rate for record linkage ik 89% only slightly higher than the
expected consent rate for the collection of bioreegKTable 4). The standard deviation of 21
percentage points shows that interviewers vary eltheir expectations for this measure.

Table 4: Mean expected consent rate (record linkage)

Expected record linkage consent rate

%

Mean 59.2
Standard deviation 21.2
N (codeable answers) 158

The bivariate regression of general attitudegrinéwer behavior and experience with
measurements on expected record linkage consees raelds some highly significant
associations. Interviewers who would reveal thacia security number (b=-3.86 and
p=0.01), their telephone number (b=-4.33 and p30.0tkir private address (b=-4.41 and
p=0.02) and the address of their health insurer385 and p=0.07) when asked for in a
survey by the Federal Statistical Office expectigniicantly higher consent rate than
interviewers who would not supply this informatio8imilarly, interviewers who would
consent to having their survey data linked to theadit history (b=-3.41 and p=0.06), to their
employment history (b=-8.45 and p=0.00), to the icedrecords held by their doctors
(b=-3.17 and p=0.04), to the medical records heldtheir health insurer (b=-5.01 and
p=0.00), and to records about their social benélits6.21 and p=0.00) expect to achieve
higher record linkage consent rates in SHARE. Whibse results it is not surprising that
interviewers who as participants in the SHARE stuayld agree to having their survey data
linked to the administrative records of the GernPamsion Fund also expect higher consent
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rates (b=14.9 and p=0.00). In line with the findiran expected unit response rates reported
above, interviewers who are part of social netwasksthe Internet expect lower record
linkage consent rates (b=-9.73 and p=0.01).

4.4. Expected item responseratesfor income

Item nonresponse to income measures is a freqoasem in social and economic surveys.
Therefore, the study pays special attention taweever effects on income item nonresponse.
On average interviewers expected 70% responseetstiqus about income in SHARE with a
standard deviation of 19 percentage points (Taple 5

Table5: Mean expected income responserate

Expected incomeresponserate

%

Mean 69.7
Standard deviation 19.3
N (codeable answers) 158

In the bivariate regression analyses interviewasg of social networks like facebook
is also associated with a lower expected incomporese rates (b=9.73 and p=0.01). And
encouragingly, interviewers who worked on earli@ves of SHARE expected significantly
higher item response rates on income questionsititarviewers who are new to the study
(b=11.00 and p=0.01).

5. Discussion and conclusion

This paper looks into interviewer effects foundsurvey data collections. Interviewer effects
are found across all types of interviewer-mediaeveys crossing disciplines and countries.
While studies describing interviewer effects are manifold, identifying cheteristics
explainingthese interviewer effects has proven difficult.

In this paper we propose a conceptual framework n@asuring interviewer
characteristics for explaining interviewer effeat® unit nonresponse, consent to the
collection of biomarkers, consent to record linkaged item nonresponse on income
measures. The conceptual framework encompasses douensions of interviewer
characteristics:

* General interviewer attitudethat might shape the way interviewers approachptam
units and ask their respondents for sensitive médion, such as attitudes towards
their job as interviewers, concerns about dataegtimn and trust in other people.

* Interviewers’ own behaviorand hypothetical behavior when faced with survey
requests or similar measurements.
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* Interviewers’ experience with measuremefds example, experience with conducting
specific surveys or the collection of specific megasents like biomarkers or consent
to record linkage.

* Interviewers’ expectationabout the unit response, consent, and item respatss
they will achieve on a given survey.

This conceptual framework formed the basis of aterviewer questionnaire
implemented during the interviewer trainings in therth wave of SHARE Germany in early
2011. Exploratory analyses of the interviewer daikected show associations between the
response and consent rates the interviewer expeetchieve in SHARE and the other
dimensions in the interviewer characteristics atdd. All but one set of significant
associations found in the data confirm the theordehind the construction of the
guestionnaire. However, contrary to expectationgrviewers who are members of social
networks on the internet expect to achieve lowspaoase and consent rates on SHARE.

The main purpose of this paper was to present recemual framework of an
interviewer questionnaire designed for explainintgiiviewer effects in SHARE Germany
and across countries and surveys. The theory, ptuedeframework, and findings presented
in this paper are merely a starting point of aredysn interviewer effects. Once fieldwork
and the data cleaning process are completed, teeviewer data can be linked with contact
and survey data allowing a multitude of analyset® imterviewer effects in SHARE
Germany. However, the exploratory analyses of thestionnaire data have already shown
interesting associations between interviewer exiects about response and consent rates
and other dimensions of interviewer characterisil¢ss allows a glimpse at the explanatory
power of such interviewer data. In SHARE Germanypnimarily aim to explain interviewer
effects on the treatment groups of the various oulogical experiments in the wave 4
refresher sample. However, parts of the interviegerstionnaire were also implemented in
other SHARE countrie$. Cross-country analyses will allow insights intoe thelative
importance of interviewer and country effects oiit and item nonresponse. It is also worth
noting that the SHARE interviewer questionnaire waseloped in close cooperation with
survey methodologists on other survey projectsuroge and the US. Collaborative research
into comparing factors associated with intervieetects across different types of surveys is
planned. This paper thus aims to contribute to litezature on interviewer effects by
stimulating the development, collection, and arialysf new measures of interviewer
characteristics to explain and ultimately adjustifberviewer effects in survey data.

*The international version of the SHARE intervieweestionnaire can be found in Appendix B. Country-
specific questions were not translated and thegaifot included in the international version of disemaire.
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Appendix A

- SHARE
' s
v # Survey of Health, Ageing

A . and Retirement in Europe
50+ in Europa

,50+ in Europa“

Interviewer-Fragebogen

Sie als Interviewer spielen eine zentrale Rolle fiir den Erfolg unserer Studie
50+ in Europa. Daher moéchten wir vom Mannheimer Forschungsinstitut
Okonomie und Demographischer Wandel (MEA) Sie, Ihre Einstellungen, lhre
Erfahrungen als erfolgreiche Interviewer sowie lhre Einschatzungen
bezlglich der Befragungssituation kennenlernen. Selbstverstandlich ist die
Teilnahme freiwillig. Sie helfen uns durch lhre Teilnahme aber sehr, die
Befragungssituation besser zu verstehen. |lhre Antworten dienen nicht zu
einer Bewertung |hrer Leistung und werden auch nicht an infas
weitergeben. Weitere Informationen zum Datenschutz finden Sie im
beigelegten Datenschutzblatt.

Bitte tragen Sie hier |hre Interviewernummer ein!

Interviewer-Nr.:




Tatigkeit als Interviewer

1) Wie lange arbeiten Sie insgesamt als Interviewer/in?

Jahre und Monate

D 99 (weiR nicht)

2) Wie viele Stunden pro Woche arbeiten Sie derzeit ungefihr als Interviewer/in?

Stunden

D 99 (weil nicht)

3) Es gibt unterschiedliche Beweggriinde als Interviewer/in zu arbeiten: Wie wichtig sind lhnen

die folgenden Punkte?

Antworten Sie bitte in jeder Zeile anhand der folgenden Skala. Der Wert 1 bedeutet: iiberhaupt
nicht wichtig, der Wert 7 bedeutet: sehr wichtig. Mit den Werten zwischen 1 und 7 kénnen Sie lhre

Meinung abstufen.

1= Uberhaupt
nicht wichtig

7= sehr
wichtig

weild
nicht

Bezahlung Dl Dz

Interessante Tatigkeit D L |:| "

Gelegenheit unter die Leute zu

kommen Dl DZ

Einblicke in die sozialen
Lebensumstande anderer Menschen D1 |:|2
bekommen

Mitwirkung an wissenschaftlicher

Forschung Dl DZ

Mitwirkung an Forschung, die der
Gesellschaft dient D1 Dz

Moglichkeit der freien Zeiteinteilung Dl Dz

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

[1s

[

[1s

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L6

L6

L6

L6

L6

L6

[1e

L1,

L1

L1,

L1

L1,

L1

L1,

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1




4) Es folgen nun einige Fragen zu schwierigen Zielpersonen und Kontaktierungsversuchen. Wir

mochten gerne von lhnen wissen, wie Sie in den folgenden Situationen reagieren.

Antworten Sie bitte in jeder Zeile anhand der folgenden Skala!

Die Aussage trifft....... auf mich zu.

voll und
ganz

eher

eher
nicht

Uber-
haupt
nicht

weild
nicht

Wenn der/die Befragte eine Frage nicht versteht,
erklare ich, was eigentlich mit der Frage gemeint ist.

Wenn der/die Befragte Schwierigkeiten mit einer
Frage hat, helfe ich nicht, sondern lese den genauen
Wortlaut der Frage noch mal vor.

Wenn ich merke, dass der/die Befragte
Schwierigkeiten hat, mir zuzuhoren, kiirze ich lange
Fragetexte ab.

Wenn ich merke, dass der/die Befragte
Schwierigkeiten hat, die Frage zu verstehen, spreche
ich langsamer.

Wenn ich merke, dass der/die Befragte es eilig hat,
spreche ich schneller.

Wenn ich vom bisherigen Interviewverlauf her weiR,
wie eine Antwort lauten wird, erganze ich die
Antwort.

Wenn ich mich an die Antworten aus
vorangegangenen Wellen erinnere und sehe, dass
sich nichts verandert hat, erganze ich Antworten.

Wenn ich merke, dass der/die Befragte kein
Hochdeutsch spricht, spreche ich auch im regionalen
Dialekt.

Ich halte mich immer genau an die
Intervieweranweisungen im Fragebogen, auch wenn
ich sie nicht fur sinnvoll erachte.

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1,

L1,

L1,

L1,

L1,

L1,

L1,

L1,

L1,

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

[1s

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L1

L1

WP

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1




5) Zielpersonen reagieren oft ganz unterschiedlich auf die Bitte, an einer Studie teilzunehmen:
Manche sind spontan dazu bereit, andere sind sich unsicher oder verweigern sofort. Bitte
nennen Sie uns zu den folgenden Aussagen lhre Meinung als erfahrene/r Interviewer/in.

Antworten Sie bitte in jeder Zeile anhand der folgenden Skala!

Uber- .
. voll und eher weild
Ich stimme... eherzu . haupt )
ganz zu nicht zu . nicht
nicht zu

Schwer motivierbare Zielpersonen sollten immer zur

Teilnahme Uberredet werden. Dl DZ D?» D4 D9

Mit genug Aufwand kann sogar die am schwersten
motivierbare Zielperson zur Teilnahme Uberredet |:|1 |:|2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9
werden.

Eine Interviewer/in sollte die Privatsphare der

Zielpersonen respektieren. [, [, HE Hp [

Wenn eine Zielperson der Befragung ablehnend

gegenibersteht, sollte eine Verweigerung akzeptiert |:|1 |:|2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9
werden.

Man sollte immer die Freiwilligkeit der Befragung

hervorheben. D1 Dz D3 D4 Dsa

Es ist nicht sinnvoll, schwer motivierbare Zielpersonen

wiederholt zu kontaktieren. Dl Dz Ds D4 Dsa

Wenn man sie zur rechten Zeit erwischt, werden die

meisten Leute teilnehmen. Dl Dz Ds D4 Ds

Befragte, die nur mit groRem Aufwand zur Teilnahme
Uberredet wurden, liefern keine zuverldssigen D L D2 Da D4 |:|9
Antworten.

Allgemeine Einstellungen und Verhaltensweisen

6) Wiirden Sie ganz allgemein sagen, dass man den meisten Menschen vertrauen kann oder dass
man im Umgang mit anderen Menschen nicht vorsichtig genug sein kann?

Bitte verwenden Sie die Skala von 0 bis 10, wobei 0 bedeutet, dass man nicht vorsichtig genug sein
kann, und 10 bedeutet, dass man den meisten Menschen vertrauen kann. Mit den Werten
dazwischen kénnen Sie Ihre Meinung abstufen.

Man kann nicht vorsichtig <

v

Man kann den meisten | weil

genug sein. Menschen vertrauen. | nicht

DO Dl DZ D3 D4 DS DG D7 DS DQ D1o DQQ




7) Was wiirden Sie sagen: Inwiefern trifft der jeweilige Satz auf Sie personlich zu?

Antworten Sie bitte in jeder Zeile anhand der folgenden Skala!

voll eher Uber- weil}
Die Aussage trifft....... auf michzu. und eher . haupt .
nicht . nicht
ganz nicht

Mein erster Eindruck von Menschen stellt sich fir

gewodhnlich als richtig heraus. [, [, HE P [
Ich bin mir unsicher in meinem Urteil. D1 |:|2 D3 D4 Dg
Ich weill genau, wieso ich etwas mag. D1 DZ D3 D4 Dg
Ich sage nichts, wenn ich zu viel Wechselgeld zuriick

bekomme. Dl Dz Da D4 Dg

Ich bin ehrlich zu anderen. [, ], HE 1, s

Sie als Zielperson

8) Wie haufig haben Sie in den letzten 5 Jahren selbst an einer Befragung als Befragte/r
teilgenommen (diese Befragung nicht mitgezahlt)?

D 999 (weilk nicht)

9) Falls Sie schon mal an Befragungen teilgenommen haben, welcher Art waren diese
Umfragen?

Bitte nur eine Antwort ankreuzen!

Uberwiegend wissenschaftliche Umfragen

(z. B. Studien wie 50+ in Europa, Wahlstudien) e L1,
Uberwiegend kommerzielle Studien bzw.

Marktforschung ........................ I:lz
Ungefdhr beides in gleichem Umfang |:|3

Ich habe an noch keiner Befragung
teilgenommen e I:Is




10) Haben Sie fiir die Teilnahme an diesen Studien eine Belohnung/Entschadigung

bekommen?

Bitte nur eine Antwort ankreuzen!

Uberwiegend Ja

Teils/teils

Uberwiegend Nein

Ich habe an noch keiner
Befragung teilgenommen

Datenschutz

11) Wie besorgt sind Sie um den Schutz lhrer persdnlichen Daten?

Bitte nur eine Antwort ankreuzen!

Sehr besorgt

Ziemlich besorgt

Ein wenig besorgt

Gar nicht besorgt

D 9 (weil nicht)

12) Wie besorgt sind Sie, dass Computer und andere Technologien verwendet werden, um in

lhre Privatsphare einzudringen?

Bitte nur eine Antwort ankreuzen!

Sehr besorgt

Ziemlich besorgt

Ein wenig besorgt

Gar nicht besorgt

D 9 (weil} nicht)




Was wiirden Sie tun?

Im Folgenden mochten wir Sie bitten, sich in verschiedene hypothetische Situationen
hineinzuversetzen. Was wiirden Sie tun, wenn Sie in eine der folgenden Situationen kimen?

13) Sie nehmen als Befragte/r an einer Umfrage teil, die das Statistische Bundesamt
durchfiihrt. Im Rahmen dieser Umfrage werden Sie gebeten, die folgenden Angaben zu
machen. Der/die Interviewer/in nennt lhnen jeweils nachvollziehbare Griinde, wozu er/sie die
Daten bendétigt.

Antworten Sie bitte in jeder Zeile anhand der folgenden Skala!

Wie wahrscheinlich ist es, dass Sie die sehr eher eher sehr weil
wahr- wahr- unwahr- unwahr-

5 .
folgenden Angaben machent? scheinlich scheinlich scheinlich scheinlich nicht

Ihre Sozialversicherungsnummer [, ], [1; [, HE
lhren Geburtstag 1, ], 1, 1, s
lhren Geburtsort 1. ], [1; 1. s
Ihre private Telefonnummer [], ], []s 1. B
Ilhren vollstandigen Namen [:|1 |:]2 [:|3 [:|4 Dg
Den Madchennamen lhrer Mutter [], ], [1; [, B
lhre Privatadresse 1, 1, HE 1, s
lhre Kreditkartennummer [], ], A 1, s
Name und Adresse lhrer

Krankenversicherung L1 [, (s [, s

Ihre Krankenversicherungsnummer |:|1 D2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9




14) In der gleichen Studie werden Sie um das Einverstdandnis gebeten, lhre Befragungsdaten
mit administrativen Daten zu verkniipfen. Wie wahrscheinlich ist es, dass Sie dem Statistischen
Bundesamt lhr Einverstandnis geben wiirden, lhre Antworten mit den folgenden Datenquellen
zu verkniipfen?

Antworten Sie bitte in jeder Zeile anhand der folgenden Skala!

sehr eher eher sehr

wahr- wahr- unwahr-  unwahr- ::i;:i
scheinlich scheinlich scheinlich scheinlich
lhrem Einkommensteuerbescheid |:|1 |:|2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9

lhren Schulden bzw. Krediten |:|1 |:|2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9

Ilhrer Erwerbshistorie, also Informationen

Uber vergangene Zeiten der Dl Dz D3 D4 D9

Erwerbstatigkeit und Arbeitslosigkeit

lhren medizinischen Daten, die bei lhren

Arzten vorliegen [ [, E Hp s

Informationen zu lhrer

Krankenversicherung L1 [, (s [, s

Informationen zu Sozialleistungsbezug wie
Arbeitslosengeld oder Sozialhilfe Dl Dz Ds D4 D9

Informationen aus lhren Schulakten

(Zeugnisse etc.) 1, [, [1s [, s

15) infas fragt in einigen Umfragen nach dem Einverstandnis der Befragten zur Verknilipfung
ihrer Befragungsdaten mit Daten, die bei der Deutschen Rentenversicherung liber sie
vorliegen. Dabei handelt es sich zum Beispiel um zusatzliche Informationen zu
vorausgegangenen Zeiten der Beschiaftigung, der Arbeitslosigkeit und der Teilnahme an
MaBnahmen wahrend der Arbeitslosigkeit. Was glauben Sie, wie viele der Befragten (in
Prozent), die Sie danach fragen, geben lhnen ihr Einverstandnis?

% D 999 (weil nicht)

16) Wiirden Sie als Befragter einer solchen Verkniipfung zustimmen?

Ja D 1 Nein .evieeienne Dz Dg (weiB nicht)




17) Die Deutsche Rentenversicherung fordert alle Personen, die irgendwann einmal
sozialversicherungspflichtig beschaftigt waren, auf, ihr Rentenversicherungskonto zu klaren.
Haben Sie selbst schon eine solche Kontenklarung durchgefiihrt?

Bitte nur eine Antwort ankreuzen!

a L1

Noch nicht, ich wurde bisher
noch nicht dazu aufgefordert. s Dz

Noch nicht, ich wurde aber
schon dazu aufgefordert. i Ds

Ich war nie sozialversicherungs-
pflichtig beschaftigt. o D4 D9 (weiR nicht)

Erwartungen fiir Welle 4 der Studie 50+ in Europa

18) Haben Sie bereits in friiheren Erhebungen als Interviewer fiir die Studie 50+ in Europa
gearbeitet?

19) Studien unterscheiden sich darin, ob und wie sie Zielpersonen fiir ihre Teilnahme
belohnen. Stellen Sie sich nun bitte vor, dass lhre Zielpersonen verschiedene Geldbetrage
vorab und unabhangig von ihrer tatsdchlichen Teilnahme zugeschickt bekommen.

Bitte geben Sie fiir jede Zeile Ihrer Erwartungen an!

. . . Erwartete
Was erwarten Sie, wie viel Prozent lhrer Zielpersonen werden . .
. . Teilnahmebereitschaft
dem Interview zustimmen, wenn... .
in Prozent
...die Zielpersonen vorab keine Belohnung bekommen, ihnen aber %
0

10 € fur die Teilnahme im Anschreiben angekiindigt wird?

...die Zielpersonen vorab eine Belohnung von 10 € in bar
bekommen und ihnen 10 € fir die Teilnahme im Anschreiben %
angekindigt wird?

...die Zielpersonen vorab eine Belohnung von 20 € in bar
bekommen und ihnen 10 € fiir die Teilnahme im Anschreiben %
angekiindigt wird?

...die Zielpersonen vorab eine Belohnung von 40 € in bar
bekommen und ihnen 10 € flr die Teilnahme im Anschreiben %
angekiindigt wird?




20) In sozialwissenschaftlichen Studien wird sehr oft auch nach dem Einkommen der
Befragten gefragt. Was denken Sie, wie viele lhrer Befragten (in Prozent) in der Studie 50+ in
Europa Auskunft liber ihr Einkommen geben werden?

[o)
A’ D 999 (weilk nicht)

21) In der Studie 50+ in Europa werden Befragte gebeten, einigen physischen Messungen
zuzustimmen, wie z. B. der des Blutdrucks, der Kérpergrofle und des Taillenumfangs sowie
der Entnahme kleiner Blutstropfen.

Bitte geben Sie fiir jede Zeile Ihrer Erwartungen an!

Was glauben Sie, wie viel Prozent Ihrer Befragten werden den Erwartete Zustimmung
folgenden Messungen zustimmen? in Prozent

Messung des Blutdrucks %
Messung der KorpergroRe %
Messung des Taillenumfangs %
Entnahme von Blutstropfen %

22) Stellen Sie sich bitte vor, dass Sie selbst Zielperson der Studie 50+ in Europa oder einer
vergleichbaren wissenschaftlichen Studie sind. Welchen Messungen wiirden Sie selbst als
Befragte/r zustimmen?

Bitte alles Zutreffende ankreuzen!

Messung des Blutdrucks [,
Messung der KérpergroBe [,
Messung des Taillenumfangs [,
Entnahme von Blutstropfen [, D9(weif§ nicht)

23) Haben Sie personliche Erfahrungen mit Blutzuckermessungen, entweder weil Sie selbst
oder Personen in lhrem Umfeld Diabetiker sind?



24) Spenden Sie Blut?

Bitte nur eine Antwort ankreuzen!

Ja, regelmaBig . 1, Nein, nicht mehr ... HE

Nein, ich habe noch
Ja, gelegentlich ..., Dz nie Blut gespendet  .......cccoeveeee. D4

Personliche Angaben

25) Sind Sie mannlich oder weiblich?

Mannlich ..., L1 Weiblich  «reerereerererennnn. L1,

26) In welchem Jahr wurden Sie geboren?

Geburtsjahr:

27) Nutzen Sie soziale Netzwerke im Internet wie Facebook, MySpace oder Twitter?

30) Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie, Ihre Mutter bzw. lhr Vater in Deutschland geboren wurden.

Ja Nein

Sie selbst D 1 D 2 D 9 (weik nicht)
lhre Mutter D 1 D 2 D 9 (weiR nicht)
Ilhr Vater D 1 D 2 D 9 (weik nicht)




31) Uben Sie derzeit neben lhrer Titigkeit als Interviewer/in noch eine Erwerbstitigkeit aus?
Sind Sie auBerdem...

Bitte alles Zutreffende ankreuzen!

voll erwerbstatig. . [1,  inRente/Pension . L1,
in Teilzeitbeschaftigung O trchimgitt e .
ﬁ(ra\rriggg;urﬁggﬁ?gd2:werbstétig ..................... [ Hausfrau /Hausmann s
e e O, Swdentfn Ol
arbeitslos DS Sonstiges ..................... D 11
ey [, mchesdavon 0.

32) Welchen Schulabschluss haben Sie?

Bitte nur den héchsten Schulabschluss ankreuzen!

Volks-/Hauptschulabschluss bzw.

Polytechnische Oberschule mit Abschluss 8. oder 9. Klasse D 1
Mittlere Reife, Realschulabschluss bzw.

Polytechnische Oberschule mit Abschluss 10. Klasse i DZ
Fachhochschulreife, Abitur (Hochschulreife) bzw.

erweiterte Oberschule mit Abschluss 12. Klasse D3
Fachhochschul-/ Hochschulabschluss |:|4

33) Wie viele Personen leben zurzeit in lhrem Haushalt?

34) Alles in allem, wie hoch war ungefdhr lhr durchschnittliches monatliches
Haushaltseinkommen nach Abzug von Steuern im letzten Jahr?

€

Vielen Dank fiir lhre Teilnahme!




Appendix B

SHARE

Survey of Health, Ageing
and Retirement in Europe

SHARE “50+ in Europe”

Interviewer-Questionnaire

You as interviewer play a key role in the success of our SHARE study. Therefore,
we from [COUNTRY’S INSTITUTION] want to get to know you; your attitudes,
your experiences as a successful interviewer and your opinion concerning the
interview situation. Your participation is of course voluntary. However, with your
participation you help us immensely in better understanding the interview
situation. Your answers do not serve to an assessment of your performance and
will not be passed down to [SURVEY ORGANISATION]. [FURTHER
INFORMATION ABOUT WHAT HAPPENS TO YOUR DATA YOU WILL FIND IN
THE ENCLOSED DATA PROTECTION LEAFLET.]

Please fill in your interviewer-number!

Interviewer-number:




Job as an interviewer

1) How long in total have you been working as an interviewer?

years and months P (don’t know)

2) How many hours a week do you currently approximately work as an interviewer?

hours D 99 (don’t know)

3) There are different reasons for working as an interviewer. How important are the following
aspects to you?

Please provide an answer in each row using the following scale. Value 1 means: not important at
all, value 7 means: very important. With the values between 1 and 7 you can grade your opinion.

1= not important R 7=very don’t
at all important know

Payment 1, O, O O Os Oes ;| O
Interesting work O, O, O O, Os Os 0O, | O

Opportunity to interact with people D1 |:|2 |:|3 D4 DS |:|6 |:|7 |:|9

Gaining insight into other people’s

social circumstances Dl DZ Ds D4 Ds Ds D7 Dg

Involvement in scientific research D1 |:|2 |:|3 D4 DS |:|6 |:|7 |:|9

Involvement in research that serves

society I:ll I:lz I:la I:l4 I:ls I:ls D? I:l9

Possibility to determine own working

hours I:Il Dz Da D4 Ds Ds D7 Dg




4) Below follows a series of statements about difficult respondents and contact attempts. We

would like to know from you, how you react in the following situations.

Please provide an answer in each row using the following scale!

The statement lies tom erfectly >°M° not not don’t
€ statement appfies to me ...... P y what really at all know

If the respondent doesn't understand a question, |
explain what is actually meant with the question. Dl DZ D-’» D4 D9
If the respondent has difficulties with a question, |
don't help, but read out the exact wording again. Dl DZ D3 D4 D9
If I notice that the respondent has difficulties listening
to me, | shorten long question texts. Dl DZ D3 D4 D9
If I notice that the respondent has difficulties
understanding the question, | speak more slowly. Dl DZ DS D4 D9

If | notice that the respondent is in a hurry, | speak

faster. D 1 I:Iz

If I know from the course of the interview what an
answer will be, | complete the answer myself. Dl DZ

If | remember answers from previous waves and
notlchthat nothing has changed, | complete answers D1 |:|2
myself.

If | notice that the respondent doesn't speak
[FORMAL ENGLISH — COUNTRY EQUIVALENT], I also |:|1 |:|2
speak regional dialect.

| always exactly stick to the interviewer instructions,
even if | don’t consider them sensible. L1 L1,

[1s




5) Sample persons have different reactions to the request to participate in a study: Some agree
spontaneously, others hesitate or refuse immediately. In the following statements, please tell

us your opinion as an experienced interviewer.

Please provide an answer in each row using the following scale!

strongl some-
gy what

agree
agree

some-
what
disagree

strongly
disagree

don’t
know

Reluctant respondents should always be persuaded to

participate. D 1 DZ

With enough effort, even the most reluctant
respondent can be persuaded to participate. Dl DZ

An interviewer should respect the privacy of the

respondent. Dl I:Iz

If a respondent is reluctant, a refusal should be

accepted. Dl DZ

One should always emphasise the voluntary nature of

participation. D 1 I:Iz

It does not make sense to contact reluctant target
persons repeatedly. 1, L1,

If you catch them at the right time, most people will
agree to participate. D 1 D 2

Respondents that were persuaded after great effort
do not provide reliable answers. D1 Dz

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

[1s

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L.

L1

L1

L1

General attitudes and behaviour

6) Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can't be too

careful in dealing with people?

Please use the scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means that you can't be too careful in dealing with people
and 10 means that most people can be trusted. With the values in between you can grade your

opinion.

a
v

You can’t be too careful.

Most people can be | don’t
trusted. | know

L, O O, O O Os Oe O s

L1

DlO

DQQ




7) What would you say? To what extend do the following statements apply to you?

Please provide an answer in each row using the following scale!

The statement applies to me

..... perfectly

some-
what

not
really

not
at all

don’t
know

My first impression of people generally turns out to

be right.

| am uncertain about my judgements.

| know exactly why I like something.

| don't say anything, if | receive too much change.

| am honest with others.

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1

L1,

HE

L1

L1

L1

L1

L.

L.

L1

L1

L1

WP

You as a respondent

8) In the last 5 years, how often have you taken part in a survey as a respondent (not

counting this survey)?

9) If you have previously taken part in surveys, what kind of surveys were they?

Please tick one answer only!

D 999 (don’t know)

Predominantly scientific surveys (e.g. studies
like SHARE, election studies)

Predominantly commercial surveys or market
research

Both scientific and commercial surveys to the
same extent

| have never taken part in any survey.




10) Have you received any incentive/compensation for your participation in these studies?

Please tick one answer only!

. Approximately both to the
Predominantly yes Dl saprfme extent y

. | have never taken part in
Predominantly no Dz any survey P

Data protection

11) How concerned are you about the safety of your personal data?

Please tick one answer only!

Very concerned Dl
Quite concerned . L1,
Alittle concerned . [1s
Not concernedatall [, HE (don’t know)

12) How concerned are you about computers or other technologies being used to invade
your privacy?

Please tick one answer only!

Very concerned |:|1
Quite concerned |:|2
A little concerned |:|3

Not concerned at all [, B (don’t know)




What would you do?

In the following we want to ask you to imagine yourself in different hypothetical situations.
What would you do if you were in one of the following situations?

13) You are a respondent to a survey of [NATIONAL STATISTICAL OFFICE]. As part of this survey
you are asked to provide the following pieces of information. For each of these the interviewer
gives you plausible reasons why he/she needs the information.

Please provide an answer in each row using the following scale!

How likely is it that you would provide the very quite quite very don’t
following information? likely likely unlikely  unlikely know
Your national social insurance number [, 1, [, 1. s

Your date of birth [], ], [1s 1, s
Your place of birth 1, 1, [1; 1, B
Your private telephone number |:|1 |:|2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9
Your complete name 1, 1, [1; A HE
Your mother’s maiden name [], ], []s 1. P
Your private address [:|1 |:]2 [:|3 D4 I:lg
Your credit card number |:|1 |:]2 |:|3 |:|4 |:|9

Name and address of your health insurance [, ], [1; A B

Your health insurance number [], ], 1, 1, HE




14) In the same study you are asked to consent to the linkage of your survey data with
administrative data. How likely is it that you would consent to the [NATIONAL STATISTICAL
OFFICE] linking your answers with the following data sources?

Please provide an answer in each row using the following scale!

very quite quite very don’t
likely likely unlikely  unlikely know

Your income tax assessment [, 1, B A B

Your debts and loans 1, 1, [1; 1, 1,

Your employment history, i.e. information

about previous periods of employment and D . Dz D3 D4 D9
unemployment

Your medical data, held by your doctors [, 1, [, 1. 1

Information about your health insurance [], L1, E Hp s

Information about receipt of social security

ben_eflts such as unemployment benefits or |:| . D2 |:|3 |:|4 D9
social welfare

Information from your school files

(diplomas etc.) 1, [, [1s [, s

15) In some of their surveys [SURVEY ORGANISATION] asks respondents to consent to have
their survey data linked to the administrative data from the [ADMINISTRATIVE DATA
SOURCE, E.G. SOCIAL SECURITY REGISTER]. This concerns for example additional information
about [PREVIOUS PERIODS OF EMPLOYMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE PARTICIPATION IN
WORK PROGRAMMES DURING UNEMPLOYMENT]. What do you think, how many of your
respondents (in percent) would consent to this?

% D 999 (don’t know)

16) Would you as a respondent agree to such a linkage?

YES i, D 1 NO ooeeeeeeane D 2 D 9 (don’t know)




Expectations about wave 4 of the study 50+ in Europe

18) Have you worked as an interviewer on previous waves of SHARE?

19) Studies vary as to whether they reward respondents for their survey participation and
how much respondents receive. Please imagine that your respondents receive the
following incentives.

Please indicate your expectations in each row!

What do you expect, which percentage of your sample persons Expected response rate

will agree to the interview, if... in percent

[NATIONAL SCENARIOS] %
%
%
%

20) Social surveys very often ask about respondents’ income. How many of your respondents
(in percent) in SHARE do you expect will provide information about their income?

%

D 999 (don’t know)

21) In SHARE respondents are asked to consent to some physical measurements, such as
blood pressure, height, waist circumference and the collection of small blood spots.

Please give your expectations in each row!

What do you think, which percentage of your respondents will Expected consent rate
consent to the following measurements? in percent
Measurement of blood pressure %
Measurement of body height %
Measurement of waist circumference %
Collection of small blood spots %




22) Please imagine that you are a respondent to SHARE or a similar scientific study. Which

measurements would you as a respondent consent to?

Please tick all that apply!

Measurement of blood pressure
Measurement of body height
Measurement of waist circumference D3

Collection of small blood spots

D 9 (don’t know)

23) Do you personally have experience with measuring blood sugar levels, either because

you or someone you know has diabetes?

24) Do you donate blood?

Please tick one answer only!

Yes, regularly No, not anymore

No, | have never

Yes, occasionally donated blood

Personal details

25) Are you male or female?

Male Female

26) In which year were you born?

Year of birth:




27) Do you use social networks in the internet like Facebook, Myspace or Twitter?

30) Please state whether you, your mother and your father were born in [COUNTRY].

Yes No

You yourself |:| 1 |:|2 |:|9 (don’t know)
Your mother [], ], s (don’t know)
Your father [], ], [ (don't know)

31) Apart from your job as an interviewer do you have any other job? Are you...

Please tick all that apply!

full-time employed D1 retired |:|7
part-time employed |:|2 on parental leave |:|8
[COUNTRY SPECIFIC] D3 a homemaker |:|9
in vocational training or

occupationa| re-training ..................... D4 astudent Dlo
unemployed 1. other [

[COUNTRY SPECIFIC] |:|6 none of these |:| "




32) Which is your highest level of education?

Please tick your highest level of education only!

Graduated from lower-level secondary school [NATIONAL EQUIVALENT] |:|1
Graduated from medium-level secondary school [NATIONAL EQUIVALENT] Dz
Advanced technical college entrance qualification or

graduated from upper-level secondary school [NATIONAL EQUIVALENT] e DS
University degree [NATIONAL EQUIVALENT] D4

33) How many persons do currently live in your household?

34) All in all, approximately what was the average monthly income of your household after
taxes in the last year?

€

Thank you very much for participating!
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