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INTERVIEWER FALSIFICATION

““Interviewer falsification’ means the intentional departure from the designed interviewer
guidelines or instructions, unreported by the interviewer, which could result in the
contamination of data.” (AAPOR 2003: 1)

= Includes...
.. miscoding of answers
.. misclassification of eligible respondents
.. deviations from intended mode or selection rules
.. fabrication of complete interviews or parts of it

(see. AAPOR 2003) Interviewer Falsification in Survey Research // Page 3



IAB-BAMF-SOEP SURVEY OF REFUGEES IN GERMANY

" Longitudinal household survey
" Mode: computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI)
® Field period: June to December 2016

" First wave: 4,816 respondents in 3,554 households

" One interviewer identified as falsifier by the survey institute (called “Interviewer A”)

= Falsified: 289 person (6.0 percent) and 217 household interviews (6.1 percent)



IMPACT OF INTERVIEWER FALSIFICATION

Have you attended an integration course organized by the German Federal Ministry for Migration and

Refugees?
mYes mNo
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Source: 1AB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2016, own calculations. Note: Univariate, unweighted result.
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COULD THIS FALSIFIER HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED
USING STATISTICAL IDENTIFICATION METHODS?




STRATEGIES FOR IDENTIFYING FALSIFICATIONS

Non-statistical identification strategies
" Monitoring
" Reinterviewing

Statistical identification strategies " |dea: use patterns/structures in the data
= Duplicate analysis to distinguish between falsified and real
® PCA/ categorical PCA methods data
" Analysis of falsification indicators " Aim: create ‘at risk’-group of

= Cluster analysis interviewers for reinterviews

- - /

(see. Hood and Bushery 1997; AAPOR 2003; Guterbock 2008; Blasius and Thiessen 2012; Bredl et al. 2012; Menold
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FALSIFICATION INDICATORS

" |ndicators...
... measure systematic differences between real and falsified data
... can be derived from rational behavior of falsifiers
... can be derived from identified cases of falsification

" |ndicators can be calculated from...
... surveyed data (longitudinal / cross-sectional)
... paradata
... interviewer observations

Bredl et al. 2013; Menold et al. 2013)



EXAMPLES FOR INDICATORS

= Extreme responses: Lower share of extreme responses on rating scales for falsifiers

= Middle responses: Higher share of middle responses on rating scales for falsifiers

How satisfied are you in general with your current living arrangements?

—{ HHHH

1 2 34 5 67 a

= Semi-Open responses: Lower share of responses to “other” in semi-open-ended

question for falsifiers
Which language is your mother tongue?

Albanian 1
Arabic 2
%ruba 36

—
Other language, namely ..

(see. Schafer et al. 2005; Bredl et al. 2012) Interviewer Falsification in Survey Research // Page 9



ANALYZING INDICATORS

" Previous approaches:
® examination of single indicators
= examination of several indicators but separate analysis

® Qur approach: combination of multiple indicators via statistical methods
® Cluster analysis
" Meta-indicator
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CLUSTER ANALYSIS

" |dea: Divide large group (here: group of interviewer) into smaller homogeneous
subgroups

® Aim: Dividing interviewers on basis of indicators into suspicious and unsuspicious
subgroups

® Clustering Algorithms:
" Ward’s Linkage: Fuses interviewers that increase cluster variance as little as possible

= Single Linkage: Fuses similar interviewers first



RESULTS - CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Dendrogram for Ward’s Linkage Cluster-Analysis
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Source: IAB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2016, own calculations.
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RESULTS - CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Dendrogram for Single-Linkage Cluster-Analysis
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Source: 1AB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2016, own calculations:
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META-INDICATOR

Idea: Summarizing all indicators in order to interpret them jointly
1. Standardize values
2. Summing up all indicators

3. Checking distribution for outliers
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RESULTS - META-INDICATOR

Distribution of summarized indicator values (meta-indicator)
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Values of meta-indicator per interviewer
Source: 1AB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2016, own calculations.
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CONCLUSION

" Summary:
= Two further suspicious interviewers identified (confirmation in progress)
® First case could have been identified earlier using statistical methods
® Results for meta-indicator and cluster analyses very similar
® Meta-indicator much easier to interpret

" QOutlook:
= Use similar statistical approaches for the second wave
" Test strategies for identification of further falsification forms
= Application of machine learning algorithms
® Develop strategies that identify cases early in the field period
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APPENDIX

Have you attended an integration course organized by the German Federal Ministry for Migration and
Refugees?

Respondents’ answers Falsified answers

oo [ oo [ o [ e

Yes 1560 34.95 Yes 288 0.35
No 2904 65.05 No 1 99.65
Total 4464 100.00 Total 289 100.00

Source: 1AB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2016, own calculations.
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APPENDIX

Assumed direction of falsifiers

Acquiescent Responding Style Lower share of positive connotation independent of question’s content for falsifiers

Benford’s Law Poor fit to of Benford’s distribution to first digits for falsifiers
Lower share of provided e-mail addresses for falsifiers

Extreme responses Lower share of extreme responses on rating scales for falsifiers
Filter questions Lower share of responses which lead to follow-up questions for falsifiers
Interview duration Shorter duration of completed interviews for falsifiers
Interviewer evaluation Very positive evaluation of the interview situation for falsifiers
Item nonresponse Lower item nonresponse rate for falsifiers
Middle category responses Higher share of middle responses on rating scales for falsifiers
Non-Differentiation Lower standard deviation across item scales for falsifiers
Primacy effects Higher share of choosing the first two categories in non-ordered answer option list for falsifiers
Recency effects Lower share of choosing the last two categories in non-ordered answer option list for falsifiers
Record linkage consent Higher share of consent to record linkage for falsifiers
Relative interview duration Shorter duration of completed interviews relative to the triggered questions for falsifiers
Rounding Lower share of rounded numbers in numerical open-ended questions for falsifiers
Semi-Open responses Lower share of responses to “other” in semi-open-ended question for falsifiers
Stereotyping Higher strength of stereotypical response to attitudinal items for falsifiers
Telephone number Lower number of provided telephone numbers for falsifiers

Variance Lower standard deviation for one variable between different interviews of an interviewer for falsifiers
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APPENDIX

Results of meta-indicator and number of interviews for suspicious interviewers

Interviewer Meta-indicator Number of Number of household
value person interviews interviews
289 218

29.53

30.08 46 34
37.08 16 13
43.82 1 1
55.33 2 2
13.33 1 1

Source: 1AB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2016, own calculations.
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APPENDIX

Response-Rate of suspicious interviewers for wave 2

Variable Total sample
(excluding interviewers B and C)
N

Share

Carried out 42.5 2067
Partly carried out 23.4 1139
Refusal 27.3 1330
Other nonresponse 6.8 332
Total 100 4868

Source: 1AB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees in Germany, 2017, own calculations.

Interviewer B Interviewer C
N

Share Share N
32.6 15 37.5 6
2.2 1 6.3 1
54.4 25 56.3 9
10.9 5 0.0 0
100 46 100 16
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