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Chapter 1

Introduction

The purpose of this dissertation is to contribute to the understanding of households’ saving behavior.
Savings and savings behavior was subject to large and comprehensive research, see Deaton (1992),
Browning and Lusardi (1996) and Attanasio (1999), and still, the complexity of households’ savings
behavior is not completely understood. This is astonishing since the allocation of available income
on spending and saving is one of the most important economic decisions made by a household. The
intertemporal aspect of saving is fundamental for the understanding of how a household plans for the
long term. Saving behavior encompasses not only the sober economic thinking of perfectly informed
planners but also (often only seemingly) unstructured reactions deeply rooted in human psychology and
socio-cultural norms. Actual behavior may deviate (e.g. Thaler and Shefrin (1981), Laibson (1997),
O’Donoghue and Rabin (1999)) from the models economists are used to work with (e.g. Kotlikoff
(1989); Hurd (1990); Jappelli and Modigliani (1998)). To understand saving, it therefore helps to be

open for economic as well as psychological and sociological explanations.

Germany, in particular, is an interesting country to study saving, especially among older house-
holds. Even though the pension and health insurance system in Germany is one of the most generous
systems in the world, private savings are high until old age. Borsch-Supan et al. (2001) refer to that

phenomenon as the “German savings puzzle”.

Until recently, there has been a lack of data that records detailed information on savings in Germany
in conjunction with sociological and psychological characteristics. The German Socio-Economic Panel
(GSOEP) only records rough indicators such as “Did you spend all of your income last year or was
there anything left over?” and “Do you have a savings book?”, etc. but does not cover the quantitative
composition and any changes in the amount of wealth. The situation is similar for the ‘Soll und Haben’
(Debit and Credit) survey. While this contains very detailed data on the composition of various forms

of investment it does not quantify these in greater detail.

The income and expenditure survey (EVS) conducted every five years by the Federal Statistical
Office with its detailed information on the amount and composition of income, expenditure and wealth
is the main source of data on the savings behavior of households in Germany. Unfortunately, several
variables that are important for savings behavior are now missing. More importantly, extensive socio-
logical or psychological factors are completely absent in the income and consumption surveys, because

these very expensive surveys are primarily intended for the work of the Federal Statistical Office.

Weaknesses of existing data material can only be rectified by new surveys. It is important to

record variables which can also describe psychologically determined behavioral phenomena for a better
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understanding of actual savings behavior. This insight in the need for new data material was the

motivation to create an additional data base for the analysis of savings behavior.

In 2001, the first wave of the SAVE survey was conducted. It was initiated and is administered
by members of the Mannheim Research Institute for the Economics of Aging (MEA). Considering
the experiences of researchers and external experts with other surveys, a questionnaire was designed
approaching the subject of savings from different angles, taking into consideration economical and
sociological as well as psychological perspectives. The main financial support for this survey stems
form the German Science Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG)). So far, data from

three years and five different subsamples are available. The next wave will be guided in 2005.

This dissertation is based on the SAVE survey. Since SAVE has in many respects an experimental
nature, methodological aspects are an integral part of SAVE. These will be analyzed and discussed in

this work before discussing substantial questions on savings and savings behavior.

Structure of this work

I summarize the seven chapters concisely at this point. Every chapter, though, has a more thorough

separate introduction highlighting the research interest and methodology.

Chapter 2 presents a basic methodological review of the SAVE dataset. It explains the general
construction of the questionnaire and the sampling schemes, and it shows descriptive findings of
similarities and differences between the four different SAVE subsamples available until spring 2004.
Furthermore, the representativeness of the data is discussed. It also investigates whether weights
constructions can help to eliminate potential differences if they were significant between subsamples

and between representative population values.

Chapter 3 is joint work with Joachim Winter. We analyze nonresponse to questions on financial
items such as income and asset holdings in household surveys using data from a controlled field
experiment. As part of SAVE, questions on household income and financial assets were administered
using different modes (personal interview vs. drop-off questionnaire). The data also allow to investigate
the influence of interviewer characteristics on nonresponse. Our results are in line with predictions
derived from models of survey response behavior that have been developed in survey research and

social psychology.
In Chapter 4, I discuss first panel results for saving behavior, the effect of changes between 2001

and 2003 for pension information level and pension expectations, and present results for risk variables

and their effect on financial behavior.

The literature on precautionary saving gives very contrary results for the importance and size of
precautionary saving. The SAVE data offer the possibility to generate some of the frequently used
instruments for the precautionary motive known from the literature. Chapter 5 compares the influence
of these instruments on long-run and short-run saving measures. Additionally, the SAVFE questionnaire
contains information on saving motives. I compare the explanatory power of these saving motives to

other subjective instruments.

General purpose surveys typically refrain from using an exhaustive list of consumption items since

the trade-off between gaining more precise data on consumption and losing a lot of both, interview
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time and respondent effort, generally forbids this procedure. An alternative is to ask respondents a
non-exhaustive list of sub-items and use those to impute total expenditures by the use of an external
data source. Beginning with the 2003 wave, the SAVE questionnaire was enriched by a short section

of expenditure questions in a way enabling this imputation method. This is done in Chapter 6.

The results from Chapter 6 are preparatory for the discussion of savings measures in Chapter
7. In SAVE, savings are measured using a one-shot question for total annual savings. This recall
question might cause significant problems concerning the precise measure for actual savings. Unlike
expenditures, savings is a far more complicated concept which most respondents might not be fully
aware of. This chapter shows potential flaws of this kind of questioning as well as potential remedies

to squeeze the most of reliable measures given the information at hand.

The demographic change presents major financing problems for the pay-as-you-go pension system.
For this reason, the 2001 pension reform entailed a reduction in the level of statutory pensions and
created a significantly strengthened framework for the funded second and third pillars of old-age
pension provision. The population at large is only dimly aware of the gap in provision created by the
2001 pension reform and the introduction in 2003 of the sustainability factor. Chapter 8, which is
joint work with Axel Borsch-Supan, examines the extent to which households are in a position to close
this gap with their personal assets without changing their savings and asset accumulation behavior.
Four critical factors are relevant to this issue. 1. Anticipated life expectancy: In the 2001 and 2003
SAVE samples, only qualitative information was surveyed. To calculate the specific subjective life
expectancy, the SAVE 2004 sample was modified to raise this information. 2. The level of personal
assets on retirement, 3. the age of retirement itself, and 4. anticipated interest rates. The results
show that, unless they were to change their savings behavior, more than half of households would not
be able to bridge the pension gap from their future financial assets. The results for that analysis shed
light on two points. First, households, even though having a good idea of the average unconditional®
life expectancy, systematically underestimate their own, even relative to the time-specific life tables
which do not include probable medical progress for each cohort, and even more, if compared to actual
research results on demographics. Second, one third of the households will not be able, if continuing
their financial behavior, to fill the pension gap. The situation becomes even more unfavorable when

assuming more realistic individual life expectancies.

! T.e., the life expectancy of newborns.
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Chapter 2

Methodological aspects of the SAVE data set

2.1 Introduction

Savings and savings behavior is still not fully understood. In fact, it is partially even hard to tell what
economic agents have in mind when thinking about savings. The introduction of this dissertation
listed some of the many contributions to this topic. The recent research development suggests to

enlarge the economist’s view to other research fields, especially to psychology and sociology.

Additionally, the data situation for the savings analysis is limited in Germany. Weaknesses of
existing data material can only be rectified by new surveys. It is important to record variables which
can also describe psychologically determined behavioral phenomena for a better understanding of
actual savings behavior. Taking as a basis the examples of the Dutch CentER Panels, the US Health
and Retirement Surveys, and the Bank of Italy’s Survey on Household Income and Wealth (SHIW), the
Mannheim Research Institute on the Economics of Aging (MEA) has cooperated with the Mannheim
Center for Surveys, Methods and Analyses (ZUMA), NFO Infratest (Munich), and Psychonomics
(Cologne) to produce a questionnaire consisting of six sections. The questionnaire has been designed
in such a way that the interview should not exceed 45 minutes. It is downloadable in English and
German as PDF-file.?

Surveys are an important source of data for the empirical analysis of household behavior. Unfortu-
nately, data problems such as unit nonresponse (sample selection), item nonresponse, and measurement
error are the rule rather than the exception in survey data. Well-designed studies using household
survey data carefully proceed to detect outliers, to impute missing values, and to correct for selection

caused by missing observations.

The SAVE panel attempts to collect a large set of variables shedding light on many household
characteristics. The SAVE data were collected in 2001 and 2003. In the year 2001, one of the
tense aspects of the survey was to check whether a major survey can be established in Germany which
directly asks so called ‘hard’ financial, and, therefore, most private questions. The 2001 wave consisted
of two parts. The first one was a computer-assisted personal interview (CAPI) quota sample which
was itself divided into four different interview modes. For an analysis of potential interview mode
effects, see Chapter 3. The second part was a paper & pencil (P&P) interview which drew households

from a standing German access panel. In 2003, the survey again consisted of two parts. The first one

2 Visit www.mea.uni-mannheim.de, select the language, go to ‘research/Forschung’, ‘household savings behavior /
Sparverhalten der Haushalte’, then ‘SAVE-Project’, where you can find the questionnaire.
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assembled the recontacted households from the 2001 CAPI samples, while the second one was a new

‘refreshment’ sample constructed as a random (‘Random Route’) sample.

The plan of this chapter is as follows. In Section 2.2 I briefly review the general design of the SAVE
survey and the sampling differences between the four embedded subsamples. In Section 2.3, I discuss
problems and opportunities of the sampling design considering the income question as an example.
Section 2.4 discusses the representativeness of the data; probit regressions with nonresponse dummies
for income and two key assets as dependent variables show potential subsample differences. Section
2.4 also shows the weights constructions to rectify potential deviations of representative population
values. Section 2.5 summarizes the results and discusses implications for the use of the SAVE data

material in estimation procedures.

2.2 SAVE

This section describes the general design of the SAVE survey: the design of the questionnaire, inter-
viewer and interviewee motivation, and sampling differences between the two subsamples conducted
in 2001 (Section 2.2.2) and 2003 (Section 2.2.3). Contributions in Gabler et al. (1997) discuss different

sampling procedures and their experiences for German data.

2.2.1 General design of the SAVFE survey

The SAVE survey seeks to achieve several goals. The most important one is to shed more light
on households’ saving behavior. This substantive goal can certainly only be accomplished if severe
threats to the data validity are excluded or reduced as far as possible.?> Research perspectives from
six different groups are worth to be taken into account when designing surveys and evaluating survey

data: statisticians, psychologists, sociologists, anthropologists, political scientists, and economists.

Groves (1989) classifies three major languages of error which are applied to survey data, associated
with three different disciplines: (i) statistics (mostly, sampling theory) (ii) psychology (psychometric
test and measurement theory) and (iii) economics (mostly, econometrics). The other three disciplines
mentioned above employ in Grove’s view similar languages to these three. Andersen et al. (1979)
depict a conceptual structure of error sources in surveys, accumulating in the total mean square er-
ror. Variance and bias, the two components of the mean square error criterion, are split up into
errors of nonobservation and observational errors. Errors of nonobservations are due to three sources,
coverage, nonresponse (if not located or refusals), and sampling error (depending on the subset of
the population). Observational errors can be due to interviewer errors (wrong [manipulative or ig-
norable] guidance through the interview process), instrument errors (stemming from the wording of
the question, a large field in social psychology; see, e.g., Schwarz (1999)), respondent errors (arising
from different cognitive abilities or motivation to answer questions), and the mode of data collection

(different effects of CAPI vs. P&P or CATTI interview modes).

3 Statistical and econometric models, e.g., try to minimize sampling errors, but are generally not tailored for nonsam-
pling errors
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In addition to the potential errors leading to errors in survey data, it is possible that errors would be
made after receiving answers from the respondent: interviewers could enter wrong values, variables can
be wrongfully matched to respondents, skip patterns might be erroneous; in general, other procedures

proceeding and following the data collection phase.

Apart from these more or less ‘trivial’ technical errors, the questionnaire might be designed in a
way not suited or incomplete for the topic of interest. For example, if one is interested in studying
saving behavior, wealth variables are a necessary list of variables which are even theoretically hard to

assess and disentangle.

The Mannheim Research Institute for the Economics of Aging (MEA) has cooperated with the
Mannheim Center for Surveys, Methods and Analyses (ZUMA), TNS Infratest (Munich), Psycho-
nomics (Cologne) and members of the Sonderforschungsbereich 504 at the University of Mannheim
to design a questionnaire which reduces the extend of instrument and respondent errors. In addition,
experiences with other surveys, especially with the HRS and the Bank of Italy Survey of Household
Income and Wealth (SHIW) data sets inspired certain wordings of questions and their associated

answering scale.

The task to reduce interviewer errors was undergone by the survey agency, TNS Infratest, by

intensive interviewer training and motivation for the subject.?

To check the influence of interview modes on nonobservations (unit and item nonresponse) and
on respondent errors, the first SAVE wave additionally included an experimental component. The
CAPI part was divided into four subsamples, differing in interview mode and questionnaire design in
the central part, see below. Dillman (2000) discusses extensively issues on questionnaire construction,
survey implementation and mixed-mode surveys. Many issues implemented in the SAVE design are

discussed in that survey.

So far, the arguments for data quality and error minimization neglected a non-trivial component:
survey costs.” Surveys are very expensive; and some interview modes are much more expensive than
others, e.g., CAPI interviews are more expensive than CATI® or P&P interviews. Obviously, there
are trade-offs between the modes’ results; if not, the cheapest interview mode would be the only one
available at the market. The question is whether survey results justify the cost differences. Given
budget constraints, the first SAVE wave included P&P interviews from a standing access panel. This
opens the opportunity to check for which variables these much cheaper data work and where they
don’t.

The questionnaire has been designed in such a way that the interview should not exceed 45 minutes.
Table 2.1 provides an overview of the SAVE questionnaire.

The survey’s sensitive topic requires careful convincing by the interviewer. A letter which was
handed to the interviewees explaining the scientific and political concern about the topic was thought

to raise the willingness for participation, see also Dillman (2000).

4 For the Survey on Health, Retirement and Ageing in Europe (SHARE), the principals of the survey personally
encountered the interviewers in addition to the survey agency’s effort to motivate the topic’s importance.

® Ignoring legal problems (e.g., holding a gun to uncooperative respondents’ heads).

5 Computer-assisted telephone interview.
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The brief first section of the questionnaire explains the purpose of the questionnaire and describes
the precautions that have been taken with respect to data protection. This introduction was considered
appropriate because the survey particularly deals with the personal affairs of those surveyed. The
interviewer then asks to speak to a member of the household who knows about household income and

assets. If this person is not at home, the interviewer must make a return visit.

Part 2 lasts about 15 minutes and is the standard initial interview in which questions are asked
about the composition and socio-economic structure of the household, including age, education and

participation in the labor force of the person surveyed and his or her partner.

The interviewer deals with the key issues in Part 3 of the questionnaire. This part contains qual-
itative and simple quantitative questions on saving behavior and how households deal with income
and assets, such as the type of investment selected for one-off injections of cash, the importance of a
series of savings motives, whether there is actually anything left over to save, how regularly savings
are made, etc. Questions are also asked about decision processes and possible rules of thumb?, past

patterns of behavior as well as their parents and attitude to money.

Part 4 is the critical part of the questionnaire because this is where a complete “financial review” is
made of the household. A detailed survey is made of income according to the types of income, changes
in income, the level of assets according to the various kinds of wealth and changes in the types of
wealth over the last year. Apart from financial assets, the questions also cover private and company
pensions, ownership of property and business assets. Questions are also asked about debt. Part 4 is

kept separate from the other parts, see Section 2.2.2.

Part 5 contains questions about psychological and social factors. It includes the social environment,
expectations about income, the economic situation, health, life expectancy and general attitudes to

life.

Part 6, the final part, ends the interview with the standard questions about the interview situation
and leaves both the person surveyed and the interviewer considerable scope for their own comments.
Typically, comments about confidentiality, the length and accuracy of the questionnaire are expected.

Questions are also asked about Internet access and the possibility of conducting a further survey.

The survey’s topic demands careful convincing by the interviewer and, in order to motivate inter-

8 even though there

viewers, by the principal. We did not reward participants by financial incentives,
is a huge amount of literature describing possible advantages of monetary incentives, thereby possibly
reducing reducing unit nonresponse. See Brennan et al. (1991), Singer (2002), Porst (1996), and Klein

and Porst (2000) for surveys of incentives.

" See Baumol and Quandt (1964) for a theoretical foundation on the use rules of thumb under uncertainty and Rodepeter
and Winter (1999) for the use of rules of thumb in life-cycle savings models

8 There were mainly two reasons for not paying incentives. The first is that for CAPI interviews, the amount needed
to raise interview participation is unclear. The cited literature mainly addresses P&P mail surveys. Second, there
were concerns by the survey agency for harming firm policy regulations regarding the treatment of TPI members (by
destroying ‘market prices’).
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2.2.2 SAVE 2001

The surveys took place in early summer 2001 and 2003. In 2001, the fieldwork for the personal
interviews took place between May 29 and June 26, 2001, whereas the fieldwork for the Access Panel
took place between June 29 and July 24, 2001.

Experimental design of the SAVE 2001 survey

The first four versions were computer aided personal interviews (CAPI); they were carried out by
NFO Infratest, Munich. In contrast, the fifth version was a conventional paper questionnaire (“paper
and pencil”, P&P). The CAPI interviews were carried out using quota samples whereas conventional
P&P questionnaires were given to a so-called Access Panel operated by the company TPI (Test Panel
Institute, Wetzlar).”

The only difference in the four versions of the CAPI interview is in the critical part 4 of the
questionnaire. In versions 1 and 2, all questions were administered by CAPI in the presence of
the interviewer. The difference between these versions is that the questions on asset holdings were
presented using an open-ended format with follow-up brackets (range cards) in version 1 and with

‘forced’ brackets in version 2.10

Because many of these questions relate to intensely personal matters of income and wealth, there
is another modification in versions 3 and 4. In these two versions, part 4 was not part of the personal
CAPI interview, but left as a paper-and-pencil questionnaire by the interviewer (this mode is termed
“P&P drop off” in the sequel). In version 3, the interviewer came back personally to collect the drop-
off questionnaire; in version 4, the questionnaire had to be returned by mail using a pre-paid envelope.
If this was not done within a specified number of days, the respondent was reminded by telephone
several times. This helped increase response rates for the drop-off questionnaire, but nevertheless,

they were significantly lower in version 4 than in version 3 (90.5% vs. 98.0%).

Both the CAPI (quota sample) and the P&P (TPI Access Panel) segments were targeted at house-
holds with head of the household aged between 18 and 69 years. For the CAPI versions, the quota
performance targets were related to the dimension gender (male respondent ratio of 75 percent) and
age (a distribution in age classes under 25, 25-34, 35-50 and 50-70 years) according to the current

official population statistics (and, in particular, the 2000 micro census).

For the TPI interviewees, the quota targets were also based on the 2000 micro census and either
related to the dimensions gender (male respondent ratio of 75 percent) and age (a distribution in age
classes 18-29: 13%; 30-39: 24%; 40-49: 22%; 50-59: 21%; 60-69: 20%), and, additionally, whether the

respondent is a wage earner or a salaried employee, and the size of the household.

Table 2.2 shows the sample sizes for the five survey versions. In total, 1,829 households were

surveyed.

9 In other words, a standing panel of households surveyed at regular intervals.

10 This experimental manipulation of question format is not investigated in the present chapter; this is part of Chapter
3.
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Quota sampled surveys are heavily debated concerning their representativeness and arising statis-
tical problems. King (1983) lists four principal sources of bias possibly induced by quota sampling:
Differences in respondent availability, insufficient control strata, interviewer selection bias and in-
correct information on stratum sizes. Even though these arguments are well known and taken into
account, there are still arguments in favor of quota sampling. A survey of this is kind is new to Ger-
many, and caution with regard to the survey design therefore was a driving force. In a quota sample,
interviewers try to contact easily reachable persons which typically are acquainted households. The
presumption was that unit and item nonresponse would be significantly lower than in random samples.

Or, talking economics, we were seeking output maximization under given budget constraints.!!

2.2.3 SAVE 2003

The SAVE 2003 wave consisted of two major samples. The first one consisted of the households
which already participated in the SAVE 2001 CAPI sample. The second one was a newly added
“refreshment”'? random sample. Interview modes for the two subsamples were identical. They were

CAPI interviews except for part 4 (drop-off with mail-back / collection by the interviewer).

Panel CAPI sample

One of the major interests of the SAVE study is to analyze behavioral and financial changes over
time. Therefore, we tried to re-contact the interviewees from the 2001 personal interviews (N=1169)

again in 2003.

The German data protection act prohibits to keep interviewees’ addresses when they denied a
future follow-up corporation. This has to be checked at the end of an interview. While there is
no precise law article, there exists an agreement between the ADM (Arbeitskreis Deutscher Markt-
und Sozialforschungsinstitute e.V., where Infratest is also a member) and the official data protection
agency.!3 As a result of the denials in 2001, only 72% (= 840 households) were available as gross
sample in 2003. After different stages of losses (moved away/died, refused, no time, not available) and

rejecting some incomplete interviews, only 483 completed interviews were available.

The fieldwork for the 2001 CAPI sample in 2003 took place between June 2 and July 18, 2003.

Random Route sample

The most favorable argument for the quota sample in 2001 was the expectedly lower unit and item

nonresponse rates. Since item nonresponse rates were in line with comparable surveys in other coun-

11 As will be shown, item and unit nonresponse rates in the quota samples are below those from the Random Route
sample.

2 The quotation marks indicate that this sample size is actually much larger than the original panel. See section 2.2.3.

13 The agreement itself is sometimes called “Schweinoch”-agreement since Mr. Schweinoch conducted negotiations on
behalf of the official site.

14 Chapter 3 analyzes both the probability of refusals and the probability of interviewing households another time given
that they agreed to in the first place. While in the former case the interview mode in part 4 of the questionnaire
played a significant role (see Section 2.2.2), the latter was also influenced by income (pos. influence) and age.
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tries, and also descriptive statistics compared to other German data sources, the decision was made

that the design of the SAVE 2003 refreshment sample was to be a Random Route sample.

Sample design The data universe for the SAVE 2003 random sample were all German speaking
households in Germany with the households’ head being eighteen years and older. Interviewees were
selected from a multiply stratified multistage random sample. All communities were segmented into
stratifications by regional criteria. Stratification criteria were states (Bundeslidnder), districts and

community types. For further sampling details, see Heien and Kortmann (2003).

Unit response rates Random Route sampling requires more careful planning than quota sampling.
In contrast to quota sampling schemes where the interviewer is actually in control of sampling the
interviewees as long as they fulfill the quota targets and where no information is available on unit
nonresponse, this information is available for the Random Route sampling.'®> The contract with the
field agency Infratest Sozialforschung aimed at a net sample of 2,200 households. It turned out that
a gross sample of 4,772 addresses was needed to get a net sample of 2,184 interviews. The most
important reason for losses was, as expected, refusal (directly indicated or indirectly as “no time”)
which accounted for 36.7% of the losses.

The fieldwork for the Random Route sample began on May 26 and ended on July 14.

2.3 Reported income in the SAVE survey

This section explains problems and opportunities which arise in P&P interviews / interview parts
(part 4 of the SAVE questionniare). In the first part of this section, I will explain how income was

asked in the questionnaire, what problems arose, and how they can be dealt with.

2.3.1 Income questions in SAVE

Income was asked in a three-step process. Interviewees were first given a list of 20 types of income
from which composes monthly household income. Afterwards, an open-ended question for the amount
of monthly net household income followed. In case of nonresponse, a brackets list was presented
including 14 income classes.'® The brackets list was asked as a range card. See, e.g., Juster and Smith
(1997) or Hurd et al. (2003) for more advanced unfolding brackets methods.

2.3.2 Imputation of income values

Table 2.4 shows differences between the different SAVE subsamples. An unintended effect of the

questionnaire design and interview mode will be used to correct for income outliers. As the fifth line

15 There is an ongoing discussion about the required minimum unit response rate in surveys. Numbers between 50%
and 80% were proposed, see Porst (1996) for a review. The assumption that missing values due to unit nonresponse
are missing at random might be misleading. See Little and Rubin (1987).

6 Income brackets range from <500, 500-1000, 1000-1500, 1500-2000, 2000-2500, 2500-3000, 3000-3500, 3500-4000,
4000-4500, 4500-5000, 5000-7500, 7500-10000, 10000-15000 and >15000 €.
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in Table 2.4 shows, we observe income values for both the open-ended question as well as for the
range-card follow-up brackets question in 1,263 cases. This results from the fact that respondents
overlooked the filter instructions to skip the follow-up question in case they answered the open-ended
question.'” Further inquiries at the survey agency support the fact that respondents typically have
problems following filtering instructions in a P&P questionnaire, even though these instructions were
very clearly pronounced. If respondents fully understand the questions and the values being addressed,
responses in the open values and in the brackets question should lie in the same brackets class. For
a comparison, Table 2.6 shows the class distances when subtracting actual given classes from class
analog values imputed from the open value question. Household income from those data was imputed

assuming class means.

Table 2.6 shows that about 90% of both given income values lie in the same or in an adjacent
income class (marked as bold). This shows that for an overwhelming majority of responses, income
can be believed as a reliable measure.

Answers for brackets questions'®

were used when no answer was given in the previous question. This
was done in 881 cases of SAVE 2001 and 2003. One is tempted to claim that large class differences in
Table 2.6 may be due to a misperception of yearly and monthly income. A different possibility might
be that errors are simple input errors when the P&P data were electronically transferred. We had

this double-checked by the survey agency.

In a second step, we propose the hypothesis that respondents are less likely to mix up monthly with
yearly income because brackets induce a readaptation due to a cognitive process: relatively more lower
income brackets are linking obviously not to yearly but to monthly data.!® The correction procedure

uses the following ideas:

1. If both values available: compare brackets values to open values. If open values between 7 and

17 times the brackets means values: divide open values by 12. This leads to 42 changes.

2. Use panel information: when data differ more than by factor five between two years — supposedly

yearly income — divide by 12. 13 cases reimputed for the 2003 CAPI sample, 11 for 2001.

These two at least partially hypotheses-driven correction procedures still leave us with 79 observations
where the monthly net household income is still at least 10,000 €. Even though one might be tempted
to divide these remaining large income values by 12, I refrain from this procedure for two reasons.
First, this would completely exclude any ‘true’ measure of high income, which, even though unlikely,
are still possible, even in small samples. Second, this is no hypothesis driven procedure. One might, of
course, look at different indicators implicitly excluding such high values. But which to pick is rather

vague and a matter of ongoing discussions.

17 Table 2.4 also shows that this did happen significantly less frequently for the 2001 TPI subsample. This most probably
stems from the fact that the TPI respondents have some questionnaire experience.

18 Class mean values.

19 See, e.g., Winter (2002a) for an experimental study on bracketing effects in survey questions.
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2.4 Representativeness

This section discusses the quality and representativeness of the SAVE data. Figure 2.1 shows the
number of observations for each subsample, the refusal rate for future interview participation and the
actual loss of observations from the CAPI 2001 subsample to 2003. Panel attrition rates will also
decrease over time, which can be seen from the drop of the CAPI 2001 refusal rate of 28.1% to 12.0%,

since reluctant respondents already disappeared in the second wave.

Household surveys underly two major stages. The first one is the design of the study (random
route, quota sample etc.), while the second one is the field work itself (systematic and idiosyncratic
observation losses). The inclusion probability of a “target person / household” might or might not be
equal to its relative population frequency counterpart. The two mentioned stages might influence and
bias this inclusion probability; resulting data might therefore be “weighted” relative to its population
frequency. So called “weighting procedures”, or, correctly spoken, “unweighting? procedures”, try to

reduce or, in best case eliminate these effects.?! See also Von der Heyde (1994).

Table 2.13 shows item nonresponse to income, and conditional item nonresponse to savings accounts
and stocks for the four different samples. Like the regression results presented in tables 2.14 - 2.16,

item nonresponse is depending on the sampling method. See the following sections for a discussion.

2.4.1 Subsample differences: Regression results

This section presents estimation results from probit regressions on income and assets (saving accounts
and stocks) with dummies for item nonresponse of each of the three variables as dependent variable
and a set of household (and interviewer) characteristics as well as subsample dummies as independent
variables as dummies to check whether sampling procedures (access panel, quota, random route)

influence response behavior.

Regression results: income

Table 2.14 shows conditional probit estimates for nonresponse for open-ended question of monthly net
household income of the SAVE subsamples (four / three). For better comparability and, in order to
eliminate mode effects, observations for the non-P&P modes for the SAVE 2001 CAPI subsample were
discarted. The second two columns show estimates with interviewer variables, ignoring the SAVE 2001
TPI subsample??. The relative influence of the sample dummies remained nearly completely constant.
Table 2.14 shows that a change from quota samples to a random sample significantly reduces the
willingness to reveal sensitive data (raises nonresponse). Thus, the response rates achieved in 2001
with the quota samples could be attained; this supports the hypothesis from Section 2.2.3 that quota
samples promise higher response rates. But another effect is also astonishing. One might wonder

whether respondents in a quota sample would react to an interviewer change. This is not supported

20 Assuming the total population as being unweighted, a sample not being representative due to different sorts of sample
selection is then weighted in that sense.

2! Indeed, the procedure rather tries to correct presumed survey’s biases.

22 Remember, this was a pure P&P sample
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by the data. Even in a probit regression keeping only households when observed in 2001 and 2003,
a dummy variable for interviewer change is not significant. The problem here is that I ignore?® the
effect that an interviewer change could already have affected unit nonresponse which eliminates the
item nonresponse effect. Interviewees of the quota sample typically are more likely to collaborate with
an interviewer they know and trust. If there was an interviewer change between 2001 and 2003, they
might refuse to participate in the 2003 survey if the known interviewer would be replaced by someone
unknown to them. Thus, the interviewer change might well lead to unit nonresponse, and does not

translate into different item response behavior.

Regression results: assets

Tables 2.15 and 2.16 show regression results from probit estimates of conditional?* item nonresponse
to financial variables on a set of respondent characteristics, interviewer characteristics and dummies®®
for each subsample.?6 The results show a strong influence of the sampling design on item nonresponse.
Interview ‘professionals’ like the sampled respondents in the TPI sample prove to have the highest
response probability. This result is as expected since they actually have agreed to collaborate with
the survey agency on a regular basis.?” Quota sampled respondents in the 2001 CAPI sample have
the second highest response probability. On the other hand, one result is puzzling: respondents in the
panel sample 2003 seem to be more reluctant to answer to financial questions. Two hypotheses were
tested. First, regressions were run to test for the influence that the willingness to further participation
influences the answering probability in the 2001 CAPI sample. Second, it was tested if there is a
time effect when only including respondents into the regression when observed in both subsamples.?®
Interestingly, neither dummy variable controlling for each of the two effects is significant. The dummy
variable for the 2003 random route sample is soundly significant in any specifica