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What’s the problem?

« Changes to Understanding Society

= Mode of interview: Web-first
= Data linkage increasingly important

« Methodological challenges

= Consent rates lower in web than FTF

= Understanding Society: -30%pts
= Not selection of different types of respondents into web
= Effect of mode consent

(Jackle et al. in press)
= Respondents don’t understand linkage request well
(e.g. Das & Couper 2014)




Understanding Society R&D

« Main aim;
= What can we do to increase Informed Consent?
= Especially in Web?

* Next steps:

= Understand what is going on
= So we can figure out what to do




What do we know about g
consent to data linkage?

Correlates of consent —inconsistent
(e.g. Peycheva et al. in press; Sala et al. 2012)

* Joint models of consent: correlation of unobservables

within interview but not between - no latent propensity to
consent, situational factors important (Mostafa & Wiggins 2018)

« Half of non-consenters say ‘yes’ if asked again - why?
(e.g. Weir et al. 2014)

* Asking early in the interview increases consent — why?
(e.g. Sakshaug et al. 2013)




How do respondents “ ~
the consent request?

Research design based on:
* Qualitative interviews with IP respondents:

Factors that influence consent decision (Beninger et al 2017)

« Rational vs heuristic decision making:
System 1 vs system 2 processing (Petty & Cacioppo 1986, Kahneman 2011)

« Survey methods literature:

Consent to data linkage

« Cognitive model of survey response process
(Cannell et al. 1981, Tourangeau et al 2000)




Cognitive model of survey
response

Understanding Retrieval Judgment Response




Cognitive model of survey
response

Understanding Retrieval Judgment Response

* Use cognitive model to think about consent Q

= What can go wrong?
=  What might be different in web than with interviewer?
= What can we do?




Research questions
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« Does making consent Q easier increase

= Understanding?
= Consent?

* In what ways is Web different from FTF?




Data: Consent request

* Understanding Society Innovation Panel wave 11

« Consent to link to tax records (HMRC)

v Standard question text used in Understanding Society
v' Question explains what, why, how

v’ “...Do you give permission for us to pass your name, address, sex
and date of birth to HMRC for this purpose? (Yes/No)”




Data: Experimental treatments

= Question wording:

= Standard — Understanding Society
= Easy - lower reading difficulty (length of sentences, no passive voice)

= Question placement:

= Late — at end of questionnaire (standard)
= Early — at beginning (less cognitive fatigue)

= Mode of interview:

= FTF-first: 93% completed interview with interviewer, 7% Web
= Web-first: 75% completed Web, 25% with interviewer




Data: Sample sizes

Consent question Interview mode
FTF WEB
Late placement — easy wording 320 642
— standard wording 333 657

Early placement — easy wording 338 —

— standard wording 372 —
1,363 1,299




Data: Follow-up guestions

* Processing: How decided whether to say ‘yes’ or ‘no’?

[ Thought about what would happen (pro/con)
O Gut feeling
1 Usual response to request for personal data

e Subjective understanding: How well felt understood?

d 1notatall ...,
1 4 completely

* Objective understanding: 8 questions on linkage procedures

O True
 False




Results

* Here: by mode of interview

« Same conclusions if account for selection into mode

= |nverse propensity weights
= |nstrumental variable regression




1. How do respondents
process consent request?

- « Most Rs do not
WEB

process consent
request
systematically

__
Web Rs less likely

6 2|0 4'0 6'0 8'0 160 to process
percent systematically
BN pro con than FTF Rs
gut feeling (p<0.01)
BN as usual
other patterns




2. How much do respondents “.

understand?
Obijective Subjective
understanding understanding
(range: 0-8) (range: 1-4)
(mean) (mean)
FTF 4.8 2.9
WEB 4.1 2.4

Understanding
poor

Web Rs have
lower
understanding
than FTF Rs
(p<0.001)




3. Does how Rs process
request relate to understanding?

* Objective understanding by how Rs process request

Systematic processing
e associated with

better understanding
gut feeling [ (p<001)
* In both modes
2 USUGl |- ooy | @ STl lOWET
understanding in
O Web than FTF

objective knowledge score (p<005)

e WEB ¢ F2F

pro,con --------------------------------------------------------- . ......................................




4. Does processing matter for .

consent?

* Consent rate by how Rs process request

pro,con

as usual

0 N 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 9 1

consent rate

* WEB F2F

Systematic processing

e associated with
higher probability of
consent (p<0.01)

e In both modes

« Still lower consent in
Web than FTF
(p<0.01)




5. Does understanding
for consent?

* Consent rate by number of true/false statements correct

Better understanding
et e associated with

§ |rorrneneeeeeee e S S higher probability of
| | e In both modes

1 [orsmmmsnse s AT ST AR * Web lower consent
o —————— tor most levels of

o 1 2 3 4 5 & 71 8 9 1 understanding

consent rate O O
e WEB ¢ F2F (p<0.05)

Correct true/false statements




6. Can we improve
understanding?

Objective « Placement of
understanding consent request:
(range: 0-8) no effect
(mean)

FTF easy — late 5.1

— early 5.0

FTF standard — late 4.5
— early 4.5




6. Can we improve
understanding?

Obijective
understanding
(range: 0-8)
(mean)
FTF early — standard 45 |
— easy 2.0 °
FTF late — standard 4.5

— easy 51 .

Web late — standard 38

— easy 4.4

Placement of
consent request:
no effect

Easy wording:
Improves
understanding
In both modes
(p<0.01)




7. Can we increase consent? .

« Consent rate by experimental treatment group

easy late [ @ e
standard late 0 --------- SEKERLLEEEERRE S
EASY @Ay |-

* *
standard @arly [ e g
* ‘0

0 A 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

consent rate

* WEB F2F

Early placement:
Increases consent
(FTF only, p<0.01)

Easy wording:
Increases consent
in FTF (p=0.01)
No effect in Web




Summary: NG
Understanding what is going on-

* Most Rs do not process consent Q systematically

« Systematic processing associated with

=  Better understanding of request
= Higher probability of consent

« Web: same associations as in FTF, but lower levels of

= Systematic processing
= Understanding
=  Probability of consent




Summary: What can we do \\

* Limited effects of experimental treatments
designed to make consent request easier:

« Early placement of consent request

= Does not improve understanding
= |ncreases consent (only tested in FTF)

- Easier wording of consent request

= |mproves understanding (a bit)
= |ncreases probability of consent in FTF but not in Web




The quest continues...

This study: different ways in which Rs process consent Qs

Systematic processing: more Informed Consent
= |s processing style stable over time? (Coming soon)
= Can we push Rs to systematic processing?
 How can we help Rs who do not process systematically
= Understand the request?
=  Feel comfortable with giving consent?
What do Rs base decision on?

= Webvs FTF?
= Stability over time?

= Tricky to measure if sub-conscious decision heuristics




More iInformation

Project website:

https://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/research/
projects/understanding-and-
Improving-data-linkage-consent-in-
surveys




References

Beninger, Digby, Dillon, and MacGregor (2017) Understanding Society: how people
decide whether to give consent to link their administrative and survey data.
Understanding Society Working Paper 2017-13. Colchester: University of Essex.

Cannell, C.F., P.V. Miller, and L. Oksenberg (1981) Research on Interviewing
Techniques. Sociological Methodology, 12:389-437.

Das, M., and M.P. Couper (2014) Optimizing Opt-out Consent for Record Linkage.
Journal of Official Statistics, 30(3):479-97.

Jackle, A., K. Beninger, J. Burton, and M.P. Couper (in press) Understanding Data
Linkage Consent in Longitudinal Surveys in Advances in Longitudinal Survey
Methodology, edited by P. Lynn. Chichester: Wiley.

Kahneman, D. (2011) Thinking, Fast and Slow. New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux.

Mostafa, T., and R.D. Wiggins (2018) What Influences Respondents to Behave
Consistently When Asked to Consent to Health Record Linkage on Repeat Occasions?
International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 21(1):119-34.

Petty, R.E., and J.T. Cacioppo (1986) The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 19:123-205.




References ctd.

Peycheva, D., G.B. Ploubidis, and L. Calderwood (in press) Determinants of Consent to
Administrative Records Linkage in Longitudinal Surveys: Evidence from Next Steps. in
Advances in Longitudinal Survey Methodology edited by P. Lynn. Chichester: Wiley.

Sakshaug, J.W., V. Tutz, and F. Kreuter (2013) Placement, Wording, and Interviewers:
Identifying Correlates of Consent to Link Survey and Administrative Data. Survey
Research Methods, 7(2):133-44.

Sakshaug, J.W., S. Hulle, A. Schmucker, and S. Liebig (2017) Exploring the Effects of
Interviewer- and Self-Administered Survey Modes on Record Linkage Consent Rates
and Bias. Survey Research Methods, 11(2):171-88.

Sala, E., J. Burton, and G. Knies (2012) Correlates of Obtaining Informed Consent to
Data Linkage: Respondent, Interview and Interviewer Characteristics. Sociological
Methods and Research, 41(3):414-39.

Tourangeau, R., L.J. Rips, and K. Rasinski (2000) The Psychology of Survey
Response. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Weir, D.R., J.D. Faul, and M.B. Ofstedal (2014) The Power of Persistence: Repeated
Consent Requests for Administrative Record Linkage and DNA in the Health and
Retirement Study. Presented at the 4th Panel Survey Methods Workshop, Ann Arbor,
MI.




