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Aims of presentation

In the context of research using major international survey projects, discuss:

(1) Survey quality (in general terms, and regarding surveys containing questions on 
participation in demonstrations, in particular) 

(2) Ex-post harmonization of questions of participation in demonstrations 
(introducing the concept of harmonization controls) 

(3) The relevance of survey quality measures (Q) and harmonization controls(H) for
empirical research on participation in demonstrations (do Q and H matter?) 



Longstanding project ex-post harmonization of international survey data, and on 
Survey Data Recycling (SDR)

SDR is an analytic frameworkfor integrating information from extant survey and 
non-survey sources to create multi-country multi-years datasets that enable 
comparative, cross-national research.

The main idea is that survey data can be used more efficiently if metadata for 
(i)different aspects of the quality of the source surveys, and 
(ii)the process of ex-post harmonization 

are constructed and accounted for in substantive analyses. 



SDR Survey Dataset

22 international survey projects, 89 waves (i.e., project*wave) and 1,721 national 
surveys (i.e. project*wave*countries); 142 countries/territories, from 1966 to 2013. 
N= 2, 289,060 respondents. 

- Available at: dataverse (see also: dataharmonization.org)

Criteria for project selection:

(1) contain measures of political behaviors and attitudes,social capital, and main 
individual-level correlates; 

(2) are non-commercial; 

(3) designed as cross-national, and, preferably, multi-wave; 

(4) national samples are intended as representative of the adult population; 

(5) documentation (study description, codebook, questionnaire) is provided in English; 

(6) projects are freely available in the public domain.



Survey Projects Time span # Waves # Files # Data Sets # Cases

AFB Afrobarometer 1999-2009 4 4 66 98942

AMB AmericasBarometer 2004-2012 5 1 92 151341

ARB ArabBarometer 2006-2011 2 2 16 19684

ASB AsianBarometer 2001-2011 3 3 30 43691

ASES AsiaEuropeSurvey 2000 1 1 18 18253

CB CaucasusBarometer 2009-2012 4 4 12 24621

CDCEE Consolidationof Democracy(C./EastEurope) 1990-2001 2 1 27 28926

CNEP ComparativeNationalElectionsProject 2004-2006 1 8 8 13372

EB Eurobarometer 1983-2012 7 7 152 138753

EQLS EuropeanQuality of LifeSurvey 2003-2012 3 1 93 105527

ESS EuropeanSocialSurvey 2002-2013 6 2 146 281496

EVS/WVS EuropeanValuesStudy/World ValuesSurvey 1981-2009 9 1 312 423084

ISJP International SocialJusticeProject 1991-1996 2 1 21 25805

ISSP International SocialSurveyProgramme 1985-2013 13 13 363 493243

LB Latinobarometro 1995-2010 15 15 260 294965

LITS Life in TransitionSurvey 2006-2010 2 2 64 67866

NBB NewBalticBarometer 1993-2004 6 1 18 21601

PA2 PoliticalAction II 1979-1981 1 1 3 4057

PA8NS PoliticalAction–8 Nation Study 1973-1976 1 1 8 12588

PPE7N PoliticalParticipationandEqualityin 7 Nations 1966-1971 1 7 7 16522

VPCPCE Values/PoliticalChange,Post-communistE 1993 1 5 5 4723



Geographical coverage before and after ex-post survey data harmonization 

b. SDR Dataset 1966-2013 (n total = 1,721 
national surveys )

WVS/EVS 1981-2009 (n total = 321 national 
surveys)



Survey Data Quality  (available as metadata in the SDR dataset)

Indicators that measure methodological variability pertain to:

a) Survey documentation;

b) (In)consistencies betweendata description(in codebooks, 
questionnaires) & data records in the computer file;

c) Data records in the computer files.



General Survey Documentation: How were the data collected?

Info on the typeof the sampling scheme (no info; insufficient info; 
multistage unknown; quota; random route; multistage address; 
multistageindividual register; simple/stratified random sample).

Summary index on the basis of 5 variables: Codes

Does the survey documentation specify the type of sample used? Yes = 1
No = 0

Does the survey documentation provide information on the response rate? Yes = 1
No = 0

Was the questionnaireback-translated or was translation checked in some 

other way? 

Yes = 1
No = 0

Is there any evidence that the questionnairewas pre-tested? Yes = 1
No = 0

Does the documentation show that the fieldwork was controlled? Yes = 1
No = 0

Effect of positive answers (Yes = 1) : Increasesconfidence in the data



Specific Data Description: How consistent are data definitions in 

questionnaire &codebook with data records in the computer file?

Index standardizedfor a number of items included in the analysis, 

from 0 (lowest quality) to 1.33 (highest quality)

Codes

Do variable values in the codebook correspondto the values in the 

data file?

Yes = 1

No = 0

Illegitimate Variable Values 
Misleading Variable Values 
Contradictory Variable Values 
Variable Values Discrepancy 
Lack of Variable Value Labels

Effect of positive answers (Yes = 1): Increase interpretability of the data 



DataRecords in the Computer File: Are the data records formally 

correct?

Summary index on the basis of 4 variables: Codes

Do survey cases (respondents) have unique identification numbers 

(IDs)?

Yes = 1

No = 0

Are survey weightsfree of formal errors (not inflating sample size)? Yes = 1

No = 0

Is the proportion of missing values for gender and age within the 

standard limits (< 5%)?

Yes = 1

No = 0

Is the data file free from repeated cases(duplicates)? Yes = 1

No = 0

Effect of positive answers (Yes = 1): Less distortion of research results based on the data



Distributions of the survey data quality indexesin the SDR dataset, & their correlation

Survey data quality measures
Mean SD % of national 

surveys in highest

category

D = General Survey Documentation,

summary index, 0-5 (high=5)
2.53 1.68 20.8

I = Specific Data Description, 

index 0-1.33 (high=1.33)
1.16 0.26 48.7

R = Data Recordsin Computer File, 

summary index, 0-4 (high=4)
3.36 0.67 46.5

r_DI = 0.160;     r_DR= 0.234;      r_IR= -0.018;         n = 1721 nationalsurveys



Q docu(D)

Q docu-records in 

computer files (I) 

Q records in 

computer files (R) N surveys

European Social Survey 4.99 1.29 3.66 146

European Quality of Life 

Survey 4.68 1.02 3.91 93

International Social Survey 

Program 3.56 1.33 3.28 363



Type of sampling method, as reported in the general survey documentation

Unknown Quota Random route Multistage

Simple stratified 

random

European Social Survey 0.05 0 0.09 0.66 0.21

European Quality of Life 

Survey 0.05 0 0.71 0.19
0.04

International Social 

Survey Program 0.39 0.04 0.13 0.30 0.15



Harmonization of Attending Demonstrations

Source variable: Any questionnaire item indicating that respondents report 
attending demonstrations

1,148 national surveys from 19 of the 22 projects in the SDR dataset contain 
questions about reported participation in demonstrations. We found 31 
different versions of how respondents were asked about this act.

ESS: During the last 12 months, have you done any of the following?Have 
you taken part in a lawful public demonstration?

WVS: I'm going to read out some different forms of political actionthat 
people can take, and I'd like you to tell me, for each one, whether you have 
actually done anyof these things, whether you might do it or would never, 
under any circumstances, do it.Attending lawful demonstrations



Survey Data Harmonization 

Mapping source variables (S) into target variables (T)with control variables (C)

- frame of time :  12 months  or 1 year, 2 years, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10 years, or „ever”

- the question uses  other words than demonstrationssuch as marches, rallies, 
pickets, sit-ins, etc(yes = 1, otherwise = 0)

- the question extends to illegal demonstration(yes = 1, no = 0) 

- more than one question re demonstrations(yes = 1, no = 0)



Harmonized Measure of Reported Participation in Demonstrations

Target variable T_PR_DEMONST_FACT measures reported participation in demonstrations: 

1 = yes (true), means that respondent took part in demonstration (in source variables, the answers 
were: yes, or once, or more than once, or several times, or have done, etc.); 

0 = no (false), means that respondent did not declare having participated in demonstrations (in source 
variables, the answers were no, or I have never participated, or might do, or I could do it,etc.)

Time span during which respondent might have participated in demonstrations:

1 2-3 4-5 10(8) ever

N-surveys 334 62 42 25 664

N-people 525,857 81,989 56,126 29,220 832,108



Proportions of persons attending demonstrations in last 10 years or ever

Africa 0.15 0.08(sd) 

Asia 0.11 0.09

Europe 0.19 0.11

Latin America and the Caribbean 0.17 0.07

Northern America 0.21 0.07

Australia, New Zealand and Oceania 0.20 0.04

TOTAL (N = 706) 0.17 0.10



Harmonization Controls for Participation in Demonstrations 

Extendedversion of the question (Question deals also with other forms of protest: 
marches, rallies, sit-ins, blockages, and riots):  

Yes = 25.1%, No = 74.9%

Illegality of demonstrations is involved (Question mentions unauthorized demonstration, 
illegal gathering, or prohibited or unlawful action, or other types of “illegality”):  

Yes = 13.8%, No = 86.2%

More than one question dealing with demonstrations: 

Yes = 16.4%, No = 83.6%



Do Q and H matter? What we can expect?

Research on:

- Fabrication and falsification of survey data (Bredl, Storfinger, Menold 2011; De Hass, 
Winker 2014)

- Fake and fraudulent interviews (Schafer, Schrapler, Muller 2004; Blasius, Thiessen 2012)

This research focuses mostly on detecting “bad cases.” However, the existing evidence 
referred in these papers indicates that usually “bad cases” lead to overestimation of 
people’s “socially desirable”  opinion and behaviors and overestimation of “expected” 
correlations.  

Weak expectation: Proportions of persons who demonstrate (P) is not randomly 
distributed with respect to Q and H.

Strong expectation:  Low data quality Q and high complexity of H          high P and high 
r_px



Variables

Participation in demonstrations in last 10 
years and ever 

2-level regression per variable
704 country-years, 119 countries

B for proportions B for logit 

Dataquality

Datadocumentation(index,0-5) 0.002 0.019

Accuracyof data description(index,0-1.33) 0.044** 0.533**

Quality of computer records (index,0-4) -0.026** -0.208**

Harmonizationcontrols

Extendedmeaningof demonstrations 0.006 0.056

Illegality invokedin the question -0.022* -0.138*

More than one questionon demonstration -0.022** -0.137*



Å72 pairs of surveys that contain questions about demonstrating „ever”

E.g., Slovakia 1991: European Values Study (wave 1) and International 
Social Justice Project (1991)

ÅWithin these pairs, we computed differences in the proportion of 
respondents who declared having demonstrated

ÅThe differences range from close to 0 (Brazil 2008, Colombia 2005, 
Slovakia 1991) to 0.31 (Uruguay 1996)

ÅCases where the difference > 0.15 (Bolivia 2004, 2006, Columbia 2004, 
Ecuador 2006, Peru 2006, 2008, El Salvador 1998, Uruguay 1996, 2004) 

Pairs of surveys carried out in the same country and year





Survey data quality and Mean Participation in Demonstrations (10 years and ever): 

Analyses on pairs of surveys carried out in the same country-years, n = 72

Data

documentation

(index, 0-5)

Accuracy of data 

description

(index, 0-1.33)

Quality of 

computer files

(index, 0-4)

Joint effect

R2
(adjusted)

Correlations

Without controlling for differences in sampling methods

0.074 -0.211+ -0.238* 0.055

(0.085)

Controlling for differences in sampling methods

-0.038 -0.215+ -0.165 0.130

(0.153)



Relationship between survey data quality and the correlation of education with 
participation in demonstrations. Pairs of surveys in the same country-years, N = 72

Data

documentation

(index, 0-5)

Accuracy of data 

description

(index, 0-1.33)

Quality of 

computer files

(index, 0-4)

Joint effect

R2
(adjusted)

Correlations

Without controlling for differences in sampling methods

0.073 -0.310** -0.346** 0.154

(0.182)

Controlling for differences in sampling methods

-0.032 -0.310** -0.323** 0.142

(0.170)



Three startegies of using survey quality measures and harmonization controls

ÅSelection of surveys

ÅWeighting of surveys

ÅControling for effects of harmonization controls





Project Q docu Q data-docu Q data N surveys
ABS 1.87 0.31 3.37 30
AFB 1.77 1.07 3.41 66
AMB 0.99 0.99 2.87 92
ARB 1.06 0.71 3.38 16
ASES 1.00 1.29 2.94 18
CB 1.25 1.09 2.92 12
CDCEE 0.11 1.24 3.04 27
CNEP 0.00 1.13 3.50 8
EB 1.77 1.28 3.75 152
EQLS 4.68 1.02 3.91 93
ESS 4.99 1.29 3.66 146
EVS 3.09 1.26 3.51 128

ISJP 1.71 1.20 3.33 21
ISSP 3.56 1.33 3.28 363
LB 0.92 1.06 3.23 260
LITS 3.09 0.42 3.86 64
NBB 1.83 1.33 2.22 18
PA2 1.00 1.33 3.00 3
PA8NS 1.25 1.33 3.00 8
PPE7N 1.71 1.26 2.86 7
VPCPCE 3.00 1.33 3.20 5
WVS 2.03 1.30 3.11 184



Project Unknown Quota Random route Multistage Simple
ABS 0.60 0.10 0.13 0.17 0
AFB 0 0 1.00 0 0
AMB 0.71 0.26 0 0.03 0
ARB 0.75 0.19 0 0.06 0
ASES 0.17 0.39 0.33 0.11 0
CB 0.50 0 0.50 0 0
CDCEE 0.93 0.07 0 0 0
CNEP 1.00 0 0 0 0
EB 0 0.23 0.77 0 0
EQLS 0.05 0 0.71 0.19 0.04
ESS 0.05 0 0.09 0.66 0.21
EVS 0.12 0.45 0.16 0.23 0.04
ISJP 0.24 0.14 0.29 0.33 0
ISSP 0.39 0.04 0.13 0.30 0.15
LB 0.23 0.77 0 0 0
LITS 0.45 0 0.47 0.08 0
NBB 0.06 0.06 0.83 0.06 0
PA2 1.00 0 0 0 0
PA8NS 0.13 0 0 0.88 0
PPE7N 0.14 0.29 0 0.57 0
VPCPCE 0.80 0 0 0.20 0
WVS 0.37 0.39 0.13 0.10 0.02
Total 0.28 0.25 0.24 0.18 0.06


