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Background and MotivationThe Health and Retirement Study (HRS) is the premier survey of older 

Americans‟ work and health transitions. The HRS asks respondents about intra-family relationships, but 

since it only includes reports by one party in a two party relationship it presents limitations in studying 

aspects of intergenerational transmission, support-and-exchange, altruism, decision making within the 

family, and other topics (e.g., Bianchi et al. (2008)). Recent introduction of a Web HRS, however (e.g., 

Couper et Al. (2007)), presents an opportunity for surveying the children and parents of current respondents 

relatively inexpensively. 

Our research teampiloted this idea using the American Life Panel (ALP), an online panel of 6,000+ 

respondents from the adult US population. As about half of the ALP panelists completed the Web version of 

the 2012 HRS adapted to the ALP (henceforth, ALP-HRS), as of September of 2013, the HRS family roster 

provides a sampling frame of the children, parents, and current spouse/partner of those ALP respondents. 

Additionally, existing „invitation-and-subscription‟ protocols from previous respondent-driven sampling 

experiments using ALP panelists as seeds (Schonlau et al., 2012) offer a customizable framework for the 

intergenerational application. 

The aims of our pilot are:  

1. To assess the feasibility of measuring family linkages for existing members of the ALP, by 

administering a family roster battery whose information is partly pre-loaded from respondents‟ 

previous answers to the ALP-HRS modules.  

2. To build a sample of degree-1 relatives of current ALP respondents (i.e., their living parents, 

adult children, and current spouse/partner), by having a sample of ALP panelists („primary 

respondents‟ or „anchors‟ or „inviters‟) invite their eligible relatives („secondary respondents‟ or 

„invitees‟) to join the ALP via referral, and by subsequently having the latter take surveys on the 

ALP about relevant topics in family economics, demography, etc. 

Study Design The intergenerational pilot was fielded between November of 2013 and April of 2014, 

targeting 442 ALP respondents and their eligible relatives. The pilot comprises the following ALP modules, 

as also shown in the figure below. 

1. An Invitation Survey for inviters (WB346), including (i) a family roster battery, (ii) 

an invitation battery, and (iii) a Web and communication technology use battery. The main 

purpose of this module is to correct and/or complete the pre-loaded family roster informationfrom 

the ALP-HRS (i); to ask participating respondents to invite their eligible relatives from the roster 

to join the study (ii); to learn about respondents‟ use of Web and communication technologies, in 

general and to communicate and keep in touch with their family (iii). This module also elicits the 

inviters‟ subjective probabilities that each eligible relative of theirs would join the ALP, if invited 

to do so.(See screenshots from the invitation survey in Appendix A.) 

                                                           
1
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http://hrsonline.isr.umich.edu/
https://mmicdata.rand.org/alp/
https://mmicdata.rand.org/alp/index.php?page=data&p=showsurvey&syid=346
mailto:pgiusti@isr.umich.edu


2 
 

2. A Referral Survey for invitees (Referral), enabling the latter to join the study. Its 

questions are mostly for administrative use and the data set is not downloadable from the ALP 

website. However, a subset of the information collected in the referral survey may be obtained 

upon an explicit request to the ALP and used for research purposes. The referral survey is 

immediately followed by the Household Information Survey each ALP member compulsorily 

takes upon joining and periodically thereafter. 

3. An Invitation Follow-Up Survey for inviters (WB353). This module includes (i) 

questions eliciting the inviters‟ perception about the invitation and subscription statuses of their 

eligible relatives as of the time of the follow-up. (ii) It also includes questions eliciting the 

inviters‟ subjective probabilities of inviting each eligible invitee of theirs, and their subjective 

probabilities that each one of their eligible relatives will/would subscribe unconditional and/or 

conditional on being invited to do so. (The exact sequence depends on the invitation and 

subscription statuses as of the time of the follow-up.) If an invitee is reported to have joined 

already, the inviter is asked questions about whether the invitation and subscription decisions were 

made individually or jointly by the inviter and the invitee. Everybody is asked about whether those 

decisions had been discussed or not with each eligible relative, independently of the invitation and 

subscription statuses. (iii) The module continues with the invitation battery — analogousto that 

included in the invitation module — forthose inviters who had refused to invite some or all of their 

eligible relatives in the invitation survey. (iv) Finally,the survey ends with a battery of questions 

eliciting additional background information about all eligible relatives.(See screenshots from the 

follow-up survey in Appendices B and C.) 

4. A Web and Communication Technology Use Survey for invitees (WB355). This 

module includes a Web and communication technology use battery for joining invitees, analogous 

to that included in the invitation module. 

 
 

Both participating inviters and joining invitees were paid as regular ALP panelists for taking the 

invitation survey and the referral survey, respectively. They also received an additional payment aiming to 

incentivize invitation and subscription. The pilot followed Schonlau et Al. (2012)‟s most successful scheme 

https://mmicdata.rand.org/alp/index.php?page=data&p=showsurvey&syid=353
https://mmicdata.rand.org/alp/index.php?page=data&p=showsurvey&syid=355
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and gave: (i) Participating inviters $30 dollars for each eligible relative of theirs who successfully joined the 

ALP; (ii) $20 to each corresponding joining invitee.  

One aspect of the ALP sample which did impact the design of the pilot requires clarification. Before the 

pilot, approximately 17% of ALP respondents had at least one relative who was an ALP panelist in turn, in 

the majority of cases a spouse or a partner. Sampling of the inviters for the pilot did maintain these 

proportions. The implication for the described protocol is that inviters were not asked to invite those eligible 

relatives of theirs who happened to be ALP members already, and the latter were not asked to take the 

referral survey or the household information survey. Instead, they were invited to take the Web and 

communication technology survey directly.     

Finally, additional extensive information about the inviters can be obtained by linking the modules of the 

intergenerational pilot to the ALP-HRS ones. The ALP-HRS modules are WB300 (sections A-D of the 2012 

HRS), WB301 (sections E-H of the 2012 HRS), WB325 (sections J-M of the 2012 HRS), WB334 (sections 

N-P of the 2012 HRS), and WB336 (sections Q-R of the 2012 HRS). All of the ALP-HRS and 

Intergenerational Pilot modules can be found at and downloaded from the ALP Data page.    

Technical Issues and Preliminary FiguresDuring the fielding a number of technical issues occurred, some 

of which were likely triggered by respondents‟ behavior while interacting with the survey Web interface. For 

example, „compulsive‟ use of previous-next buttons while answering the family roster questions, correction-

and-resubmission of pre-loaded roster information, and similar, were handled by the program by 

incrementing the value of the counters looping over the relatives, and by creating additional entries where the 

resubmitted information was stored as if it did pertain to new (in fact non-existing) relatives. This led in turn 

to generation of „duplicates‟ of a number of eligible relatives and to display of the latter on the screens of the 

invitation sequence following the family roster, albeit with different referral codes assigned. (The referral 

code is used as the basis for referral of any eligible invitee to the ALP by his/her inviter and as a unique 

identifier for the former.) Such issues did likely affect respondents‟ invitation behavior, as suggested also by 

respondents‟ feedback at the end of the invitation module.They additionally generated hard-to-track errors in 

the way values of specific variables were stored and subsequently pre-loaded and used for loops and skip 

logic in the follow-up survey (especially relatives‟ counters and IDs, and variables based on the latter). The 

following table quantifies the extent of the problem by main sources of error; it includes everybody, 

including inviters who turned out not to have any eligible relatives.      

 Inviters Invitees 

 Duplicate 

Error 

in Invitation 

No Duplicate 

Error in Invitation 

Duplicate 

Error 

In Invitation 

No Duplicate 

Error in Invitation 

Follow-up  

Error 

13 21 137 140 

No Follow-up 

Error 

22 386 196 1825 

Total 442 2298 

The following tables show basic statistics summarizing the sampling frame of eligible relatives, 

invitation rates, and subscription rates. These rates are disaggregated by relationship type and, whenever 

relevant, by not-yet members vs. already members. The statistics were computed after dropping all inviters 

and corresponding invitees who were detected having experienced any technical problem of the type 

described above, during either the invitation survey (WB346) or the follow-up survey (WB353). (In other 

words, no imputation or selection correction was performed so far.) 

https://mmicdata.rand.org/alp/index.php?page=data
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Table 1 
 (I) 

Sampling frame  

of eligible invitees 

(reported by inviter  

in WB346) 

 

(II) 

Percent chance 

that  

invitee would 

join  

if invited 

(reported  

by inviter  

in WB346) 

 

(III) 

Inviter 

agreed to invite 

at least 1 eligible invitee 

at any time 

(i.e., either in WB346 or in 

WB353) 

(IV) 

Percent chance 

that  

invitee would 

join  

if invited 

(reported  

by inviter  

in WB346 

and  

conditional  

on (III)) 

(V) 

Eligible invitees  

joining the ALP 

at any time 

(i.e., even after WB353.  

Here „joining‟ requires 

taking WB355,  

not just the Referral) 

(VI) 

Percent chance 

that  

invitee would 

join  

if invited 

(reported  

by inviter  

in WB346 

and  

conditional  

on (V)) 

Inviters 369
1 

357
3
 305  

[82.65%]
4
 

277 

 

167  

[45.26%]
4 

50  

[13.55%]
4 

167 

 (I-NM) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

(I-M) 

Already

Members 

(II-NM) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

(III-NMa) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

 

(III-NMb) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

 

(IV-NM) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

 

(V-NM) 

Not-Yet 

Members
7 

(who have 

now joined)
 

 

(V-M) 

Already 

Members 

(VI-NM) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

(who have  

now joined) 

mean  

[std.dev.] 

N All
5 

 
Agreed  

to invite
6
 

mean  

[std.dev.] 

N mean  

[std.dev.] 

N 

Invitees 999 93
2 

45.691  

[37.889] 

998
3 

902 698 68.384 

[29.728] 

588 248  

[24.82%]
8 

59 

[63.44%]
9 

77.540 

[27.338] 

248 

Children 509 28 48.723  

[35.772] 

509 474 384 66.606 

[28.509] 

330 112  

[22.00%]
8 

15 

[53.57%]
9 

77.232 

[24.686] 

112 

Parents 300 10 34.147  

[37.794] 

299
3 

255 158 67.886  

[31.887] 

123 44  

[14.67%]
8 

4  

[40.00%]
9 

77.955 

[29.695] 

44 

Spouses 190 55 55.737  

[39.296] 

190 173 156 73.185 

 [30.313] 

135 92  

[48.42%]
8 

40 

[72.73%]
9 

77.717 

 [29.468] 

92 

Note 1: This is conditional on inviters having at least 1 eligible relative (i.e., at least 1 adult child or 1 living parent or a spouse/partner), as reported by the inviter. 

Note 2: Reported by the inviter. 70 of them were verified to be existing members based on ALP records.  

Note 3: This is conditional on inviters having at least 1 eligible relative who is not yet a member of the ALP. The difference between columns (I-NM) and (II-NM) is due to 1 item 

non-response. Percent chance were elicited on a 0-100 scale, where 0 means „no chance of the event occurring‟ and 100 means „the event is absolutely sure to happen‟. 

Note 4: [%]s use (I) as denominator. 

Note 5:All eligible relatives of those inviters who agreed to invite at least 1 eligible relative. 

Note 6: Eligible relatives the inviter agreed to invite only. 

Note 7: For not-yet members, people who joined and took WB355 are the same (i.e., no attrition between Referral and WB355). For already members, the difference between (I-

M) and (III-M) is due to non-participation in WB355 (i.e., the Web and communication technology use survey for invitees).   

Note 8: [%]s use (I-NM) as denominator, i.e., not-yet members only. 

Note 9: [%]s use (I-M) as denominator, i.e., already members only.  
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Table 2 
 (I) 

Sampling Frame  

of Eligible Relatives 

(reported by inviter  

in WB346) 

(II) 

Eligible invitees 

invited  

to join  

the ALP 

as of WB353 

(reported by inviter)
2 

(III) 

Eligible invitees 

who joined the 

ALP  

as of WB353 

(reported by inviter)
2 

(IV) 

Invitees who joined  

the ALP  

as of WB353 

(actual, from 

Referral)
2 

(V) 

Eligible invitees 

joining the ALP 

at any time 

 (i.e., even after WB353.  

Here „joining‟ requires taking 

WB355, 

not just the Referral) 

Inviters 353
1 

214  

[60.62%]
3 

104  

[29.46%]
3 

119  

[33.71%]
3 

166  

[47.03%]
3 

42  

[11.90%]
3 

 (I-NM) 

Not-Yet 

Members 

(I-M) 

Already 

Members  

(II-NM) 

Not-Yet  

Members 

(III-NM) 

Not-Yet  

Members 

(IV-NM) 

Not-Yet  

Members 

(V-NM) 

Not-Yet  

Members 

(V-M) 

Already  

Members  

Invitees 990 77 409  

[41.31%]
4 

143  

[14.44%]
4 

168  

[16.97%]
4 

247  

[24.95%]
4 

49  

[63.64%]
5
 

Children 509 22 228  

[44.79%]
4 

58  

[11.39%]
4 

78  

[15.32%]
4 

112  

[22.00%]
4 

12  

[54.55%]
5 

Parents 294 8 78  

[26.53%]
4
 

25  

[8.50%]
4 

24  

[8.16%]
4 

44  

[14.97%]
4 

3  

[37.50%]
5 

Spouses 187 47 103  

[55.08%]
4 

60  

[32.09%]
4 

66  

[35.29%]
4 

91  

[48.66%]
4 

34  

[72.34%]
5 

Note 1: This is conditional on inviters having at least 1 eligible relative and taking WB353 (i.e., the follow-up survey). The second conditioning has been added here because the 

rates shown in columns (II) and (III) are based on the invitees‟ invitation and subscription statuses as reported by the inviter in the follow-up. Self-reported (by the inviter) 

invitation of the invitee is the only available measure of observed/realized invitation in the pilot, which permits separating lack of subscription due to lack of invitation by the 

inviter from lack of subscription by an invited relative. On the other hand, we have ex ante measures given by the inviter‟s subjective probabilities of invitation and/or of 

subscription (by the invitee) elicited in the follow-up, and a previous measure of the latter (i.e., the subscription probability) from the invitation survey, asked to all inviters about 

each eligible invitee.      

Note 2: Different from figures in col. (V) and those shown in Table 1, these statistics refer to the specific time of the follow-up (i.e., they exclude invitees who were invited and/or 

joined after WB353), and are based on either the inviter‟s reports in the follow-up (col. (II) and (III)) or records from the Referral survey (col. (IV)). On the other hand, the 

subscription requirements are less stringent in columns (II) through (IV) than in col. (V), since joining invitees are not required to have taken WB355 (i.e., the Web and 

communication technology use survey for invitees). 

Note 3: [%]s use (I) as denominator. 

Note 4: [%]s use (I-NM) as denominator, i.e., non-members only. 

Note 5: [%]suse (I-M) as denominator, i.e., members only. 
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Work in ProgressWe plan to analyzeobserved invitation and subscription behaviors as a function of the 

inviter‟s and invitee‟s characteristics, of the relationship between them, and of design features of the 

invitation-and-subscription protocol. Our analysis will connect two currently separate streams of literature in 

survey methodology: The first deals with modeling, analysis, and correction of unit non-response to web 

surveys (e.g., Couper (2000), Schonlau et al. (2002), Schonlau et al. (2009), Fan and Yan (2009), Goritz 

(2006), and LozarManfreda et Al. (2011), among others). The second and narrower literature deals with unit 

non-response by secondary respondents in multi-actors surveys (e.g., Kalmijn and Liefbroer (2011) and 

Schroder et Al. (2013)).2 

To successfully recruit a parent, child, or spouse we need two things to happen: First, the current member 

of the survey panel must agree to invite the secondary respondent.Then the secondary respondent must agree 

to participate in, or subscribe to, the survey upon receiving the information. Recruitment may also depend on 

perceptions of the primary respondent about the secondary respondent‟s willingness to join.  

To examine invitation and subscription behavior we ask an extensive battery of questions at several 

points in time. One innovative feature is that in the initial survey we ask primary respondents to report their 

subjective probability that their relative would participate if the primary respondent invited them to do so. 

We plan to use this information, along with other information that we collect about the primary respondent 

and the secondary respondent,3 to model the probability that the secondary respondent will join if they are 

actually invited by the primary respondent. We will also use it to model the probability that the primary 

respondent will invite the secondary respondent given their expectations about the secondary respondent‟s 

likelihood of participating.  

We measure whether the primary respondent invited the secondary respondent by asking the primary 

respondent in a follow up survey approximately two weeks after the initial survey. Not all invitation and 

subscription decisions will necessarily be completed within two weeks, so this limits our measurement of 

invitation behavior. However, we collect inviters‟ subjective probabilistic expectations that any secondary 

respondent who has not yet subscribed will do so (unconditionally and/or conditionally on being invited) and 

that the primary respondent will invite those relatives of theirs they have not yet invited at the time of the 

follow-up.4 This additional information, which incorporates information the primary respondent may acquire 

from talking to the secondary respondent, will improve our understanding of the decision processes leading 

to invitation by primary respondents. (We expand on this point below.) 

Our use of subjective probability questions connects us to a growing literature in economics using data 

on subjective probabilistic expectations to analyze individual or family decisions in various domains 

(e.g.,Delavande (2008), Zafar (2013), Blass et Al. (2010), Kedzi and Willis (2011), Stinebrickner and 

Stinebrickner (Forthcoming), Giustinelli (2011), Li and Lee (2009), Manski and Neri (2013), among 

                                                           
2
“Obtaining reports about family relationships from more than one family member raises issues beyond the costs of survey 

time and money, particularly the difficulty involved with dealing with conflicting reports. (...) A more serious concern for 

studying intergenerational processes is that studies that attempt to interview multiple respondents in the same family have 

much greater success interviewing additional family members with whom the original respondent has a good relationship 

than when the original respondent reports a poor relationship with the other person. Response rates for additional family 

respondents also are higher when they live with the original respondent than for those who live in separate households 

(Dykstra et al. 2004). Methodological work to learn more about the reasons for other family members non-participation-the 

original respondent’s refusal to provide contact information, inadequate contact information for the second family member, 

or that person's refusal to participate-will help investigators develop ways to reduce this type of bias.” (Bianchi et Al., 2008) 
3
 All information about secondary respondents is reported by the primary respondent in cases where the secondary respondent 

does not participate.  
4
 In fact, they constitute direct measures of inviters‟ propensity to invite and invitees‟ propensity to subscribe, unconditionally 

and/or conditional on being invited. See Schonlau et Al. (2009) and Kalmijn and Liefbroer (2011) on use of propensity score 

to test and correct for bias due non-response by main and secondary respondents, respectively. 
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others).5To our knowledge, we are the first to use subjective expectations to analyze any type of survey 

participation decision.   

In addition to questions about subjective probabilities, we ask many other questions that relate to 

invitation and subscription behavior: 

(i) Primary respondents‟ characteristics (e.g., age, ethnicity, education, working status, 

occupation, household and family structure and basic characteristics).  

(ii) Primary respondents‟ use of web and communication technologies, both in general 

and to communicate with their family, from the initial invitation survey. 

(iii) Reports about all secondary respondents‟ characteristics made by primary 

respondents and secondary respondents‟ self-reported characteristics if they join. 

(iv) Reports about all secondary respondents‟ use of web and communication 

technologies and more detailed self-reported information about computer use for all secondary 

respondents who participate.  

(v) Aspects of the inviter-invitee relationship, as captured by frequency of contact, 

physical distance, and additional questions as reported by the primary respondent.   

The approach outlined so far to analyze survey participation has focused on two distinct actions: a 

primary respondent‟s decision to invite a secondary respondent and that secondary respondent‟s decision to 

subscribe follows. This approach follows naturally from the protocol of most multi-actor surveys where these 

two or similar events must happen and often can be measured independently. Primary and secondary 

respondents are left free in terms of how the choices are made in practice.6 Some families or even different 

members of the same family may approach the invitation procedure differently: in practice it may be a single 

decision to be discussed and made jointly.7 

Additional information we collect in the follow-up survey about whether inviter and invitee have 

discussed whether the latter should join the panel, and about whether they made their decision(s) individually 

or jointly, will enable us to explore how discussions between different actors influence the decisions they 

make. In examining the interplay of different actors in the decision making process we connect to a growing 

literature in family economics.8(See Giustinelli(2011) for an example focusing on child-parent decision 

making, and references therein more generally.) 

 

Proposed Use of Dyads Sample by Project 3We have a total sample of 414 dyads, coming from 197 

families. 272 dyads are made of a child-parent pairs.Such pairs can be used to ask both members of the 

dyad about the probabilityof some specific event, e.g., nursing home use by a parent in the future. That 

is, eliciting the subjective probability from the parent and separately from the child one will obtain a 

measure of concordance of expectations between the child and the parent. In a similar way, onecan find 

the concordance of expectations about the provision of informal care. 
 

 

 

 

                                                           
5
They variously feature unresolvable and/or resolvable uncertainty, hypothetical scenarios, time dynamics, non-strategic or 

strategic interactions among decision makers, etc. See also Manski (2004), Hurd (2009), and van der Klaauw (2012) for 

excellent reviews of measurements and uses of subjective probabilistic expectations data. 
6
 In fact, in existing studies where secondary respondents are recruited through pre-existing primary respondents, such as the 

pairfamor the NKPS, the latter are generally asked to provide contact information of the former, who are then contacted by 

the study‟s staff inviting them to participate. 
7
And where invitation and subscription merely constitute implementation steps, after the decision has been made. 

8
 Notice that this is especially relevant for the protocol we pursue here, as recruitment of secondary respondents is achieved 

via invitation of the latter by primary respondents and such that we do not collect contact information of secondary 

respondents unless they decide to join the ALP.  
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Appendix A: Questions sequence from the initial Invitation Survey (WB346), eliciting (i) Inviters’ 

subjective probabilistic expectations about subscription behavior of their eligible invitees (conditional 

on receiving an invitation); (ii) Inviters’ willingness to invite their eligible invitees and mode of 

invitation 

 

*** Warm-up questions *** 
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*** Inviter‟s probabilistic beliefs about invitees‟ subscription  

(conditional on the former forwarding an invitation to the latter) *** 

 

 
 

 
*** Inviter‟s willingness to invite *** 
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*** Mode of invitation *** 
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Appendix B: Questions sequence from the Invitation Follow-up Survey (WB353), eliciting (i) Inviters’ 

subjective probabilistic expectations about invitees’ subscription behavior (unconditional and 

conditional on receiving an invitation); (ii) Inviters’ invitation expectations 

 

*** Questions sequence covering inviters‟ eligible relatives  

inviters did agree to invite in the initial invitation survey *** 
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*** Questions sequence covering inviters‟ eligible relatives 

inviters did not agree to invite in the initial invitation survey *** 
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Appendix C: Inviter-invitee decision making about invitation and subscription      

 

*** Asked about eligible relatives who, according to their inviters,  

had both been invited and joined at time of the follow-up *** 
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