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1. Project Description 

Project B3, “Interactions Between Capabilities in Work and Private Life: A Study of 

Employees in Different Work Organizations,” is part of the Collaborative Research 

Center 882 (SFB 882) “From Heterogeneities to Inequalities”. The project was de-

signed to analyze the role of workplace contexts in the production of social inequali-

ties, taking into account the interdependencies between work and private life. It fo-

cuses on the situation of employees both at work and in their private lives, as well as 

on the effects the two spheres have on each other. The authors are particularly inter-

ested in the effects that opportunities and risks in one life sphere have on the other 

sphere. 

Project B3 involves an employee survey but also asks employers about measures 

they have taken to promote employees‟ capabilities both at work and in their private 

lives. The study is designed to link the employer surveys and the employee surveys, 

thus providing a rich dataset that includes extensive information relevant to specific 

research questions. The project was developed in cooperation with the Institute for 

Employment Research (IAB) in Nuremberg. For the first wave of the employer sur-

vey, 100 large companies in Germany were surveyed. These companies were cho-

sen based on administrative data provided by IAB in cooperation with the Research 

Data Center (FDZ) of the Federal Employment Agency at IAB (for more information 

about this process, see Pausch et al., 2014). The employee sample consisted of em-

ployees from these companies who were subject to statutory social insurance. We 

commissioned the Institute for Social Research and Communication (SOKO) in Biele-

feld to carry out the employee and the partner survey using computer-assisted tele-

phone interviews (CATI) and a standardized questionnaire. We were ultimately able 

to conduct 6,454 employee interviews and 2,185 partner interviews. The first wave of 

interviews took place from April through August 2012 (companies) and from August 

2012 to early March 2013 (employees and partners). The study design is set up as a 

panel survey; the second wave of interviews was conducted between March 2014 

and the beginning of 2015, and the third wave will take place in 2016/2017. 

To measure the relative importance of different aspects of work and private life, we 

chose to use a factorial survey (i.e., vignettes) that was adapted to the survey‟s spe-

cific areas of interest and was integrated into the employee survey. The method re-

port presented here deals with the documentation of this factorial survey as imple-
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mented within the first wave of the employee survey. Both the employee survey and 

the partner survey are described in a comprehensive method report (see Abendroth 

et al., 2014). The documentation of the employer survey was published by Pausch et 

al. (2014). A detailed presentation of the linkage of IAB data with the collected em-

ployee data can be found in Jacobebbinghaus et al. (2015). In the context of this pro-

ject, the implementation of factorial surveys in CATI interviews is discussed by An-

dernach and Schunck (2014). 

2. Survey Instrument  

2.1 Factorial Survey 

The aim of factorial surveys is to integrate an experimental design into the classical 

survey research and to adapt it for studies of heterogeneous samples as a means of 

capturing complex social evaluations for a large number of respondents (see Rossi & 

Nock, 1982). In our case, the factorial survey method is suitable for measuring evalu-

ations provided by a sample group of people concerning complex situations accord-

ing to certain criteria. The basic function of such factorial survey is to describe a set 

of hypothetical situations (“vignettes”) to those surveyed and to elicit their responses. 

Respondents evaluate these fictitious situations based on selected characteristics 

(“dimensions”) that are assigned values or levels (Beck & Opp, 2001; Jasso & Opp, 

1997; Rossi & Nock, 1982). Each respondent will usually answer a specific subset of 

vignettes (the “vignette deck”) from the “vignette universe” (Hox et al., 1991) that is, 

the sum of all possible combinations of the dimensions‟ levels. 

2.2 Measuring Heterogeneous Preferences with Factorial Surveys 

In the context of the project, we used the factorial survey to measure heterogeneous 

preferences of employees. The vignettes method described above specifically serves 

to capture the relative importance of different aspects of an individual‟s work and pri-

vate life. The respondents thus evaluate the desirability of hypothetical descriptions 

of situations within the vignettes according to their personal preferences (see Phillips 

et al., 2002). Variations among the respondents‟ evaluations will then be associated 

with the varying importance of different aspects of their lives. Ultimately, our intention 
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is to build a preference order of the aspects included in the vignette module of the 

employee survey (see Section 2.3). 

The factorial survey provides crucial advantages over classical survey methods, 

such as direct investigations of the importance of different areas of life (Auspurg et 

al., 2009; Auspurg & Hinz, 2014), the most important advantage being its multifacto-

rial, quasi-experimental design (Rossi & Nock, 1982). In addition, it offers internal 

validity, which can be achieved through its randomized, multidimensional design. Im-

plementing such a representative survey across a large number of respondents can 

also provide external validity. By simultaneously evaluating various aspects of an in-

dividual‟s life, the factorial survey also enables us to capture the relative importance 

of individual characteristics that may be closely interconnected in reality (Auspurg et 

al., 2014; Auspurg & Hinz, 2014) and therefore cannot be captured selectively by 

evaluating their importance unidimensionally. 

Nevertheless, applying factorial surveys to employee surveys might also entail 

disadvantages and difficulties. For example, the complexity of the multidimensional 

design may require greater cognitive efforts on the part of the respondents than 

would be required by a simpler survey consisting of direct questions about the im-

portance of different areas of life (Sauer et al., 2011). The advantages and disad-

vantages of using a factorial survey to measure heterogeneous preferences are dis-

cussed in detail in Schunck et al. (2013) and in Andernach and Schunck (2014).  

2.3 Construction of the Vignettes module for the Employee Survey  

The factorial survey as an instrument for measuring preferences was integrated into 

the questionnaire for the employee survey as a distinct section, or module. Therefore, 

it will hereafter be referred to as the “vignettes module,” and its structure and con-

struction will now be illustrated.  

Dimensions of the vignettes included income and occupational prestige as work-

related aspects, while aspects related to employees‟ private lives included marital 

status, children, and close friends. In addition, an individual‟s health status was inte-

grated as a general dimension. The respondents were asked to rate how satisfied 

they would be with their life in a hypothetical situation generated as combinations of 

different levels of the dimensions.  

The description of a hypothetical situation within the vignette is composed of six 

dimensions (see Table 1). Initially, the crucial work-linked dimension of the gross 
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monthly income in euros was chosen by distinguishing five income groups (€1,000, 

€2,000, €2,500, €4,000, €5,500, and €7000). Occupational prestige was dichotom-

ized as either “less respectable” or “very respectable.” For private life, marital status 

was described as either “no permanent partner” or “permanent partner,” and parental 

status as either “no children” or “children.” The dimension “close friends” was opera-

tionalized by assigning one of five levels, from 0 to 8, in increments of 2 (0, 2, 4, 6, or 

8). Finally, the dimension of health was displayed in the form of five levels (“bad,” 

“poor,” “satisfactory,” “good,” or “very good”). 

 

Table 1. Dimensions of vignettes and levels per dimension 

Dimensions Levels 

Gross monthly income (€) 1,000, 2,000, 2,500, 4,000, 5,500, 7,000  

Occupation/job prestige Less respectable/very respectable 

Marital status No permanent partner/permanent partner 

Children No children/children 

Health  Bad, poor, satisfactory, good, very good  

Close friends 0, 2, 4, 6, 8 

 

Resulting from the six dimensions, a universe of 1,000 possible vignettes was calcu-

lated as the product of the number of levels per dimension (5 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 5 × 5 = 

1,000). 

Out of this universe of 1,000 possible vignettes, 50 vignette decks, with six vi-

gnettes per deck, were randomly drawn by means of stratified random sampling (see 

Jasso, 2006; Sauer et al., 2011). When drawing the vignettes, we took into account 

that each deck should include all possible income levels at least once. The levels of 

the other dimensions were selected randomly, as were the order of the dimensions 

within the vignettes and the order of the vignettes within the vignette deck. This al-

lowed us to control for and analyze possible order effects.  
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3. Survey Implementation 

3.1 Implementation of the Vignettes Module within the Employee Survey  

The vignettes module was a part of the CATI-based employee survey in which 6,454 

employees from 100 large companies participated. The vignettes were positioned 

after questions about work and private life, leisure time, and work–life balance (for a 

description of the questionnaire, see Abendroth et al., 2014). Prior to the vignettes, 

the employees were surveyed with a classical instrument on the importance of specif-

ic life spheres - partnership, children, close friends, high income, prestigious profes-

sion, and good health. Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of each 

area of life on a scale ranging from 0 to 10 (from “not important at all” to “very im-

portant”). 

The vignette module of the survey was introduced as follows: “In the following I will 

describe some life situations. Those fictitious situations are about having a respecta-

ble occupation, how much you earn, living in a serious/permanent relationship, hav-

ing children, and how many friends you have. Please imagine how you would feel in 

these different life situations and answer according to a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 

means „unsatisfied‟ and 10 means „satisfied.‟” 

Each respondent was randomly assigned to one of the 50 vignette decks with six 

vignettes per deck (see Chapter 2.3). Thus, the proportion of vignette decks an-

swered by the respondents tended to be similar. Each deck was answered by 1.6 to 

2.4 percent of the respondents, with the majority fluctuating between 1.9 and 2.1 per-

cent, thus ensuring a relatively even distribution across all vignette decks. In addition, 

randomly varying the order of the particular vignettes within the decks allowed us to 

control for and consider possible order effects.  

3.2 Non-Response 

Each of the 6,454 employee interviews included the vignettes module, and this group 

provides the basis for the analyses presented in this report. Of all the respondents, 

6,389 employees (99%) completed the factorial survey in its entirety. This low rate of 

missing values (only 1%) allows us to classify the employees‟ willingness to partici-

pate in the vignettes module, as included within the main survey, as high. 65 of the 

employees provided invalid answers to at least one of the six vignettes assigned to 

them in their vignette deck, resulting in different vignettes non-response patterns. Of 
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these 65 respondents, only 15 completely refused to participate in the vignettes 

module. The remaining 50 respondents with missing values completed different 

numbers of vignettes (see Table 2; for a more detailed presentation of these results, 

see Table 9 in the Appendix): 22 respondents answered only one vignette invalidly, 

and 28 respondents had missing values on two to five vignettes. 

Table 2. Frequency of vignettes with invalid answers (“vignettes non-response”) 

Number Absolute % 

0 6,389 99.00 

1 22 0.30 

2 8 0.10 

3 5 0.10 

4 10 0.20 

5 5 0.10 

6 15 0.20 

Total 6,454 100.00 

Of those respondents who started the vignettes module, four quit after the first vi-

gnette, and three quit after providing a valid answer on vignette two. The distribution 

of the remaining invalidly answered vignettes does not follow a visible pattern and 

can therefore be classified as rather random (Table 3). For a more detailed presenta-

tion of these results, see Table 8 in the Appendix. 

Table 3. Sequence patterns for vignettes non-response (abbreviated version) 

Pattern Absolute % 

000000 6,389 98.99 

111111 15 0.23 

001111 9 0.14 

011111 4 0.06 

Others 37 0.57 

Total 6,454 100.00 

Note: 1 = vignette answered invalidly, 0 = vignette answered validly 
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3.3 Response Selectivity  

Multivariate selectivity analyses were conducted to assess whether a partial or com-

plete non-response to the vignettes module was associated with a respondent‟s spe-

cific characteristics. However, it should be noted that those vignettes modules that 

were not entirely completed can be rated as a very small proportion of missing val-

ues. In order to consider the possibility of response selectivity, the probability of a 

complete response on the factorial survey was compared with the probability of a 

complete or partial non-response. A logistic-regression model was used to reveal the 

groups who were more likely to participate in the entire vignette module. If at least 

one of the six vignettes within the vignette deck assigned to the respondent was not 

answered validly, the result was considered to be a complete or partial non-response, 

which was the case for 65 employees. The individual characteristics gender, age, 

education, vocational education, gross monthly income and origin (birthplace) were 

considered to be explanatory variables (Table 4). 

The results of the selectivity analysis of the probability of validly responding to the 

entire vignettes module (see Table 4) showed only minor selectivity effects. A statisti-

cally significant effect was found with regard to the age of the respondents, that is, 

the older a respondent, the higher the probability that he or she would answer the 

vignettes module only in part or not at all. In addition, we squared the respondent‟s 

age (age2) to determine the non-linearity of this effect, meaning that the older the re-

spondent, the stronger the increase in the probability of a non-response. 

For the gross monthly income it can be obtained that there are no missing values 

for the lowest income group (< €500) and the highest income group (> €10,000) with-

in the vignettes module. Respondents in the next-to-lowest income group (€500 to 

€999) answered the vignettes module significantly less often compared to those in a 

somewhat higher income group of €3,000 to €4,000.  

The analysis of the characteristic education showed no significant differences. It 

should be noted that there were no missing values for the respondents with the low-

est levels of education (i.e., low-track secondary school [Hauptschule], special-needs 

school [Sonderschule], and no school-leaving qualifications). There were also no sta-

tistically significant differences with respect to gender, vocational education, or origin. 
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Table 4. Rare-events logistic regression of non-response probability  

 Logits  Standard error 

Gender: Male 0.479  (0.426) 

Age 0.838 *** (0.309) 

Age² −0.009 **
 (0.004) 

Education   

Ref. Low-track secondary school 
(Hauptschule)/special-needs school 
(Sonderschule)/no school-leaving qualifications  

   

Intermediate-track secondary school (Re-
alschule) 

−0.037  (0.502) 

University entrance diploma/advanced universi-
ty of applied sciences entrance qualification 

−0.104  (0.509) 

Vocational education   

Ref. University degree    

No vocational education 0.644  (1.125) 

Vocational training 0.496  (0.572) 

University of applied sciences/university of cor-
porate education/professional school 

0.705 
 

 (0.553) 

Gross monthly income   

Ref. €3,000–4,000   

< €500 n/a   

€500–999 1.668 ** (0.688) 

€1,000–1,499 0.485  (0.679) 

€1,500–1,999 0.241  (0.734) 

€2,000–2,499 −0.874  (1.054) 

€2,500–2,999  0.170  (0.573) 

€4,000–4,999 0.212  (0.538) 

€5,000–7,499 0.152  (0.559) 

€7,500–9,999 −0.028  (1.109) 

> €10,000 n/a   

Origin   

Ref. Born in West Germany   

Born in East Germany −0.159  (0.528) 

Not born in Germany −0.376  (0.680) 

Constant −23.253 
*** 6.612 

N (Employees) 5,941   
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001; standard error in parentheses 
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3.4 Duration of the Vignette Module 

The time needed to complete the vignettes module averaged 2.5 minutes. Most of 

the employees needed between 2 minutes (50.4%) and 3 minutes (34.8%) to com-

plete the entire module. Only 0.28% of the participants took 6 minutes or more to 

provide their answers (see Table 5). For our analysis of these response times, we 

considered only those respondents who validly answered all six vignettes. The re-

maining 65 individuals with at least one missing vignette were omitted to ensure 

comparability.  

Table 5. Time required to complete the vignettes module (in minutes) 

Minutes Absolute % 

0 104 1.16 

1 234 3.63 

2 3,237 50.15 

3 2,240 34.71 

4 480 7.44 

5 108 1.67 

6 32 0.50 

7 7 0.11 

8 6 0.09 

9 3 0.05 

10 1 0.02 

11 1 0.02 

22 1 0.02 

Total 6,454 100.00 

   
The rather imprecise time recordings provided by SOKO made exact analysis of 

response duration difficult. Because the time was recorded on the basis of minutes 

(e.g., 13:05), it was not possible to obtain an accurate calculation of the duration of 

the interviews; therefore, a certain degree of inaccuracy must be taken into account.  
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Table 6. Multivariate regression analysis of time required to complete the vignettes module 

 β-coefficient  Standard 
error  

Gender: Male −0.078 ** (0.027) 

Age 0.030 * (0.014) 

Age² −0.000  (0.000) 

Education   

Ref. low-track secondary school 
(Hauptschule)/special-needs school 
(Sonderschule)/no school-leaving qualifications 

0.070  (0.039) 

Intermediate-track secondary school (Re-
alschule) 

0.070  (0.039) 

University entrance diploma/advanced university 
of applied sciences entrance qualification 

0.047  (0.042) 

Vocational education   

Ref. University degree   

No vocational education −0.047 
 (0.078) 

Vocational training −0.162 
*** (0.036) 

University of applied sciences/university of corpo-
rate education/professional school 

−0.083 
 

* (0.037) 

Gross monthly income   

Ref. €3,000–4,000     

< €500  0.036  (0.160) 

€500–999 −0.051 
 (0.088) 

€1,000–1,499 0.047  (0.056) 

€1,500–1,999 −0.019 
 (0.049) 

€2,000–2,499  0.036  (0.043) 

€2,500–2,999  0.020  (0.039) 

€4,000–4,999 −0.050 
 (0.042) 

€5,000–7,499 −0.093 * (0.043) 

€7,500–9,999 −0.166 
 (0.071) 

> €10,000 −0.264 ** (0.087) 

Origin   

Ref. Born in West Germany    

Born in East Germany −0.040 
 (0.032) 

Not born in Germany 0.132 ** (0.042) 

Constant 1.883 *** (0.261) 

N (Employees) 6,063   
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001; standard error in parentheses 
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To check whether the differences in the response duration for the vignettes module 

correlated with different employee characteristics, a multivariate regression analysis 

was performed that included the individual characteristics of gender, age, education, 

vocational education, gross monthly income, and origin. 

The results of the regression model (see Table 6) showed a statistically significant 

effect of gender on the time needed to complete the vignettes module. It took a little 

less time for men than for women to complete the vignettes module. In addition, the 

analysis showed an age effect: the older a respondent, the longer it took, on average, 

to answer the vignettes. The average time needed to complete the factorial survey 

was significantly lower for employees with vocational training, as well as for employ-

ees with degrees from a university of applied science, an advanced university of cor-

porate education, or a professional school, as compared with those with a university 

degree. In addition, two income groups showed a statistically significant relationship 

to survey duration: employees with a gross monthly income of €5,000 to €7,499 and 

employees with an income of over €10,000 needed less time to complete the vi-

gnettes, as compared with the group with incomes of €3,000 to €4,000. On average, 

respondents who were born in a foreign country required more time to answer the 

vignettes than did employees born in West Germany. Otherwise, no statistically sig-

nificant differences could be found between respondents born in West and East 

Germany. 

 

3.5 Response Consistency  

Response consistency indicates the extent to which a respondent maintains a certain 

tendency of providing responses throughout the factorial survey (see Sauer et al., 

2011; Andernach & Schunck, 2014). In order to apply the results of the factorial sur-

vey, it is crucial to determine whether selectivity in the consistency of the response 

behavior needs to be considered, that is, whether individuals with certain characteris-

tics answer the vignettes more consistently than individuals without such characteris-

tics. A high value on the consistency scale is equivalent to a low consistency of re-

sponse behavior within the vignettes module. To provide statements about a possible 

selectivity of the response consistency, a multivariate regression analysis was per-

formed. It predicts satisfaction with the described hypothetical situation on the basis 

of the six vignette dimensions (under control of 49 deck dummies). In the next step, 
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the individual prediction error has to be identified and squared  ̂  
 ). The higher the 

prediction error, the higher the variance that cannot be explained by the situation de-

scribed in the vignette. The square error is used to weight large deviations particular-

ly high (see Sauer et al., 2011).  

The analysis of the consistency of the vignettes (see Table 7) clearly showed differ-

ences in the response consistency for employees who differed in specific characteris-

tics. First, it revealed a relationship between an employee‟s educational level and the 

response consistency. On average, employees with a degree from an intermediate-

track secondary school, as well as those with a university entrance diploma or an 

advanced university of applied sciences entrance qualification, responded significant-

ly more consistently than did employees with no school-leaving qualifications or those 

who attended a low-track secondary school (Hauptschule) or a special-needs school 

(Sonderschule). With regard to vocational education, employees with vocational train-

ing and persons with no vocational training gave answers more inconsistently than 

did those with a university degree. However, there were no significant differences 

between university graduates and graduates of a university of applied sciences, a 

university of corporate education, or a professional school. The distribution of the re-

sponse consistency results partially varied among the income groups. Respondents 

from each of the income groups “< €500,” “€1,000 to 1,499,” and “€1,500 to 1,999” 

answered less consistently than did the employees from the income group “€3,000 to 

4,000.” In addition, being born in a country other than Germany was associated with 

lower response consistency, as compared with being born in East or West Germany. 
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Table 7. Multivariate regression analysis of response consistency  

  β-coefficient  Standard er-
ror  

Time for answering the vignettes (min)  0.031  (0.034) 

Gender: Male 0.009  (0.073) 

Age 0.032  (0.036) 

Age2 −0.000  (0.000) 

Education 

Ref. low-track secondary school (Hauptschule)/special-needs 
school (Sonderschule)/no school-leaving qualifications 

  

Intermediate-track secondary school 
(Realschule) 

−0.622 *** (0.105) 

University entrance diploma/advanced 
university of applied sciences entrance 
qualification 

−0.962 *** (0.112) 

Vocational education    

Ref. University degree   

No vocational education 1.261 *** (.209) 

Vocational training 0.273 ** (0.097) 

University of applied sciences/university 
of corporate education/professional 
school 

0.101 
 

 (0.101) 

Gross monthly income  

Ref. €3,000–4,000 

   

< €500 1.152 ** (0.429) 

€500–999 −0.129  (0.235) 

€1,000–1,499 0.420 ** (0.149) 

€1,500–1,999 0.417 ** (0.131) 

€2,000–2,499 0.210  (0.114) 

€2,500–2,999 0.137  (0.105) 

€4,000–4,999 −0.012  (0.113) 

€5,000–7,499 −0.003  (0.115) 

€7,500–9,999 −0.123  (0.190) 

> €10,000  −0.262  (0.233) 

Origin   

Ref. Born in West Germany   

Born in East Germany 0.062  (0.085) 

Not born in Germany  0.851 *** (0.113) 

N (Employees) 6,063    
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001; standard error in parentheses 
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4. Measuring Heterogeneous Preferences Using Vignettes  

 

In order to capture the relative importance of different aspects of work and private 

life, one must estimate the relative weight of all the vignettes‟ individual dimensions 

(income, occupation/job, marital status, children, close friends, and health). To gen-

erate the preference variables, the respondents‟ varying satisfaction evaluations are 

assigned to the varying vignette dimensions by applying a multilevel linear regression 

model. 

The collected data have a multilevel structure, meaning that the vignettes are clus-

tered within the respondents; employees are, in turn, grouped in decks. To generate 

the preference variables, a multilevel model was specified that defined vignettes as 

level 1, respondents as level 2, and decks as level 3. We used the respective rating 

of satisfaction with the hypothetical situation of a specific vignette on a scale from 0 

to 10 (see Chapter 2.3). The estimated regression weights then produced the respec-

tive relative preferences. Within the regression model, random slopes for the vi-

gnettes were estimated to take into account intra-individual heterogeneity. Thus, the 

following multilevel model with three levels and random intercept (or, rather, random 

slopes) can be specified as follows: 

 

 Satisfaction𝑗𝑖𝑘 = 𝛽0 + (𝛽1+𝑢1𝑖)gross income + (𝛽2+𝑢2𝑖)occupation + (𝛽3+𝑢3𝑖)marital sta-

tus +  

 (𝛽4+𝑢4𝑖)children + (𝛽5+𝑢5𝑖)health + 𝛽6friends + ⋯ + 𝛿𝑗 + 𝑢0𝑖 + 𝜀𝑗𝑖𝑘          (1)  

 

The subscript j indicates the deck, i the respondent, and k the vignette. To control for 

possible deck effects, fixed effects on the deck level were estimated (see Schunck et 

al., 2013).  

The estimation of the preferences was based on 38,334 vignettes (level 1), which 

were grouped into 6,389 respondents (level 2), who in turn were distributed over 50 

vignette decks (level 3). Stata 13.1 was the software we used for all estimations. An 

example of using vignettes to measure heterogeneous preferences is the analysis of 

the preferences of men and women using the pretest data of the project (see 

Schunck et al., 2013).  
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Appendix 

Table 8. Distribution of vignette decks 

Deck Absolute % 

1 128 2.0 
2 124 1.9 
3 140 2.2 
4 124 1.9 
5 133 2.1 
6 123 1.9 
7 134 2.1 
8 121 1.9 
9 140 2.2 
10 134 2.1 
11 133 2.1 
12 138 2.1 
13 130 2.0 
14 112 1.7 
15 129 2.0 
16 119 1.8 
17 129 2.0 
18 132 2.0 
19 133 2.1 
20 135 2.1 
21 138 2.1 
22 138 2.1 
23 132 2.0 
24 126 2.0 
25 124 1.9 
26 128 2.0 
27 121 1.9 
28 122 1.9 
29 129 2.0 
30 123 1.9 
31 135 2.1 
32 134 2.1 
33 152 2.4 
34 125 1.9 
35 118 1.8 
36 138 2.1 
37 124 1.9 
38 137 2.1 
39 120 1.9 
40 128 2.0 
41 126 2.0 
42 127 2.0 
43 122 1.9 
44 127 2.0 
45 119 1.8 
46 129 2.0 
47 129 2.0 
48 131 2.0 
49 135 2.1 
50 126 2.0 

Total 6454 100.0 
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Table 9. Sequence patterns for vignettes non-response (detailed version) 

Pattern Absolute % 

000000 6,389 98.99 

111111 15 0.23 

001111 9 0.14 

001000 6 0.09 

010000 5 0.08 

000001 4 0.06 

011111 4 0.06 

100000 4 0.06 

000010 2 0.03 

000111 2 0.03 

000011 2 0.03 

001001 2 0.03 

001100 2 0.03 

000100 1 0.02 

000101 1 0.02 

001110 1 0.02 

010011 1 0.02 

010100 1 0.02 

011011 1 0.02 

011100 1 0.02 

110111 1 0.02 

Total 6,454 100.00 

Note: 1 = vignette answered invalidly, 0 = vignette answered validly 
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