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Summary. Occupational data play a vital role in research, official statistics, and policy-

making, yet their collection and accurate classification remain a persistent challenge. This

study investigates the effects of occupational question wording on data variability and the

performance of automatic coding tools. Through a series of survey experiments conducted

and replicated in Germany, we tested two widely-used occupational question formats: one

focusing on “job title” (Berufsbezeichnung) and another on “occupational tasks” (berufliche

Tätigkeit). Our analysis reveals that automatic coding tools, such as CASCOT and Occu-

CoDe, exhibit significant sensitivity to the form and origin of the data. Specifically, these

tools performed more efficiently when coding responses to the job title question format

compared to the occupational task format. Additionally, we found that including examples

of main tasks and duties in the questions led respondents to provide more detailed but less

linguistically diverse responses. This reduced diversity may negatively affect the precision

of automatic coding. These findings highlight the importance of tailoring automatic coding

tools to the specific structure and origin of the data they are applied to. We emphasize the

need for further research to optimize question design and coding tools for greater accuracy

and applicability in occupational data collection.

1. Introduction

Work is a fundamental aspect of human life and a key driver of the global economy. In

2023, the average employed person in Germany worked 1,343 hours, contributing sig-
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nificantly to the country’s economic output (OECD, 2023; World Bank, 2023). Despite

its centrality, the collection and aggregation of occupational information for use in offi-

cial statistics, research, and policymaking remains a complex and persistent challenge.

While asking someone, ”What do you do?” might seem straightforward in everyday con-

versations, responses such as ”I am a teacher” lack the precision needed for statistical

analysis. To inform employment trends, occupational health studies, migration pat-

terns, and analyses of social status, occupational data must be collected in a way that

ensures both clarity and consistency. Moreover, this information needs to be accurately

coded into nationally or internationally recognized classification systems, such as the

International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO).

In survey methodology, the clarity and specificity of responses to occupational ques-

tions are largely determined by the way these questions are phrased. This is especially

critical in occupational research, where respondents must translate their familiarity with

their jobs into responses that provide sufficient detail for accurate coding. Occupational

questions have been a staple of population censuses since the 19th century and remain

central to many national and international surveys (Tijdens, 2014). Typically, these

questions follow a two-part structure: an initial open-ended question that gathers a

summary of the respondent’s job, followed by a second question seeking details about

the individual’s primary tasks or duties. Research has shown that the phrasing of these

questions significantly influences the length and specificity of the responses (Mart́ınez

et al., 2017), which in turn affects the accuracy and reliability of occupational coding

(Conrad et al., 2016).

Traditionally, occupational responses have been manually coded by trained profes-

sionals. While this method is accurate, it is labor-intensive, time-consuming, and prone

to reliability issues due to human error and variability between coders (Massing et al.,

2019). Recent advances have aimed to address these challenges through the development

of automatic coding methods (Schierholz and Schonlau, 2021), ranging from basic text-

matching algorithms to machine learning techniques, and more recently, large language

models. These technologies have shown promise in improving coding efficiency, but they

still face difficulties when dealing with noisy, ambiguous, or overly concise responses.
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In response, more sophisticated models are being tested, larger datasets are being used

for training, and in some cases, respondents are directly involved in the coding process.

However, much of the focus remains on technical solutions, often overlooking the fact

that the quality of occupational data—whether for input or training—originates from

survey questions that are framed in specific ways.

As noted by the US Census, the wording of the occupational questions impacts the

quality of answers and can hinder the quality of manual coding (Mart́ınez et al., 2017).

It is reasonable to assume that the same influence applies to automatic coding processes.

However, the literature on automatic occupational coding has largely neglected the role

of question wording and data origin, despite its potential to affect the performance of

coding algorithms. Understanding how the framing of occupational questions influences

both the richness of the data and its suitability for automatic classification is critical to

improving the accuracy of these methods.

This study aims to fill this gap by examining the effect of occupational question

framing on automatic coding. Given that question wording can vary widely and may be

influenced by cultural or linguistic factors, we conducted an experiment using two ques-

tion formats commonly employed in German surveys. Specifically, we aim to address

the following research questions: Firstly, how does the framing of occupational questions

affect the variability and richness of the responses? Secondly, do different question word-

ings produce information that is equally conducive to automatic coding? Our findings

offer practical insights for practitioners and researchers involved in automatic coding,

emphasizing the importance of considering the original question formulations when as-

sessing the performance and accuracy of coding algorithms.

2. Background

This section is structured as follows. First, we provide an overview of the historical

development and evolution of occupational questions. Next, we review empirical findings

that highlight how the framing of these questions affects the quality of responses and

their suitability for manual coding. In the third section, we discuss the advancements in,

and challenges of, automatic coding techniques. Finally, we identify the research gap,
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and present our research questions and hypotheses.

2.1. Occupational Question Framing

The collection and classification of occupational data can be traced back to the late 18th

and early 19th centuries, depending on the country (Whitby, 2020). For instance, the

early U.S. Census asked a straightforward question: “Profession, occupation, or trade of

each person.” However, this was supplemented by detailed instructions for enumerators,

which expanded significantly over time—from 154 words in 1850 to 3,092 words in 1900

(Ruggles et al., 2024).

Fifty years later, in 1949, the International Conference of Labour Statisticians (ICLS)

adopted a resolution that stated: ”The basis of any classification of occupations should

be the trade, profession, or type of work performed by the individual. Since many of the

problems encountered in classifying individuals according to their occupation are due to

the vagueness or insufficiency of the information furnished, particular attention should

be paid to the formulation of the questions referring to the occupation” (ILO, 1949, p.

91).

Forty years after that, in 1987, the International Labour Organisation (ILO) reiter-

ated the importance of well-designed and tested occupational questions, recommending

the use of two questions—one focused on the job title and the other on main duties (ILO,

1987). However, it wasn’t until 2012 that the ILO published formal guidelines on how

these two occupational questions should be asked, and even then, without accompanying

methodological research to support the recommendations (ILO, 2012). In the absence of

such guidance, countries have historically adopted varying approaches to occupational

question design.

For instance, from the 1950s until 2024, the U.S. Census and the American Com-

munity Survey (ACS) asked between one and three occupational questions, with the

wording of the first question changing only once in 2018, from “What kind of work was

he doing?” to “What was this person’s main occupation?” (Ruggles et al., 2024). In

contrast, over the same period in Germany, sixteen different question formulations were

employed across the Census and Mikrozensus, typically involving one or two questions
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(see Table 1A in the Appendix) (Forschungsdatenzentrum, a; Zensus 2022, 2022; Zensus

2011, 2011; Volkszählung 1987, 1987; Forschungsdatenzentrum, b).

There is similar diversity in other surveys. Tijdens (2014) systematically compared

occupational questions across 33 surveys in the USA and Europe, finding that 25 surveys

asked at least one open-ended question, while 14 used two questions. The precise wording

of the first question varied widely among the 25 surveys using open questions, although

most surveys asked directly for ”occupation/job title.” In contrast, Schneider et al. (2022)

compared the occupational questions in eight major German panel surveys, revealing

that seven of them asked about ”occupational tasks” rather than job titles, with some

providing instructions or examples specifying that job titles should be included in the

response. Meanwhile, the Swiss Household Panel (Tillmann et al., 2021), conducted

in four languages—French, German, Italian, and English—changed the wording of the

occupational question in 2014, but only for German-speaking respondents.

Even within a single survey, occupational questions can differ. The EU Labour Force

Survey (LFS), conducted across 34 European countries by national statistical agencies,

ultimately codes all responses into the international ISCO classification system, aiming

for comparability. However, the framing of the occupational questions differs by country.

For example, in 2024, LFS Sweden asked, ”Into which occupation would you classify your

work? If the respondent has difficulty in answering: What do you call yourself when

other people ask what your job is?” In contrast, LFS Luxembourg in 2021 asked, ”Which

occupational task did you perform during the reporting week? Please state the exact

title,” while LFS Portugal in 2021 posed the question, ”What is your occupation? Please

be as comprehensive and detailed as possible and describe the functions or tasks you

perform” (GESIS - Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences, 2024).

In summary, despite nearly 200 years of inclusion in major national data collection

initiatives, occupational questions continue to exhibit significant diversity in formula-

tion, both internationally and within individual countries. As early as 1949, the ILO

emphasized the need for better-worded questions due to concerns over data quality. Yet

current recommendations, while endorsing the use of two questions, leave the precise

formulation to the discretion of individual users. In the next section, we examine the
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consequences of these varied approaches.

2.2. Question framing and data quality

A study by Velkoff et al. (2014) showed that people generally find it easy to understand

a question about their “main occupation or title.” However, this formulation poses chal-

lenges for individuals with no official title, multiple jobs, or titles that are specific to their

industry but do not accurately reflect the nature of their work. Early ISCO developments

(ILO, 1949) highlighted common issues where respondents provide non-occupational an-

swers, such as “worker,” “employee,” or “owner,” or exaggerate their job roles (e.g., a

“cashier” describing themselves as an “accountant” or a “shop assistant” as a “branch

manager”).

If these kinds of responses are not captured and clarified during the interview, they

reach the coding stage with significant ambiguity. Geis and Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik (2000)

estimated that up to 25% of occupational answers could not be coded with maximum

precision. Similarly, Ganzeboom (2010) noted that approximately 10% of occupational

answers are so vague that coders have to make educated guesses when assigning codes.

A more recent study by Massing et al. (2019) found that coders from different agencies

agreed on only half of the codes, due to both systematic and random errors.

There have been both theoretical and practical efforts to improve the quality of

occupational data. For example, Geis and Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik (2000), a former leader in

Germany’s occupational classification efforts, argued against starting with the question

“Please name your occupation/job title.” They reason that job titles often provide little

information about the actual tasks being performed, which is essential for successful

coding into the international ISCO classification systems. Instead of the common two-

question sequence, they recommend asking three questions: first, about the occupational

task (the kind of work a person does), second, a follow-up to gather additional details,

and only then asking whether the job has a specific title or name. German guidelines

published by the Federal Statistical Office (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik et al., 2024) recommend

this three-question sequence. However, it has not been fully adopted in current German

surveys, likely due to concerns about increasing respondent burden.
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Practical strategies to improve the specificity of occupational answers have included

modifying the wording of questions, adjusting the size of response boxes (Mart́ınez et al.,

2017), providing examples alongside questions (Massing et al., 2019), and offering addi-

tional training to interviewers (Cantor and Esposito, 1992).

Current research offers several insights into how occupational questions can be struc-

tured for better quality and successful manual coding. Occupational questions are typ-

ically asked as part of an open-ended, two-question sequence. However, according to

Kim et al. (2020); Christoph et al. (2020) respondents may not always be aware of

which aspects of their jobs are most crucial to mention, and would often answer with

a job title (Massing et al., 2019; Tijdens, 2014). Mart́ınez et al. (2017) found that ask-

ing “What is [Name’s] occupation?” is expected to provide more specific answers than

“What kind of work does [Name] do?”. While offering guiding examples can encourage

respondents to provide more detailed occupational descriptions (Massing et al., 2019;

Mart́ınez et al., 2017), several studies (Conrad et al., 2016; Massing et al., 2019; Kim

et al., 2020) have shown that this can negatively impact the accuracy of classification.

According to Cantor and Esposito (1992), coders find that longer occupational descrip-

tions are more likely to include contradictory information, making manual coding less

reliable. However, Mart́ınez et al. (2017) and Massing et al. (2019) argue that the issue

is more nuanced, as some respondents provide better answers that are easier to code

when offered examples.

2.3. Automatic Coding

While much of the occupational data is still processed manually, automatic solutions have

been gaining popularity due to their efficiency. Mart́ınez et al. (2017) demonstrated that

trained coders required between 52 and 126 minutes to code 100 occupations, whereas

an automatic system can accomplish the same task in a matter of seconds. Manual

coders typically rely on both occupational questions—short job descriptions and detailed

job duties (and sometimes information about the industry)—to make accurate coding

decisions (Mart́ınez et al., 2017). In contrast, many popular automatic solutions attempt

to classify occupations based solely on the responses to the first question (Wan and
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et al., 2023). When evaluating automatic coding tools, their accuracy is often measured

by comparing their output to that of human coders who have processed the same data.

However, these comparisons frequently show considerable variability.

For instance, CASCOT, developed by Jones and Elias (2004), is one of the most

well-known multi-language text-matching algorithms, relying on job title inputs. When

Belloni and et al. (2016) tested CASCOT on a Dutch survey that asked for job titles,

86% of the answers received a code, but only 52% of those codes were confirmed by

human coders. In a more recent study, Wan and et al. (2023) evaluated three algo-

rithms (CASCOT, LabourR, AUTONOC) on Chinese occupational data translated into

English, again using job title-based questions. CASCOT assigned codes to 97% of the

responses, but only 22% were confirmed by manual coders. While direct comparisons

are unavailable, these results suggest that the same tool can perform very differently

depending on the survey and question design, even when both use variations of the

”What is your job title?” question. Similar findings were observed by Schierholz et al.

(2018), who tested a predecessor of OccuCoDe (a German-language machine learning

tool) across different German surveys. These surveys varied in their first occupational

question, with some asking about job titles and others about occupational tasks. The

accuracy of automatic predictions varied dramatically between studies, suggesting that

question wording may influence performance, though the direction of this effect remains

unclear.

Not all algorithms are designed to rely solely on short job title responses. For exam-

ple, Russ and et al. (2016) developed and tested an ensemble classifier (SOCcer) that

incorporated job titles, detailed task descriptions, and industry information in its train-

ing data. Their results indicated that more detailed occupational information slightly

improved coding accuracy. Specifically, predictions based on job titles alone had an ac-

curacy of 43%, which increased to 45% when job titles, task descriptions, and industry

information were included. Similarly, Nan Li and Bie (2023), lacking a suitable bench-

mark for occupational data, tested their large-language model-based tool (LLM4Jobs)

on job posting texts. CASCOT struggled with long inputs in this context, whereas Large

Language Model (LLM) based tools performed more effectively.
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These findings highlight a potential paradox: while automatic coding seems to benefit

from longer and more detailed inputs, such inputs are known to complicate manual

coding. Moreover, it remains unclear whether encouraging respondents to provide longer

answers—by including detailed examples, for instance—will result in not only longer but

also richer information.

2.4. Research Gap, Research Questions, Hypotheses

There are several inconsistencies in the existing literature regarding the collection of

occupational data. First, there is significant variation in how occupational information

is gathered, with no standardized recommendation on the preferred wording of questions.

Research has shown that the phrasing of occupational questions influences the specificity

of the responses, which in turn affects the ease of manual coding. Additionally, while

longer answers can be elicited by providing examples within the questions, these more

detailed responses complicate manual coding.

However, the impact of question wording and data origin on automatic coding remains

underexplored. Studies have demonstrated that automatic coding tools often perform

very differently depending on the data source, but no direct experimental research has

systematically investigated this issue. Furthermore, some automatic tools have shown

improved accuracy when provided with more extensive textual input, but it is unclear

whether encouraging respondents to provide longer answers will necessarily lead to richer,

more codable data for these systems.

Our research addresses these gaps by investigating the following research questions:

What is the variance in responses due to different occupational question framings? Do

these different framings yield similarly rich information?

To answer these questions, we designed, conducted, and replicated a survey exper-

iment in Germany using two versions of occupational questions commonly found in

German surveys. We then tested the responses using two automatic coding tools avail-

able for the German language. Based on the collected data, we formulated and tested

the following hypotheses:

H1: Both automatic tools (CASCOT and OccuCoDe) will show a higher codability
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rate when coding responses to job titles compared to occupational task.

H2: The question about job titles will encourage job titles, leading to less linguistic

diversity in the responses. In contrast, the question about occupational tasks will result

in a broader range of linguistic expressions, with respondents providing both occupa-

tional titles and descriptive terms, thus increasing linguistic diversity.

H3a: Responses to the question about detailed tasks that include a guiding example

will be longer than those to a question without an example.

H3b: Responses to the question about detailed tasks with a guiding example will

exhibit greater linguistic diversity than those provided without an example.

3. Methodology

This section provides a detailed explanation of our survey experiment and its replication.

3.1. Data

We conducted an online experimental study, managed by Forsa, and simultaneously

replicated it in the panel managed by Bilendi. Forsa operates a probability-based panel,

recruiting respondents via telephone and subsequently inviting them to participate in

specific studies. Bilendi, by contrast, is an entirely opt-in panel. Both companies com-

pensated respondents with digital vouchers for their participation. The Forsa experiment

was conducted in Germany between December 7 and 13, 2022. The replication study,

conducted by Bilendi, took place over a shorter period, from December 7 to 9, 2022.

Both surveys were administered via the Unipark platform, ensuring an identical user

experience across both panels.

3.2. Experimental Design

Our split-ballot experiment, along with its replication, consisted of two sequential open-

ended questions, as illustrated in Figure 1 (the original German version is shown in

Figure 1A in the Appendix). Respondents were randomly assigned to see one of the

two experimental conditions, ensuring a balanced distribution across versions of two

questions.
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Fig. 1: Overview of the survey experiment and replication study.
Experimental design illustrating the split-ballot approach. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of two versions

of Question 1 (”Title” or ”Task”) and, independently, to one of two versions of Question 2 (”Example” or ”No

Example”). This design tests the effects of each question version separately without examining interactions between

the questions.

The first question involved two different versions of the occupational question com-

monly used in German surveys:

• Question 1”Title”: ”What is your current job title?” (German: “Welche Berufs-

bezeichnung hat Ihre gegenwärtige Tätigkeit?”), currently used in the Mikrozensus.

• Question 1”Task”: ”What is the occupational task that you mainly perform?” (Ger-

man: “Welche berufliche Tätigkeit üben Sie derzeit hauptsächlich aus?”), currently

used in German panel surveys.

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of these two versions. Since both ques-

tions were framed in the present tense (inquiring about the current job title or primary

occupational activity), respondents who were retired or not employed were given the

option to select a separate category: ”I am retired” or ”I am not working,” rather than

providing a text response. Approximately 40% of respondents in both surveys selected
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this option.

The follow-up question asked respondents to provide further details about the tasks

and duties they performed in their occupation. Half of the respondents were shown a

detailed example of a response: ”I teach biology to 8th-grade students. Together with my

colleague, I plan and prepare the lessons, grade homework, and exams. I give extra tuition

to gifted pupils and pupils with learning difficulties. I do the necessary paperwork for the

school and inform the parents about the students’ progress.” The other half received no

example. Although the exact wording of the second question varied slightly depending

on the phrasing of the first question, in this article we focus solely on the presence or

absence of the example and treat these slight differences as insignificant.

3.3. Analysis

This section explains the measures and analytical tools we use to test the hypotheses.

All tests are applied separately to the experimental and replication study.

H1. Job Titles/Occupational Tasks Automatic Codability: We use two read-

ily available automatic coding tools for the German language, CASCOT and OccuCoDe,

that can code answers into national German (KldB 2010) and international (ISCO-08)

classifications. When either algorithm assigns a code to a job title or an occupational

task, it produces a confidence score to indicate the level of certainty that a given oc-

cupation should receive a specific code. For example, OccuCoDe will assign an answer

“surgeon” (Chirurg) to the German classification KldB 2010 code 81434 (Surgeon) with

a confidence score of 0.8. The second most likely choice will be the code 81474 (Dentist)

with a confidence score of 0.05 etc. CASCOT will assign the same job to the 81434

(Surgeon) with a confidence score of 70. The second most probable job code will be

81332 (Surgical technical assistant) with a confidence score 20, and so on. Both tools

aim to offer high-quality suggestions and warn against relying on suggestions that have

a low score. In practice, it means that if a person answers “Civil servant” (Beamter),

OccuCoDe will suggest that the most likely job category is “Administrative assistant”

(Verwaltungshelfer/in) with a confidence score of 0.46, CASCOT will offer “civil servant

working at a stud farm” (Beamter/Beamtin Landgestüte) with the score 52. Both sug-
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gestions lie below the tools’ recommended minimum confidence score levels (0.535 for

OccuCoDe (possible range: 0-1) (Simson et al., 2023) and 64 (possible range: 0-100) for

CASCOT (Jones and Elias, 2004)). As a result, the job “civil servant” is considered not

precise enough for automatic coding and will require a manual coder’s effort. We will

call occupations that can be confidently coded using automatic tools “easy-to-code”;

the remaining jobs will be called “hard-to-code.” We do not aim to compare the coding

decisions of the two tools. Instead, we are only interested in whether more answers to

the job title question (Question 1”Title”) fall under the “easy-to-code” category than

the ones asking about occupational task (Question 1”Task”).

In order to evaluate if the origin of data affects automatic codability, we select the

code with the highest confidence score for each answer and calculate two binary variables.

Outcome 1 indicates that a given answer’s highest confidence score is equal or above 0.535

(OccuCoDe) – easy-to-code; otherwise, 0 – hard-to-code. The second variable is coded

as 1 (easy-to-code) when CASCOT gave a score above 64 to a response; otherwise 0. We

apply χ2 test (p= 0.05) to test Null-hypothesis that there is no difference in the rates of

easy-to-code answers between ”job title” and ”occupational task” versions.

H2: Job Title/Occupational Task linguistic diversity To evaluate diversity in

lexical structure, we first coded all answers to the job title/occupational task questions

using Azure Open AI GPT-4 model. We created six partially overlapping binary cat-

egories: nouns, nouns that represent an occupational title (ones that end with -mann,

-frau, -er, -erin, -in, -eur, -e, -ist, -wirt), verbs, adjectives, stop words (German stop

words like und, ich, der, die, das, etc.), derived nouns (nouns that are derived from

verbs and have endings like -ung, -heit, -keit, -nis, -schaft). For example, ”Schulleitung”

(school leadership/direction) was coded as noun - 1, verb - 0, adjectives - 0, stop words

- 0, derived noun - 1. We evaluate the difference in answers using Exact Fisher’s test

(= 0.05) and tested the sets of Null Hypotheses that there is no difference in usage of

different lexical groups between ”job title” and ”occupational task” versions.

Second, we preprocess the responses by tokenizing, removing stop words, and applying

stemming. We then measure linguistic richness using the Type to Token Ratio (TTR),

which evaluates the number of unique words relative to the total number of words. The
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TTR ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating a greater proportion of unique

words (deBoer, 2014; Gavras, 2022). We calculate separate TTR for answers to job titles

and professional activities, measure the difference TTRdif = TTRprofessional activity -

TTRjob titles, and apply bootstrapping (N=1000) to estimate whether the difference is

statistically significant (= 0.05).

In addition, following Mart́ınez et al. (2017); Struminskaya (2015); Meitinger et al.

(2021), we compare job title responses with professional activity using the length of

answers (in words and characters). We apply a two-sided Mann–Whitney U (MWU)

test test to measure the difference in length, as well as Levene’s test to measure the

variability in answer length.

H3: Detailed tasks that include a guiding example First, we compare the

length of answers (in characters and words) to the detailed tasks question with the

example and without the example (Mart́ınez et al., 2017; Massing et al., 2019). We

apply the one-sided MWU test and Levene’s test to measure the difference in answer

length variation. Second, we measure linguistic diversity by coding all answers using

Azure Open AI with a full manual check of the results into six partially overlapping

groups: nouns, nouns that represent an occupational title (nouns that end with -mann,

-frau, -er, -erin, -in, -eur, -e, -ist, -wirt), verbs, adjectives, stop words (German stop

words like und, ich, der, die, das, etc.), and derived nouns (nouns that are derived from

verbs and have endings like -ung, -heit, -keit, -nis, -schaft). Since the answers to the

tasks and duties questions are typically longer than one word, we count the number of

words of each type and use a χ2 test (= 0.05) for the H0 that there is no difference in

the count of words between versions with example and without example. Third, as we

did for Hypothesis 2, we also measured lexical diversity using TTR difference between

respondents who answered the question with an example and without one.

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

We received 840 responses from the two agencies after excluding everyone who explicitly

selected the option “I am retired, or I am not working.” As recorded in Table 1, only
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one respondent did not answer a question (Hard non-response), and 66 respondents

(8%) provided an answer that was classified as a Soft non-response (gibberish, irrelevant

answer etc) and also excluded from further analysis. The final number of observations

with valid responses is 773. Respondents, on average, used 1.3 (Bilendi) to 1.3 (Forsa)

words or from 15 to 16.7 characters to describe their job title (Quesions 1”Title”) and

from 1.3 (Bilendi) to 1.4 (Forsa) words or from 14.8 to 16.7 characters to answer the

question about the occupational task (Question 1”Task”).

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Response Patterns for Job Title (Title) and Occupational Task (Task) experimental

conditions.

Category Task Title Task Title

Hard nonresponse (HNR) 1 0 1 0

Soft nonresponse (SNR) 13 15 23 14

Valid response 188 146 224 215

Mean length of the answer (N characters) 16.7 16.7 14.8 15

Median length of the answer (N characters) 14 16 13 14

Mean length of the answer (N words) 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3

Median length of the answer (N words) 1 1 1 1

Forsa Bilendi

Descriptive statistics in Table 2 provide a summary of answers to the detailed tasks

question where an example was provided compared to the question where no exam-

ple was provided. Answers to the question that included an example are longer: the

average answer is between 65 and 104 characters long or between 8 (Bilendi) and 13

(Forsa) words long. Answers to the questions where the example was not provided are

between 44 and 57 characters long or between 5 and 7 words long. Respondents to

the Bilendi-administered survey provided shorter answers than did respondents to the

Forsa-administered one.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Response Patterns for questions with the example and questions with no example.

Category Example No Example Example No example

Hard nonresponse (HNR) 5 3 5 4

Soft nonresponse (SNR) 2 2 10 15

Forsa Bilendi

Continued on next page



16 O. Kononykhina et al.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Response Patterns for questions with the example and questions with no example.

(Continued)

Valid response 163 159 195 216

Mean length of the answer (N characters) 104 57 65 44

Median length of the answer (N characters) 78 43 47 33

Mean length of the answer (N words) 13 7 8 5

Median length of the answer (N words) 9 5 6 3

Forsa Bilendi

4.2. Codability of answers

We tested the codability of answers to the questions about job titles and occupational

task using the two automatic occupational coding tools introduced in the Methods sec-

tion: OccuCoDe and CASCOT. The results show that over 50% of responses are hard-to-

code for the automatic tools regardless the question respondents answered. For example,

as seen in Table 3, 38% of responses received by Forsa study to the question about oc-

cupational task and 47% of answers to the question about job titles were easy-to-code

when OccuCoDe was used. The rest are hard-to-code answers and need to be classified

manually.

Table 3: Summary of Automatically Codable Responses and Statistical Tests

OccuCoDe-Forsa 38% 47% χ2 (1) = 1.99, p = .16 334 0.08 1320

OccuCoDe-Bilendi 38% 45% χ2 (1) = 1.52, p = .2 438 0.06 2264

CASCOT-Forsa 29% 31% χ2 (1) = 0.04, p = .85 334 0.01 72882

CASCOT-Bilendi 32% 34% χ2 (1) = 0.16, p = .69 438 0.02 21337

Tool/Study

Automatic

Coding Rate χ2-Test for Codable

Answers (α = 0.05)
N

Effect Size

ϕ

Required

Sample Size

for 80%

Power
Task Title

Hard-to-code responses included terms such as clerk, employee, self-employed, worker,

consultant, and salesperson, among others. These are generic and ambiguous answers

for which multiple occupational categories could be equally appropriate, as indicated by

their low confidence scores. Both CASCOT and OccuCoDe showed a higher proportion

of easy-to-code responses when participants answered the job title question. However,

according to a series of chi-square (X2) tests, there was no statistically significant differ-

ence in the proportion of easy-to-code responses between Question 1”Title” and Question
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1”Task”.

Effect size analysis indicated a negligible effect size across all groups. A subsequent

power analysis demonstrated that a sample size of over 2,000 respondents would be

required to detect a statistically significant effect using OccuCoDe. For CASCOT, the

required sample size is approximately 70,000 respondents. Although the calculated effect

size is small, the power analysis suggests that with sufficiently large sample sizes (that

is usually required for training ML models), these effects could still be statistically

significant and potentially meaningful in improving the accuracy of automatic coding.

4.3. Linguistic diversity of job title/occupational task answers

The evidence from Figure 2 indicates that most of the answers followed the same pattern:

irrespective of the formulation of the question asked, almost all respondents answered

with a job title. Fisher’s Exact Test confirms that there is no statistical difference

between the types of words used to answer the first occupational question, whether asking

about job title or occupational task. The result is identical to the main experiment and

its replication. (Forsap-value = 0.94, Bilendip-value = 0.65).

Fig. 2: Distribution of Word Types in Responses.
The figure shows the percentage of different types of words (e.g., nouns, adjectives) that respondents used in their

answers to the Question 1 variations. Blue bars show the percentages for answers to Job Title question (Question

1”Title”), while yellow bars show the percentages for answers to Occupational Task question (Question 1”Task”).



18 O. Kononykhina et al.

Next, we formally tested the linguistic diversity using TTR (type-to-token ratio).

The results show that respondents used fewer unique words when answering the question

about occupational task than job title TTRdiff = −0.1 for Forsa and TTRdiff = −0.03

for Bilendi. However there is no statistical evidence (bootstrapped results (N = 1000))

that the variety of words used to answer job title question is different from that of

occupational task answers Forsa: t = −0.1, bias = 0.05, std.error = 0.05. Bilendi:

t = −0.03, bias = 0.01, standard error = 0.04].

Lastly, Figure 3 displays the distribution of the answers’ length (in characters) for

the two question formulations. The results of the MWU test as well as Levene’s test

are consistent for experiment and replication and indicate that there is no statistical

difference between the length of responses [Bilendi: F value = 0.05, df = 437, Pr[>

F ] = 0.8, α = 0.05; Forsa: F value = 1.14, df = 332, Pr[> F ] = 0.29, α = 0.05.]

Fig. 3: Distribution and characteristics of answers based on length (in characters).
The figure shows the length of answers (in characters) for two Question 1 versions: ”Job Title” (blue) and

”Occupational Task” (orange). Density curves represent the distribution of answer lengths, with boxplots below
summarizing the central tendency and spread. Statistical tests (Levene’s Test and MWU Test) suggest no evidence of

differences in variability/median answer length between the two question versions.

Our results were consistent across both the experiment and its replication, and they

partially contradicted the expectations outlined in Hypothesis 2. First, contrary to our
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expectations, we found that respondents tended to provide job titles regardless of the

question wording. Second, we confirmed that the length of responses did not differ

significantly between the two question formats. Third, contrary to our hypothesis, the

wording of the questions had no measurable impact on the variety of words used in the

responses.

4.4. Response Patterns to the detailed tasks Occupational Question: Example vs. No

Example

As measured by the one-sided MWU-test in Figure 4, the responses to the question with

examples are significantly longer. The variation of length is significantly different for

both Forsa and Bilendi respondents [Forsa: F value = 17.1, df = 320, Pr[> F ] = 0.00],

[Bilendi: F value = 6.3, df = 409, Pr[> F ] = 0.01].

Fig. 4: Distribution and characteristics of answers based on length (in characters).
The figure shows the length of answers (in characters) for two Question 2 (Detailed job descriptions) versions:

”Example” (green) and ”No example” (purple). Density curves represent the distribution of answer lengths, with
boxplots below summarizing the central tendency and spread. Results from statistical tests (Levene’s Test and

Mann-Whitney U Test) indicate evidence of differences in variability and/or median answer lengths between the two
question versions.

As detailed job descriptions are longer, the pattern of word types also changes (Figure

5). Nouns are still the most frequently used type of word. However, tasks description

nouns are no longer occupational titles. Moreover, on average, responses to the question

with an example include at least one verb (2 Forsa / 1 Bilendi) and those with no example

include 0.7 / 0.8 verbs. A χ2 test confirms that the frequency of words used to answer
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Fig. 5: Comparative Analysis of Word Types in Detailed Job Description (with example
and without example).
The figure shows the average number of different types of words (e.g., nouns, adjectives) that respondents used in their

answers to the Question 2 (Detailed Job descriptions) variations. Green bars show the average for answers to the
question with example (Question 2”Example”), while purle bars show the averages for answers to the question without

example (Question 2”No Example”)

the question with an example is different from that corresponding to the question with

no example (Forsa: χ2(5) = 61.9, p = .00, α = 0.05; Bilendi: χ2(5) = 47.3, p = .00,

α = 0.05).

The most frequently mentioned words to the question with and without examples tend

to differ (for details see Figure 2A in the Appendix). For instance, the verb “to lead” is

used by the respondents who were offered the example but not by the other group. An

expression like “I lead/I manage” helps to identify managerial occupations that are not

always clear based on the initial answer about the job title. For example, in our data,

we found upon manual examination that twelve respondents who gave a non-managerial

professional activity/job title answer (kindergarten teacher, bank clerk, geriatric nurse,

web developer) but used some form of the word “to lead” to describe management duties.

Eight of these had received an example, and four had not. To illustrate it further, a

respondent who answered “Geriatric nurse” as their job title further wrote, “I manage

a residential area in a retirement home. I coordinate the assignments of my staff, write

duty rosters, and liaise with relatives.” A web developer wrote “Executive Management.”
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On the other hand, respondents whose occupation was “project management” also used

expressions like “I lead/I manage” but did not provide additional information that could

help coders distinguish between people who manage tasks and people who staff as their

main duties.

Finally, we evaluate the uniqueness of the answers measured by the difference in TTR.

The results show that Forsa respondents used relatively less unique words when offered

the example (TTRForsa diff = −0.06]). There was no difference for Bilendi respondents

(TTRBilendi diff = −0.01). However, bootstrapped results show that those differences are

not significant even for Forsa: [Forsa: t = −0.06, bias = 0.02, std.error = 0.04; Bilendi:

t = −0.01, bias = −0.002, std.error = 0.04]

The results support Hypothesis 3a - responses to the questions with examples were

significantly longer; and not support Hypothesis 3b. Overall, responses were highly di-

verse, with answers that included examples showing a higher frequency of nouns and

verbs (e.g., I lead/manage), which may help in identifying managerial positions. How-

ever, the TTR analysis revealed that providing an example tends to guide respondents

towards using specific words and phrases when describing their detailed tasks. As a re-

sult, despite the increased word count, the overall vocabulary diversity remained similar

to that of responses without the example.

5. Conclusion

Our research focused on investigating the impact of occupational question wording on

variability and automatic codability of answers. In order to test that, we conducted a

split-ballot survey experiment and simultaneously replicated it. All our findings hold for

both studies and show that question framing should be considered when designing or

applying automatic coding tools. First, between 29% and 47% of occupational answers,

depending on the question formulation, were confidently coded by the two automatic

coding tools we tested. Second, both automatic tools performed better when coding

answers to the ”job title” than the ”occupational task” question. That was especially

visible for OccuCoDe, where responses to the job title question had 9% higher codability

rate. Our sample was too small to detect an effect statistically, however, power analysis
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showed that with the sample sizes common for panel studies the difference could be

statistically significant.

Third, contrary to our expectations, we found that irrespective of the question formu-

lation, over 80% of respondents named their job title. Fourth, in line with the findings

of Massing et al. (2019); Mart́ınez et al. (2017), the answers to the question with an

example proved to be significantly longer. The variation of types of answers between

versions also differed, with answers to the question using examples of using more nouns

and verbs (for example, I manage, I lead). On the other hand, our TTR analysis showed

that examples may steer respondents towards using certain words as overall vocabulary

in the answers with examples was not different from the answers without examples.

Our findings have several practical implications. The wording of the occupational

question impacts data quality for manual and automatic coding. As noted by Velkoff

et al. (2014), asking to name the job title might not be the best option for those with

multiple employments or industry-specific jobs, but, according to our findings, the job

title is the answer that will be most likely given. Researchers should pay attention to

the wording of the occupational question when given the data for training and testing

automatic occupational tools. Working with ”job title -Berufsbezeichnung” instead of

”occupational task -berufliche Tätigkeit” in German context may increase the accuracy

of the automatic coding tools without adjustments to the algorithm. The findings might

be different for other cultural and linguistic contexts; however, together with Mart́ınez

et al. (2017), our study points out that the origin of the data matters. Future studies

should examine causal mechanism that trigger difference in responses.

Next, our study showed that working with only short job title types of answers is

limiting. Following Christoph et al. (2020) that respondents don’t always know what

is required of them to answer, we end up with many answers that are hard to code.

Our results showed that detailed duties questions gave crucial information about some

respondents’ managerial duties that could not be foreseen from their initial answers and

thus coded correctly. Therefore, researchers in the field of automatic coding could aim

not to reach maximum precision with coding job titles but instead to expand allowed

input to include detailed task descriptions or industry.
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Lastly, our study showed that on the one hand, asking respondents to describe their

detailed duties elicits longer and sometimes more detailed answers. Research shows that

more input benefits the quality of automatic coding for advanced algorithms (Russ and

et al., 2016; Nan Li and Bie, 2023). However, we also found that respondents might

follow the answer pattern and provide longer but similar answers using the same pool of

words. Thus, researchers should be cautious when training their models on such answers,

since more words per answer does not necessarily mean more distinct words that can

help to create more accurate models.
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Appendix

Table 1A: Comparison of Census and Survey Questions in the USA and Germany (1950-2024)

1950-1959 P: What kind of work was he doing? M: What profession does the employed person

practice?

M: In which profession is the household member

employed?

M: Which job is practiced in this professional ac-

tivity?

1960-1969 No change in question wording M: What activity (profession) is being practiced?

M: What profession do you currently practice, or

what profession did you practice most recently?

1970-1979 P: What kind of work was he doing?

P: What were his most important activities or

duties?

P: What was his job title?

P: Activity performed. Keyword-like description

M: Current activity (profession practiced)

1980-1989 P: What kind of work was this person doing?

P: What were this person’s most important ac-

tivities or duties?

P: What is your occupation or professional activ-

ity?

M: Current professional activity (occupation

practiced) (before 1982)

M: What is your current occupation? (after 1982)

1990-1999 No change in question wording M: No change in question wording (until 1995)

M: What is your occupation? (after 1995)

2000-2009 ACS: No change in question wording M: No change in question wording

2010-2019 ACS: No change in question wording (before

2018)

ACS: What was this person’s main occupation?

Describe this person’s most important activities

or duties. (after 2018)

M: No change in question wording (until 2010)

M: Enter the job title for your professional activ-

ity (2011)

M: State your job name and the area in which

you work (after 2011)

P: Please indicate your occupation/professional

activity. Provide additional explanations in key-

words.

Years USA, ACS - American Community Survey

P - population census (Ruggles et al., 2024)

Germany, M - Microcensus P - pop-

ulation Census (Forschungsdatenzentrum,

a,b; Volkszählung 1987, 1987; Zensus 2011,

2011; Zensus 2022, 2022)

Continued on next page
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Table 1A: Comparison of Census and Survey Questions in the USA and Germany (1950-2024) (Continued)

2020-2024 ACS: No change in question wording M: For the paper version: Please describe your

current occupation in keywords. What is the job

title of your current occupation?

M: For the online version: What is the job title

of your current occupation? Please describe your

current occupation in keywords.

P: Please indicate which occupation/professional

activity you performed in the week from May 9

to 15, 2022. Provide additional explanations in

keywords.

Years USA, ACS - American Community Survey

P - population census (Ruggles et al., 2024)

Germany, M - Microcensus P - pop-

ulation Census (Forschungsdatenzentrum,

a,b; Volkszählung 1987, 1987; Zensus 2011,

2011; Zensus 2022, 2022)

Fig. 1A: Design of the experiment in German.
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Fig. 2A: Comparative Analysis of Term Proportions in Responses With and Without
Examples.
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