Dear editors and reviewers, 
We are grateful for the insightful comments and suggestions offered by the reviewers, and for the invitation to conduct minor revisions and to resubmit our manuscript. Our revised manuscript addresses all comments made by reviewers, while continuing to meet the strict Symposium format word limit (3,600 words including endnotes and references). In the following text, we provide responses to each of the reviewers’ revision comments in turn., Oand our responses are preceded by an arrow “=>.”.	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: I think that "address" or "respond to" would be more concise here.

***************
Reviewer #1: 
***************

Reviewer 1, Comment 1:
The object is projects including "ex-post harmonization of cross-national survey data from multiple survey programs on topics related to political attitudes and behavior", but the authors do not specify how they have identified or selected these projects. 

=> Response:  
We thank the reviewer for noting the importance of specifying how we identified the relevant projects, and this comment relates to Reviewer 3’s suggestion to include additional methodological information on the selection of interviewees. In the revised manuscript, we address this comment by adding the following new text: 	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: Maybe start a new sentence here, for clarity:
"...how we identified the relevant projects. This comment relates to..."
“Our identification of relevant projects and studies that use cross-national survey data harmonization on the topics of political attitudes and behaviors is based on three sources: The recent review paper by Kołczyńska (2022); a systematic search in the Web of Science of the term “survey data harmonization” in social sciences journals; and asking interviewees to note projects and studies that they view as exemplary studies on these topics.”  
As noted in the manuscript, a technical search strategy relying only on literature databases and specific keywords such as “survey data harmonization” would not yield a comprehensive list of projects and studies, due to the lack of consistent terminology among by researchers using this research strategy. While we do not aim to identify every relevant study published in the field, the repeated mention of the projects and studies by interviewees that are included in our paper increases our confidence that the content of our Symposium article constitutes a useful guide for researchers considering the use of this research strategy. 	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: Maybe "among	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: I tend to feel that this repetition of "researchers" and "research" is unnecessary. In addition, "strategy" is used to refer to your "technical search strategy," which could be confusing.
Please consider something like:
"... among researchers using this approach."	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: I think that:
"...the repeated mention of the projects and studies included in our paper by interviewees..."
would be clearer.

Reviewer 1, Comment 2:
The semi-structured survey instrument taps researchers' general perceptions rather than their assessments of their specific project, what they did right or wrong, what they would do differently. 

=> Response:  
In the revised manuscript, we add methodological information on the development of the survey instrument that relates to this important point. The revised text reads as follows: 
“The semi-structured interview instrument includes questions that prompted the interviewees to discuss their own contributions to the field, and to identify both the opportunities and the challenges of this type of research. A key question invited researchers to reflect critically on their prior work by asking “What do you wish you had known when you first started on your survey data harmonization research, particularly in relation to producing high-impact peer-reviewed academic research? Can you think of advice you would now give to your younger self before starting this journey?” Similar to Manucci’s (2022) interviews with leading experts on populism and Munck and Snyder’s (2007) interviews with leading researchers of comparative politics, the interviews created an opportunity for leading researchers to place their contributions in the broader context of the field. In addition, the anonymity of the interviews—--noted in the IRB form signed by each interviewee and emphasized verbally at the beginning of each interview—--encouraged researchers to articulate meaningful critiques of their own work and of the field as a whole with the intention of providing useful insights for scholars using this research strategy.”


Reviewer 1, Comment 3:
The description of opportunities and challenges makes sense but is not particularly enlightening.

=> Response:  
We appreciate that the description of opportunities and challenges makes sense. To strengthen the enlightening nature of this content, we follow the suggestion of Reviewer 4 to include additional references to other contributions in the Symposium within our concluding discussion of “Best Practices” discussing, and throughout the paper. Since our article is intended as an introductory “Guide” for the Symposium reader as a whole, incorporating this revision allows the article to continue to be useful for readers with little familiarity with the topic, as well asnd to also servinge as a gateway to even more enlightening content on specific data harmonization opportunities and challenges. 
	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: Maybe:
"To make this content more enlightening,"
or
"To make this content more meaningful,"
would be clearer.	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: Please consider:
"remain useful for readers..."
or
"assist even readers..."


***************
Reviewer #3: 
***************
Reviewer 3, Comment 1: 
As a survey researcher working primarily in international contexts with the goal of producing comparative data, I am very familiar with the significant challenges faced in harmonization of survey. Indeed, achieving comparability in the design phase of a study is daunting, and ex-post harmonization even more so. 

=> Response:  
We appreciate thise recognition of the significant challenges facing researchers using survey data harmonization, especially from an experienced researcher in this field. 

Reviewer 3, Comment 2: 
I appreciate the inclusion of qualitative data from researchers, but suggest a short methods section describing how respondents were selected, rather than including details only in an appendix.

=> Response:  
We implemented this revision suggestion by moving the relevant text from the appendix to the manuscript. In addition, see our response to Reviewer 1, Comment 1, for new text in the manuscript on the related topic of how relevant projects and studies were selected. 

Reviewer 3, Comment 3: 
The section on "Challenges, Part 2: Scholarly Challenges" acknowledges the issue of equivalence across datasets vis-a-vis both different question wording and response options as well as sample type, quality, and weights. However, there are numerous additional survey operational challenges, including methods of translation, interviewer training, quality control and field supervision, and survey mode, for which differences in context and over time can result in significant comparison error. I suggest consideration of some of the discussion in an AAPOR/WAPOR Task Force on Quality in Comparative Surveys, which highlights these additional challenges to comparability as well as a more recent paper that concurs with your recommendation for the need to build a scholarly community of colleagues invested in comparative survey data research.
-Lyberg L., Pennell B.-E., Cibelli Hibben K. L., et al. 2021. "AAPOR/WAPOR Task Force Report in Comparative Surveys." https://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/MainSiteFiles/images/AAPOR-WAPOR-Task-Force-Report-on-Quality-in-Comparative-Surveys_Full-Report.pdf (accessed March 6, 2025).
-de Jong, J. (2025). Challenges and Future Directions for International and Cross-Cultural Comparability. Journal of Official Statistics, 41(3), 954-963.

=> Response:  
We sincerely thank the reviewer for highlighting the importance of acknowledging additional survey operational challenges, and for referencing these two highly relevant sources. Our revision follows this guidance, and the new text reads as follows: 
“XX”

***************
Reviewer #4:
*************** 
Reviewer 4, Comment 1: 
This is an extremely useful article that discusses opportunities and challenges of survey data harmonization. As a reader and end-user, I found the idea of this symposium excellent as it fills a gap in the existing literature on best research practices. I have not had a chance to read all the other articles in the symposium, but based on the limited discussion provided, each seems to discuss an important aspect of the harmonization process. Having said that, I believe this article could be made clearer and more compelling by addressing a few issues, which I detail below.

=> Response:  
We appreciate this assessment of the article’s contribution, along with the insightful revision suggestions, which we address below. 

Reviewer 4, Comment 2: 
Do all or most harmonization endeavors need to be undertaken by large teams of researchers? Are the authors advising against solo/single PI projects? If not, can they specify what endeavors are best undertaken as a large vs. small team?

=> Response:  
We have added text to clarify that most of the published research in this field is co-authored, i.e., not undertaken by solo researchers. Further, we clarify that in our interviews, theof researchers who published solo- authored studies using survey data harmonization all referenced the use of research assistants, (RAs) and noted that the training and use of these RA’s require a certain amount of collaboration and teamwork. 	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: I don't think that this "i.e.," is necessary.
"not undertaken by solo researchers" could also be removed to reduce the word count.
The reviewer’s concluding question onf what endeavors are best undertaken as a large vs. a small team is an intriguing question that we did not directly address, so we do have not added text on this topic in the manuscript. We do address this topic indirectly by referring readers to the related paper in our Symposium on “data wrangling,” which includes an extended discussion of team-related collaborative best practices. 

Reviewer 4, Comment 3: 
The discussion about research questions could benefit from greater clarity. One the one hand the authors seem to suggest scholars need to have a clear research question in mind in order not to get lost in the process. On the other hand, they also advocate for iteratively revising the research question as the dataset is constructed (Table 1). I find this advice a bit contradictory.	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: This seems to be a typo. ("On" not "One")

=> Response:  
We added the following revised text to clarify our synthesis of researchers’ comments on the revision of research question revisions: 
“XX”

Reviewer 4, Comment 4: 
In the section on opportunities, the discussion of open science and computing infrastructure could benefit from some examples, as it is unclear whether it relates to the public availability of raw survey data or to methodologies enabled by advances in computing power, such as Bayesian latent variable models, which have been used to carry out more complex types of harmonization. The latter also seems to overlap with the subsequent discussion of methodological innovations. How are the two sections distinct?

=> Response:  
We appreciate the reviewer’sse observations about the need for greater clarification of these two items in the “opportunities” section, and we have made several edits for clarity. Regarding open science and computing infrastructure, in the revised manuscript, we have swappedps the order of ofintroducing these terms to rename the section “Computing infrastructure and open science.” In addition, we have added new text in relation to Open Science that refers the reader  to the introduction of a recent PS Symposium specifically on this topic (Rinke & Wuttke, 2021). Regarding the discussion of methodological innovations, we have moved this section to immediately follow the “Computing infrastructure and open science” section, and added an opening phrase noting that the methodological innovations build on advances in computing infrastructure and open science. 	Comment by Barnaby Breaden: Maybe "reversed" would be clearer.

Reviewer 4, Comment 5: 
Among the challenges, are the data availability issues related to access to the surveys to be harmonized or to replication workflows?  In other words, data availability for whom and at what stage of the research? I found the discussion a bit confusing

=> Response:  
We appreciate the observation that our text on data availability would benefit from additional clarification. In the revised manuscript, after the the first sentence in the section on data availability, which focuses on the lack of stable DOIs, we added new and majorly revised text, as follows: 
“XX.”

Reviewer 4, Comment 6: 
Although survey data harmonization focuses on observational data, it is not impossible to combine this with certain causal inference methodologies. I fully agree on the value of good descriptive data, but it is unclear why harmonized data cannot be combined with robust methodologies that go beyond mere description, even though they may fall short of experimental standards of causal inference.

=> Response:  
We have incorporated this important insight that harmonized data can be combined with robust methodologies that go beyond mere description, and we added a new reference to Susan Stoke’s important defense of observational research. The revised text reads as follows: 
XX

Reviewer 4, Comment 7:
I understand this article is part of a symposium where each article takes on a different aspect/challenge of survey data harmonization. Considering this, Table 1 could benefit from specific references to the other articles which, I assume, will expand on specific aspects. Otherwise, as a summary of best practices, this table appears somewhat lacking in critical details about how to carry out harmonization in practice, especially with regards to theory and dataset construction.

=> Response:  
We follow this suggestion by adding relevant references to other articles in the Symposium, and also to other relevant references in the literature in general that provide more critical details on practical aspects of data harmonization. 
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