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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

QI.Size of non-response in the two samples and in the joint sample.

Q2. How non-responders and ineligible households can be characterized?



RE-CONTACT FIELDWORK

- ESS Round 8, Hungarian sample
- Due to budget constraints, a 3000 persons sample
was chosen to be recontacted TS

- ESS standards regarding:
- data collection planning;
- implementation and;
- field controlling process.

- The questionnaire of the second survey was a shorter
version (+ specific additions related to the re-contact methodology)




RESULTS I

STABILITY IN CONTACT RESULTS

- Success rate in the surveys (i.e. the rate of Results in the ESS and in the RECONTACT sample

sample) is higher in the RECONTACT (48%), At Y
- o . ] % %
as compared to the original ESS (41%). el (e ieye 1625 41,1 1453 485

refusals 1198 30,3 824 27,5

- Allin all, the no contact ratio has gone down

422 10,7 146 49
from | 1% to 5%.The share in other other 709 17,9 577 19,2
) . - 954
Fi remained r hly the same. not selected for re-contact
categories remained roughy ¢ 3954 1000 3954 10,0

Distribution of all contact attempts, % (in brackets: % distribution of the joint ESS — Recontact sample)
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Contact results by stability of interviewer (%), relative to all distributed addresses

. Different Same
Title Recontact . . . .
interviewer |interviewer
Stable responder e Success 23,2 31,1 25,7
Persuadable Refuse Success 24,3 14, | 21,0
refusal

Reachable no-
No-contact Contact 14,8 10,1 13,3
contact

Refuse/ no-

Success
Mixed responder contact 4,0 2,9 3,6

Refuse/ no-contact  Success

Stable refusal Refuse Refuse 10,0 14,1 11,3

Stable no-contact J\[eXeeliivTes No-contact 5,4 8,7 6,5

Mixed refusal /no- lRG{IN: No-contact

17,3 17,8 17,4
contact No-contact Refuse
Refuse/ no-contact/ Address not
Other success valid/other 1.0 13 L]

Address not Refuse/ no-

valid/other contact/ success
100,0 100,0 100,0



Distributions of responders and non-responders by trust and

satisfaction categories, education level and settlement
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RESULTS I

FACTORS AFFECTING RESPONSE PROBABILITIES

Group of factors affecting the reach of respondents:
= Settlement-level (locality and neighbourhood)

= Demographic characteristics: individual level (gender, age group,
level of education and material status)

= Fieldwork characteristics (survey coordinators, interviewers, gender,
age and level of education of interviewers)



. modell: Probability of no contact and its explanatory factors in the joint (ESS+RECONTACT) survey (logit
models, n=6954, reference categories in brackets)

to be explained: no
contact: | g g

Settlement size categories (inhabitants in 2014,

‘ 0.0¢ | ESS+Recontact joint database _
-2000 [ — B” modell
2001 - IOPOO -0.08 0.92 7770 6534
032 . . 0.04 020
Community wealth categories (per capita tax capacity 0.06 0.29
of the settlement, ref: 10000-34999Ft) overall
-0.05 percentage of
0.10

correct
1.46 predictions 7370 76.
Physical state of neighbourhood (interviewer of which: correct
judgement, ref: sufficient) prediction of the
sood or very good -0.20 0.82 ***k target value 2.80 33.0
0.66 .94 ok

Research dummy
(ESS=0,
RECONTACT =1 -0.26 0.77 ***

0.65 0.52 ¥k




o be explained: nonresponse,
FIN=3954) Exp(B) Isig
Settlement size categories (inhabitants in
2014, ref:10001-50000)

o be explained: nonresponse Exp(B) Sig
Income categories (monthly, net, household: 181 - 240
housand Fts)
125 thousand or below 0,86

-2000,00 o R2 126-180 thousand 0,81
2001 — 10000 1,03 241 - 300 thousand 1,97
50001 — city 0,69 301 - 400 thousand 2,37
Community wealth categories (ref: 10000- 401 thousand + 1,52

34999F¢t) Subjective material situation ("easy")
—9999 Ft ,27% get by 2,21

35000+ FT cities |64+ difficult 3,06
BUdaPeSt 2’06*** Very difﬁcult 3’90

Physical state of neighbourhood (sufficient) [Gender of interviewer (male) 0,99

good or very good [,21]* Age category of the interviewer (ref: 1953-1972

bad or very bad 0,49 1988- 0,37
1973-1987 1,57

-1952 0,81
Education of the interviewer (ref: upper secondary)

Gender of respondent (male) 0,98

Age category of respondent (birth cohorts,
ref: 1953-1972)
1988- 0,74 vocational or less 0,94
1973-1987 0,85

-1952 [,17
Completed education of respondent (ref:

~neatianal Aar lace)

tertiary 0,45
Stability of the interviewer (ref:

different interviewer) 0.99
)~ =S e ]




_ o el 2. model: fieldwork 3. full model: settlement and
settlement characteristics characteristics fieldwork characteristics

to be explained: successful interview |

Settlement size categories (inhabitants in 2014, ref:10001-50000)
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Education of interviewer (ref: secondary)

Max lower secondary 0.83 ek
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CONCLUSIONS .

= The share of cases that turned out to be ,,hopeless” is much lower than it
seemed to be in the first, ESS survey.

= Significantly better reach (higher contact and higher response rates) could be
achieved in the gross sample when the joint dataset was taken as a base.

= Re-contacting performed especially better when different second round interviewers
were sent to addresses unsuccessful in the first stage.




CONCLUSIONS II.

= A planned two stage design with a deliberate re-allocation of addresses
between interviewers offers itself, then, for a strategy to achieve a higher
contact and higher response rate.

= Should costs or time pressures for the surveys be prohibitively large, a
more incremental approach can be proposed - with, for example, interim
reallocation of unsuccessful addresses between the interviewers.



CONCLUSIONS IlI.

= Better locating selection probabilities of the sample units in the first stage (or in
the joint survey dataset) may help in better calibrating the internal distribution
of the gross sample in the second phase (or in first stages of any other surveys
later).

= Utilizing different response probabilities within the various sample strata
subgroups defined by age, gender and potentially, household size can help in this
»,pre-weighting”’.
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