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Abstract

Decline of response rate is a major challenge for empirical social research. Should the loss of response units
be non-random, population estimates may become biased. A rising share of the ,,unreachable” may prompt
an increased probability of non-randomness of the loss. Exploring the process is therefore a key to
understanding of what can be expected from our achieved samples. In a recent study we investigated
patterns of response unit losses by conducting a lagged re-contact survey based on the ESS 8 round. We
find that before a premature verdict on unreachability, one must make another try: a combined reach of the
original and of the recontact surveys have risen to above 63.6% percent from the initial 41.1%. The
proporttion of totally ineligibles was 6.5%, and the rate of stable non-responders was 11.3% only. The joint
profile of the original and of the recontact sample may be more balanced for the representativity of what
we believe to be the ,,reality”. Regarding the explanatory factors of successful interviews, the research shows
that several factors “pull center” the realized sample (successful interviews) compared to the gross sample:
the chances of successful interviews are worse in bad physical state of neighbourhood, among those, with
lower lever of education and in the higher income categories.
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Introduction

This summary presents findings from a methodological research on survey nonresponse, based on a
European Social Survey sample (round 8, fielded originally between May - September 2017). We re-
contacted a random selection of the original sample after roughly one and a half years, in December 2018 —
February 2019, with the aim of finding out how far can the original reach be extended by a second try and
how shall the new sample perform in terms of representativity — whatever this means in our modern, ever
moving world.

We made an attempt to understand how non-responders and ineligible households can be characterized,
and how data collection procedures can be improved. The questionnaire of the second survey was a (much)
shorter version of the original with some specific additions related to the re-contact methodology. In any
other respects, the same standards regarding the entire fieldwork were applied. In both surveys a very
detailed record of contact attempts was taken, including data on circumstances of the attempts,
characteristics of the neighbourhoods, etc. Later, administrative data on settlements were added to the
respondents’ records and, in addition to the questionnaire files, demographic and work experience
characteristics of interviewers were also added and analysed.

In what follows, we aim to present a very concise summary of our experiment. Many details are available in
the Hungarian original report (Szeitl and Té6th, 2020).

Round 8 of ESS in Hungary

For ESS!' Round 8, a stratified sample of individual persons was drawn from the Hungarian population
register. ESS targets all persons aged 15 and over, with no upper age limit set for the responders, neither are
there other restrictions (based on ethnicity, locality, etc) to eligibility. The only exception to this is that
people living in institutions are out of the target. Hence, the aim was an equal chance cover of all residents
within private households in Hungary. As the ESS8 Quality Matrix states, (see table 2.8 on p20), the up-to-
datedness of the sampling frame (bought from the Hungarian population registry can be considered to be
below the average. There was an 8.5% of the gross sample (of 4006 cases) who moved by the time of the
first contact. This rate is relatively high, beaten by Poland (14.7%) and Spain (11.1%) only, within the 13
countries using, similarly to Hungary, populations registers of individuals for the sampling.

For the selection of the field unit a multistage cluster design was applied in the domain that represents rural
areas (mostly villages), and an unclustered design, in a second domain representing the urban centres with
high population density (see the Quality Matrix, as above). The realised gross sample was 4006 persons, out
of which the realised net sample size was 1614 and the realized effective net sample size was 1330. The field
lasted from May 2017 to December 2017.

' The European Social Survey is European Research Infrastructure Consortium (ERIC) carrying out recurrent
empirical surveys of attitudes and sociodemographic composition of European populations. Core questionnaire is
supplemented by occasional question blocks on various social issues in their focus. ESS Round 8 (2016-2017) was
taken in 27 countries, of which 23 were EU members at the time. Topics included social trust; political interest and
participation; socio-political orientations; social exclusion; national, ethnic and religious allegiances; climate change,
energy security and energy preferences; welfare; human values; demographics and socioeconomics. More on the cross-
national surveys:

https:/ /www.europeansocialsutvey.org/docs/round8/survey/ESS8_data_documentation_report_e02_1.pdf



The recontact sample

Driven by pressing needs of constantly falling response rates in international surveys? and in surveys fielded
in Hungary as well?, we initiated a new study (supported by our research grant to investigate ways to improve
effectiveness of empirical face to face household surveys?) to better understand the mechanisms and
incidence of unit non-response. Due to budget constraints, a 3000 persons sample was chosen to be
recontacted (randomly selected out of the original 4006 person ESS8 gross sample). During the recontacted
tieldwork we followed the ESS standards regarding data collection planning, implementation and field
controlling process. The fieldwork lasted from December 2018 to February 2019. (For more on the
fieldwork characteristics, see Section 3 in Szeitl and Téth, 2020. Fieldwork protocols of ESS were closely
followed also during the recontact survey.)

Major aims of the re-contact survey

When preparing the survey design, we kept in mind our research questions on success rates and their
determinants:

- What is the size of non-response in the two samples (and, eventually, in the joint sample)?

- How does refusal (unwillingness to cooperate despite successful contact with the respondent) relate
to no-contact (that may be result of moves, temporary migration, address list error, etc)?

- Out of the three broad categories of potential drivers (i.e. personal attributes of respondents,
general characteristics of locality where the respondent lives and characteristics of the fieldwork
apparatus like age, gender and education of the interviewer, etc) which one determines interview
success the most?

We also wanted to draft some conclusions for devising more efficient methods to improve the reach of our
surveys.

2 In the ISSP series average response rates fall from an average of 69% (for 1996-2000, all counttries together) to
58%, 53% and 49% in the following five-year intervals, reaching 44% by 2016. For other reports of declining
response rates see Beullens et al. 2018; Blom et al. 2008; Blom 2008; de Heer 1999; de Leeuw-de Heer 2002; de
Leeuw et al. 2018; Stoop et al. 2010

3 In the Tarki Household Monitor Survey we found 58% in 1999 that has dropped to 48% in 2005, 41% to 2012 and
39% by 2015 (Tarki 2016). Similar rates were found in several other surveys, like, for example, the Hungarian field of
the Household Finance and Consumption survey of the ECB (Simon and Valentiny, 2016, MNB, 2019)

* Title: How to approach the Unreachable? — Pilot analysis of unit non-response and non-contact populations in

empirical surveys by re-connecting with special questionnaires and methods — Contract No: NKFIH (OTKA)
K125162



Results

Reach-out in the two surveys

In what follows, we mention, for the sake of simplicity, the ESS R8 sample as ESS and the follow up survey

as RECONTACT.

Success rate in the surveys (i.e. the rate of successful interviews within the gross sample) was
higher in the RECONTACT (48%), as compared to the original ESS (41%). All in all, the no
contact ratio has gone down from 11% to 5%. The share in other categories remained roughly the
same. (Table 1)

Success rate in the two waves combined. In over one third (36.4%, 1091 individuals) of total
cases attempted to be contacted we failed while some more than a fourth of the cases (25.7%, 772
individuals) was successfully available for both surveys. We have 461 cases for whom it is only ESS
questionnaire and 676 for whom the RECONTACT questionnaire is available.> The combined
reach of the two waves went up to 63.6% from the initial 41.1% (Table 2)

There were signs of complementarity of the refusals and of the no-contacts: pointing to
discretion (under some circumstances) of the interviewer in judging the reasons for the contact
failures.

Interviewer allocation. We found that allocating the same address to interviewers reinforces
results (the same interviewers at the same address tended to reach the same results). Giving failed
address in ESS to another interviewer raises chance to be successful in RECONTACT) (Table 3).

Table 1 Results in the ESS and in the RECONTACT sample

ESS RECONTACT

N % N %
completed interviews 1625 411 1453 48,5
refusals 1198 30,3 824 27,5
no-contacts 422 10,7 146 4.9
other 709 17,9 577 19,2
not selected for re-contact 954
Total 3954 100,0 3954 100,0

524.1% of ESS (954 cases out of the total 3959) was not selected to RECONTACT due to budget constraints. The
initial random selection of the 3000 cases turned out to be somewhat biased towards the originally unsuccessful cases.
We had finally 392 cases not questioned in RECONTACT while questioned in ESS and 562 cases uncontacted in any
waves. Please note that no interview does not mean no information for the respondents. We had the age, gender, and
address of the respondents from the registry and interviewers were asked to record information on the characteristics

of the neighbourhood.



Table 2 Distribution of all contact attempts, %o (in brackets: % distribution of the joint ESS-recontact sample)

RECONTACT. RECONTACT. not in recontact
no success successful sample TOTAL
ESS no success. 27.6 17.1
(36.4) (22.5) 14.2 58.9
ESS ful
success 11.7 19.5 9.9 411
(15.4) (25.7)
TOTAL 39.3 36.6
(51.8) (48.2) 24.1 100.0
Table 3 Contact results by stability of interviewer (%), relative to all distributed addresses
Title ESS Recontact Different | Same Total
interviewer | interviewer sample
Stable responder | Success Success 232 31,1 25,7
Persuadable Refuse Success 243 14,1 21,0
refusal ’ ’ ’
Kenels oo 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 | No contact No-contact 54 8,7 6,5
Mixed refusal | Refuse No-contact 173 178 174
/no-contact No-contact Refuse
Refuse/ no-contact/ | Address not
success valid/other
Other Address not | Refuse/ no- 1.0 1.3 Ll
valid/other contact/ success
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0




Factors affecting the reach of respondents.

- Locality and neighbourhood. Chances for no-contact are significantly lower in the capital city
Budapest than in settlements with medium level of development (Table A1). The physical condition
of the living environment (judged by the interviewer) has an important effect on the probability of
not reaching a given address. Where this environment is labelled (by the interviewer) as “poor or
very poor”, it is more likely not to reach anyone.

- Fieldwork variables. Success rates — as expected — vary by interviewers and by instructors (local
managers of interviewers). In a multivariate context (dependent: successtul interview), inclusion of
the above two variables increase the strength of our models (as measured by pseudo R?-s of our
logit models®). (Table A2)

- Demographic characteristics of target persons matter for refusals, but not very strongly.
Chances for refusal are slightly smaller among the youngest age groups, and higher among the
higher income groups (Table A3). However, when it comes to subjective evaluation of the personal
income situation, it is those reporting material troubles who tend to refuse cooperation more often
than those feeling comfortable with their income level. Somewhat surprisingly, refusals and no
contact rates are lower at higher education levels. An urban/rural gradient also transpires: refusal
declines, reach increases when moving along from the larger to smaller settlements.

- The general social climate surrounding opinion polls and research. A specific question
battery was designed to find out personal motivations of decisions about cooperation in surveys.
Multivariate models have shown trust in opinion polls in general (which is, of course part of a
general attitude climate) to be positively related to willingness to cooperate in polls (Szeitl and Té6th,
2020).

Factors affecting interview success.

- The explanatory factors of successful interviews (Table 4) show that Budapest, the capital
“behaves” differently than other larger cities (with over 50,000 inhabitants). While the chances
of successful interviews in the larger cities are low, in Budapest it is more likely to conduct successful
interviews than in the settlements with a population between 10,000 and 50,000 inhabitants (chosen
as the reference). Interestingly, the state of the living environment has no significant effect on
success. Regarding the second model (which includes only the fieldwork-related variables) the
education of the interviewer seems to play a significant role: those with a tertiary education have
better chances to conduct successful interviews and also, in the age group of 30-45 have slightly
better chance of success. If we examine the two groups of factors simultaneously (full model), we
can register one difference: in this full model, with the other factors unchanged, female interviewers
appear to be more successful than men.

- Several factors “pull center” the realized sample (successful interviews) compared to the gross
sample (Table 5): on the one hand, the chances of successful interviews are worse in bad physical
state of neighbourhood, and among those with lower lever of education. On the other hand, the
chances are worse in the higher income categories (over 241 thousand Fts per month). Also, the
more frustrated (dissatisfied with their income in subjective material situation) respondents, when
other factors are controlled for, are also less willing to answer. When it comes to the interviewer,
those with higher education are more likely to be more successful in interviewing than those with
lower education.

¢ For a better understanding of the mechanisms further — qualitative — analysis is needed.
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Table 4 Probability of successful interview and its explanatory factors in the joint (ESS+RECONTACT) survey (logit
models, n=6954, reference categories in brackets)

3. full model:
2. model: settlement and
1. model: fieldwork fieldwork
settlement characteristics characteristics characteristics
to be explained: successful Exp(B Exp(B Exp(B
interview B ) sig B ) sig |B ) sig
Settlement size categories (inhabitants in 2014, ref:10001-50000)
-2000 0.07 1.07 0.03 1.03
2001 — 10000 -0.03 0.97 -0.02 0.98
50001 — city -0.33 0.72 | #k% -0.37 0.69 | #¥x
Community wealth categories (per capita tax capacity of the settlement, ref: 10000-34999Ft)
—9999 Ft -0.04 0.96 0.11 1.12
35000+ Ft cities -0.17 0.84 | #¢ -0.04 0.96
Budapest 0.39 1.47 | ek 0.62 1.87 | F**
Physical state of neighbourhood (interviewer judgement, ref: sufficient)
good or very good 0.02 1.02 0.10 1.10
bad or very bad -0.16 0.85 -0.14 0.87
Gender of interviewer
(ref: male) 0.09 1.09 0.14 115
Birth year of interviewer (ref: 1953-1972)
1988- -043] 0.65 -0.63 0.53 | *
1973-1987 0.13 1144« ]0.13 114 | **
-1952 -0.01| 099 0.06 1.06
Education of interviewer (ref: secondary)
Max lower secondary -0.15 0.86 | xx -0.18 0.83 | #rx
Higher education 0.20 1.22 | % 0.20 122 |*
Stability of the
interviewer (ref: different -0.01] 099 -0.04
interviewer) 0.96
Research dummy
(ESS=0, RECONTACT |0.31 1.36 0.27 1.31 0.28
Constant -0.30 0.74 | s -0.58 |  0.56 |#kx |-0.70 0.50 | #okx
-2 Log likelihood 9459 9249 9203
Cox & Snell R Square 0.01 0.03 0.03
Nagelkerke R Square 0.02 0.04 0.05
overall percentage of
correct predictions 55.5 57.8 58.8
of which: correct prediction of the
target value 25.5 29.5 31.7




Table 5 Probability of successful interview and its explanatory factors in ESS Round 8 Hungarian Survey (logit models,

n=3954, reference categories in brackets)

to be explained (successful

interview) B Exp(B) sig
Settlement size categories (inhabitants in 2014, ref:10001-50000)

-2000 0.34 1.40 | *
2001 — 10000 0.03 1.04
50001+ city -0.17 0.84

Community wealth categories

er capita tax capacity of the settlement, ref: 10000-34999Ft)

—9999 It -0.20 0.82
35000+ Ft cities -0.21 0.81
Budapest 0.90 2.46 | *rE
Physical state of neighbourhood (interviewer judgement, ref: sufficient)

good or very good 0.01 1.01

bad or very bad -0.47 0.63 | **
Gender of respondent (male) 0.18 1.20 | *
Age category of respondent (birth cohorts, ref: 1953-1972)

1988- -0.02 0.98
1973-1987 -0.08 0.92
-1952 0.21 1.24
Completed education of respondent (ref: vocational or less)

Upper secondary 0.07 1.07
Tertiary 0.09 1.09
Income categories (monthly, net, household: 181 — 240 thousand Fts)

125 thousand or below 0.36 1.44
126-180 thousand 0.17 1.18

241 - 300 thousand -0.82 0.44 | **+*
301 - 400 thousand -0.88 0.42 | *#**
401 thousand+ -0.90 0.41 | **+*
Subjective material situation ("easy'")

get by -0.95 0.39 | ***
difficult -1.17 0.31 | ***
very difficult -1.21 0.30 | ***
Gender of interviewer (male) 0.15 1.16

Age category of the interviewer (ref: 1953-1972)

1988- -0.37 0.69
1973-1987 -0.06 0.94
-1952 0.06 1.07
Education of the interviewer (ref: upper secondary)

vocational or less 0.04 1.04
tertiary 0.47 1.60 | **
Stability of the interviewer (ref:

different interviewer) 0.21 1.23
Constant 1.77 5.85 | *wk
-2 Log likelihood 2536

Cox & Snell R Square 0.51

Nagelkerke R Square 0.68

overall percentage of correct

predictions 83.8

of which: correct prediction of

the target value 94.7




Sample distributions of some core variables of the survey

The difference of response distributions between responders and non-responders is a crucial question for
survey reliability and, also for estimates of bias stemming from nonresponse. During the RECONTACT
survey a group of previous non-responders (in the ESS survey) were successfully contacted and we managed
to collect answers from them. Thereby, in the followings ,,non-responders” are a subgroup of the total non-
responders measured in the ESS survey: the combination of the persuadable refusals and the reachable no-
contacts (see Table 3).

Because of small sample size of non-responders these findings can be considered as preliminary results
which provide a good basis for later more detailed research. In Fjgure 1 the distribution of some core
variables (answers of two attitude questions and two factual questions) can be found, and in general it can
be seen, that the recontacted sample results a wider distribution of the variables:

- In case of general trust’ the distribution of non-responders’ answers is wider and the proportion
of the extreme answers is higher than in case of responders;

- Regarding general life satisfaction® non-responders slightly more satisfied then responders but
the difference is not significant;

- Among previous non-responders (i.e. among those who were successfully interviewed only in
RECONTACT) the proportion of highly educated? individuals was higher and in case of number
of working hours!? no-responders occur at a lower rate with the most common working routine
(approx. 40 working hours per week).

7 Standard question on trust: position on a scale 0 (no trust in others) to 10 (full trust in others).
8 To what extent ate you satisfied with your life in general (on a scale from 0 to 10).

 Measured by total number of years of school attendance.

10 Standard question on average working hour per week.



Figure 1 Distributions of responders and non-responders by trust and satisfaction categories, education level and settlement

deprivation

00 25 50 75 100 00 25 50 75 100
General trust How satisfied you are in general?
0.41
0.21 0.3
= =
2 202
S 0.1 3
0.1
0.0 : : 00] —= : :
5 10 30 40 50
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. Responders during ESS g Nonresponders during ESS

Another experiment — broadening the sample coverage within the settlements

Having learned from our previous attempts to estimate the extent to which empirical social surveys are able
to cover the tails of the income distribution, we discovered that roughly 2-3 percent of the population is
missing from surveys at the lower end (Szeitl, 2016). When the loss at the other end of the distribution was
estimated, a larger gap was revealed as some 5-7 percent were found to be missing from the sample (T6th
and B. Kis, 20106). The tendency to miss the tails is not new in Hungary, neither it is in various international
surveys. It relates partly to inability of surveys to capture people at the ends but it also relates to inability of
surveys to capture certain type of incomes (like, for example, capital incomes, concentrated mostly on the
top percentiles) or certain lifestyle elements (at both ends of the distribution).

Therefore, when designing our survey to capture mechanisms of non-response and the socio-demographic
profiles of those ,,missing” from the datafiles, we also carried out a special experiment for broadening the
scope of the survey. Although ESS is not optimal for assessing income distribution (given the high rate of
item nonresponse in the survey for the income variables and given the very simple income concept used),
we assumed its tendency towards the middle of the distribution for two reasons. For one: response rates at
the two ends were assumed to be lower than average (and this was supported by our results in the regressions
above). For two: given that the sampling strategy of ESS requires the inclusion of an unusually (compared
to other similar surveys) high number of settlements to the sample, it might have been meaningfully assumed
that mostly the ,,extreme” cases within the settlements became to be the victims of non-response.
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To test an alternative sampling procedure, we carried out a small extra survey (2*200 persons) in the two
largest Hungarian cities (Budapest and Debrecen). In each cities the aim was to find 100-100 ,,poor” and
»affluent” households, starting from pre-selected streets from the lowest and the highest categories. After
determining (based on street level real estate transaction data!! averaged for a number of years) a relative
wealth proxy for the streets, we carried out respondent driven sampling procedures at both ends of the
hierarchy. The resulting distributions were compared to benchmark statistics (education level, employment
rates, income level) of the respective cities of the country.

Results of the ,,survey of the tails”

We focus here the presentation of education and labour market characteristics of the respondents in the
two cities (distributions taken from the RECONTACT sutvey and from the ,,tails” surveys)!2.

- Snowballs starting from the ,rich” streets have resulted significantly higher social
composition of the samples in Budapest and in Debrecen as well (represented by much
higher share of the higher educated- in Budapest with almost 70 percent at the upper tail,
compared to their 15% share at the lower end and in the middle as well. Similar tendencies
(Iess pronounced though) were shown in Debrecen. Also, income distribution comparisons
(not shown here) have proven the efficiency of this sampling procedure.

- Street wealth-based sampling seemed to work better at the top and then at the
bottom- which is not very much surprising — given the more heterogeneous composition
in poorer streets (partly because even some prospectively upward moving younger people
may start in cheaper neighbourhoods) and the ,,destination” nature of the upper end streets
elsewhere in Budapest and in Debrecen as well.

- Distributions by parental education and own labour market positions (not shown here)
also support these tendencies. It should, however, also be mentioned that segregation by
parental education categories seems to hint to intergenerational patterns of territorial
segregation tendencies.

11 Source database was the annual publication of Central Statistical Office on transactions and prices, presented in
KSH 2018.
12 For more on distributions of income related variables see Section 5. of Szeitl and T6th 2020.
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Figure 2 Composition of the Budapest and Debrecen ,,samples of the tails” by education and labour market characteristics of
the respondents (percentage distributions)
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Summary points and lessons learned

Our starting point was that face to face interviews (for specific research questions) will remain to be
important during and after the tsunami of administrative data and of various kinds of Big Data. Also, F2F
contact surveys will book their place in the world of mixed mode surveys as well. Therefore, understanding
non-response and tackling problems it may cause for correctness of population estimates remains to be a
key for social research in the foreseeable future. Therefore, our findings may become useful for empirical
social scientists wishing to improve the efficiency of their data collection strategies.

An important message of our paper is that higher response and better coverage can be reached by better
calibration of the fieldwork.

1. First and foremost: the share of cases that turned out to be ,hopeless” is much lower than it
seemed to be in the first, ESS survey. The second round contact rate of those deemed to have
been unavailable in the first round was shown to be in the same range (38.3%) as it was for the full
sample of the first round (41.1%). Moreover, the analysis shows that significantly better reach
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(higher contact and higher response rates) could be achieved in the gross sample when the joint
dataset was taken as a base.

2. Re-contacting performed especially better when different second round interviewers were sent
to addresses unsuccessful in the first stage. This feature can be developed further: once this
kind of recontact achieves a better reach, why not doing it by design? 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.

3. 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”.

4. Response probabilities identified from the re-contact survey can also be used to further calibrate
the Kish-key, should our sampling strategies include intra-household selection of respondents.

Our study also reinforces what was already known from many experiences that careful selection and
training of the fieldwork staff is of key importance. Higher educated, better skilled and more
experienced staff have better results in reaching potential respondents. Standardization of operational
protocols over various fieldwork teams lead by different instructors also matter in the process of making

fieldwork more efficient.

Changing the sampling procedures used (with an additional focus on internal stratification of larger cities

may also add to better capture of the social structure in the surveys.

Regarding the differences of distribution of some core variables from the questionnaire between responders
and non-responders the initial findings are consistent with previous results. Re-contacting previous refusals
and no-contacts can result a wider distribution of answers, higher education status and also more answers

from people with not average working routine.
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Annex tables

Table Al Probability of no-contacts and its explanatory factors in ESS Round 8 Hungarian Survey (n=3954) and in
RECONTACT (n=3000) survey (logit models, reference categories in brackets)

ESS RECONTACT
to be explained: no contact B ‘ exp(B) ‘ sig” | B ‘ exp(B) ‘ sig”
Settlement size categories (inhabitants in 2014, ref:10001-50000)
-2000 -0.25 0.78 | ** 0.21 1.24 | **
2001 — 10000 -0.06 0.94 -0.12 0.89
50001 — city 0.47 1.60 | 0.12 1.13 [+
Community wealth categories (per capita tax capacity of the settlement, ref: 10000-34999Ft)
—9999 Ft 0.06 1.07 -0.22 0.80
35000+ Ft cities -0.21 081 * 0.02 1.02 *
Budapest -1.72 0.18 | otk -1.09 0.34 | ok
Physical state of neighbourhood (interviewer judgement, ref: sufficient)
good ot very good -0.12 0.89 -0.29 0.75
bad or very bad 0.84 2.31 | ek 0.40 1.50 | ***
Constans -0.70 0.50 | *F¢| -1.23 0.29

Table A2 Efffect of filedwork characteristics: in ESS Round 8 Hungarian Survey (n=3954) and in RECONTACT
(n=3000) survey, based on model A (settlement characteristics) and B (settlement characteristics and fieldwork characteristics)

ESS RECONTACT
model B model B
(settlement (settlement
model A characteristics and model A characteristics and
(settlement fieldwork (settlement fieldwork
characteristics) characteristics) characteristics) characteristics)
-2 Log likelihood 4514.3 3837.5 3210.1 2442.4
Cox & Snell R? 0.05 0.20 0.03 0.25
Nagelkerke R 0.08 0.29 0.05 0.38
overall percentage of
correct predictions 71.8 75.4 75.8 79.9
of which: correct
prediction of the
target value 6.7 37.1 0.4 33.9

16




Table A3 Probability of refusals and its explanatory factors in ESS Round 8 Hungarian Survey (logit models,

n=3954, reference categories in brackets)

1. 3. full model:

settlement | 2. model: settlement and

characterist | fieldwork fieldwork

ics characteristics characteristics
to be explained: refusals B ‘ Exp(B) ‘ sig B ‘ Exp(B) ‘ sig | B ‘ Exp(B ‘ sig
Settlement size categories (inhabitants in 2014, ref:10001-50000)
-2000 -0.02 0.98 -0.03 0.97 -0.06 0.94
2001 — 10000 0.09 1.10 0.07 1.07 0.03 1.03
50001 — city -0.18 0.84 -0.36 0.70 | *#* -0.38 0.69 | **
Community wealth categories (per capita tax capacity of the settlement, ref: 10000-34999Ft)
— 9999 Ft 0.18 1.20 0.21 1.23 | * 0.24 1.27 | *
35000+ Ft cities 0.52 1.69 | *k 0.50 1.65 | *** 0.50 1.64 | ***
Budapest 0.95 2.59 | Hokx 1.18 3.25 | ok 0.72 2.06 | **
Physical state of neighbourhood (interviewer judgement, ref: sufficient)
good or very good 0.22 1.25 | #ok 0.24 1.27 | ** 0.19 1.21|*
bad or very bad -0.66 0.52 | #okx -0.79 0.45 | ok -0.71 0.49 | ok
Gender of respondent (male) -0.02 0.98 -0.02 0.98
Age category of respondent (birth cohorts, ref: 1953-1972)
1988- -0.30 0.74 | ** -0.30 0.74 | *r*
1973-1987 -0.14 0.87 -0.16 0.85
-1952 0.16| 118 0.16| 118
Completed education of respondent (ref: vocational or less)
Upper secondary 0.28] 075 ** 0.26] 077 | *
Tertiary -0.30 0.74 -0.26 0.77
Income categories (monthly, net, household: 181 — 240 thousand Fts)
125 thousand or below -0.18 0.83 -0.15|  0.86
126-180 thousand -0.30 0.74 -0.21 0.81
241 - 300 thousand 0.68 1.97 | *¥** 0.69 1.99 | #x
301 - 400 thousand 0.90 2.46 | *r* 0.86 2.37 | Hxk
401 thousand+ 049| 1.64 042 152
Subjective material situation ("easy"')
get by 0.86|  2.35|*¢* 0.78] 217 [+
difficult 112]  3.06 | 110]  3.00 | **
very difficult

1.29 3.65 | ¥k 1.36 3.90 | Pk

Gender of interviewer (male) 0.00 1.00
Age category of the interviewer (ref: 1953-1972)
1988- -1.00 |  0.37 | **
1973-1987 045| 157 |
-1952 -0.21 0.81
Education of the interviewer (ref: upper secondary)
vocational or less 0061 094
tertiary -0.79 0.45 | *k
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Stability of the interviewer (ref: different

interviewer) -0.01 0.99
Constans -0.70 -2.59 -2.04
-2 Log likelihood 4736 4130 3914
Cox & Snell R Square 0.03 0.17 0.20
Nagelkerke R Square 0.04 0.24 0.28
overall percentage of correct

predictions 69.70 74.40 76.30
of which: correct prediction of the target

value 41.90 48.30
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