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Non-technical summary

When inferring from survey data to the general pafoon researchers assume that the
data were collected from a probability sample dmt each sampled unit (e.g. each
person) was actually interviewed. However, in eveuyvey some persons are not
interviewed, i.e. they are nonrespondents. Whenpeoimg data across countries,
cross-national differences in nonresponse shouldobsidered. However, measuring
nonresponse on cross-national surveys is not btfargvard. Differences in the
implementation of a survey and in the populatiard&d bring about differences in
the prevalence of different sources of nonrespoimserder to measure nonresponse
cross-nationally, countries need to coordinate tiwey collect nonresponse outcomes

when implementing their surveys.

This paper reflects on three aspects of measuromgesponse on cross-national
surveys. Section one looks at factors that infleethe response outcomes available to
nonresponse researchers. Two groups of influeneesa@nsidered: (1) constraints
posed by the survey design and population struance(2) data specifications that
survey managers or survey methodologists develggrtidh two develops a
codeframe for collecting comparative response ou& An interviewer might need
to make several contact attempts to a person befiseperson is contacted and
willing to be interviewed. Therefore the outcomeeaich contact attempt has to be
considered when describing the nonresponse prodesaddition, we need to
determine what the final outcome for each personTie codeframe of response
outcomes therefore describes the outcomes of eawctaat attempt as well as an
overall outcome of each person. Since countriderdifi their population and survey
implementation characteristics, the codeframe tal@stry-specific outcomes into
account, while simultaneously aiming for cross-orai comparability. Finally, the
third section evaluates two strategies (prioritgling and most-recent coding) for
assigning a final case outcome for each personlysing data on the nonresponse
process in the European Social Survey the sectowelades that priority coding is
better suited to describe the nonresponse prodésse importantly, the coding
strategy influences the magnitude of contact anoperation rates reported for a
survey. Therefore, if countries use different stges, this affects the comparability

of outcome rates across countries.
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Abstract

This paper investigates the measurement of nonmespautcomes across countries. It
consists of three sections. Section one proposeseeptual framework of influences

on the response outcomes available for analysistiddetwo develops a cross-

national codeframe of response outcome codes. @sie skection investigates the

impact that differential ways of deriving final easutcomes have on the estimated
response, contact and cooperation rates. The sesaiphasise the importance of
careful measurement of the nonresponse procesfmtusions about the similarity

and differences across countries in processesigaoliinonresponse.
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Introduction
Nonresponse as a source of error in survey datgdiasd importance over the past

decades as the magnitude of nonresponse in mamgriszuhas increased (de Heer,
1999). The concern about nonresponse in sampleyustems from a concern about
nonresponse bias in the survey data. Statistifaleance assumes that the data were
drawn from the population by means of probabiléynpling and that each sampled
unit is actually interviewed and their data obsdrva survey reality however there
are always sample units that cannot be interviewkedhe data missing due to

nonresponse are missing systematically, therebithonresponse bias.

The use of paradata (i.e. data about the survegeps) for analysing and adjusting for
nonresponse has surged since the introduction ahpater assisted survey
information collection (CASIC). In CASIC surveysrse paradata are generated as a
by-product of the survey process and can be autcatigtcollected (Couper, 1998).
Contact data are a type of paradata and they tescartain elements of the data
collection process. In fully automated settingsy. @n web surveys and many
telephone surveys, contact data are collected aticaily. Moreover, surveys were
the data collection process is not automated, rmany face-to-face surveys, might

collect contact data.

Contact data currently play a central role in nepomse in sample surveys. They
have two general purposes: to look at nonresporasednd to monitor and analyse
fieldwork processes. Contact data are especiaitglda for bias analyses, if they are
available for respondents and nonrespondents amdedated both to the survey
process and to the substantive survey outcome {&reuemay and Casas-Cordero,
2007). Survey organisations have long been usimgaco data to monitor fieldwork

and case management is usually conducted by méatetaoon the data collection

process (i.e. contact data). Achieving high respamases in a cost-effective manner
has traditionally been the focus of fieldwork monmng, though some survey

organisations are now moving towards looking dlyeat nonresponse bias by means

of responsive designs (Groves and Heeringa, 2006).

Despite the widespread use of contact data foraspanse research and fieldwork

monitoring, standards on collecting them are sphrse. Yet to compare nonresponse



studies across surveys standardisation of the atamhie of nonresponse is
indispensable. Indicators of nonresponse can eislifferent levels (Carton and
Blom, 2008). Arguably the most prevalent are inthics (1) at the survey level (i.e.
different types of response outcome rates, sudhesesponse rate, the contact rate
and the cooperation rate), (2) at the level ofghmple unit (i.e. case-level response
outcomes, such as the case outcome also calldohaéhelisposition of a case) and (3)
at the level or the contact attempt (i.e. call-le@sponse outcomes, such as the call
outcome). Some progress towards achieving starstaldiesponse outcomes and
outcome rates has been made at the national lewkeiUS (AAPOR, 2006) and the
UK (Lynn et al., 2001). However, no guidelines faymparing response outcomes

and outcome rates across countries exist to date.

This paper develops a conceptual framework of @rfbes on call- and case-level
response outcomes in sample surveys. It lookswitiat we need to standardise (and
what we should not standardise) and how we cawveamt comparable response
outcomes and response rates. It then proceedsvedogea codeframe of response
outcome codes for cross-national surveys whersdhgle unit is a person within the
household. Using this codeframe a high level of garability of response outcomes
can be achieved. Analysing response outcomes ft@mEuropean Social Survey
(ESS) the paper finally investigates whether stetidation matters when deriving

case outcomes from call-level contact data.

Background

The concern about an absence of comparable respatsEmes is not new. Already
in 1977 Kviz noted that “[tlhe absence of a staddiefinition [of response rates] has
caused a great deal of confusion regarding thepratation of reported response rates
and has frustrated methodological investigationsabse of a lack of comparative
data.” (Kviz, 1977, p.265) Kviz's paper was a mitew in defining the difference
between the response rate (i.e. the number of \ahiénterviews or completed
guestionnaires divided by the number of eligiblengke units) and the completion
rate (i.e. the number of achieved interviews or pleted questionnaires divided by
the sample size). Just a few years later in 1982Qbuncil of American Survey

Research Organizations (CASRO) took the resporneal&dinitions a step further and



published a reporOn the Definition of Response Rategich put forward basic
definitions of response rates and illustrationsthadir calculation (CASRO, 1982).
Though both of these papers covered important mewngl they lacked definitions of
actual case outcome codes, which are necessaagjddate outcome rates (including

response rates).

In the late 1990s progress was made on the develupof case outcomes and
response rate definitions, when an AAPOR committdeveloped standard

definitions for the final disposition of case codexl of various outcome rates (e.g.,
response rates and cooperation rates) based oe toees” (Smith, 2002, p.30).
Since, AAPOR has regularly updated their case oo¢cand outcome rate definitions
for scholars and survey managers to adopt in sarvethe US.

Developing standards for UK surveys Lynn et al.020noted that the AAPOR
definitions were “limited and [were] not directlypplicable to other countries.”
Amongst other things this was due to the fact tiihe nature of the sampling
methods and sampling frames used for many soaiaégsi in Europe ... raises issues
that are not dealt with in the AAPOR document” (hyet al., 2002, p.63). Lynn et al.
(2002) developed case outcome codes for the UK detailed descriptions of their
meaning and implementation. Though they seek a rwagplication of their
definitions than the UK only, this endeavour is dxey the scope of their paper. They
conclude “that the development of generic standaedgmrding the definition and
implementation of survey outcomes and the definitmd presentation of outcome
rates — with cross-national applicability — is ampbrtant challenge whose time has
come.”(Lynn et al., 2002, p.77)

For cross-national surveys, de Heer (1999) voicexern about a lack of standards
for response rate calculations when analysing &ernational trend in decreasing
response rates. While his research showed thatsitpessible to collect response rates
from various countries and various surveys — indgaross-national surveys such as
the Labour Force Survey — de Heer also noted #dtéme care should be taken that
the data are comparable. ... Without a detailed gegun of the response, it is

impossible to evaluate the quality of a survey.hlitt comparable response rates it is



difficult, to say the least, to compare or integratata from different sources or
countries.” (de Heer, 1999, p.140/1)

Though there have been cross-national surveyshaia¢ attempted standardising
definitions of response outcome codes and respoate calculations (e.g. the
European Community Household Panel, the EuropearalSsurvey and the Survey
for Health Ageing and Retirement in Europe) thegklaonceptual rationale for the
outcome codes provided. As a consequence, outcoaesand their definitions in

these studies are still very much survey- and e¢gtsgecific.

An additional problem with currently available cfdenes of response outcomes
developed by AAPOR (2006) and Lynn et al. (2001)h@&t they regard case-level
outcomes only. However, many response outcomes tlensontacting process in the
field are initially recorded by the interviewer #ite call-level, i.e. the interviewer
writes down or simply makes a mental note of thee@me of each contact attempt to
the sample unit. “[T]he recorded status and cortétbry is used, typically by the

interviewer, to decide when and how to make futaks.” (Blom, Lynn and Jackle,

2008, p.6) This call-level information may thensaenmarised by the interviewer, the
supervisor or the survey agency, into case-levigrmmation which reports a final

disposition for each sample unit (i.e. case-lewgicome). To arrive at comparable
case outcomes, however, both the definitions giamse outcomes at the call level
and the process of summarising call-level infororathave to be comparable. In
addition, interviewers need clear and standardisEamation on what constitutes a
contact attempt. Only if the same events are rexbrdcross countries, can we
compare the fieldwork processes. Especially, irefmeface surveys and in cases

where no contact was achieved this can be difficult

The importance of call-level contact informationsh&éeen noted by survey
methodologists. In order to compare outcome rassulated via standardised call
outcomes the European Social Survey (ESS) wasitstecfoss-national survey to
collect detailed call-level cross-national datatlom fieldwork process and make these
publicly available for analysis (Stoop et al., 2P0& trying to achieve better

comparability across countries and surveys, rebBeascsuch as those of the ESS



increasingly demand call-level contact data to testly derive response outcomes

and calculate outcome rates across surveys andri&sun

This succinct overview of the background to compraearesponse outcomes and
response rates describes that some progress hasnlaele over the past decades, yet
it also highlights that we are still some way framllecting response outcomes
comparatively. The paper contributes to this argadeveloping a conceptual
framework of influences on response outcomes, liglihg a codeframe of response
outcomes that can be implemented across diffenitdes and adapted for different
kinds of surveys, and by evaluating the impactifieences in strategies for deriving

a final case outcome from a sequence of call-leuedomes.

This work follows on from the equivalence criteffiar comparative contact data
developed by Blom, Jackle and Lynn (2008). Theyerbat “even with complete and
publicly available data, inferences about crossenat differences in nonresponse are
conditional on the equivalence of contact data”’o(B| Jackle, and Lynn, 2008
forthcoming) and propose three equivalence critgfid equivalence of design of
contact data forms, (2) equivalence of implemeatatnd (3) equivalence of coding
fieldwork outcomes. Equivalence of design entalsquivalent structure and content
of contact forms across countries. This includesoaaxmon codeframe of call

outcomes across countries and equivalent structutbe contact forms to prevent
guestion wording, format and translation effectguikzalence of implementation

includes the mode of data collection and of colhectcontact data, briefing of

interviewers regarding the collection of responsg#adand the rules and control
procedures governing contact attempts. Finally,ivedgence of coding fieldwork

outcomes concerns the coding of call outcomesdoheample unit into a final case

disposition code for the sample unit.

In section one of this paper | develop a concepfraahework of influences on
recorded fieldwork outcomes. This section undergilhghree equivalence criteria.
Section two, which develops a comparative framewadrkeldwork outcome codes,
primarily builds on equivalence criterion one. Is@has implications for criterion
two. The final section of this paper considerseakient to which the comparability of

case outcomes depends on the coding strategy choskarive case outcomes from



call outcomes. It therefore examines the third eajence criterion of Blom, Jackle
and Lynn (2008).

SECTION 1: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework is based on the ideatti@mtypes of influences determine
the contact data available to the survey managsumyey methodologist: First, there
are constraints such as those posed by the papulatider study and choices about
the survey design and implementation. These inflaethe de facto response
outcomes that can be collected and made availabldigldwork monitoring and
research. Second, the available response outcomesflaenced by the information
that the survey manager or methodologist spedifidse collected or made available.
In the following | will consider influences on tlmesponse outcomes of face-to-face
surveys only. Similar sets of influences might govéhe response outcomes of other
modes of survey. This is especially the case fbemwinterviewer-mediated surveys,
such as telephone surveys. However, only facede-farveys are explicitly covered
by this conceptual framework.

Constraints on fieldwork outcomes

We can distinguish three types of constraints thetermine thede factoresponse
outcomes: (1) manipulable design features (i.e.igdeshoices for which the
researcher has multiple options from which to ckpog) fixed design constraints
(i.e. design features over which the researchenbashoice) and (3) external factors.
Of these only the manipulable design features canstandardised to prevent
differences in outcomes across countries. The foesign constraints and external
factors will differ across countries generatingfetiénces in the response outcome
codes that need be specified and, as a consequals®, differences in the

distributions of response outcomes.

Manipulable design features
The data collection process in face-to-face suneysimarily carried out by means

of in-person contact attempts by the interviewaradldition other modes might be



permitted to make contact and gain cooperationmbst of Western Europe, for
instance, survey organisations send advance |diefire an interviewer attempts
contact in person. If phone numbers are availaimdhfe sample unit, contact might
even be attempted by phone before visiting theesddr

Figure 1: Conceptual framework of influences on fillwork outcome codes

Available response outcomes

A

De facto response outcomes

I

Constraints Data specification
& data collection

Manipulable design features Definition of response outcome
- Mode of fieldwork

- Population definition / eligibility Technology

- Location of population

- Fieldwork procedures and rules Data for case management vs

data for methodological research
Fixed design constraints

Available sampling frames Call- vs case-level information
(addresses, households, individuals) (deriving case outcome codes)

External factors o Level of comparability
Population characteristics (e.qg.

population structure, society, Detail of outcomes
housing) . Uncertain outcomes

. Soft vs hard appointments
- Soft vs hard refusals

Outcome codes might also need to be adaptedléxtréifie population studied. Many

surveys in Europe for example exclude instituticsesl persons (i.e. prisoners, people
in care homes, people in the military etc) from thegpulation researched. These
people, if sampled, would then count as ineligiBl@githermore, many surveys restrict



themselves to certain age groups only. The ES&X{ample interviews persons aged
15 and over, while the Survey for Health Ageing &adirement in Europe (SHARE)
interviews those aged 50 and over. In cross-ndtgsunaeys the country in which the
survey is conducted plays an important role. Ths=aecher needs to ensure that a
sample unit has only one chance of being seleaegadrticipation in the survey.
Therefore, special attention needs to be paid topka units that move abroad,
temporarily or long-term, and those who live in twntry temporarily or long-term.
Whether a unit is considered part of the populatdond therefore is eligible to be
interviewed can also vary over time. In a sampladdresses someone might live at
an address one day but have moved out the nexngdlty define what to do with
cases where eligibility changes during the coufdeslolwork, AAPOR (2006) coined
the idea of defining atatus day“usually either the first day of the field period the
first day that a particular case was fielded” (AARC006, p.18). If a sample unit is
eligible on this specific day then it should be sidered eligible for the survey.
Unfortunately, this is impractical in actual figluplementation, as interviewers often
lack information to establish eligibility on statday, for example when a housing
unit is found empty on the day that the interviewisits. Furthermore, this means that
if an interviewer has selected a person who isingllto do the interview, the
interviewer would first need to make sure that fhesson was also eligible on status
day. Similarly, in mail and web surveys with regehinvitations to the survey little is
known about the eligibility on a specific statusyd®efining a status day can
therefore be an impractical and, for the intervisyaiscouraging procedure. Even

though with regards to strict probability samplihgs the correct procedure.

Furthermore, the setting in which the target sampigets are contacted and
interviewed shapes the outcomes that need to e tadto account. In surveys of
pupils the target sample units are oftentimes @aglils of a certain grade, whereas in
surveys of the general population sample units terik persons that are contacted in
a household. The location of the target sample unfitences (a) the eligibility
criteria of the sample unit and (b) the possiblécomes of the contacting and
cooperation processes. In general population sartlegt use household or address
samples the interviewer typically selects one orargersons from the household for
interview. The definition of what constitutes a Bebold is therefore vital. “A

country’s operational definition of the private lsehold is shaped by its national



culture. Each definition embodies a particular cice, and different definitions lead
in turn to different structures with different coosgitions of the group definable as a
household and, thus, to different household siz¢4offmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner,
2008, p.11). The definition of a household may varyoss countries (and frequently
even does across surveys within one survey orgam$aTo a certain degree the
definition of a household can be standardised acsusveys. However, whilst in
Western countries the definition of a householdamparatively straightforwatdin
cultures where the concepts of family and commuditfer from those of the West,
defining a household can be tricky (cf. QuagliaQ20Lalor and Wardrop, 2007). In
surveys of people within households the househefthition plays an important role
in defining outcomes of the contacting and coopangprocesses. The reason is that
contact with persons that do not belong to the éloolsl are counted as non-contact,
“since these are not representatives of the talgeteising unit” (AAPOR, 2006,
p.18). Contact in a fieldwork sense is thereforedenas soon as the interviewer
speaks to a household member. Contact with a netghlvorkmen in the house or a
maid opening the door is considered a non-contact.

Finally, the fieldwork rules and procedures alsfluence the definition otle facto
response outcomes. If refusal and non-contact casede re-issued, this should be
reflected in the response outcome codes availabte & ‘converted refusal’ code
might be added). Similarly, in interviewer-admieigtd surveys some organisations
carry out back-checks on interviewers’ work. Thieams that they ask the sample unit
(in writing, by phone or in person) whether theemtewer actually visited them,
carried out their work according to protocol andjistered the correct response
outcome. In some cases the back-checks find tleatrdBponse outcome that the
interviewer recorded is incorrect or that the iigwver committed fraud. In other
cases, a back-check of a refusal leads to an iaterf the sample unit agrees to do
the interview after all. The response outcomesectdd need to reflect this

possibility.

! Though there are many complexities at the margifsch surveys often ignore: e.g. children who
divide their time between two parents, people tivimtwo households (e.g. because the partner iives
a different place), etc



Fixed design constraints

Even in highly standardised surveys there are canss on the implementation of the
survey that cause differences in the possible owsp and hence in the required
response outcome codes. A typical fixed design tcaing in cross-national field
implementation is the availability of suitable sdimg frames. In surveys of
individuals in households there are three gengpas of sampling frames: (1) lists of
individuals (e.g. population registers), (2) lisifshouseholds and (3) address-based
sampling frames (including random-route samplef}]duntries with an individual
sampling frame drawn from a register will necedgdnave slightly different call
outcome codes than countries with a household dread-based sample design.”
(Blom, Lynn, and Jéackle, 2008, p.13) Since the labdity of sampling frames is
country-specific, response outcome codes that aincioss-national comparability

need to account for differences in sampling frames.

External factors

Differences in response outcome codes might alsondmessary as a result of
differences in characteristics of the populatisinly in the countries under research.
These external factors for example include naticoéures in education, care for the
elderly, military service or whether or how womeancbe interviewed. If a large
proportion of the surveyed population is in the yrioutcome categories would need
to reflect this (cf. Lynn, 2003, p. 325). Similadyfferences in housing might affect
the response outcome codes necessary in a colmggme countries (e.g. the US or
South Africa) gated communities are very common tedcall outcome codes need
to include something like ‘no access to the addregated community’. Similarly in
many former Soviet countries blocks of flats do atways have doorbells at the
entrance; instead an access code is needed to thetdouilding. An additional
outcome code in such a situation might be ‘no acteshe address — housing block
with access code’. For a cross-national team coatuhig field implementation it is
impossible to foresee all external factors thadrnteebe accounted for when designing
a codeframe of cross-national outcome codes. Conwamion about this with

national experts is therefore essential.

10



As a final point, many of these constraints ondbdacto fieldwork outcomes interact
with each other. For instance, household defindiare less important if the sampling
frame consists of individuals, since no selectiathw the household needs to be
performed. External factors might also bring abpubcedural differences across
countries. For example, the speed and reliabilitth@ postal system influences
organisations’ decisions to send out advance $etteurthermore, legal constraints
influence fieldwork procedures. In some countreesttempting refusals is illegal and
this also influences back-checking procedures.rdcteons are also found between

constraints above and the data specifications itescim the following.

Data specification and data collection

As described above, th#e factoresponse outcomes that are obtained in the field
depend on constraints posed by the survey designttan population studied. A
codeframe of response outcome codes needs to dactmuthese influences. In
addition, the survey manager or methodologist qaetify response outcomes that
they want the interviewers to record; they can gpaesponse outcome codes for
fieldwork monitoring in case of the survey managexd codes for nonresponse
research in case of the methodologist. Contact diesggned by the survey manager
for case management, i.e. to monitor progress cdf ease during fieldwork, might
lack information that the survey methodologist reed her analyses and vice versa.
Traditionally, contact data were designed for mamiity fieldwork, such as checking
interviewer performance, controlling costs and eeinig high response rates. This
means that some contact data are less useful asaasdurce for nonresponse
research.

Definition of response outcome

The definition of what constitutes a response autednfluences whiclhde facto
response outcomes we collect. Usually a responsmme is collected at a contact
attempt. However, what is a contact attempt? leptebne surveys each phone call is
usually regarded as a contact attempt, howevédacieto-face surveys issues are less
straightforward. Does driving by a house to cheuak tbe area (without ringing the
doorbell) count as a contact attempt? Probably Hotvever, setting out to visit a
sample unit, but not being able to reach the hduse not ringing the doorbell)

probably would. Furthermore, there are responseoougs that do not stem from the

11



field, so-called in-office outcomes, that are coiéel in the response outcomes.
Examples include office refusals (i.e. cases whae sample unit contacted the
survey organisation directly to refuse participatio the survey) which can take place
before or after the interviewer has conducted aingtempts. Also rejections of
interviews at the editing stage or downgrading frfithto partial interview might be
recorded in the response outcomes. To have aeftdrd of the nonresponse process
these kinds of outcomes should be explicitly reedrgperhaps as an extra call in the
contact data where the interviewer identifier iiste€office’.

A related issue is that some survey organisatiofieat activity codes in addition to
response outcomes. These activity codes registiwiork efforts that have been
undertaken, but not necessarily by the interviewire sending of advance or
reminder letters, payment of incentives, giving sg@mple unit a self-completion
guestionnaire that needs to be sent back to theeodihnd back-checking efforts are
examples of information recorded in such activipdes. Activity codes are no
response outcomes, yet they describe to the fieklpmcess.

Technology for collecting response outcomes

The technology with which contact attempts are mded can influence response
outcomes collected during the fieldwork process.ilgVtelephone surveys usually
record each contact attempt automatically in a edgerpsystem, face-to-face surveys
differ in their recording of contact attempts asrairvey organisations. In some
organisations interviewers record their efforts peper forms, while others use
computer systems (often the same systems that w@dsord the interview).
Furthermore, even if computer systems are useddard the contacting process, the
organisation might provide interviewers with aduti@al paper forms for noting down
contact attempts whilst working in the field. Omliythe end of their working day do
interviewers complete their electronic contact fernfCouper, 2008). These
differences in procedures can lead to differennebeé types and quantity of contact

attempts recorded.

Case management systems and data for methodologgesrch
How data are captured depends, in part, on how dheyised. How contact data are

used also determines whether contact data aredest@s call-level data (i.e. at the

12



level of each contact attempt) or summarised andrded as case-level data (i.e. at
the level of the sample unit). For case managenhace;to-face interviewers may use
full call-level data about each past call to plaeit workload and decide on the next
action for each case. In a centralized CATI settamgnputerised data about past calls
may provide the input for automated calling schedulhich are algorithms that
trigger the next call. The software for computatisentact forms “usually includes a
report that summarizes the most recent disposfield in the sample data base”
(Mccarty, 2003, p.398/9). In some fieldwork managamsystems the information
regarding a call attempt is only stored until thextncall attempt is made. At that
point, the previous information is overwritten byetoutcome of the new call. The
final outcome of a series of contact attempts éefore determined by the outcome
of the last contact attempt. No full record of ttentacting process is stored and
available for later analysis, though summary messusuch as number of call
attempts) might be. Alternatively, the case managgnsystem may not record the
outcome of past calls at all, but instead recoel ¢hrrent status of a case (i.e. an
intermediate case outcome) and what the next astionld be. These systems record
whether further calls are to be made or whetheerstigors need to decide on the next
step (AAPOR, 2006). With this type of system thstdny of call characteristics and
outcomes is lost and cannot later be retrieveamhatysis.

For the purposes of survey management, contact atataften analysed after the
completion of fieldwork if the data are not avall@to the survey organisation

electronically and in real-time. The lessons leaard then applied to subsequent
surveys. Survey methodologists often prefer full-leael information, where the

interviewer records and transmits every contaeingtt. The researcher is then free to
derive a several case-level summary measures tencdll-level data, such as total
number of calls, timing of calls, intermediate aurtes, interviewer contact and
cooperation rates etc. Recently, analyses of codt#ta and field interventions have
been tested in real-time systems, so-called resgodgsigns. Changes to the survey
design are made during fieldwork, based on reattinformation about fieldwork

and survey outcomes which affect costs and erfansves and Heeringa, 2006).
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Call-level versus case-level data

The fieldwork management processes used by a plariorganisation determine
whether and at which stage the call-level contata éire reduced to a summarized
case-level form: (1) interviewers may return orge-level contact summaries to the
survey organisation, (2) the survey organisatiory mammarize full contact data
before releasing the data, or (3) researchers ragyedtheir own summary measures
from call-level contact data. In the first casasiteft to the interviewer to derive the
required indicators. Typically the indicators manclude only final case outcomes
(e.g. interview, refusal, non-contact, ineligibk)d the total number of calls/visits
made. A special case of interviewers summarisitigocécomes to case outcomes is
where the survey organisation works with issue @ugs. An issue outcome is the
outcome for a sample unit that has been achieveanbnterviewer and returned to
the office. To increase response many survey osgdons re-examine the outcome
of each unproductive sample unit in the office dedide on whether to re-issue the
sample unit to the field, either to the same oa tifferent interviewer. At the end of
fieldwork a sample unit can therefore have morentbae issue outcome. In the
second case survey organisations do receive ea@l-leontact data from the
interviewers, but they might decide to derive firc@lse outcomes from the call
outcomes before passing the data on to a thirgy.p8inis can happen for a variety of
reasons including data protection issues, comnies®asitivity or because the
researcher or sponsor prefers to receive summarsmtact data. Finally,
methodologists may derive final outcome codes at ¢hse level from call-level

response outcomes in order to use their own pegfatefinitions in analysis.

Irrespective of the stage at which the case outcsnuerived, there are three main
methods by which it may be derivedhiost-recentpriority and subjectivecoding.
With most-recent coding, the outcome of the lalittoea sample unit is designated as
the case outcome AAPOR, 2000). Priority coding, tbea other hand, involves
arranging call outcomes according to a prioritykrag, in which some outcome
codes take priority over others. For example, omelldv define that achieving an
interview takes priority over a refusal, which urrt takes priority over a non-contact
(Lynn et al., 2001). A situation in which an intewer tries to convert an initial
refusal, yet never manages to make contact againldwbe coded differently in the

two coding systems. If the last call outcome defitiee final disposition, this would
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be a non-contact. According to a priority codingtsyn, it would be a refusal. Finally,
subjective coding refers to situations where thesrtor deriving a case outcome from
call outcomes are not defined. Typically in sudinaions, only descriptions of each
case outcome code (which can vary in their pregjsaye provided. It is left to the

coder to decide how to allocate cases to outcoifieis. kind of coding is perhaps

most common when interviewers are asked to retase-tevel codes to the survey
organisation, though it may also be used by sumgg@anisations carrying out in-

office coding.

Level of comparability

When specifying which response outcomes codes ardet provided to the
interviewer, the researcher or survey manager decidn how detailed the
information will be. The amount of detail can becidave when considering whether
response outcomes across surveys are comparabdection 2 below | develop a
case-level codeframe of response outcome codegewhenplement a three-level
hierarchy. At the highest level response outconmrescamparable across countries
and types of surveys, since only very general nresp@utcome codes are specified:
ineligible, unknown if eligible, non-contact, contavith household (but not refusal or
interview), refusal and interview. If only this lelvof detail is collected in a survey,
analyses of the data and comparisons across cesimauld be severely limited.

Detail of response outcomes

If response outcomes are registered too crudelig tlan be problematic for
monitoring fieldwork progress, carrying out qualighecks and for conducting
nonresponse analyses. While previous codeframagspionse outcome codes (cf.
Lynn et al.,, 2001; AAPOR, 2006 and the ESS outcawmdes in section 3) are
detailed and well-established, in some areas thely dutcome codes that are relevant
for this. Codes for uncertainty of outcomes, soitl dard appointments and soft and

hard refusals are often measured in little detdikey are discussed in the following.

Uncertainty of response outcomes
The degree of certainty of a response outcome is)partant issue, both in managing
fieldwork and for analysing fieldwork processes.eTimain category of response

outcomes that is affected by uncertainty is that etifjibility. In any survey
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interviewers will encounter cases where they camstablish without doubt whether
a case is eligible or not. Interviewers might net gccess to the sample unit (e.g. in
the case of gated communities), are refused tr@nation necessary to ascertain
eligibility or the sample unit is never issuedhe field. For a full record of the survey
process it is important to give the interviewer gussibility to register an uncertain
response outcome. With response outcomes thataiedioncertainty the survey
organisation can trace the status of a case andhesmformation provided by the
interviewer to make decisions about how to clatifg response outcome of a sample
unit (e.g. by sending a more experienced interviewl eligibility cannot be
ascertained by the end of fieldwork the contacaddtl have a record of this. When
researching processes leading to contact and cataperand when looking at
nonresponse bias, data on calls or cases with tanteoutcomes hold valuable
information about the sample unit (cf. Brick, Mamqida and Scheuren, 2002). For
example cases that could never be accessed anelig#iility was never established
are likely to be different in key characteristicsrh cases that refused the information
necessary to establish eligibility.

Lynn et al. (2001) include categories for unknovigileility in their codeframe. In
addition, they suggest that, when calculating gomese rate, researchers should
estimate the proportion of the sample units of wwkm eligibility that were actually
eligible. Furthermore they distinguish between sasfeunknown eligibility, where (a)
contact with the household has been made (e.g. whetact has been made but the
household refuses to give the information necesgargstablish whether someone
fulfilling the eligibility criteria lives in the hosehold) and (b) no contact has been
established at all. AAPOR (2006) deals with thgues slightly differently. They also
include codes for unknown eligibility in their cddeme. When calculating the
response rate, they propose different kinds of cateulations, of which some (RR1
and RR2) count all cases of unknown eligibility edigible, while others (RR3 and
RR4) include an estimate of the proportion of éligiversus ineligible sample units.
However, they do not distinguish between unknowgilelity of contacted and non-

contacted cases.

Yet, identifying the cause of an uncertain outcofes. uncertainty due to non-

contact, refusal or other nonresponse) is pivbedause the processes leading to non-
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contact and refusal are distinctly dissimilar (gfnn and Clarke, 2002). Traditionally
codeframes of fieldwork outcomes do not provideatied data on uncertain
outcomes and their cause. However, such informaigit add explanatory power to
models of nonresponse processes and to the cabcutdtresponse rates.

How to deal with cases of uncertain eligibility whealculating response rates can be
an intricate and political issue; especially wheoeintry comparisons are concerned.
The proportion of cases of unknown eligibility tiveas actually eligible might differ
across countries. To estimate these different ptigms for each country necessitates
in-depth knowledge of each country’s fieldwork aiion and population structure,
which is seldom available at the level of crossematl coordination of a survey. If
this estimation is undertaken at the national lerethe other hand, there is scope for
influencing the estimated response rate by coundéin@rger proportion of cases
ineligible than reasonable. As Lynn et al. (2008)strate, in the example of the
Welsh Assembly Election Study the estimated respoate ranged from 30.3% to
36.5% depending on the estimated proportion ofikdegcases amongst those of
uncertain eligibility. To complicate matters furthie variety of response outcome
codes for unknown eligibility can be large and gmeportions of cases eligible will
vary according to outcome code. In some surveyscaneassume that almost all of
the cases of an outcome code are actually elidiblthe ESS for example all persons
aged 15 and older are eligible. Since it is unjikblat a household in Europe contains
only persons under the age of 15, one can assuateclbse to 100% of resident
households at ESS sample addresses contain atoleastligible person. For other
uncertain-eligibility outcome codes the proportafreligible cases is likely to be less

than 100% and to vary according to code and country

One approach to this issue is to count all caseskriown eligibility as eligible. This
leads to conservative response rate estimates aodumages interviewers and
fieldwork staff to clarify as many cases are pdssib increase the apparent response
rate. An alternative way of dealing with cases oknown eligibility is to calculate
response rate boundaries. The upper boundary theesesponse rate, if all cases of
uncertain eligibility were ineligible (i.e. the maxum response rate), while the lower
boundary gives the response rate, if all casesmioémiain eligibility were eligible (i.e.

the minimum response rate). The true responsdieateithin these boundaries.
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RRs < RR < R
(all uncertain cases eligible) true regmrate  (all uncertain cases ineligible)

The more cases of uncertain eligibility there areagst the final outcome codes, the
larger the response rate interval will be. The oasp rate interval therefore gives an

estimate of the response rate as well as an inaiicat how precise the estimate is.

In summary, whether and which outcome codes foedaim outcomes are provided
in a survey will depend on the population reseatcred, more importantly, what the
survey managers and methodologists deem necessatiyeir work. It is crucial to

note that the choice of outcome codes to represergrtainty as well as the treatment

of cases of uncertain eligibility will affect themparability of the response data.

‘Hard’ and ‘soft’ appointments and refusals

Appointment and refusal outcomes are categoriesimiome codes that tend to differ
widely in detail across surveys. The call outcorappointment’ and case outcome
‘refusal’ are closely related, because nonrespoesearchers usually count broken
appointments as refusals (cf. Billiet et al, 200:4,42). This means that if a (broken)

appointment is derived as the final case outcome g counted as an implicit refusal.

With regards to refusals many researchers distahginard’ and ‘soft’ refusals. The
definitions of what constitutes ‘hard’ and ‘sof@arc vary. Frequently, the reasons for
refusing are consulted to distinguish between the. tA reason such as, being
momentarily busy, would count as soft refusals, niels hard refusal could be people
who do not want to participate for ideological @a@s Another way to distinguish
hard and soft refusals is by asking the intervietwesissess how likely sample units’
participation is when re-attempting them (for amm@pionalisation of the ‘softness’ of
refusals in the ESS consult Loosveldt et al, 20@3)nsequently, soft refusals are
those where a conversion attempt (possibly by geréimt interviewer) is likely to
yield an interview. Hard refusals are usually neattempted, because the sample
person made clear that she is not going to pastieiin the survey. Distinguishing
between hard and soft refusals can be useful whalysang response, for example by
means of a classes of respondents approach (cfarhah Schaeffer, 1995; Stoop,
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2005). However, for valid comparisons the defimtiof what constitutes a soft or

hard refusal needs to be consistent across cosintrie

Unfortunately, this distinction between ‘soft’ aftthrd’ is not generally applied to
appointment outcomes (cf. AAPOR, 2006; Lynn et 2001). Yet when analysing
fieldwork processes it might be important to digtirsh between hard appointments,
i.e. appointments made directly with the samplé toria specific day and time, and
‘soft’ appointment, i.e. appointments made by aaptmousehold member on behalf
of the sample unit (e.g. a household member ingsctt the interviewer, when would
be a good time to reach the sample unit). A brakam appointment is much more
clearly an implicit refusal than a broken soft aippment. A broken soft appointment
might also be considered a refusal; however, thigsal is less severe than when a
hard appointment is broken. It could simply indé&cahat the person to whom the
interviewer spoke was misinformed about when thapda member would be at

home.

Distinguishing between hard and soft appointmentsrafusals should be especially
fruitful in cross-national surveys, where differesdn the population structure, social
settings and fieldwork practices can lead to d#férproportions of hard and soft

refusals and appointments.

SECTION 2: A CROSSNATIONAL CODEFRAME OF RESPONSE OUTCOMES

The conceptual framework of influences on respangeome codes sets the scene for
the following section, where | propose a crossamati codeframe of response
outcomes. The aim of the codeframe developed & phaper is to yield response
outcome codes that allow maximum comparability iefdivork outcomes in cross-
national comparisons. Consequently, the focus efctbdeframe is comparability in
post hoc analyses; either in analyses of nonresponse @esesr analyses of
nonresponse bias. The case management aspedtiofdiik outcomes is however not
ignored. The structure of the codeframe and itxudision take implementation

practicalities into account.
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A combined call and case-level codeframe

The codeframe is a combined call- and case-leashdr This combination of call-
and case level outcomes stems from the natureldfdutcomes and from how a final
case outcome for a sample is established. We cimgliish three types of response
outcomes (Figure 2): (lp-office case outcomemre response outcomes that do not
originate from the field process, but instead asgned to a sample unit in the office.
In office case outcomes might be either assignezhses that have never been in the
field or to cases that have been worked on by s&mirewer, but where the final field
outcome was superseded by an in-office case outc@@p&inal call outcomesare
call outcomes from the field, which will by theiery nature equal the final case
outcome. By definition there can only be one catcome of this type for a case. The
most obvious example for a final call outcome isewta full interview is achieved.
This outcome is by its very nature the final caltamme of the case. (3) Lastlyn-
final call outcomeslo not have an automatic case outcome attachedl&amits that
have a sequence of only non-final call outcomesxalohave an obvious final case
outcome. From the sequence of non-final call ouedmafinal case outcome needs to

be derived, i.e. derived final case outcommeeeds to be assigned.

In-office case outcomes include sample units thexewever issued to an interviewer
and therefore only have a case outcome that wagnassto the sample unit in the
office. Likewise an office refusal will typicallygs a case outcome, take priority over

any call outcomes from the field and is thereforeraoffice case outcome.

Figure 2: Deriving case-level outcomes from contactata

Call-level outcomes Case-level outcomes
In-office case outcome

(may or may not have call outcomes) (supersedes any call outcome)

Final call outcome > Final case outcomg

(with or without non-final call outcomes

Non-final call outcomes » Derived final case outcome

(only)

Where a final call outcome is achieved in the fielek interviewer will not return to
the sample unit, because the achieved outcome nenihés unnecessary or
impossible. Most ineligibility outcomes are of thigpoe. The contact attempt that

establishes the ineligibility of a case is autowsly also the last call attempt and
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determines the final case outcome. Only if the symrganisation decides to re-issue
a case to confirm or reject the ineligibility, mighis code still be overwritten. Other
call outcomes that can be considered final calt@ues include ‘hard’ refusals, after
which the interviewer will not return to the sampieit again. (In some countries re-
approaching ‘hard’ refusals is in fact illegal.) rGoleted interviews are the ultimate
type of final call outcome, since the goal of figtutk is achieved on the call at which

the interview is completed.

In the case of a sequence of only non-final caitomes the final case outcome is not
directly clear and needs to be derived from thaisege of contact attempts made by
the interviewer. An example of this is the commadnation in which an interviewer

re-attempts a sample unit several times, yet theisiither repeatedly busy or not
reached. The final case outcome will then needetaldrived from the sequence of
these non-final call outcomes. There is one exoept this typology, when a non-

final call outcome is achieved through the offiais is might for example happen if

a sample unit calls the operations department fiirgey organisation to arrange an
appointment for interview. This should be also égistered on the contact form as an
‘hard’ or ‘soft’ appointment with the sample uriittonsider this case a non-final call

outcome.

Some fieldwork response outcome codes stem fronsdhdevel (final and non-final
call outcomes) while others are case-level outco(imesffice case outcomes). For
many nonresponse analyses and for calculating mesp@tes we need one outcome
per case, i.e. case-level outcomes. As a consegudre comparative codeframe of
response outcome codes needs to account for thisanbine the call and the case-
level. Final call outcomes at the call level of toeleframe should have a direct match
in the case level of the codeframe. Sequenceslelysmwn-final call outcomes from
the call level will need to be matched into derivfathl case outcomes at the case

level.

A three-level hierarchy
The combined call and case-level codeframe ainbe tsufficiently generic for a wide
range of settings. At the same time cross-natiooalparability needs to be ensured.

Nevertheless, the codeframe has to be practicalpasnde enough detail for field
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implementation. Following to some extent Lynn et @001) the codeframe is
arranged as a three-level hierarchy. Level 1 camipéemented across countries and
different types of surveys. The detail providedeawel 2 restricts implementation to
surveys of the same type. In this codeframe theaseface-to-face surveys of
individuals in households, where one individual peusehold is interviewed. Across
countries, however, the same level-2 categoriealdhme used for surveys of a given
type. Level 3 can be adapted to fit difference®sgicountries, such as population or
housing structure. The codeframe can be adaptésl/@lt 3 to account for country-
specific external factors and design constraintee Todeframe in this paper gives
some examples of level-3 codes that might be ratewasome countries. However,
acknowledging that detailed experience of society feldwork across a great range
of different countries would be necessary to sugfyether country-level adaptations
the detail provided at level 3 can only be a starppoint. For cross-national surveys

of individuals (within households) | suggest sixamme codes at level 1:

1 Ineligible ~
The sample unit was selected from the samplingdratiowever, it can be
ascertained that the sample unit is not part optipulation under study.

o Contacted and

2 Unknown if (_ellglble _ _ non-contacted
The sample unit was selected from the samplingdtdtiowever, it cannot
be ascertained whether the sample unit is or ipadtof the population
under study.

sample units

3 Non-contact <
The sample unit is eligible, but has never beenamied.

4 Contact with household, but no refusal or intewi
The sample unit is eligible. However, only the hehd that the sample
unit is located in is contacted. In the case ofraslsland household
sampling frames, the sample person might or mightave been selected. Known to

be eligible

5 Refusal o _ sample units
The sample unit is eligible. In the case of addeasthousehold sampling
frames, the sample person might or might not haentselected. The

sample person or the household refuses to patticipa

6 Interview
The sample unit is eligible. In the case of addeegshousehold sampling
frames, the sample person has been selected. fitmesperson has been
interviewed.

The hierarchical structure means that responseomgs of surveys that share the
same outcome codes down to the third level wilbbtter suited for comparisons than

those that only share level-1 outcome codes.
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The codeframe of case outcomes

The codeframe of response outcomes has two padsdeframe of case outcomes
containing in-office case outcomes, final call ames and derived case outcomes
(which were derived from a sequence of non-findll @atcomes) and a codeframe of
final and non-final call outcomes that can be code® case outcomes. | first

consider the codeframe of case outcomes (Table 1).

These codeframes are designed to closely matchetde/ork process. Following the

codes in the codeframe from top to bottom the neald® follows the typical way an

interviewer handles a case. The interviewer fissalglishes the eligibility of a sample
unit (codes for ineligibility and uncertain eligiity). Subsequently the interviewer
will attempt to make contact, but might not succeagtit away (non-contact codes).
Next contact at the household and then with theptammerson might be established
and an appointment might be made (and then brakea)efusal is received (general
contact and refusal codes). Finally, the interviemm@anages to do the interview with

the sample unit (interview codes).

The first column of the table below indicates theenber and level of hierarchy of the
case outcome; the second column describes the a#seme; the third column
indicates if the outcome is restricted to a certgpe of sampling frame (i.e. frames of
individuals (IN), households (HH) or addresses (ADally, the fourth column
indicates whether the case outcome is an in-offeee outcome (10), a final call
outcome (FCO) or whether the case outcome wasatkfiom a sequence of non-
final call outcomes (DFO).

Those familiar with codeframes of case outcomesh s1$ the codeframes of AAPOR
(2006) and Lynn et al. (2001), will notice that somutcomes were adopted from
these standardised codeframes while others are fée. new aspects of this
codeframe especially concern the larger numberutdames of uncertain eligibility

and broken appointments. The rationale for thesdesowas discussed in the

conceptual framework of influences on outcome canlegction one.
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Table 1: Codeframe of case outcome codes
(for in-person surveys of one individual interviewe per household)

Case outcome

Sampling frame
Only sample type
AD = addresses
HH = households
IN = individuals

Type of outcome
10 (in-office case outcome
FCO (final call outcome)
DFO (final outcome
derived from sequence of
call outcomes)

1 Ineligible
1.1 Address not eligible HH/AD FCO /10
1.1.1 Not yet built/under construction HH/AD FCO
1.1.2 Demolished/derelict HH/AD FCO
1.1.3 Vacant/empty HH/AD FCO
1.1.4 Non-residential address (business, HH/AD FCO
hospital, school etc)
1.15 Address out of sample AD FCO /10
1.1.6 Other HH/AD
1.2 Address occupied, but no eligible HH/AD FCO
household
1.2.1 Vacation homes HH/AD FCO
1.2.2 Temporary residences HH/AD FCO
1.2.3 Other HH/AD FCO
1.3 Household occupied, but no eligible FCO
person
1.3.1 Nobody of eligible age in household HH/AD FCO
1.3.2 Sample person not eligible (e.g. not IN FCO
aged 18, moved abroad)
1.3.3 Other FCO
1.4 Other ineligible FCO
2 Uncertain eligibility
2.1 Never issued to an interviewer 10
2.2 Issued but never attempted — unable {o 10
locate address/household
2.3 Issued but never attempted — 10
address/household inaccessible,
eligibility unclear
23.1 Unsafe area 10
2.3.2 Bad weather conditions 10
2.3.3 Gated community 10
2.3.4 Housing block with access code 10
235 Other 10
2.4 Issued but not attempted — other 10
25 Unknown whether address contains AD DFO
eligible household(s) — information
refused
2.6 Unknown whether address contains AD DFO
eligible household(s) — no information
due to non-contact
2.7 Unknown if selected household is HH DFO
eligible — information refused
2.8 Unknown if selected household is HH DFO
eligible — information unavailable (e.g.
language problems)
2.9 Unknown if selected household is HH DFO
eligible — no information due to non-
contact
2.10 Eligible household, unknown if eligible HH/AD DFO
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person(s) — information refused

2.11 Eligible household, unknown if eligible HH/AD DFO
person(s) — information unavailable (elg.
language problems)
2.12 Eligible household, unknown if eligible HH/AD DFO
person(s) — no information due to non
contact
2.13 Unknown if selected person is eligible — IN DFO
information refused
2.14 Unknown if selected person is eligible — IN DFO
information unavailable (e.g. language
problems)
2.15 Unknown if selected person is eligible — IN DFO
no information due to non-contact
2.16 Selected unit moved, not re-attempted IN DFO /
2.17 Other unknown eligibility DFO /10
3 Non-contact
3.1 No contact made with anyone at the DFO
address
3.1.1 Household selection not achieved (e.g. AD DFO
gated community, housing block with
access code etc), but certainty about
eligibility
3.2 Contact made at the address but access DFO
to household denied (e.g. concierge)
3.2.1 Information for household selection AD DFO
refused, but certainty about eligibility
3.3 No contact with the sampled househo|d DFO
3.3.1 No selection of sample person, but HH/AD DFO
certainty about eligibility
3.4 Contact made at the sampled househpld, DFO
but not with any responsible resident
(e.g. visitor, workmen, maid, children)
3.4.1 No selection of sample person, but HH/AD DFO
certainty about eligibility
3.4.2 Sample person moved within country, IN 10
never contacted, but certainty about
eligibility
4 Contact with household
(excluding refusal and interview)
4.1 Contact made at the household, but HH/AD DFO
selection of person not achieved
41.1 Language problems at the household HH/AD DFO
41.2 Never a good time to call / always HH/AD DFO
busy
4.2 Contact made at the household, but no DFO
contact with selected person
421 Never a good time to call / always DFO
busy
4.2.2 Sample person always away DFO
4.3 Contact made with the selected sample FCO
person, but sample person unable to do
the interview
431 Language problems with the sample FCO
person
4.3.2 Sample person physically or mentally FCO
unable to do the interview
4.3.3 Never a good time to call / always FCO
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busy

4.4 Other contact
5 Refusal
5.1 Office refusal before interview 10
5.2 Contact made at the household with FCO /DFO
responsible resident — household refusal
5.2.1 Selection of sample person not HH/AD FCO /DFO
achieved
5.3 Broken appointment; appointment made DFO
by household member on behalf of
sample person
5.4 Proxy refusal by household member an FCO/DFO
behalf of the sample person
5.5 Broken appointment; appointment made DFO
by sample person
5.6 Refusal by sample person FCO /DFO
5.7 Refusal during interview FCO
5.8 Broken-off interview, never completed DFO
5.9 Office refusal after interview — request 10
for data to be deleted
6 Interview
6.1 Interview with sample person FCO /10
6.1.1 Partial interview with sample persor] FCO/ I
6.1.2 Interview partly with sample person FCO/10
partly with proxy
6.1.3 Interview with proxy FCO /10

Call-outcome codes in field implementation

When collecting response outcomes during fieldworldy call-level outcome codes
are implemented, i.e. the final call outcomes drarion-final call outcomes. These
need to be collected by the interviewer and mustvadable to them. The interviewer
assigns a call outcome to each contact attempinsites. The case outcomes are then
determined by these call outcomes from the field e superseding in-office case
outcomes. The codeframe of case outcomes desdrib&dble 1 is therefore never
directly implemented in the field, i.e. is not haddo interviewers. The derived final
case outcomes in the case-level codeframe areedefiom non-final call outcomes
and the in-office outcomes are collected at theatmms department. Only final and
non-final call outcomes are directly collected dgrifieldwork on so-called contact

forms.

Figure 3 shows an example of what a paper verdi@enoontact form may look like.
In this contact form the interviewer writes dowre trelevant outcome code for the
respective call in the column ‘outcome of visitbrBe of these outcomes are final call

outcomes, while others are non-final call outcorfiem which final case outcomes
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are derived. Contact forms might also be implenckmie a computer. In this case,
contact forms might be organised hierarchicallyr Feach contact attempt the
interviewer fills in a short questionnaire-like Moy which includes routing based on

information from previous contact attempts.

Looking back at the case-level codeframe, the els¢reader will notice that many
of the derived final case outcomes in the codefrareea combination of the call-level
outcomes and of whether the interviewer was abbkelect the household and sample
unit. For household and address samples the cdiatactshould therefore include a
column that registers whether the household/sampi¢ was selected during a
respective call, as Figure 3 illustrates. In corepaed contact forms this information
can be asked in the routed questionnaire.

Figure 3: Example of a contact form

Respondent ID numbdr

Number Date Time Mo_d(_e of Outc_or_ne houwsziold SXVn?SIe
orconact| oonmn | G4 | et | O Secsan| unt | M
selected?
1 / YIN YIN
2 / YIN YIN
3 / YIN YIN
4 / YIN YIN
5 / YIN YIN
6 / YIN YIN
7 / YIN YIN
8 / YIN YIN
9 / YIN YIN
10 / YIN YIN

The call-level codeframe can thus be less compbex tthe case-level codeframe;
in-office outcomes do not need to be taken intooant and the selection of the
household/sample unit is dealt with elsewhere enctimtact form. Table 2 provides a
list of call outcomes, from which, in combinationthvinformation on whether the

household/sample unit was selected, the final cas@me can be derived.
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Though more straightforward than the codeframe afecoutcomes, some survey
organisations might still find the codeframe ofl @altcomes too complex for direct
implementation by their interviewers. Entering tteales into the grid of the contact
form, might be too great an effort for the intewers. Field organisations might
therefore opt for only recording general outconmethis grid on the contact form and
route the interviewer to more detailed outcomesduiitional pages. For example, the
interviewer might code a general ‘ineligible’ inetlgrid and specify the reason for
ineligibility on one of the next pages of the caiteorm. For final call outcomes and
computerised contact forms this can be easily dboe.non-final call outcomes on
paper, however, care should be taken that the atedmpt at which the detailed
outcome was obtained is recorded and can be mateitedhe general outcome on
the grid. Only if it is straightforward to obtaihé complete call-level information
from the routed contact form should this type aifithog be applied. In the ESS for
example there are a number of countries where ¢imnergl information on the first
page of the contact form can not be directly matohgh more detailed breakdowns
on later pages. For non-final call outcomes, egfigciit is therefore preferable to

directly implement all call-level outcome codesinithe contact form grid.

Nevertheless, survey organisations will differ @asvhich type of systems they use for
collecting information from the field and how theyanage their interviewers. They
will therefore also have different practices asvtoch outcomes are collected directly
in the grid and which are routed from general ontes to more detailed outcomes.
This might have to do with in-house survey tradii@and which (and how many) of
the call outcomes in Table 2 are applicable tortagecountry or survey. One should
be aware though that differences in the implememtadf contact data might also

affect the comparability of the results.
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Table 2: Codeframe of call outcome codes

(for in-person surveys of one individual intervieved per household)

Call outcome Sampling frame | Type of
Only sample type | outcome
AD = addresses
HH = households
IN = individuals
Ineligible
Address not eligible HH/AD final
Not yet built/under construction HH/AD final
Demolished/derelict HH/AD final
Vacant/empty HH/AD final
Non-residential address (business, hospital, sattodl HH/AD final
Address out of sample (i.e. not within country) AD final
Other HH/AD final
Address occupied, but no eligible household HH/AD inalf
Vacation homes HH/AD final
Temporary residences HH/AD final
Other HH/AD final
Household occupied, but no eligible person HH/AD nafi
Nobody of eligible age in household HH/AD final
Sample person not eligible (e.g. not aged 18, mayedad) IN final
Other final
Other ineligible final
Non-contact
No access to the address non-final
Area not accessible non-final
No contact made with anyone at the address, n@ataecousehold non-fina
Housing block with access code / Gated community non-final
Refusal at the address, no access to household -finadn
No contact with the household non-final
Contact at the household, but not with householchbez non-final
Non-household member indicated good time for reaghi non-final
household (soft appointment with household)
Non-household member indicated good time for reachample non-final
person (soft appointment with sample person)
Contact
Contact with household, but
Language problems non-final
Too busy, not a good time to call non-final
Household refusal non-final*
Proxy refusal on behalf of sample person non-fin
Sample person not available non-final
Household member indicated good time for reachargde non-final
person (soft appointment)
Appointment made with household member for sampteqn non-final
(hard appointment)
Appointment made with sample person (hard appa@ntin non-final
Contact with the sample person, but
Language problems final*
Physically or mentally unable final
Too busy, not a good time to call non-final
Soft refusal to participate non-final
Hard refusal to participate final*
Interview
Completed interview final
Broken-off interview, to be completed non-final
Refusal during interview, interview not to be costpd final
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The first column of the codeframe in Table 2 ddssithe call outcome; the second
column indicates again if the outcome is restricteda certain type of sampling
frame; the third column indicates whether a calicome is final or non-final. For
some codes the survey organisation might feelaHtatal outcome in this codeframe
is actually non-final in their country or survetts®y. These codes are indicated by an
asterisk. For example, for surveys that are cawigdin several languages, a sample
unit having language problems might simply meart #mainterviewer speaking the
sample unit’'s language needs to be sent to dmtkeview. In this case ‘contact with

the sample unit, but language problems’ would berafinal call outcome.

From call outcome to case outcome: deriving a finalase outcome

Those call outcome codes that are collected duratgwork on a contact form and
by means of the call-level codeframe need to bigesd to a case outcome code that
matches the codes in the case-level codeframe.fikal call outcomes this is
straightforward, because the final call outcomehi@ contact form equals the final
case outcome. The categories in the call-leveltaadase-level codeframes match to
account for this. The non-final call outcomes, hegre need to be coded into a
derived final case outcome. Two issues need tahsidered here: (1) the integration
of information on the call outcomes with information whether the household and
the sample unit were selected (for samples of addseand samples of households)
and (2) the process of coding a sequence of segendct attempts into one final

case outcome.

Before coding a sequence of several contact ateemfa one final case outcome the
survey manager or researcher has to decide on iagcstrategy. The three most
commonly used coding strategies are (1) usingabiedutcome of a sequence of calls
(most-recent coding), (2) assigning the final casécome according to a priority
ranking of call outcomes (priority coding) and (&)bjective coding. With most-
recent coding, the outcome of the last call to mm@a unit is defined as the case
outcome (AAPOR, 2000). Accordingly, the intermediagll outcomes in a sequence
of contact attempts are irrelevant for this codstigitegy. As discussed above some
case management systems only save the last catiroatand thereby automatically
prescribe most recent coding. Priority coding, lb@ other hand, involves arranging

call outcomes according to a priority ranking, imigh some outcome codes take
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priority over others. The final case outcome ofimple unit equals the non-final call
outcome with the highest priority (Lynn et al., 200Finally, subjective coding refers
to situations where the rules for assigning a secgi®f non-final call outcomes to a
case outcome are not defined. Typically in suchasibns only descriptions of each
case outcome code (which can vary in their pregjsaye provided. It is left to the
coder to decide how to allocate cases to outcoifieis. kind of coding is perhaps
most common when interviewers are asked to retase-tevel codes to the survey
organisation, though it may also be used by sumgg@anisations carrying out in-

office coding (Blom, Lynn and Jéackle, 2008, p.10).

Survey organisations working with issue outcomeso dhave to take a decision
regarding which coding procedure is used to deawassue outcome. In addition,
they need to determine how to assign final caseoous if a case has more than one
issue outcome. The same coding strategies areablaifor deriving a final case

outcome from several issue outcomes.

The choice of coding strategy for deriving casecontes may vary across survey
organisations. When comparing response outcomessadnterviewers, surveys or
countries the same coding strategy needs to beewhdSubjective coding is
unsuitable, as this renders it impossible to knolether differences in response
outcomes across surveys are a result of the diffesein actual responses or are due
to differential subjective coding. Instead researsineed to decide on whether to use
most-recent or priority coding. If priority coding chosen they will further need to
agree on one priority order that is applied toualits of comparison. In the case of
organisations working with issue outcomes care Ilshbe take that the call outcomes
of all issues are taken into account when deriVingl case outcomes. Section three
describes the effects of most-recent and priowiirng on the derived case outcomes
at the example of the ESS.

Survey organisations may also work with simpler eeddames and subjective
outcome codes during fieldwork (especially when caltcomes are collected by
paper-based technology), but examine a more elsbomleframe when examining
data quality after fieldwork has finished. Becaksging and coding outcomes takes

time, additional subjectively coded issue outcorndes might be necessary while
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fieldwork is in progress. For comparability of resge outcomes, however,

standardised case outcomes should be derived mhdedrk is finished.

SECTION 3: THE EFFECT OF CODING STRATEGIES ON CASE OUTCOMES

The third section looks at the impact of the codstigitegy on the comparability of
fieldwork response outcomes using the contact datde first round of the ESS.

Having established that subjective coding doesafloiv for comparisons of case

outcomes, only priority coding and most-recent ngdare examined. The analysis
starts with a theoretical account of the effectshaf coding strategies with different
types of call outcome sequences. | then contintie avdescription of the ESS contact
data and compare the case-level outcome codeg IBSIS to those in my codeframe
in section 2. Finally, case outcomes are derivethfthe ESS call-level contact data
by means of priority coding and by means of mosen¢ coding. Differences in case
outcomes, when using the two coding strategiegxaeined and the implications for

comparative response analyses discussed.

Comparing most-recent and priority coding conceptudy

The rationale behind choosing priority or most-réceoding for deriving case
outcomes works along two dimensions: (1) ease pfeémentation and (2) accuracy
in reflecting the de facto response outcomes. Mestnt coding has clear advantages
over priority coding in terms of ease of impleméiota Deriving case outcomes
according to a priority ranking is more complicatdthn simply assigning the
outcome of the last contact attempt to the caseoout. Especially if the call record is
kept on paper, survey agencies might be wary ofldmpnting the priority coded
derivation, though interviewers could, of course,imstructed to follow priority rules.
As discussed in section 1, some survey organisatiank with computerised systems
that only record the outcome of the last contatdnapt. This means that the case
outcome can only be assigned via most-recent cod@dg the other hand,
computerisation also means that a simple algoritambe built into the CAPI script.
This then automatically derives the case outcomm fthe call-outcome sequence by

means of a priority ranking. Therefore, most-reaanting is easier to implement than
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priority coding, however, with interviewer instriarts or an algorithm in a
computerised contact form, deriving a priority coddease outcome is definitely

possible.

However, how do we reflect the de facto respongeomoes most accurately? | take
the position that the final case outcome shoul@réndicator of the extent to which
the aim of the survey process was achieved. Irstingey process an interview with
the sample unit is the ultimate aim. Therefore, ti@re accurately a case outcome
reflects the extent to which the survey process elase to achieving an interview,
the more accurate an indicator of the de factoamsp outcome it is. As | will show
in the following, a sensibly ranked priority codingan take this into account.
Depending on the sequence of contact attempts, yewenost-recent coding does
not accurately reflect how close to achieving ateriiew the interviewer was.
Consequently, to reflect de facto response outca@sescurately as possible, priority

coding is the method of choice; at least if a ddagpriority order is chosen.

| now introduce what such a priority order mightkdike. Usually only sequences of
non-final call outcomes need to be coded into cageomes. Therefore the general
call outcomes of relevance here are uncertain bdityi non-contact, refusal by
sample unit, proxy refusal, appointment and otlertact’ Since uncertain eligibility
is a state in the fieldwork process that needsedusther defined, any other call
outcomes should take priority over this outcomeroh-contact case outcome usually
means that this sample unit has never been codtattdl and the interviewer has not
had any chance to voice her request. Thereforengive eligibility of the sample unit
was established, all other outcomes should takarifyriover non-contact. A proxy
refusal indicates that it was possible to voice thgquest for an interview to a
responsible household member. A refusal by the Eampmber, however, assumes
that the request has been made to the sample wedtld And an appointment
indicates that achieving an interview was withiaale Proxy refusals, refusals by the
sample unit and appointments are each steps towalieving an interview. A

refusal by the sample unit should therefore takeripy over a proxy refusal and an

2 For reasons of simplicity only general call outeooategories are listed here, though all categories
(down to level-3) have to be considered when désiga priority ranking. In the details of the pitgr
order researchers might have different convictiohgvhich outcome they deem more important, i.e.
which category receives a low/high priority.
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appointment for interview should take priority oy kind of refusal. Whether or
not other contact call outcomes (e.g. mentally/piafty unable or language
problems) should have priority over the refusalcootes is a difficult issue.
However, usually one considers refusals (and apmeints) to have priority over
other contact outcomes. The resulting priority raglof these general call outcomes
then is as follows.
(broken) appointment
refusal by sample unit
4
proxy refusal
4
other contact without interview
4
non-contact

3
uncertain eligibility

How does the case outcome derived by this typeriofity ranking differ from one
derived by means of most-recent coding? For ilgin | consider different kinds of

scenarios with sequences of three call outcomes.

Sequence 1: refusal conversion attempts

Contact attempt number 1 2 3
Call outcome non-contact refusal non-contact
Case outcome (priority): refusal

Case outcome (most-recent): non-contact

In case of refusal conversion attempts, where #fiesal is not converted into an
interview and never reached again, priority codinliy derive a refusal case outcome
while the most-recent coding derives a non-contatte priority case outcome
therefore reflects the fact that at some point thasnple unit was successfully
contacted, i.e. that the contacting procedure le&s bruitful, yet the procedure for
gaining cooperation has not. The non-contact cageome derived by means of
most-recent coding does not reflect these issues.

% The researcher should further be aware that aci@ippent that is not turned into an interview bg th
end of fieldwork, is usually considered a brokepaptment and therefore a refusal.
* 3 means ‘has priority over’
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Sequence 2: broken appointment

Contact attempt number 1 2 3
Call outcome appointment non-contact non-contact
Case outcome (priority): broken appointment / safu

Case outcome (most-recent): non-contact

Similarly, if ever any appointments are missed ookbn, priority coding gives a
better picture of the survey process. A sensibleripy ranking will identify

unsuccessful attempts of turning an appointmenb initerviews as broken
appointments, i.e. refusals, while most-recent mganight identify them differently

(in sequence 2 as non-contact).

In summary, the main disadvantage of most-recestihgas that it identifies a case as
a non-contact, if the last contact attempt was a-gemtact, even if contact was
achieved at an intermediate contact attempt. letbee fails to reflect the extent to

which an interviewer was close to achieving anrinésv.

Sequence 3: drop-off questionnaires

Contact attempt number 1 2 3
Call outcome appointment interview non-contact
Case outcome (priority): interview

Case outcome (most-recent): non-contact

Sequence 3 displays a special case. Here a cattactpt was made, even though an
interview was already achieved. The reason forrthight be that the interviewer still
has to complete a few questions, yet does not neattaghake contact again. Or the
survey contains drop-off questionnaires, whichitherviewer leaves with the sample
unit after the interview and which she later atté&srip collect. In this sequence, the
collection of the drop-off questionnaire would habeen unsuccessful. As a
consequence the case outcome derived by means afdht-recent coding is a non-
contact, even though an interview was achievedallisuhese kinds of situations do
not pose any serious problem, since the surveynag@on holds a record of the
achieved interviews and will derive case outcomed aalculate outcome rates
accordingly. Though it can be a problem to the methogist if full call data are not
made available, e.g. if you only have the summanyables ‘total number of calls’

(3) and ‘case outcome’ (interview).
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Sequence 4: other outcomes

Contact attempt number 1 2 3
Call outcome non-contact proxy refusal languag®lera
Case outcome (priority): proxy refusal

Case outcome (most-recent): language problem

Sequence 4 is an example of a more difficult camkdisplays that some degree of
arbitrariness is involved in any kind of case outeocoding, including any priority
ranking. The call outcome sequence 3 can be thdtres two different possible
circumstances. On the one hand the sequence neigtésent a situation, where the
interviewer is refused at the door by a househoddnbrer. At a later contact attempt
the interviewer finds out that the reason for thiisal was that the sample unit does
not speak the language of the interview and was tieluctant to speak to the
interviewer. The case outcome of this sequenceatif attempts should thus be
‘language problem’. The sequence might on the dthad depict a situation in which
at the later contact attempt the sample unit otdins not to speak the language to
avoid being contacted again. Therefore the cowasé outcome should be a refusal.
The sequence therefore illustrates that, to somengxthe choices made in the
priority ranking are necessarily arbitrary, becatlesame sequence of call outcomes
can have different causes. Unless additional in&bion on the nonresponse process
is available, this problem cannot be solved. lassumed, however, that in each
survey only a small number of cases are affectedum problems, such that it is

negligible.

In summary, this account of the possible effectshefvarious coding strategies has
shown that priority coding will yield a more acctgicture of the de facto response
outcomes. Since most-recent coding focuses onasitecbntact attempt only, it will
over-report cases that are at the bottom of theriprisequence, especially non-
contacts. Nonetheless, the researcher should keepind that also with priority
coding there is always some degree of arbitraringasing established the effects of
priority and most-recent coding in theory, | nowntuo the implications in an

empirical analysis of the ESS response outcomes.
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The ESS contact data and outcome codes

In 2002 the ESS became the first cross-nationaleguto collect and make publicly
available standardised call-level contact datac&the ESS is a cross-national survey
with national fieldwork implementation, fieldworlowtrol is primarily carried out at
the national level. Collecting these cross-natiawitact data therefore had several
aims, including “to monitor and supervise the fietak process [at the cross-national
level], to check whether the fieldwork had beerriedrout according to the [ESS]
specifications, to compute nonresponse rates, cordates and cooperation rates, and
to estimate the bias due to nonresponse.” (Stoogl.e®003, p.1) The ESS is a
biennial cross-sectional survey and since 200Ztmtact forms for collecting these
contact data have been improved and updated befk round. Before the first
round, ESS researchers studied contact forms frtewee organisations in Six
different countries. “In the end, these effortsuitesl in a standardised contact form
specification and the construction of a standaddidata file” (Billiet et al., 2007,
p.140). The ESS contact forms collect both call- and degel information on

response outcomes, nonresponse processes andmelybdid characteristics.

Table 3: Information collected in the ESS contactdrms

Call-level Response outcome of each contact attempt

Information on selection procedure (for househald address samples)
Day, date, month and hour of each contact attempt

Mode of visit

Reason for refusal

Interviewer identification

Case-level » Neighbourhood characteristics of each sample unit
« Estimated age and gender of sample person at fefusa

Section two describes the collection and derivabbmesponse outcomes as a top-
down approach. This means that the codeframe aff ¢@mse outcomes is defined first;
the section then lays out ways of arriving at thfesa case outcomes by means of in-
office codes and final and non-final call outconmeplemented in a contact form in
the field. In the ESS the collection of responsé&comes is a bottom-up approach.
The ESS centrally develops model contact formss&hmodel contact forms can be
directly implemented in the fieRiThe content of the model contact forms together

with the contact data file specifications refleatisich variables interviewers in each

® Countries were allowed to use different contacif® provided that they collected all the required
call- and case-level response and auxiliary dathe model contact forms, nationally implemented
contact forms and the contact data are availalden fthe ‘ESS Data’ tab on the ESS website
(www.europeansocialsurvey.org).
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country are expected to collect. As a consequetiee,ESS does not explicitly

distinguish between in-office, final and non-fimaltcomes, though by the very nature
of these codes many countries implicitly make thistinction. This means that the
ESS prescribes the call-level outcomes that interers need to collect; the final case
outcomes are then derived from these call outcoesthe first page of the ESS
contact form, the interviewer registers the geneustome code of a call. The general

outcome codes in rounds 1 to 3 of the ESS arallistdable 4.

Table 4: General (hon-routed) outcome codes in tHeSS

Outcome Code Round 1 Round 2 /3
Interview (partial or complete) X

Completed interview X
Partial interview X
Contact with respondent but no interview* X

Only contact with someone else* X

Contact with someone, target respondent not yettml* X
Contact with target respondent but no interview* X
Contact with somebody other than target respondent* X

No contact at all X X
Address not valid (unoccupied, demolished, notersial...) X X

* For samples of individuals these general categariclude routing to ineligible outcomes for
individuals (e.g. deceased, moved out of country)

For each contact attempt the interviewer is theneato the next pages of the contact
form where more detail is collected about theseeg@noutcomes, for final call
outcomes (i.e. ineligibles) as well as for the fioad call outcomes. Table 5 lists all
call outcome codes that were required to be cateeh each country and made
available in the ESS contact data files of rounds 3. Since countries worked with
different sampling frames, the table indicates Whiodes apply to which sampling

strategy.

As mentioned earlier, routing non-final call outcesnis tricky as it means that the
interviewer must carefully record the detailed caltcome, such that the general and
specific outcomes can be matched. The ESS cordatt &llows for this, however,
unfortunately, not all interviewers in the variotsuntries filled in the contact forms
accurately. In a significant number of cases ingavers failed to specify the general
outcome of a contact attempt or specified it atwmeng call number, which means
that the general and specific outcomes cannot lhehmd As a consequence, during
the matching an additional category “undefined” sabheading under the main

categories of interview, contact, non-contact amligible had to be created. These
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categories capture contact attempts where the glenal outcome could not be
further specified with a specific call outcome. Tdfere, in addition to the call-level
codes that Table 5 lists, the additional codesefinew — undefined’, ‘contact —
undefined’, ‘non-contact — undefined’ and ‘ineliggb— undefined’ need to be

considered.

Table 5: Routed outcome codes in the ESS

Outcome Code | Round1 | Round2/3
Ineligible / address not valid

Derelict or demolished house / address All All
Not yet built / not yet ready for occupation All Al
Address is not traceable, address was not sufficien All All
Address is not residential: only business / indalsprurpose All All
Address is not residential: Institution All All
Address is not occupied (empty, second home, sajson All All
Respondent deceased HH, IN All
Respondent moved out of country HH, IN

Respondent moved out of country or to unknown dagtin HH, IN
Other All All
No contact at all

Nobody at home All

Broken appointment All

At home but did not answer the door All

Could not obtain access to housing unit All

Respondent / household moved All

Other All

No contact at all All
Contact, but no interview; only contact with someog else

Appointment All All
Refusal of respondent All All
Refusal by someone else (by proxy), on behalf efré@spondent All All
Household refusal (before selection) HH, AD
Refusal. Don't know if target respondent IN
Respondent Is unavailable / not at home until .... A
Respondent is temporarily unavailable but will baikable before Al

end of the fieldwork period (e.g. out, away, onitt@y, sick)

Respondent is unavailable throughout the fieldwmetiod for Al

other reasons (e.g. away, abroad ...)

Respondent is mentally or physically unable to perate Al Al
throughout the fieldwork period

Respondent moved, still in country HH, IN HH, IN
Language-barrier of respondent All All
Other All All
Interview

Interview completed All All
Interview broken off or incomplete, to be complestd later date All

Interview broken off or incomplete, will not be cplated All

Partial interview All
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Overall the ESS contact forms and contact dataafllav the recording of up to ten
contact attempts made to a sample unit. Howevengsaf the specific outcome codes
allow up to ten specific outcomes (i.e. contactoutes (including refusals) and non-
contact outcomes in round 1), while other geneudt@ames can only be followed by
specific outcomes up to three times (i.e. intergaw round 1) or once only (i.e.
ineligibles). Finally there are general outcomes tire not further specified at all (i.e.
non-contact outcomes in rounds 2 and 3 and int@reigtcomes in rounds 2 and 3).
Indirectly this also implies that ineligibles wenecorded as final call outcomes, since
only one specific ineligible call outcome could becorded. In contrast to my
codeframe, the ESS treated interviews as non-fakloutcomes in round 1, since it
was assumed that an interview could be startechatcall and continued at another
call. The contact forms recorded these as sepamttact attempts, rather than a

continuation of the interview.

Outcomes that are solely received in the officendbfit the standardised ESS contact
form or data file specification. However, also i8 & fieldwork there will be instances
when a case has an in-office outcome only. In roBnof the ESS, for example,
Cyprus ended fieldwork prematurely and 381 sampléswere never issued to the
field. Consequently, these cases were also migeang the contact data. They were
added to the contact data set afterwards, howegefempty’ cases only, i.e. any
information on the field process and neighbourhawals missing. Similarly in
Denmark, which uses the population register as rapbag frame, a new data
protection procedure was put into place in 2006kintait possible for people to
block their registry entry from being contacted f@search purposes (including
academic and government research) in form of aews@l opt-out procedure. In the
third round, 360 selected sample units had optédnothis way and could therefore
not be issued to an interviewer. Again these casee added to the contact data as
‘empty’ cases. However, since the ESS field outrmedeframe is a call-level
codeframe it does not allow for any in-office casgcomes and no separate outcome
codes are available. Instead, the ESS team tréadsed cases as non-contacts, since

no contact attempt was ever made or achiéved.

® Other options for treating these cases could baea: (1) office refusal, since the sample units
refused participation, when registering, (2) indlig, since they might be treated as not part ef th
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The ESS also collects information on whether a adnattempt resulted in an
appointment. Furthermore, the general outcome cfiEsle 4) provide information
regarding with whom contact was made. From this oam derive whether an
appointment was made with the sample person orseitheone else. The ESS contact
forms assume that the interviewer knows whom theytaking to at the door (or via
the intercom). However, oftentimes interviewers wat, which means that this
information is unfortunately not very reliable. &aldition, it is not clear whether the
appointment made is a general indication of whearaple person might be available,
i.e. a soft appointment or whether it is a hardoapgnent for an interview at a fixed
date and time. Consequently, compared to the cadefipresented in section two the
information on appointments in the ESS is quiteegeh

Regarding cases of uncertain eligibility the ESSdatacontact forms do not allow
interviewers to record when they are unsure aldlmuetigibility of a case. This can be
problematic, especially in countries where the darmgdrame is erroneous or where
researchers have to rely on sampling addressesandom-route procedures. Since
the eligibility of the address, the household amel individual has to be established
during the contacting process, there will alwayscases of uncertain eligibility. As
mentioned earlier, because the ESS samples in@dilsicaged 15 and over, one can
assume that each eligible household contains at &igible sample unit. However,
the interviewer might be unable to establish whethe address contains a resident
household. For example, they might be uncertaia Ifouse is a holiday apartment
only (i.e. ineligible) or occupied throughout theay (i.e. eligible). One of the invalid
outcome codes in the ESS, address not tracealdspeially problematic. In theory,
addresses that are not traceable exist, but theviewer cannot locate it. However, a
non-traceable address might also not exist (nobyabt anymore), for example if the

sample is drawn from an inaccurate postal list.

For samples of individuals an interviewer mightoate unable to ascertain whether
the sampled person is resident in the countryoiheone moves abroad long-term
they are not eligible to be interviewed. EspeciailyEastern European countries the

target population, (3) uncertain eligibility (nevssued) or (4) a separate, country-specific respon
outcome.
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enlargement of the EU means that a considerablgopion of the people on the
population registers (and therefore the samplirgné) live and work in Western
Europe several months a year or have moved abiagletely. If an interviewer is
unable to make contact with anyone at the addressrefused this information, they
will not be able to establish if the sampled peraotually still resides in the country

and is eligible or not.

In summary, the ESS codeframe of field outcometemiffrom the codeframe that |
propose in section two with regards to some imporespects. Most notably all
outcomes are collected by means of call-level oueoand the ESS does not provide
codes for cases of uncertain eligibility or in-o#i outcomes. The information
collected regarding appointments is less comprehena the ESS contact forms.
Finally the collection of call outcomes is erroepe, since it is routed from general
outcomes to more specific ones that need to behmatcConsequently, not all of the
codes in my case-level codeframe can be derivenh fiike ESS call outcomes.
Nonetheless, the ESS is a pioneer in collectingpaoative fieldwork outcomes and
is an important source of cross-national data @parese outcomes and processes.
Due to the uniformity of the contact forms, thelecled response outcomes and other
auxiliary data, the ESS contact form data are, dhounot ideal, well-suited to

comparative analyses of cross-national survey rsporese.

Deriving case outcomes for the ESS

At the beginning of this section | described theotfetical impact of most-recent and
priority coding on case outcomes when differendkinf call outcome sequences are
considered. In the following | examine the differzes ESS case outcomes when
comparing between case outcomes derived by meapsasity coding with those
derived by mean of most-recent coding. To set tene, | first regard the case
outcomes that can be derived from the ESS conttetid round 1. | describe errors
found in the ESS contact data and why errors diffetween coding strategies.
Subsequently, | investigate differences in caseames for a pool of all countries.
This is followed about a more detailed analysislifferences across ESS countries in
refusal, non-contact and ineligible case outcork@sally, the analysis investigates
the impact on the comparability of outcome ratesosg ESS countries of not

specifying the coding strategy to be used for diegicase outcomes.

42



In rounds 1 and 2 the central coordination of tl&SHIid not instruct the national
teams in how to derive case outcomes from theocatlomes in the contact forms. As
a consequence, countries tended to use differerdpaumented techniques for
deriving final case outcomes. Whilst the outcomeadth case of the gross sample is
not documented, the national coordinators of thé Bl report distributions of
relevant case outcomes in a standardised techmipalt (ESS, 2003). Since round 3
the ESS team provides countries with an algoritbmderiving case outcomes from
ESS call outcomeS.As a consequence, the comparability of case outcom

distributions across countries should have impraiade round 3.

In the following | use the round 1 ESS contact dateompare the differential impact
of a strict priority-ranked coding and most-receatling for deriving case outcomes
on the distribution of these outcomes in 16 coestparticipating in round 1 of the
ESS. With the most-recent coding system the outcoméheflast contact attempt
determines the final case outcome. For a derivationase outcomes by means of
priority coding the call outcomes were arrangecdetiag to the hierarchy in Table 6.
For each sample unit the call outcome with the dsghranking on the hierarchy
determines the final case outcome. In the prockdsroving case outcomes from call
outcomes, the label of an outcome code might nedaetchanged. For example a
call-level outcome ‘appointment’ that is not folled/up by an ‘interview’, becomes a
‘broken appointment’ (i.e. an implicit refusal) the final case outcome. The first

column of Table 6 ranks the priority of call outcesn with the top category

" This algorithm is based on the case outcome caufifBjlliet et al. (2007), who use a combination of
priority and the most-recent coding. “[T]he outcoroé the last contact was used as the final
nonresponse code. The exception was when a refusalrred at an earlier visit and subsequent
contacts with the household resulted in other leléignonresponse outcomes. In this case, the final
nonresponse code was “refusal to participate™{@&ilet al., 2007, p. 142). Since the case outcomes
derived by Billiet et al. (2007) have a differentirpose, they only derive case outcomes at
approximately level-1 detail. A direct comparisdtleese case outcomes with those derived further
below in this paper is not possible.

8 See Table 8 for countries that were included m ahalysis and sample sizes. Six countries that
participated in round 1 of the ESS are not incluiteithe analysis for the following reasons:

Czech Republic: Incomplete contact data. Contaiet db619 sample units not issued.

Denmark: Incomplete contact data. The first conddtetmpt is missing.

France: No contact data submitted in round 1

Israel: Inconsistencies between data specificatimhactual data. Contact data and main intervidw da
are partially incompatible.

Sweden: No contact data submitted in round 1

Switzerland: Response experiment with extensiveptedne contacting. Very high numbers of

recorded contact attempts make the Swiss data ijp&tiiole with the ESS data format.
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displaying the outcome with the highest prioritgldahe bottom category that with the

lowest priority. Column two lists the respectiveseaoutcomes. Note that the same

change in labelling takes place when deriving cageomes by means of most-recent

coding. Furthermore, the first part of each coluimiicates which level-1 outcome

code the outcome belongs to, i.e. whether it isx@@rview, ineligible, a refusal, other

contact or non-contact.

Table 6: Priority ranking of response outcomes

Call outcomes

Case outcomes

interview
interview
interview
interview
ineligible
ineligible
ineligible
ineligible
ineligible
ineligible
ineligible
ineligible
contact
contact
contact
contact
contact
contact

completed

broken off / incomplete tbc at latera@at
broken off / incomplete not tbc
undefined

not residential / institution

not residential / business

not yet built

derelict

not occupied

not traceable

other

undefined

respondent deceased

respondent moved abroad

refusal by respondent

refusal by someone else
appointment made with respondent
appointment made with someone else

non-contact broken appointment

contact
contact
contact
contact
contact
contact
contact

non-contact respondent/household moved, new add

mentally / physically unable
language barrier

unavailable throughout fieldwork period

temporarily unavailable

other eligible contact no interview
undefined

respondent moved, still in country

non-contact at home but no answer
non-contact nobody at home
non-contact no access to housing unit
non-contact other

non-contact undefined

missing

call outcome missing

interview completed
refusal interview broken off / never completed
refusal interview broken off / never completed
refusal interview undefined,record in main data
ineligil  not residential / institution
ineligible not residential / business
ineligible not yet built
ineligible derelict
ineligible not occupied
ineligible not traceable
ineligible other
ineligible undefined
ineligible respomntbeatased
ineligible redpoinmoved abroad
refusal refusaklpondent
refusal refusabimeone else

refusal appointment w respondent, never realised
contact appointment w someone else, never reali

refusal broken appointment

contact radint’ physically unable

contact language barrier
nteet unavailable throughout fieldwork period
contact tempdyanmavailable

cohtac other eligible contact no interview
contact undefined

nontaoh respondent moved, still in country
ess non-comagpondent/ household moved new addre
non-contact at home but sswem
non-contact nobody at home
non-contact no accdssusing unit
non-contact other
non-contact undefined
missing case outcdrakk call outcomes missing

Note that ineligibles and interviews, which bothvédinal call outcomes that can

directly determine the case outcome, are nevesbatecluded in the hierarchy and

derived from the call-level outcomes. The reasaritis is that the ESS contact forms

do not explicitly distinguish between final and Aamal call outcomes and in-office
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case outcomes. As a consequence, interviewers atdgeto register another contact
attempt after a final call outcome (e.g. interviemineligible).

Like any type of survey data, contact data are @ronerrors. Lacking edit checks,
interviewer training on filling in contact forms @rsimply sufficient attention by

survey researchers, some contact data availablarfalysis contain errors in the
outcome codes. This is especially the case in eragenal surveys where contact
data are collected in countries that have littlpezdence with this type of data or
when contact data are only collected solely as -@rbguct of survey operations
(without considering the reliable deduction of a@u® rates or methodological

research).

With respect to response outcomes, an importantceaef error is that interviewers
do not finish completing their contact form once iaterview is achieved. From a
survey operations point of view this makes sensegesonce an interview is
transmitted, no further action needs to be takenthmn case (except for back-
checking). Yet this also means that when derivinglfcase outcomes the researcher
will find fewer interviews in the contact data thamere are cases in the main

interview data file.

Because sample units in each country in the ES$acbdata and the ESS main
interview data have the same unique identifigs fiossible to pinpoint which sample
units in the contact data have an interview inrttaén data file. | use this information
to correct a non-interview code in the final casécome into a completed interview.
The ESS does not distinguish between partial amdptzte interviews in the main
data file, therefore all sample units with an iatew in the main data file are
considered to have completed the interview. Sityilaases that have an ‘interview
completed’ final outcome code in the contact dataro interview in the main data

file can be thus recoded into ‘interview undefined’

Out of the 16 countries included in this analystsscbuntries had some cases where
the final case outcome would not have been idedtifas an interview had the
researcher relied on the contact data only (TaBlesand A2, Appendix). In total
these are 449 misclassified cases with priorityirgpaand 532 misclassified cases

with most-recent coding. The fact that there argemuisclassifications associated
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with most-recent coding implies that there are sasdere a call outcome of
interview is followed by extra call(s) with a difent outcome. This seems to be
largely due to interviewers re-contacting a sampiet to collect the drop-off
guestionnaire. Two countries show a much largerbamof misclassifications with
most-recent than with priority coding: Finland aihe UK. These are both countries
that used drop-off supplementary questionnaireschvimterviewers had to collect

later?

Across coding strategies, the most frequent remomisclassifications of interviews
was that the general interview code in the contita was not further specified.
Consequently no completed interview was recordeét also many cases with
broken-off interviews, appointments, refusals angsing case outcomes in the
contact data had an interview in the main data.rf8taee large differences across
countries in the number of misclassifications ofeimiews in the contact data.
Apparently, in some countries interviewers recorttesl outcome of the call leading

to an interview more accurately than in others.

Though less frequently there were also cases, whereontact data had recorded a
completed interview, yet no such data exist on rtr@n interview file (14 cases

priority coded and 12 cases most-recent coded).

Priority and most-recent coded outcomes in the ESS

In the following | present ESS round 1 final casgécomes derived by means of
priority and most-recent coding. For reasons ofritglathe outcomes are first

presented at level-1 detail across all 16 counti@ferences across countries are
analysed thereafter. For reasons of complexityetaldf level-2 details are not
displayed. However, findings from analyses of lovestel outcomes are discussed in
the text where appropriate.

® The ESS questionnaire contains a so-called sumpitry questionnaire, which can be either
implemented as part of the main face-to-face i¢svvor as a self-completion questionnaire. If a
country chooses to implement the supplementarytipmesire as a self-completion questionnaire, the
interviewers can either (a) wait for the responderiill in the questionnaire, (b) let the respontll

in the questionnaire in their absence and maidkbor (c) leave the questionnaire with the respand
and collect these drop-off questionnaires agajrenson.
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The rows of Table 7 display the frequency of cagie@mmes derived by means of the
last call outcome (i.e. through most-recent codititg columns contain the outcomes
derived via the priority ranking of call outcomessdribed in Table 6 (i.e. through

priority coding). The diagonal of the table showe number of cases where most-
recent and priority coding lead to the same outca@nhdevel 1. The analysis is

aggregated over the 16 countries. The sample sizedch country is displayed in

Table 8.

Table 7: Level-1 case outcomes: most-recent verspisority coding - round 1

final outcome (priority coding)

final outcome Other  Non-

(most-recent coding) | Interview Ineligible Refusal contact contact Missing Tota
Interview 31,447 0 0 0 0 D 31,447
Ineligible 0 2,083 0 0 0 ( 2,083
Refusal 0 35 12,332 0 0 0 12,367
Other contact 0 11 407 2 0 0 2,771
Non-contact 0 27 866 403 3,382 0 4,678
Missing 0 0 8 10 4 106 12B
Total 31,447 2,156 13,613 2,766 3,386 106 53,474

For both coding strategies | assigned a ‘compl@téetview’ outcome, if the main
ESS data file contained an interview, but the octtrdata did not. Similarly | assigned
an ‘interview undefined® in cases where the interviewer had coded a ‘caegble
interview’ in the contact data, but no interviewsaavailable for that case on the main

data file.

With priority coding there are considerably feweissing case outcomes than with
most-recent coding (106 compared to 128). The reémathis is that priority ranking
only codes a case as ‘missing’ if all call outcoraes missing. Most-recent coding in
contrast also derives a missing case outcome ¥f thi@ last call outcome is missing,
though previous outcomes might not be missing. dioee, we lose information
about the whole case, if the last call outcomeissimg. This of course happens only
if some contact data are recorded for the last batl not the outcome. If the last call
is not recorded at all, then the previous call wppear as the last call. This loss of
information with most-recent coding could be preeehn if this coding strategy was
adjusted to code the last non-missing call outcamthe case outcome instead of just

the last call.

% The level-2 outcome ‘interview undefined’ is clédissl as a refusal at level 1.
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The most significant differences between the twdirg strategies can be found in
the refusal, non-contact and other contact outcor®Regarding refusals priority
coding registered 10.1% more refusals case outcaim@s most-recent coding
(13,613 cases priority coded compared with 12,3&&s most-recent coded). This is
due to the fact that any unsuccessful attempt mterting refusals will be registered
as a refusal with priority coding, while if the fasall outcome is taken, the case
outcome might also be another code (mainly nonawtrdr other contact). Looking at
the detailed outcome codes one further finds thadtrof these cases that were coded
a refusal with priority coding were coded ‘non-cetf nobody at home’ with most-
recent coding (670 cases, i.e. 52.3%). Interestirey also cases that were coded
refusals with priority coding, but ‘other contaetith most-recent coding. For 158 of
these cases (12.3%) the ‘other contact’ outcome ‘wa@vailable temporarily’ or
‘unavailable during fieldwork period’. These arespibly cases, where a household
member claimed that the target person was unavaitabavoid an interview. If this
were true, the outcome of these calls would beuikegl refusals. Another 119 cases
(9.3%) that were coded refusals with priority cadiwere mentally or physically
unable to do the interview at the last contactnapite Again, the question is, whether
these cases were actually unable to do the interatehe time of the call or whether

this was just an easy way out.

With respect to non-contacts, on the other handstirerent coding derived 38.2%
more non-contact case outcomes than priority codfh§78 most-recent coded
compared with 3,386 priority coded). Again this dam attributed to repeated, yet
unsuccessful call-backs. In the priority rankindghahd a non-contact takes very low
priority. If in a sequence of calls any contact vestablished with the household at
any point and if this is then followed by non-caain subsequent calls, priority
coding will assign a contact outcome to the casglewnost-recent coding will assign
a non-contact. In fact, most of these cases ansak€onversion attempts; of the cases
that were coded non-contact with most-recent co@irg) (29.2%) were a refusal by
the sample person when derived by means of prioading, 298 (23.0%) were hard
or soft broken appointments, and another 188 (L}We8te refusals by someone other

than the target person.
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The proportion of cases coded ‘other contact nerunéw’ is approximately the same
in both coding strategies, though the specific sassigned to this code differ across

the two coding strategies.

Interestingly also the ineligible codes differ beam the two coding strategies. 73
cases that receive an ineligible outcome with gxiocoding receive an eligible
outcome when most-recent coding is applied. Apgbreimterviewers went back to
cases that they had previously recorded as in#gigibhis should not be possible.
Either a case is ineligible, which means that naenmlls should be made to the
sample unit, or a case is eligible and the inteveieinitially assigned the wrong code.
In the latter instance, the call outcome shouldehaeen corrected by the interviewer
or the operations team. Of these 73 cases, theitgapacurred in just two countries.
In Ireland there were 31 and in Germany 14 casas\iere coded ineligible with
priority coding but eligible with most-recent codinThe fact that priority and most-
recent outcome coding can lead to a different nurobeeligibles demonstrates two
problems with the ESS contact forms. First, sinceclear distinction between final
and non-final call-outcome codes is made, interelmwvcan record another call
outcome after they have recorded what should biea €all outcome. With more
rigorous fieldwork control countries should be atdeprevent this from occurring in
the future. Second, since no uncertain eligibitibgles exist in the ESS, interviewers
have to decide whether a case is ineligible onl@égat the contact attempt. Including
such outcome codes in the ESS contact forms nigitave the number of followed-

up ineligible outcomes.

Differences across countries

In a next step | look at how the impact of diffdrending strategies differs across
countries in round 1 of the ESS. Three outcomesvestigated more closely:
ineligibles (because they have an impact on theutated response rate), refusals and
non-contacts (because of the large differencefendistribution of these outcomes
depending on coding strategy). Table 8 provides amiemn for each of these case
outcomes. In each column the number of cases eof dhicome (i.e. ineligibles,
refusals and non-contacts) derived by priority ngdand most-recent coding is

displayed.
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Table 8: Coding differences across countries (priagty — most-recent coding)

Ineligible Refusal Non-contact
Most- Most- Most-
Country Priority  recent| Priority  recent| Priority  recent| Base
“— Belgium 139 134 800 722 204 294 3340
O v | Germany 215 201 1548 1483 677 806 5796
$ c35 Finland 39 35 607 471 49 160 2766
ol Hungary 75 71 366 336 193 247 2484
% % Norway* 84 84 780 777 122 122 3215
wn £ Poland 57 55 573 520 63 113 2978
Slovenia 56 55 329 271 125 177 2175
Austria 99 99 1004 961 380 416 3828
5 Spain 408 407 1142 1055 339 416 37102
B 0 8 UK 289 285 1134 799 186 498 4013
8 i) 7 Greece 1 1 544 517 66 87 32p7
5_8 @ | Ireland 86 55 720 696 296 360 3241
e 3 g Italy 160 160 1283 1236 154 221 3000
g 8 @ | Luxembourg 192 185 1292 1247 360 397 3773
c Netherlands 86 86 914 734 94 259 3570
Portugal 170 170 577 547 78 110 2366

Notes:
* Norway did not provide detailed outcomes of theerview, non-contact and ineligible codes. The
smaller differences between the coding strategightbe due to this.

In most countries, the difference in final ineligib between priority and most-recent
coding is small. The exception is Ireland, wherec86es that were coded ineligible

with priority coding, but 55 cases with most-receoding.

The differential impact of the coding strategiessignificantly more pronounced —
across almost all countries — for refusals and ecamtacts. For refusals the countries
with proportionately the largest differences betw@eority and most-recent coding
are the UK (1134 priority coded versus 799 mosémnécoded cases), Finland (607
priority coded versus 471 most-recent coded casks)Netherlands (914 priority
coded versus 734 most-recent coded cases) andn&o\829 priority coded versus
271 most-recent coded cases). Regarding the nuofbdifferentially coded cases,
non-contacts are similarly affected as refusalswéier, since the non-contact rate
tends to be much lower than the rate of refusaleerESS, the proportional impact of
the coding strategy is much larger with non-corstélcan with refusals. The countries
most strongly affected by a difference betweenrftyicand most-recent coding are
Finland (49 priority coded versus 160 most-recented cases), the Netherlands (94
priority coded versus 259 most-recent coded cadhs),UK (186 priority coded
versus 498 most-recent coded cases) and Polangri(@8y coded versus 113 most-

recent coded cases). Three of the countries apagtyr affected by the impact of
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differential coding strategies for both refusalsd amon-contacts. In Finland, the
Netherlands and the UK apparently a large numbeefisals were re-approached,

but not contacted again by the end of fieldwork.

Surprisingly, the differential impact of coding agies across countries does not
seem to be related to the sampling frame that tntdes use. One might have
expected a difference due to an expected differancéhe distribution of call
outcomes associated with differences in sampliagés and fieldwork.

To summarise, final case outcomes derived by mefpority coding do differ from
those derived by means of most-recent coding. [Riffees between the coding
strategies with regards to ineligible outcomesdare to ineligible codes having been
recorded as non-final call outcomes which wereofedld up with another call attempt
leading to an eligible outcome. This should belgasiercome by better field control,
data editing and by including outcome codes foristegng uncertain eligibility.
Independent of such actions, however, large diffeese between the two coding
strategies in the number of cases that were codedfasal, other contact and non-
contact occurred in the ESS contact data. Casemeéte derived by means of priority
coding were more likely to be refusals but lessliito be non-contacts and the cases
coded as other contact no interview differed acomgBng strategies. As described at
the beginning of this section, these differences likely to occur when elaborate
refusal conversion attempts are undertaken, of wbome were unsuccessful, as was

the case in many countries in the ESS.

The differential impact of nonresponse due to r&f@nd nonresponse due to non-
contact has received considerable attention inntegears (Lynn et al., 2002, Lynn
and Clarke, 2002). In light of the findings herasitquite surprising that consistent
derivation of case outcomes from call outcomesn@sound more attention in the
research community. If we believe that a non-cdethccase creates different
nonresponse bias from a refusal we should define rtiearly how this outcome was
achieved. The country comparisons have further shitmat the impact of differential
coding differs across countries. While in some ¢oes the differences in coding

have only a marginal impact, in other countriep¢eglly Finland, the Netherlands

51



and the UK) the proportion of refusals and non-aot#t is strongly affected by the

coding strategy chosen.

The impact of differential coding on outcome rates

To round off the analyses, | look at whether défaral coding has an impact on some
of the typical outcome rates provided by surveyaargations: the response rate, the
contact rate and the cooperation rate. Since ti& #s8s the same call outcome codes
across countries and since for each country | lsaded these call outcomes with the

same coding strategies into final case outcomesgnl now estimate comparative

outcome rates.

Unfortunately, estimating outcome rates is not thihightforward. Groves et al.
(2004) mention three complications, two of whicle aiso applicable here. First, in
surveys where there are cases of uncertain eligilttilis not straightforward how to
calculate outcome rates. As discussed earlierstexgig cases of uncertain eligibility
and providing response rate bands would be a saldtr this. However, ESS does
not specify any outcome codes for cases with unkneligibility; interviewers and
survey organisations have to decide whether a waseeligible or not. Therefore,
uncertain eligibility cannot be taken into account my calculations. Second,
“unequal probabilities of selection are assigneditterent elements in the sampling
frame (e.g., oversamples of minority ethnic groups}his case, it is unclear whether
selection weights should be used in the computatfaesponse rates” (Groves et al.,
2004, p. 183). Whether selection weights are cemsatl should depend on the
purpose of the outcome rate calculated (cf. Lynal.e2002). If the outcome rates are
to provide insight in fieldwork efficiency, no wditing for probability of selection
needs to be carried out. If, however, the outcoatesrare to tell us something about
possible nonresponse bias, weighting for the pnbibalbof selection will be
necessary. In round 1, the ESS countries only deaviinformation on selection
probabilities for responding sample units. Therefat is impossible to weight the

outcome rates for the probability of selectionhad sample units.

Table 9 below shows the response rates, contas eatd cooperation rates for each
of the 16 ESS countries; first when using the fioalcome distributions derived by

means of priority coding, second when using theridigions resulting from most-
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recent coding and finally when using the final ame distributions that the national
teams derived themselves and provided to the ES&amsof their technical report
(ESS, 2003).

The calculation of outcome rates was guided by AW OR standard definitions
(AAPOR, 2006); however, it was not possible to clise apply any of the AAPOR
outcome rates, since the final case outcomes wedneed differently in the ESS. The
most notable difference is that the AAPOR rate® gjuidance on how to treat cases
of unknown eligibility, yet, as discussed, the E&ffcome codes do not provide for
cases of unknown eligibility. Furthermore, the E&f&tact forms contain cases with
missing outcome codes. | assume here that theses casre eligible, yet not

contacted. The adapted formulas | used to calctheteutcome rates are as follots.

Response rate

(I+P)+(R+NC+O0)+MIS

(I+P)+(R+0)

Contact rate =
(I+P)+(R+NC+O0)+MIS

Cooperation rate =
(I+P)+(R+0)

, Where

I = Complete interview

P = Partial interview

R = Refusal and break-off
NC = Non-contact

@) = Other contact

MIS = Qutcome missing

™ For case outcomes derived by means of prioritynost recent coding the definitions of these

outcome categories correspond to those listed ibleT&. For case outcomes that were derived

nationally and where the outcome distributions weaken from the technical reports (ESS, 2003), the
following definitions apply:

Complete interview Records on the data file (@w

Partial interview Not defined in the ESS teclahieport

Refusal and break-off = Refusal by respondent @pviRefusal by proxy (row c)

Non-contact No contacts (row d)

Other contact Language barrier (row e); Responehemtally or physically unable to
cooperate throughout fieldwork period (row f); Resgent unavailable
throughout fieldwork period for other reasons (rgw

Outcome missing = Number of sample units not actelifor (row x), interviews not
approved (row 0)
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The differences in response, contact and cooperaties between priority and most-

recent coding in Table 9 correspond to what wasudsed above. Differences in

response rates between the two are marginal, shedifferences in number of

ineligible cases was small and both coding strategiere adjusted for the number of

interviews in the main data file. Also when compgrthese two response rates to the
response rate calculated with the outcome distabstprovided by each country in

their technical report, the differences are notswerable. The largest difference is

found in Germany, where the response rate is appeigly 3.4 percentage points
higher when the country distributions are used.eOttountries that derived case

outcomes leading to somewhat higher response wetiesGreece, Italy, Luxembourg,

Poland and Spain. Conversely, the outcome codesddea by Slovenia yield a 1

percentage point lower response rate.

Table 9: Outcome rates across countries by codindgrategy

Response rate Contact rate Cooperation rate
ity MO SO by MOSt SO oy Most - Cout
% % % % % % % % %
Austria 605 605  60.4 89.8 88.8 88.0 67.4 68.1 768
Belgium 59.3 592  59.2 93.2 90.0 91.9 63.6 65.8 464,
Finland 733 732 732 98.2 94.1 96.1 74.7 778 276
Germany 523 522 565 87.6 85.3 90.1 59.7 61.1 8 61.
Greece 795 795  80.0 98.0 97.3 97.2 81.2 81.7 82.
Hungary 69.9  69.8  69.9 91.3 89.1 93.2 76.6 783 075
Ireland 648 642 645 90.5 88.6 90.2 71.7 725 571
Italy 425 425 437 94.6 92.2 95.9 44.9 46.1 45
Luxembourg| 43.3 433  43.9 89.9 88.9 88.5 48.2 48.7 49.6
Netherlands| 67.9  67.9  67.9 97.3 92.6 95.4 69.7 733 71.1
Norway 650 650  65.0 96.1 96.1 97.3 67.7 67.7 66
Poland 722 722 732 97.8 96.1 97.9 73.8 75.1 74.
Portugal 69.1 691 688 96.3 94.8 95.9 71.8 729 871
Slovenia 715 715 705 94.1 91.3 92.8 76.1 783 .37
Spain 525 525 540 89.7 87.3 88.¢ 58.5 60.1 60.
UK 552 552 555 93.7 85.3 93.8 59.0 64.7 59,2

The difference in non-contact and refusal ratesvéen priority and most-recent

coded outcomes corresponds to what the analysmutasbme distributions showed

previously. Most-recent coding consistently yieddewer contact rate, while priority

coding reveals a consistently lower cooperatioa.rhatteresting is the comparison of
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these rates with those calculated by means ofdake cutcome distributions provided
by the countries. The country contact and cooparattes tend not to correspond to
rates calculated with either priority or most-reicending. For example, in seven out
of 16 countries the country contact rate lies sohee® in between the priority and
most-recent contact rates (Belgium, Finland, IréJathe Netherlands, Portugal,
Slovenia and Spain). In four out of 16 countries tlontact rate estimated with the
country data is higher than both the most-recerd #re priority contact rate

(Germany, Hungary, Italy, Norway). In two countrtee country contact rate is lower
than the other two rates (Austria and Luxembou@gily in Poland and the UK is the

country contact rate almost the same as the prioatled contact rate, and only in
Greece is the country contact rate almost the sehe contact rate calculated with
the most-recent case outcomes. The variation ipe@adon rates is similar to that of

the contact rates.

Note again that each outcome rate (response i@éaat rate, cooperation rate) was
calculated with the same formula for each of th® mvethods of deriving case
outcome codes (priority coded and most-recent codRitferences in rates therefore
stem solely from differences in how the final casecomes were derivéd.The
derivation of final case outcomes therefore playsmportant role if one wants to
compare contact and cooperation rates, and tosarlextend also response rates,
across countries. For example, while Greece andvalprhad quite comparable
contact rates according to their own coding stiage(P7.2% and 97.3% respectively)
the priority coded contact rates in the two cowstudiffered by almost two percentage
points (98.0% in Greece and 96.1% in Norway).

| conclude this section with a summary of the fmgdi and some general reflection on
what this means for the comparability of responsie@mmes and outcome rates. The
theoretical discussion of suitability of codingas&gies for deriving case outcomes
has shown that most-recent coding might be easigpply (especially in paper-based

settings), however, priority coding better refleitts extent to which the ultimate goal

2 Though there is also some scope for countriesprating the ESS case outcomes in the technical
report differently. For example, countries with gd@s of individuals might treat some of the contact
outcomes as contact with the sample unit only érathan including household contact), yet the scope
for this given the ESS outcome categories in thbrtieal report is limited.
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of fieldwork, i.e. conducting an interview, has beschieved. Priority coding should

therefore be the method of choice for deriving cageomes.

The way in which a case outcome was derived frasacquence of call outcomes has
proven to have an impact of the distribution ofecastcomes and the magnitude of
outcome rates, particularly on non-contact andsafoutcomes. Especially surveys
with extensive refusal conversion efforts are a#édcby this. Most-recent coding

yields more non-contact case outcomes and constyaelower contact rate. At the

same time, fewer refusals and other contact casmmes are derived. Conversely,
priority coding yields fewer non-contact outcomesl @onsequently a higher contact
rate. At the same time, the cooperation rate temthe lower, due to the larger base of

contacted case outcomes.

Couper and de Leeuw (2003) noted that “for validssrcultural and cross-national
comparisons, it is of utmost importance that theous sources of nonresponse are
reported” (Couper and de Leeuw, 2003). My analys®se demonstrated that the
effect of differential coding on nonresponse raiesmarginal. However, it is
increasingly acknowledged that nonresponse analysisin and across countries)
have to consider contact and cooperation separdddfgrences in coding strategies
bring about differences in contact and cooperatates. If countries differ as to how
they derive their final case outcomes and if thease outcomes are used in
comparative analyses of contact and cooperatioe, ¢bnclusions might be
misleading. Responding to Couper and de Leeuw'®3p@all for a disclosure of
nonresponse sources, my analyses therefore higtihgl this disclosure needs to
include the coding strategy for deriving case omes. Ideally, case outcomes in
cross-national nonresponse analyses are derivechdgns of a uniform priority

coding strategy.

Summary and conclusion

This paper set out to investigate three speciffeets of the process of arriving at

comparable response outcome data: (1) to detect@mzkptualise influences on the
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types of response outcomes collected for a sur{@yto develop a codeframe of
response outcomes that will yield outcomes of higmparability across countries
and surveys; and (3) to investigate the impactase ®utcomes and outcome rates of

priority coding and most-recent coding of call @rtes into case outcomes.

The conceptual framework developed in section deatified two types of influences
on the available response outcomes. On the ong tizesk are the de facto response
outcomes influenced by constraints posed by theesuenvironment. These include
manipulable design features (such as mode of iet@nor the definition of the
population), fixed design constraints (such aslakle sampling frames) and external
factors (such as population characteristics). @natiher hand, the survey manager or
methodologist specifies the type of response outsoshe needs to be collected for
evaluating fieldwork efficiency and nonresponsesla@iad the means by which they are
recorded. This includes whether call- or case-lelg¢a are collected and stored, how
detailed the response outcomes are and whetherotitact data are used for case
management only or their use for methodologicaaesh is already considered at the

planning stage.

The cross-national codeframe of response outcosngssicribed in section two. It is a
combined call- and case level codeframe and spsdifie final case-level outcomes
that need to be derived to achieve comparable méspbut also describes how the
codeframe may be implemented at the call-level.idtimjuish three types of
outcomes: (1) in-office case outcomes, which areenenplemented in the field yet
still determine the final case outcome of a sampi& (2) final case outcomes, which
are equivalent to the final call outcome implemdritethe field; and (3) derived case
outcomes, which are derived from a sequence offimah-call outcomes from the
field. The codeframe is developed to yield a higiel of comparability of response
outcomes across face-to-face surveys of individualshouseholds, where one
individual per household is interviewed. The hierdcal structure of three levels
permits implementation across countries down tell@vcomparability. This enables
countries to adapt the codeframe at the lowestl lewanclude country-specific

outcome codes.
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The final section assesses the impact on outcostghditions and rates of different
derivations of final case outcomes from call-legiata. Using the contact data of 16
countries that participated in the first round loé tESS, the analyses in this section
derived ESS case outcomes by means of priority mogt-recent coding. The
comparison of outcome distributions showed thairiyi coding yielded considerably
more refusal cases and fewer non-contact casesitbsanrecent coding. Furthermore,
a comparison of outcomes from these two strategigls outcome distributions
reported in the technical reports of each countrigwsed that the national case
outcomes corresponded neither to the priority coded to most-recent coded
outcomes. Therefore these national distributionsfimél case outcomes and the
resulting contact and cooperation rates can leadigleading conclusions about

cross-national differences in nonresponse.

In the introduction the paper mentions three edeiva criteria for contact data
proposed by Blom, Jackle and Lynn (2008, forthcagphthat the subsequent analysis
considers: (1) equivalence of design, (2) equivadenf implementation and (3)
equivalence of coding fieldwork outcomes. Some lé taspects of the first
equivalence criterion were dealt with in sections and two of this paper and section
three has investigated the third equivalence aoitenVhat remains is an evaluation
of the impact of other differences in the desigrcaftact data (such as the structure
of the contact forms or the translation of outcoragegories) and of the impact of
differences in interviewer training and fieldworlomtoring. These issues can only be
investigated under experimental conditions, if it @nd are therefore outside the
realm of this paper.

This paper contributes to the academic survey ndellbgy literature as well as
offering practical solutions for implementation ie field. Survey managers
developing cross-country surveys and striving fumparability of response rates will
be interested in section two dealing with the crossonal codeframe of response
outcomes. They should however also note the firgdimgm section three, which
demonstrate the importance of describing how finake outcomes (i.e. final
disposition codes) were derived. | hope that tret &ind third sections will encourage
feedback from the survey methodology community. Tékevance of the various

influences on response outcomes can only be eealugt means of their comments.
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Likewise | welcome a discussion of the importande ddferently coded case

outcomes for current research into relationshipwbeh nonresponse rates and

nonresponse bias.

Appendix
Table Al: Misclassifications of interviews
Priority coding Most-recent coding
Completed Completed Completed Completed
interview interview interview interview
according to according to according to according to
main data file, contact data, | main data file, contact data,
but not in but not in main but not in nut not in main
contact data data file contact data data file
Total number of misclassifications 449 14 532 12
Final case outcomes in contact data of the misclafsd interviews
Interview broken off/incomplete, never
completed 58 55
Interview undefined 204 222
Refusal by respondent or someone else 38 20
Appointment / broken appointment 82 72
Final outcome missing 18 22
(Any other case outcomes) 49 141
Total number of cases 31,447 22,027 31,447 22,0271

Table A2: Misclassifications of interviews per coutry

Priority coding Most recent coding
Completed interview Completed interview| Completed interview Completed interview,
according to main  according to contact according to main  according to contact
data file, but notin  data, but not in main| data file, but notin  data, but not in main
contact data data file contact data data file
Belgium 33 0 37 0
Germany 25 0 25 0
Finland 5 0 34 0
Hungary 99 0 101 0
Norway 6 0 9 0
Poland 0 0 0 0
Slovenia 150 2 152 1
Austria 0 0 0 0
Spain 8 0 8 0
UK 96 5 130 4
Greece 3 0 3 0
Ireland 1 0 9 0
Italy 0 0 0 0
Luxembourg 16 0 17 0
Netherlands 0 0 0 0
Portugal 7 7 7 7

a1l
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