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L ooking for a Middle Class Bias:
Salary and Co-Operation in Social Surveys

Non-technical summary

Survey researchers generally believe that people avi average social standing, the middle
class, are more likely to take part in social sysvéhan the poorest and richest groups in a
society (“middle class bias”). This has never beenclusively proven, because it is rarely
known what the social standing of people who refgs®©ur aim in this paper is to test the
relationship between social standing and the pritibabo co-operate with a social survey
request and to find out whether there is a midtilescbias in survey response.

There are several reasons why people refuse topken surveys, some of which are more
amenable to persuasion than others (for examplearidering social surveys worthwhile
vS. not having time when an interviewer calls). §dhecasons are related to social standing in

different ways, which allows us to pose a serielsypiotheses.

We carry out our analysis using Estonian EU-SIL@722@urvey. For all sample members
information about survey outcome and how this wakiewed has been linked to an
administrative tax register. We use annual salarya previous calendar year from the

register as a measure of social standing.

The results of our analysis do not lend supporthtocommon assumption of middle class
bias. Instead we find that people with the highsstial standing are the least likely to
respond. Yet if we take into account that thesepleealso live in the capital area and in
cities, then the effect of salary becomes insigaiit. It does however play a considerable
role when we take a closer look at the way peoggpanded to interviewers. We find that the
higher one’s salary, the more likely it is thatiaterviewer had to call back at the address
several times. However, as these people are nat hkety to refuse after more than one call,
we argue that this implies that many of these peapk hard to get hold of but not

necessarily reluctant. By contrast, high salarymear are also distinguished by being much
more likely than anybody else to give a firm refudee first time interviewer calls. This

seems to be related to firmly held convictions,hs&s not believing in the need for

information about a society that could lead to ioy@ments in social policy. We conclude

that people have different reasons for refusintake part in a survey and that these reasons



are to a certain extent predictable. This suggestsvarying ways and messages that survey
organisations use when contacting different peapl@d have a positive effect on survey

response.



L ooking for a Middle Class Bias. Salary and Co-Operation in Social
Surveys

Mari Toomse

Institute for Social and Economic Research
University of Essex
Colchester C04 3SQ
United Kingdom
E-mail: mtooms@essex.ac.uk

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to test the existence afdie class bias in survey co-

operation. We do this by carrying out a record &hstady. Our analysis uncovers no
evidence of middle class bias. Instead we findgatiee gross bias in estimates of the
proportion of persons with highest salaries. We &ilsd that high salary earners are
more likely to be hard refusers. We argue that ‘#lige resistance’ is due to specific

attitudes rather than more transient features ahtearaction. We suggest that these

attitudes could be overcome by tailoring of advacm®munication.
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Introduction

Social class and socio-economic status are veryhnratevant in contemporary
societies. In addition to being of interest in thewn right to social stratification
researchers, social standing is also strongly eélad a multitude of attitudes and
behaviours. This means that non-response biagdetatsocial standing can have an
effect on any one of these measures. Additionalgsely associated concept of
income has a high practical and political relevam@eeit is used to calculated poverty
and inequality indicators. It is thus vitally impant to have a clear understanding of
the nature of and reasons for non-response biastimates of socio-economic status

and income.

Pretty much everybody in the survey research conityninows how social standing
and probability of responding in a social surveg elated to each other (Groves &
Couper, 1998: 127). It is those in the middle e&f slocial spectrum who are thought to
be the most compliant when approached with a sureguest. Yet this wisdom
seems for the most part to be based on the ané@ladnce and not on rigorous
scientific inquiry. In fact this ‘middle class biesppears to be rather elusive in non-

response research.

The main aim of this paper is to bring some clatitythis situation by investigating
the association between socio-economic statum@iadalary as a proxy) and response
behaviour in a general population survey. To de the will analyse data from

Estonian EU-SILC survey that has been fully linkeédministrative records.

1. Literaturereview

The relationship between socio-economic status sumgey response is generally
thought to be curvilinear with lower and highertssaindividuals being less likely to
respond (Groves & Couper, 1998: 127). This middiés< bias has been a common
assumption in the survey research literature fomyndlecades. This is despite the fact
that there is no robust empirical evidence to supihis supposition. In fact there is
no conclusive evidence to support any one shapeelationship between socio-

economic status and response behaviour. Additipnallidence that there is comes



mainly from literature that is primarily concerngdth non-response bias in some
other substantive variable and the results forcsecbnomic status or income are

often not elaborated on.

Data on social standing of non-respondents is iotsly rare. Where available, it
tends to be restricted to a fairly limited sub-pagion, such as employees of a
particular city (Weaver, Holmes & Glenn, 1975), abltants of a few towns (Goyder,
1987) or the unemployed (Pedersen, 2002). Stutliesdo use general population
samples usually lack this kind of validation datal dave instead had to extrapolate
from respondents to non-respondents. This invobeesparing the characteristics of
reluctant respondents with those whose co-operatemeasier to secure or harder to
contact respondents with those who were reachedhenfirst call. For example
research by Curtin, Presser and Singer (2000) akilO(1979) falls into this
category. A problem with this line of researchas,Lin and Schaeffer (1995: 252)
have shown is that the assumption of similarityweein non-respondents and

reluctant respondents does not necessarily hgddaictise.

A few studies that have demonstrated the existeho@ddle class bias (e.g. Becketti
et al, 1988: 483; Hill, 2001: 430) have all anatysdtrition in panel surveys and not
non-response in cross-sectional settings, whitikely to involve somewhat different
mechanisms. Interestingly, the only curvilineartthyat has been demonstrated in
cross-sectional surveys has been of reverse shape,with higher response
probability on the tails of income distribution (Maio, 1980: 228; Weaver, Holmes
& Glenn, 1975: 261). However, the first of thesedss relied on interviewer
observations with considerable proportion of migsiiata and the second was based

on a specific sub-population.

In fact the most common finding so far has beeneal positive association between
income and response probability, with those witlvdb income (or social standing)
being more likely to refuse (e.g. O’Neil 1979: 2&mith, 1983: 395; Goyder, 1987
98; Fitzgerald, Gottschalk & Moffitt, 1998: 297).et none of these studies have

involved cross-sectional record-checks for gengoglulation.



A negative association has been reported as Wisgugh again this has mainly been
based on specific populations such as the unemgl{®edersen, 2002) or comparing
different levels of fieldwork effort (e.g. Keetetra., 2000).

The only study involving general population andngsexternal information on non-
respondents is the Census link study by GrovesGouper (1998). They report no
association between co-operation probability andshiy cost after controlling for

various individual, household and environmentakabteristics (lbid., 150).

2. Specifying the resear ch question

2.1 Contact and co-operation

Survey non-response is a result of two differemicpsses — contacting sample
members and once contacted ensuring their co-operatith a survey request. In
face-to-face surveys, the success of the formerastly related to at-home patterns
and access impediments, while the latter is a redusocial interaction that has a
specific set of features (Groves & Couper, 1998)1%here is no particular reason
therefore to assume that these are caused byrieefaators and it has been shown to
be the case (Lynn et al., 2002: 146). While itag always explicit in the literature,
the middle class bias in survey response is relatexb-operation and not to contact
probability. For this reason the association behween-contact and socio-economic
status will not be considered in this paper, indtea will concentrate exclusively on
the co-operation probability conditional on contaéiso excluded is the small
residual category of sample members who could eepand because of health

problems or language difficulties.

2.2 Socio-economic status

Socio-economic status reflects person’s positiorthi@ social hierarchy and is a
combination of income, education and occupationng@hoom & Treiman, 1996:

204). In principle, hypothesis of middle class h&frmulated not in terms of socio-
economic status but of social class. However, ithmtontemporary social research

class is usually understood as a grouping of squisitions with similar socio-



economic status. The latter is in turn based on dheent or past occupation
depending on the combination of level of educatiequired for and prestige and

income associated with it (Sgrensen, 1994: 232).

This paper will use annual salary as a proxy fariGceconomic status and social
class. As is clear from the above, it does not waptll of the aspects of socio-
economic status and class. However, as it is diyongrrelated with person’s
education and occupation and can be expected teldted to substantive behaviours
and attitudes in much the same way, then it isasnainreasonable substitution. In fact
very few of the previous studies on this topic onwresponse literature have used
measures of socio-economic status or social dRessearchers have instead drawn on
the data about income or some other monetary itaticsuch as housing cost (Groves
& Couper, 1998) or property value (Goyder, Lock &INair,1992). Also salary is
arguably more relevant from the practical perspects it is of substantive interest to
many surveys on income while socio-economic stahgssocial class are commonly

only used as socio-economic break variables.

In contemporary societies, labour market involvemsrone of the key determinants
of socio-economic well-being, with those not eagntheir living being often in a
more precarious position. We have therefore decit#dto restrict this analysis to
salary earners, but to put their results into aewidocietal context by including
persons who did not earn a salary. It will not alsvée possible to form meaningful
hypothesis for the group of not employed persores tduits diversity (including the

unemployed, students, retired etc), but wherefgasible, it has been done.

2.3 Non-response in cross-sectional and panel surveys

Much of the literature on non-response is basedesearch into panel attrition. The
advantageous feature of panel surveys from thenslewave onwards is the wealth of
information that is already known about non-resmansl. Yet the findings from this
strand of research do not necessarily apply torespense in cross-sectional studies
and first waves of panel surveys (e.g. Pyy-Martikai & Rendtel, 2008: 315). Panel

members have all already co-operated with a vemjilai survey request, which



means that they are more similar to each othesrmg of response probability. It also
means that the consequences of consenting withvieneer’'s request are much less
uncertain. Sample members will now have the expeeeof the previous wave
interview to draw on, which should make the infloes of non-response much more
situational and as such less predictable. This mpefletest out this hypothesis by
comparing the association between salary and coatpe propensity in the first

wave of a panel survey to that in the subsequenésva

2.4 Mode of data collection

This paper will concentrate on co-operation in feméace surveys as the most
common mode for major social surveys. However réisellts should for the most part
be applicable to telephone studies as well. ltess Itrue for other modes of data
collection such as mail and web surveys, whereetieeno direct interaction between

an interviewer and a sampled person.

3. Theory of non-response behaviour

3.1 Co-operation mechanisms

Theorising around the reasons of non co-operatamrot been very systematic. By
far the most common approach has been the soahbage theory, which has been
successful in explaining some aspects of non-resp(riz. the use of incentives), but
less of others. Other concepts that have been empphave been derived from

different levels of generalisation in social the@eyg. it is argued in this paper that the
fear of crime is better understood as a specifiaifestation of lack of social trust)

thus further adding to the confusion.

This paper will take the approach propagated byw&sand Peytcheva (2008: 169)
by analysing the “conceptual linkage between irdiial survey measures and
participatory influences”. It is not assumed thalasy has a direct causal influence on
co-operation probability. Instead we will adopt adification of what Groves and
Peytcheva (2008: 168) call the ‘common cause modeltording to this model bias
arises because a factor that causes non-resposseinflluences the substantive

variable measured in a survey. We will relax theose part of this specification by



not restricting the direction of causality betwegrsubstantive variable and factor
directly causing non-response (i.e. a substantareble is allowed to have a causal
influence on the factor that causes non-responge)will sketch the likely general
causes of survey co-operation and will then ingasé the substantive sociological
and psychological literature on the associationwbeh these factors and socio-
economic status and incomeThese findings will then be used to formulate the
hypothesis about the nature of non-response biasnig to salary of which ‘middle

class bias’ is only one of the possibilities.

While many features of a survey request can vapgaéing on the nature of a survey
and decisions made by the surveying organisatiberet are also some general
features inherent to the interaction between suorggnisation and sampled person
that are more general and apply to the vast mgjofitsurveys. As such, a face-to-
face request to participate in a social survey lmarconceptualised as an unsolicited
request from a stranger to be let into one’s hoone fconsiderable amount of time to

ask personal questions in the name of a greatel gmod.

All of these features can activate different antepbally conflicting attitudes, values
and norms. We will next discuss what these facioesand how these are related to
income. In doing so, we have found it useful tdidguish between factors that are
common to all face-to-face social surveys and fadioat vary from survey to survey.
This allows clearer distinction between resultg Hra specific to the particular survey
used in this paper and those that are likely teehader applicability.

3.2 General factors

Pro-social behaviour. An interview request can be viewed as an intevacivhere a
stranger (interviewer) asks a sample member to ke#jn by consenting to an
interview (Groves, 1989: 222). As such agreeingpeanterviewed is an act of pro-
social behaviour, defined as ‘voluntary actions thiee that are intended to help or
benefit another individual or group of individualEisenberg & Mussen, 1989: 3).

! It should be noted that all of the relationshigween socio-economic status and factors

related to co-operation discussed below have bested using data from other surveys, which could
have been subject to their own non-response bias.



The motivation for this kind of behaviour couldhet be selfless interest of helping
others (altruism) or internalised norm of reciptoma Pro-social behaviours vary in
their degree of formality, premeditation and r&aship with the person being helped.
Request to grant an interview can in this framewbek seen as an informal,

unplanned helping of a stranger (Groves, 1989:.223)

There is a wealth of psychological literature oa-pocial behaviour. The majority of
this is however based on experimental researchoarrepresentative samples, which
means that relationship with usual socio-demograghiaracteristics has not been
investigated in great detail. One of the few exiosst is the work of Einolf (2008),
who modelled the relationship between various foohgro-social behaviour and
socio-demographic characteristics on a general lpobpo sample. He found that
income was not at all or very weakly associatechwiarious types of informal

spontaneous helping behaviours.

Hypothesis 1. This leads us to hypothesise no relationship betvea¢ary and survey
co-operation to be mediated through pro-social bela

Civic responsibility. Notions of civic responsibility or civic duty akdten evoked
when discussing co-operation in social surveys Y€sa& Couper, 1998: 131). Civic
responsibility is manifested in civic engagemenhiclh involves actions such as
voting, formal volunteering, contributing to chabte causes, campaigning and so on.
Participating in a social survey shares many featwith these activities, such as
explicit or implicit association with the state agting up something (i.e. time and
information) for improved communal welfare, and lcbthus evoke similar sense of

civic responsibility.

Unlike pro-social behaviour, civic engagement imsthing that is strongly tied to
one’s socio-economic position. There is ample ewsdehat people with higher social
standing and income are more likely to vote (Vefaholzman & Brady, 1995: 189),
participate in voluntary organisations (Perkinspun & Taylor, 1996: 85) and so on.

This could be explained by persons with a lowericgeconomic status being more



likely to be disillusioned with the state and lé&®ly to share the norms of civic

responsibility.

Hypothesis 2. It is thus plausible to hypothesise that agreemtake part in a social

survey is positively associated with one’s salaayowic responsibility.

Social trust. Social trust has many forms — particularized trimstclose others,
instrumental trust and generalised trust (DelheM&wvton, 2005: 311). Of these it is
the notion of generalized trust, that is trust theos that we do not know well, that is
particularly important for understanding surveyaperation. Sample members do not
personally know an interviewer who calls at theldi@ess and have only an advance
letter and interviewer ID to convince them that tinéerview request is in fact
genuine. People also have very little time to Whsedecision on, so they may instead
rely on heuristic of trust in others, i.e. a beltéfat others will not deliberately or
knowingly do us harm, if they can avoid it, andlolok after our interests, if this is
possible” (Ibid.).

With regard to socio-economic status, it has béemva that people who are higher in
the social hierarchy are more likely to say thabgbe can generally be trusted
(Alesina & La Ferrara, 2002: 207). This is in limath the fact that social and

community disorganisation is generally associatéti Vow levels of social trust. A

specific manifestation of lack of social trusthe tfear of crime (Walklate, 1998: 414).
It is probable that people who do not feel saftheir local area are also less likely to
invite strangers into their homes and to grant ti@erviews. Again fear of crime has

been shown to be negatively associated with scmov@mic status (Will, 1995: 174).

Even if people believe that an interview requestgeuine, they may be less
convinced that the data they share with an inter@rewill be kept confidential. There
is some evidence that people with lower socio-enoastatus are more likely to be
concerned about information security (Raab & Betni&X98: 268).



Hypothesis 3. Social trust hypothesis would thus lead us to ptettiat the probability

of co-operating with a social survey request insesavith salary.

Attitudes towards welfare state. Very broadly, the aim of any social surveys is to
collect information about a society which shouldrttbe used to improve the social
situation in a country. This is usually assumetidppen through government policy,
as most social surveys are either conducted or ¢ssioned by the government. This
is seen as a good selling point by survey organmssiand few social surveys fail to

emphasise this when approaching potential respdgsiden

Some people could, however, consider such goadsrédevant than others. Different
groups in society have different views about theeeixto which government should
get involved in helping weaker members of a socaty redistributing resources.
Those who do not think this role should be extemsiwmay also be less likely to

appreciate the social survey enterprise.

Consideration of literature on attitudes towarddfave state may be helpful here. It
has been found that those who are generally befftare less likely to support further
redistribution of resources to reduce inequaliiiesa society (e.g. Linos & West,
2003: 399). This seems to be due to a mixture afams. First, there is the obvious
notion of self-interest — those who do not benefitn government transfers and are
less likely to need these in the future, see litilbe gained and potentially something
to be lost as a result of more extensive sociacpaheasures (Kangas, 1997: 475).
Another set of reason that is commonly referredpaiéical values and preferences.
People may support welfare state because thewbaheits underlying principles of
social justice and solidarity (lbid.). And thirdlthe public knowledge of extent of
social problems can be limited (Orton & Rowlings@07: 17) which may lead to

underestimation for the need of public provision.

Support to redistribution and welfare state isrggig tied to one’s income - the higher
the income, the lower the support. It is worth ngtithat this relationship is not

monotonic. The decrease in support is usually teatgst among those with highest



incomes. For example according to the EuropeanaS&uirvey the proportion of
people living in Estonia (the country where ounsyrwas conducted) who agreed or
strongly agreed with the idea that government ghoetiuce differences in income

levels was 47% in the fifth income quintile compmhte 66% in the fourth.

Hypothesis 4. If those who support less extensive governmentlyaroent in their
lives are also less likely to participate in sogafveys carried out on its behalf, then
we can expect the probability of co-operating watlsurvey request to decrease as
salary increases and possibly markedly so amongpthearners. It is also expected
that those who do not earn a salary and are therékely to be more dependent on

the welfare state are more likely to participata isocial survey.

3.3 Survey-specific factors

While the effect of the factors discussed abovethen co-operation probability of
particular person should be the same regardlesbeokurvey, there is a separate
group of factors that can exert a different eff@etresponse probability depending on

the particular survey.

Norm of reciprocity. The norm of reciprocity means that ‘we owe othegstain
things because of what they have previously donst¢Gouldner, 1960: 171). Norm
of reciprocity is central to the social exchangeotty that sees social behaviour as
motivated by consideration of balance between ds¢ it is likely to incur for us and
the benefit we are likely derive from it (Homan€58: 606). Neither costs nor
benefits are necessarily material and can be delenygme. This is possible because
the norm of reciprocity according to which engagingbehaviour that gives other
people benefits creates an obligation to returnfalveur at some point in the future
(Gouldner, 160: 174). As such, social exchangerthapplies to both, relationships
between individuals and relationships between dividual and a social institution
(Ekeh: 1974: 50).

The sense of obligation that is crucial for themasf reciprocity to function can

either exist naturally in the sample or be creditga survey organisation. The most



obvious example of the latter is the use of ina&sti When promised in an advance
letter on the condition of response and especiahgn sent with an advance letter
unconditional on the response, the incentives ioiireate an informal obligation to
the sample member to return the favour (Groves &peo, 1998: 282). When an
interviewer calls at an address and mentions tleeniive, a sample member is
reminded of this favour that should now be returteedn interviewer by completing

the interview.

As incentives often have a clear monetary value, éktent to which the norm of
reciprocity is evoked is likely to be directly rdd to individual's economic situation.
This is evident from the extensive research in® ¢ffect of incentives, which has
shown that these are more successful in bringingeople from the lower end of

income distribution (Ryu, Couper & Maranas, 20083)L

However, the sense of obligation felt by sample imers can also vary depending on
previous exchanges with the organisation approgctiiem with a survey request
(Groves & Couper, 1998; 126). This includes a syreeganisation, but more
importantly a sponsor of a study, who in the calsenost social surveys is usually
better known to the general population. Where thexge been no previous exchanges
or the exchanges have been disproportionally famgua sponsor, a person is likely
to feel less obliged to participate. However, geason has previously benefited from
exchanges with a sponsor, then they are more likefgciprocate by taking part in a
survey. In relationship with specific governmenrtitutions, those with a lower social
standing are more likely to benefit from variousiabpolicy measures and thus feel
indebted, while those better off have contributeaterthemselves, for example in the
form of taxes, and are thus less likely to assumeg bwe yet another favour (lbid.;
127).

Hypothesis 5. No incentives were used to collect the data thased in this paper, so
there cannot be any effect arising from the serisebbgation towards the survey

organisation or an interviewer. The same applieéosponsorship. The study was



introduced as organised by a national statistiestitute with which very few sample
members are likely to have had previous assocmition

Sdlf-interest. Acting out of sense of obligation is only one safe¢he equation in the
social exchange theory. It also predicts that peopill engage in activities that
benefit them directly (Homans, 1958: 606). The difgenefits that can be derived
from participating in a social survey are the inoass if survey organiser has decided
to use these and also specific improvements tleasplonsor promises to implement
as a result of having analysed data. In socialeysnthese are usually changes in
specific social policy areas (for example policiesmprove financial wellbeing of
mothers’ of young children) or services. In sodarthose on lower incomes are more
likely to benefit from such measures, they can hls@assumed to have greater interest
in participating in a particular social survey. Tdesociation of income and incentives
has already been discussed.

Hypothesis 6. As no incentives were used and no promises were nmathe advance
letter with regard to specific policy areas, thensarvey specific effect resulting self-
interest is expected to arise.

Topic interest. A social survey interview has often been descriéi®@ conversation
(Schaeffer, 1990). As people derive more enjoynfiemh talking about things that
are important to them, it is likely that the tomt survey cannter alia make some
groups in a society more likely to take part (Gm¥eCouper, 1998: 145). It has, for
example, been shown that people with greater isitenepolitics are more likely to

grant an interview in an elections study (Coup8g7t 322).

Hypothesis 7. The survey that is used as an example in this gapehed on various
general topics such as employment, education arwria, none of which was very
prominently communicated in the advance letter.ddecific effect from the study
topic is thus expected to arise.



3.4 Mediating factors

Time availability. Most face-to-face social surveys entail at leashigy minute
interview, but are often substantially longer anthstimes seek to collect information
from more than one household member. Sample memiliétberefore either have to
have discretionary time at the moment an interviegadls or have time in not very
distant future in order to be able to schedulegoatment. Unlike factors discussed
above, time availability is an objective measureraxources available to a sample
member to participate in a survey. We believe ibést understood as a mediating
factor. The less discretionary time an individuas hthe higher they have to score on
any of the attitudes and values discussed abovthéon to co-operate with a survey

request.

What is most relevant from survey co-operation poinview is free time spent at

home. Burchardt's (2008: 21) notions of free tinsetime not committed to personal
care, paid and unpaid work is probably the mostulideere, as this is time that a
person will potentially have available for partiaimg in a social survey. Her results
show that there is a weak albeit significant relaship between free time and income,
with those who earn more having less non-commttted (lbid., 34).

Hypothesis 8. Again, this leads us to hypothesise a negativeioakhip between
salary and co-operation propensity. Also those waHabour market involvement are
likely to have more time at their disposal and $tiaberefore be more likely to grant

an interview in a social survey.

3.5 Interviewer effects

Co-operation probability with a social survey resjugepends of course not only on
the characteristics of a sample member but alssetlod an interviewer. Interviewer

experience, training and disposition have all b&®ywn to make a difference (Groves
& Couper, 1998: 215). However more detailed disicussf these effects is outside of
the scope of this paper.



3.6 Combined effect of factors

The hypotheses above have all been formulatednmstef pure effect of each factor.
While some of these effects are of opposite dioectihey should nevertheless not be
regarded as exclusive. Instead it is probableahalf these factors interact to produce

aggregate level non-response patterns.

It is helpful here to refer to the leverage-saleeticeory (Groves, Singer & Coring,
2006), which offers a framework for understandiffgas of multiple factors on non-
response behaviour. Groves and colleagues sugbestvarious survey design
attributes have different levels of leverage focteparticular person. The decision to
respond or to refuse is a result of a balancing lstiveen these sometimes
contradictory attributes. While the original forratibn of the leverage salience theory
concentrates on the survey specific attributespeleeve that it can equally well be
applied to attributes that are common to all sosialveys, such as need to allow a

stranger (an interviewer) to enter one’s home.

Middle class bias assumes a leverage that is @tedavith a particular survey design
attribute to vary by social standing in a speciéishion. Thus, for the middle class
bias to hold, persons with lower socio-economitustahould, because of their lower
levels of generalised trust and civic responsipildattribute greater leverage to the
encounter being with a stranger asking them toadoeshing for the benefit of the

society as whole. At the same time persons withdrigocio-economic status should,
because they have less time and see less needrfberf social policy measures,
attribute greater leverage to the length of thestjaenaire and social policy aims of

surveys.

4. Data sources
4.1 Survey data
This paper uses data from Estonian 2007 EU-SILGqjiean Community Statistics
on Income and Living Conditions) survey. EU-SILC an official survey of the

European Union with the main aim of producing hamsed social inclusion



indicators (at-risk-of-poverty rates, measuresncbme inequality etc). Estonian EU-
SILC was conducted and all subsequent data linkiaxg done by Statistics Estonia.

Estonian EU-SILC is a panel survey with a rotatlodasign. Each year a new
independent cross-sectionally representative soiplgais included in the study for
four years and a sub-sample that has already beehei study for four years is
dropped. As a result, each year the sample corifigisrsons who have been in the
study for the past one, two or three years as ageh fresh sub-sample that has not
been contacted before. In the analysis that foll®eparate models were run for the
first year and panel samples. While it would haeerbinteresting to explore the
differences between panel sub-samples, the nunfbesfsers in each sub-sample
was too small to allow this analysis. Controls year were included in the pooled

models to account for variation in sample size leetwthe years.

In each panel sub-sample, only cases that co-agukiathe previous year were issued
for the fieldwork. Households that could not be teated or refused to take part in
any of the previous waves were thus not includethis analysis. As a result, the

sample becomes more selective with each subsegaept

The sample for the study was drawn from the PojuiaRegister and was stratified
by place of residence (three groups of countied) unclustered. The sampling
fractions differed considerably reflecting the safethe counties as well as different
average expected response rates. As a resultetigndeffect was greater than one.
This complex sample design has been taken intouatashen calculating standard
errors. All point estimates and proportions presénin this article have been

calculated using data weighted by the design wseight

EU-SILC is a study of households. However, as tiable frame of households or
addresses was available, persons aged 14 or oldex sampled first and the
household that they were residing in was includetth@ second step. In the new part
of the sample, advance letters were addressect teatipled person and interviewers

were first instructed to check whether the samgletson was still residing at the



address. If they were, then the household interviest to be conducted with the
person responsible for the accommodation, who ditl mave to be the person

originally selected from the register.

Full interviewer assignment for EU-SILC consistddachousehold interview with a
person responsible for the accommodation (or thesopewho responded to the
household questionnaire in the previous wave) anéhdividual interview with all

household members aged 15 or older.

The analysis in this paper draws only on frame ,daé@adata and register data; the

actual information collected during the interviewas not used.

4.2 Register data

Everybody in the Population Register has a unigaisgnal identification number.
This number is used in all official tax and benefdalings with the state and is
therefore an identifier in most centrally held stgis. Personal identification numbers
of all persons selected for the Population Registare available in the sample file.
This number was used to link the data for all o)y sampled persons who were in
the scope of fieldwork in 2007 to the Tax and Costdoard (CTB) register. Linking
was deterministic, as unique identifier was avaddbr all persons, and was carried
out for respondents and non-respondents ‘alikg-SILC collects income information
retrospectively about the previous calendar year.tkis reason, 2007 survey data
was linked to 2006 register data (declarationsl file2007).

Although the CTB register contains information oom& other types of income
besides wages and salaries, this data will notdsel un this paper for conceptual

clarity.

As the Population Register is a register of persand not of households, the
household composition of selected persons is nailable from the register for the

2 According to the national legislation, StatistEstonia can link survey data to register data

without an informed consent of sample members. Assalt it was possible to carry out a complete
linkage.



new part of the sample. Personal identification bera for household members other
than the selected person were therefore colleatedglthe fieldwork as a part of the
interview. Consequently the identification numbersre generally available for all
members of households who had already respondedeirprevious waves of the
study, but not for household members of the firstvev non-respondents. For this
reason, the analysis in this paper will be resdainly to the persons selected for the
sample in the first year. As contact is sought \lith whole household residing with
the named person, it would be more appropriatest information about the total
income of the household. Yet salaries of member®re# household tend to be
correlated (Lam, 1988), so analysing selected peremly still amounts to a valid

albeit more conservative test of the hypotheses.

The data for the new sub-sample included all cdssswere sampled for the study.
The remaining sub-samples only contain cases the¢ m the scope of fieldwork for

the 2007 study. This means that non-respondents &oy of the previous waves
were excluded. In addition to this, as we specified research question in terms of
co-operation, we further excluded cases that weteontacted or not able to respond

in the current wave.

4.3 Paradata
Basic paradata was available for all cases in topes of fieldwork. The following
information was used as a part of this analysis:

- month when a case was issued for fieldwWork

- final outcome code,

- outcome code for each call made and

- mode of each call (face-to-face or telephone).

4.4 Frame information
The Population Register contains basic demografgf@nder and date of birth) and

geographical information about each person. Gedgrapinformation was used as

3 This is March to May for the new sub-sample anardi to June for the panel sample. All

cases remained in field until the end of the fieddwperiod. This means that cases issued earlecaha
longer fieldwork period than cases issued in Mayuwre, and interviewers could make more attempts.



two dichotomies: urban or rural based on the typsettlemerit and capital region
(Harju county including Tallinn) and the rest. Tégographical information refers to
the final traced address in 2007. In the majoritycases this coincides with the
address in the Population Register, resulting inggephical information being
different in only two per cent of the cases. Thlfiaddress was used rather than the
originally selected one, because the actual pldacesidence is likely to have more

direct effect on the co-operation probability thhe registered place of residence.

5. Analysis methods

The descriptive results are presented first, foldwoy the results of a modelling
exercise. To test the hypotheses about the retdtipnbetween salary and co-
operation propensity (conditional on contact) medekre fitted separately to first
year and panel sample using a probit link functidrobit models were preferred to
logit models, because the underlying variable thdbeing modelled (co-operation

propensity) is continuous.

Co-operating with a survey request were definece laer somebody in a household
responding to at least the household questionn&esponse to the individual
guestionnaire was not taken into account, as mésinanof within-household non-
response are likely to be different from houseHelakl non-co-operation. However,
this decision is unlikely to have a great impaoctcduse the extent of within-
household non-response was extremely low with dilysample persons failing to
respond to the individual questionnaire once theskbold interview had been

completed.

To further investigate the relationship betweerarsaland response behaviour, all
contacted cases were divided into five groups ditferent probability to co-operate.
As ease of contact is a different concept, callderzefore the first contact were not

been taken into account. These groups are:

4 According to the definitions of Statistics Es@mnirban settlements include cities, cities

without municipal status and towns; rural settletaénclude small towns and villages.



1) willing respondents — cases where the interview was completed on ahee <call
that the first contact was made,

2) requiring an appointment — where an appointment was made on the first conta
and interview was completed on the second contact,

3) reluctant respondents — cases where more calls were needed after ttecbntact
to complete the interview. This includes temporasfusals, non-contacts, broken
appointments etc, but excludes cases classifieglcagring an appointment,

4) soft refusal — cases where selected person either refused secuent calls or
where an interviewer made conversion attempts #feefirst refusal and

5) hard refusal — cases that refused on the same call that con@astachieved and

were not contacted again.

Sample sizes for each of these groups are preseniedble 1.

Table 1. Outcome by sub-sample

1% year in 2" — 4" year in

sample sample

Contacted and able to respond 1,785 3,476
Refusals 337 143
Hard refusals 201 68

Soft refusals 156 81

Co-operating 1,448 3,333
Willing respondents 834 1,845

Require an appointment 446 1,076
Reluctant respondents 166 407

Base: All contacted and able to respond cases

To investigate the shape of a relationship betwssary and response behaviour,
separate models were run with salary as a contswauiable (in thousands of
kroons), as a banded variable and as a quadratisfarmation. Only models using

banded salary are presented here as these wdredhiit to the data.

All models are presented as nested sets, withysakarables entered on their own
first and then controls included on the second.skbp standard controls are
- dummy for capital region,

- place of residence (urban vs. rural),



- gender,
- ageand
- month issued for fieldwork,

- year in sample (for panel models).

For the panel sub-sample, much richer set of ctsntm@as available from previous
years’ data. These were however not used to ersumparability with the freshly

selected sub-sample.

Interviewers differ by their abilities and expeaas, which have been shown to
influence their probability of achieving co-opeaati(Groves & Couper, 1998: 215).
As persons living in the same area tend to be ralitke in terms of socio-economic

status and salary, then any effect observed inual ygobit model could be due to
variation between interviewers and not sampledqgrexsTo test this, each model
presented here was also specified as random effaodels using interviewer

identifiers (n=61) as second level controls. Theuls of salary variables were not
substantively affected, showing that any effectseobed were independent of
interviewers who had been assigned to the casemoiglling interviewer effects is

not the aim of this paper, only more parsimoniougle level models are presented

here.

6. Results

6.1 Descriptive results

Table 2 presents the proportion of persons who rdoog to the register received

salary in the previous calendar year separatelypérsons who were contacted and
able to respond, persons who refused and personscedoperated with a survey

request. Table also presents a relative non-respbias due to refusals, which is

defined as

100* (¥, —¥.)

C

B(Y,) = (1)



wherer stands for respondents aador total sample that was contacted and able to

respond.

Table 2. Share of salary earners by outcome and sub-sample
1®yearin 2" —4"yearin

sample sample
Contacted and able to respond 60.3 58.8
Refusal 65.3 72.0
Response 59.2 58.2
Relative non-response bias due to refusals -1.8% -1.0%

Base: All contacted and able to respond cases

60.3 per cent of cases in the contacted new sulplsaraceived a salary in 2006
(Table 2). The corresponding figure for those wilesponded to the household
guestionnaire was slightly lower at 59.2 per cesutting in a 1.8 per cent downward
bias. The bias was reduced to 1 per cent for dasedad already been interviewed at
least once. Only the bias in the new sub-sample stasstically significant at 0.05

level.

A similar small bias appeared in the case of avermgnual gross salary of salary
earners (Table 3). Refusals had higher salary i Isob-samples, but since the
numbers involved were not large, this lead to ahlger cent bias in the new sub-
sample and even smaller 0.3 per cent bias in thelmab-sample, neither of which

was statistically significant.

Table 3. Mean annual gross salary (EEK) by outcome andsstiple
1®yearin 2" —4"yearin

sample sample
Contacted and able to respond 83,334 77,755
Refusal 86,682 82,437
Response 82,474 77,506
Relative non-response bias due to refusals -1.0% -0.3%

Base: All salary earners who were contacted anel tallespond

It is interesting to observe that while the biasath sub-sample was not especially
large, the cumulative effect of non-response okierganel life was substantial. If the
annual salary of contacted first year sub-samptaeken as a gold standard, then the

total bias in interviewed panel sample comparegey one sample was 7.0 per cent.



Table 4. Co-operation rate by annual salary quintile artgtsample

Lowest [l quintile Il A\ Highest
quintile quintile quintile quintile
1% year in sample 78.6% 80.7% 81.7% 83.2% 72.7%
2" _ 4" year in sample  96.3% 92.7% 96.0% 94.9% 95.0%

Co-operation rate — share of interviewed casesfall contacted and able to respond cases
Base: All salary earners who were contacted anel talespond

Finding of no substantial difference in mean doasnecessarily imply that contacted
sample persons with different annual salary lewsdse all equally likely to respond.
To investigate this further, the contacted samms divided into five quintiles based
on salary (Table 4). The co-operation rate incréasteadily with salary until the
fourth quintile, rising from 79 to 83 per cent. Hewver, it then fell steeply by ten
percentage points to the lowest level of 73 pet.ddn such pattern was evident in

the panel sub-sample, where it fluctuated arounded=ent without a clear direction.

6.2 Models results

The first set of models explores the overall corapen propensity (Table 5). As
could be expected from the descriptive resultssehim the highest salary quintile
were in general less likely to respond than thoitle wer salary. Also salary earners
as a whole had lower co-operation propensity thasd who did not receive a salary
in the previous calendar year. It should be noked when the highest quintile was
not included in the model, there remained no dgiediy significant relationship
between salary and co-operation with a survey rgquédius there appears to be no

gross middle-class bias.

However, neither of these effects remained siganificafter other independent
variables had been included. Instead, dummy fortalagegion, type of settlement,
gender and age became significant. People livinghe capital region, in urban
settlements and those in younger age groups wesg likely to co-operate.
Additionally, after controlling for everything elsenales were also less likely to

respond.



Table 5. Estimates of probit models of co-operation (cdondgl on contact) by sub-
sample

1 year in sample " — 4" year in sample
Restricted Full model Restricted Full model
model model

Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

Salary quintile
| quintile 0.176 0.143 0.143 0.147 0.145 0.173 0.155 0.181
Il quintile 0.259 0.144 0.173 0.148 -0.186 0.159 -0.277 0.171
lIl quintile 0.289 0.147 0.198 0.152 0.098 0.175 0.030 0.183
IV quintile 0.353* 0.149 0.264 0.154 -0.011 0.168 -0.032 0.175
Received salary

(yes) -0.385* 0.118 -0.212 0.125 -0.272 0.145 -0.124 0.16
Capital region
(yes) -0.235*  0.080 -0.263* 0.097
Type of
settlement
(urban) -0.459* 0.084 -0.230*  0.097
Gender (female) 0.153*  0.075 0.048  0.090
Age 0.008*  0.002 0.008* 0.003
Month of issuing
March -0.132 0.087 0.129 0.135
April -0.087 0.092 0.068 0.124
May -0.003  0.119
Year
2" -0.470* 0.136
3 -0.527* 0.112
Constant 0.998* 0.058 0.831* 0.161 1.915* 0.072 1.973* 0.225
F 2.460* 8.080* 3.190* 6.510*
N 1,785 3,476
* p<=0.05

Reference categories: Quintile: V quintile; Monthay for I* year, June for™ — 4" year; Year: &
Base: All contacted and able to respond cases

Finding of lower response probability in biggeriastis a common result in non-
response research. This has traditionally beerdirtkh lower levels of social trust in
some urban areas with fear of crime being onesomiain manifestations. People in
towns and cities are also more likely to be emploged to earn higher salaries,
which partly explains the disappearance of theceféé salary when more controls

were added.

The positive effect for age is an interesting firgdi Most previous authors have
reported either negative or non-significant assasiabetween age and co-operation



probability (e.g. Goyder, 1987: 98). However, i thnost comprehensive study to
date Groves and Couper (1998: 150) found a cuealinrelationship, with the
youngest and oldest age groups more likely to mdp®he models presented here
tested for a linear effect. We ran separate moghelsincluded here) with alternative
transformations of age variable to investigateeffect further and found that in the
fresh sub-sample the probability to co-operatecased dramatically in the older age

groups (65 and older) and was constant in younggeigeoups.

The picture was different in the case of panel damfs could be expected from the
descriptive results, salary of a sample membertmtiaer they received it at all made
no difference to their co-operation probability. whver, the effects of other controls
remained similar to the first year sub-sample wihly gender loosing its
significance. Dummies for year revealed that peoyie had already participated in
the study for three years were more likely to resbafter being contacted than those

with shorter panel histories.

The next set of models takes a closer look at @radipn probability by modelling
the competing probabilities of belonging to onehaf five groups formed on the basis

of willingness to respond.

Looking at the first year sub-sample first (Table the receipt of salary and the
amount salary had a significant effect on the poditga of refusing outright and on
being a reluctant respondent. Interestingly, thapshof these two effects was
different — in the case of hard refusals, the nthgtinction was between the highest
quintile and the rest, while the probability of lbgia reluctant respondent increased
linearly with salary and was the highest for thasth the largest salaries. There was
however no effect of being in the highest quintifethe probability of belonging to
the other, less determined refusal category. Wihite effect on the probability of
needing an appointment was also not significarhis particular model specification,
the coefficients for the third and fourth quintiesre in fact very similar suggesting
that the relationship between salary and need foa@pointment may have had a

different shape. To test this we ran the modelra@asults not presented here) and



found that those in the third, fourth and fifth ole were significantly more likely

than the rest to make an appointment with an irdeser.

Table 6. Estimates of probit models of willingness to reggdirst year sub-sample

Hard refusal Soft refusal Reluctant Requiring an
respondent  appointment
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

Salary quintile
| quintile -0.565* 0.235 -0.241 0.240 -0.841* 0.249 -0.346 0.205
Il quintile  -0.446 0.233 -0.347 0.248 -0.606* 0.232 -0.340 0.205
[Il quintile -0.492* 0.243 -0.124 0.249 -0.434 0.232 -0.008 0.204
IV quintile -0.522* 0.244 -0.289 0.261 -0.347 0.235 -0.024 0.205
Received salary

(yes) 0.496* 0.195 0.388 0.211 0.842* 0.197 0.465* 0.174
Capital region

(yes) 0.361* 0.123 -0.102 0.134 -0.777* 0.152 -0.108 0.108
Type of

settlement

(urban) 0.824* 0.140 0.462* 0.131 0.415* 0.126 0.132 0.104
Gender (female) -0.062 0.116 -0.175 0.121 0.056 0.118 0.158 0.097
Age -0.002 0.003 -0.016* 0.003 -0.013* 0.003 -0.002 0.002

Month of issuing
March 0.228 0.137 0.407* 0.142 0.472* 0.139 0.353* 0.112
April 0.135 0.141 0.154 0.151 0.206 0.149 0.037 0.119

Constant -1.815* 0.270 -0.849* 0.249 -1.237* 0.257 -1.018* 0.216
F 4.660*
* p<=0.05

Reference category: willing respondent
Base: All contacted and able to respond cases

Those who received no salary in the previous caleryegar were less likely to be
determined refusers, reluctant respondents andguoire an appointment as opposed
to consenting to an interview the first time aremtewer found them at home. Unlike
in the case of overall co-operation, these effeetsained significant even after the

rest of the independent variables had been coedkddir.

Of the control variables, people living in the d¢apiregion were more likely to be
outright refusers, but less likely to be relucteegpondents. Urban dwellers, however,
were more likely to belong to both of these categoas well as to refuse in not so
decisive manner. Older sample members were lesly litk fall into categories that

were characterised by more than one call-back byntemviewer (soft refusals and



reluctant respondents), but they were not less$ylilcebe outright refusers as opposed

to willing respondents compared to everybody else.

Also being issued in March clearly gave interviesverore time to make attempts, as
is revealed by a higher probability of soft refesaéluctant response and requiring an

appointment, but not being an outright refusehmdase of this group.

Table 7. Estimates of probit models of willingness to resghasecond, third and
fourth year sub-samples

Hard refusal Soft refusal Reluctant Requiring an
respondent  appointment
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

Salary quintile
| quintile -0.322 0.292 -0.238 0.280 -0.217 0.173 -0.320* B.14
Il quintile 0.168 0.262 0.173 0.276 -0.084 0.172 -0.265 0.145
lll quintile -0.439 0.322 0.059 0.281 -0.181 0.179 -0.164 0.146
IV quintile -0.077 0.275 0.140 0.279 0.083 0.174 -0.039 0.145
Received salary

(yes) 0.545* 0.240 0.199 0.256 0.400* 0.152 0.500* 0.125
Capital region

(yes) 0.186 0.152 0.414* 0.148 -0.102 0.102 0.129 0.083
Type of

settlement

(urban) 0.442* 0.152 0.236 0.148 0.398* 0.088 0.076 0.071
Gender (female) 0.024 0.145 0.031 0.135 -0.050 0.083 0.130 0.069
Age 0.000 0.004 -0.018* 0.004 -0.0100.002 -0.008* 0.002

Month of issuing
March -0.209 0.243 0.228 0.192 0.217 0.130 0.348* 0.103
April  -0.020 0.203 -0.030 0.181 -0.032 0.128 -0.039 0.102
May 0.189 0.191 -0.107 0.191 0.156 0.123 0.088 0.101

Year
2" 0.349 0.222 0.591* 0.210 0.103 0.123 -0.029 0.101
3% 0465+ 0.175 0.659* 0.174 0.029 0.095 -0.041 0.076
Constant -3.085* 0.388 -2.181* 0.328 -1.121*0.218 -0.644* 0.177
F 4.030*
* p<=0.05

Reference category: willing respondent
Base: All contacted and able to respond cases

The same model was also fitted to the pooled d#tafssecond, third and fourth year
cases (Table 7). It is immediately evident that ¢ffiects of the amount of salary
observed in the case of the new sub-sample haapmbared. Instead, those in the

highest quintile were somewhat more likely to makeappointment for an interview



than those in the lowest two quintiles. The efte#csalary receipt, however, remained

exactly the same as in the case of the new subisamp

The effect of type of settlement and age also reethsimilar to the new sub-sample,
while the effect of living in the capital regiondbeing issued for fieldwork earlier
were less significant in the case of the panel sarhple. Finally, those who had
granted an interview on more occasions were lésdylito belong to either of the
refusal categories, while there was no effect angtobability of being a reluctant

respondent.

7. Discussion and conclusions

7.1 Non-response mechanisms

The results of our research do not support the ssptead assumption of the middle
class bias in survey participation. What we do fisda lower probability of
responding among those with highest salaries. bilais disappears once basic socio-
demographic characteristics are controlled for. Ewav, this apparent lack of
statistical significance hides substantial effettsalary on the way non-response
comes about — it was shown that those in the higiaary quintile were more likely
to be hard refusers compared to everybody elsdewhere was no salary related

effect on soft refusals.

What could be the social mechanisms that bring adach results? The hypothesis of
middle class bias assumes that low levels of gésedatrust and civic responsibility
dominate over other factors among those with tine$t salaries, leading to a lower
propensity respond. Our results show that thisceffe probably offset by greater
leverage that this group attributes to the potémg@n from enhanced social policy
measures. On the other hand, while generally nrasging and willing to engage in
civic activities, those with higher salaries seamattach disproportionally greater
significance to the time required to respond and tb the general purpose of social

surveys.



Interviewers are trained to sustain the conversaiima doorstep long enough to learn
more about the reasons behind persons reluctaodbas their arguments could be
tailored to the concerns of a particular persoroy@s & Couper, 1998: 210). They
are advised to avoid flat refusals by retreatingmhespondent seems likely to make
such statements. This gives an interviewer anajpportunity to call at the address at
a later date to try a different conversion stratéfyis will be much harder where a

definitive refusal has been received.

Our results show that persons receiving the highaktries are substantially more
likely to respond to interviewers’ initial requesith a direct refusal. We do not know
for sure at what point in a doorstep interacticgsthrefusals happen, but it is possible
that some of these take place quite early on wimemtarviewer has not yet had a
chance to deliver his or her arguments. This seemedicate a more deep-rooted
disposition on the part of sample members rathaar thctors that could be considered

more situational such as survey topic or time press

To test the time pressure hypotheses further wethranmodels again including a
control for number of calls interviewer made atamress before achieving contact
(results not presented here). Being hard to comfactbe regarded as a proxy for the
amount of time spent at home and thus being avaifab an interview. Inclusion of
this measure of time availability left other coeiints largely unchanged, suggesting
that the tendency of high salary sample membergftese was not related to them

spending less time at home.

Interestingly, indicator for contact difficultiesal a statistically significant effect in
some of our models, which is at odds with previbodings (e.g. Lynn et al., 2002:
144). Those who were harder to reach but were aaintcontacted were more likely
to become hard refusals. This could be relatedtarviewers’ calling strategies: they
may consider the likelihood of finding a hard totaxt person at home for the second
time low and thus find it more efficient to makeather attempts at households that

are easier to contact.



The only other hypothesis that suggested a stélep fzo-operation probability at the
highest salary level concerned the attitudes tosvatate involvement in welfare
provision and people’s lives. It was argued th#tezi due to ideological convictions,
lack of personal gain or limited knowledge of sb@ieoblems, persons with a higher
social standing are less likely to be empathetictie need for government
involvement in improving social welfare, an argumgrat most social surveys use as
a selling strategy. The higher probability of natasy earners to be willing
respondents as opposed to hard refusers and rgluetgoondents can also be seen as
a support to this hypothesis as this group is nikety to benefit from the welfare

state provision.

How does this fit in with the finding that probatyilof being a reluctant respondent
increases linearly with salary? Repeated call-baelesn to indicate motivations that
are more amenable to interviewer arguments plaglexhrere. The fact that higher
salary earners are not more likely to be soft efsig.e. people who eventually refuse
after a few call-backs, seems also to suggesntigdtive dispositions towards survey
participation however motivated are less of anadsere. Instead interviewers may be
struggling to get hold of these people after havirgl made contact with someone
else in the household. However, without controlliog the number of household
members that is likely to increase the probabditgontact with a household, this will

remain a hypothesis.

7.2 Implications for non-response research and survey design

Our results demonstrate the dangers of extrapgldtom reluctant respondents to
refusers. If the processes that lead to these tutcomes are different as was
suggested above, then it can result in an increbsedin substantive estimates and
not a decrease. In the current example, the caatiperprobability of those in the
middle of the salary range would be underestimatddle the co-operation

probability of those with highest salaries woulddwerestimated.

The paper also involved comparisons between a ftes$s-sectional sample and a

panel sample of persons who had already been ieted in previous waves. The



results discussed so far have been based on tdmdgs from the first year sub-
sample. The findings from the panel sample relatmghe effect of salary were
substantively different. AlImost none of the effettiat were observed in the case of
the new sub-sample appeared in the panel sampigesting that non-response
process is much less predictable among panel memideo have all co-operated
before. This shows that results from an analysis€mbperation in panel surveys,
where non-respondents from previous waves are @edluare not necessarily

indicative of non-response bias resulting fromftret wave non-co-operation.

If people differ in the importance that a particwdarvey attribute has in their decision
to co-operate, then it is unlikely that a blankgbr@ach to securing their participation
is the most effective strategy. Instead, a recratimeffort should seek to address
these idiosyncratic concerns. While the notion ofenviewers tailoring their
introductions at a doorstep is generally acceptethé survey research community,
there has been little research into how the otlbenponents of initial contact (e.qg.
advance letters) could be similarly tailored. Aaeicexception is work by Fumagalli
and colleagues who experimented with tailoring leetsvwave communications with
respondents in a panel survey and reported postfeet on the response (Fumagalli,
Laurie & Lynn, 2010).

Currently most social surveys emphasise their ezleg for future policy
developments, both in advance letters and duriteyviewer training. However this
paper has shown that this argument may not holddah®e leverage for everybody. It
is possible that it has a negative effect on theigggation of the highest earning
members of population. Thus adapting an advander léb this group may have
positive effects in terms of response. While incoohea particular sample member
cannot usually be known in advance, there is aftene indirect evidence in the form
of local area information available at the samplatgge that could be used to target

communication.



7.4 Limitations

Firstly and most importantly we have no direct nneas of motivation for non-
participation. Lower importance placed by highelasaearners on social surveys
while probable would need further investigationséwhile salary is closely related
to socio-economic status, it does not capture faitsodimensions. Additionally we
have treated those with no salary income as ongpgnwhile in practise they are far
from homogeneous. For example reasons that the ploged have for not co-

operating are likely to be different from thosestdy-at-home mothers.

Secondly, one of the major problems in non-resporesearch has been the
preponderance of case studies. This means thatamsafis that are specific to a
particular survey cannot be easily distinguishednfimore general features that apply
to a wider range of social surveys. The resultsgmted in this paper are also based
on only one study. However we believe that by exiy separating non-response
mechanisms that are general from those that aveygspecific we have been able to
avoid this confusion to an extent. The mechanishas bur results suggest to be
mainly responsible to non-response patterns thatobserve are related to more
general features of social surveys and should bleuspplicable beyond the particular

study used here as an example.

Despite these limitations, what this paper has shiswhat no net bias in a mean of a
continuous variable may hide a net bias in theritigion of a variable. It also
demonstrated the importance of using paradatatt@ geore detailed picture of co-
operation process. Additionally, it has shown tleefulness of bridging the gap
between substantive and methodological researchuaimgy the findings from other

disciplines to explain non-response behaviour.
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