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1. 

 

Tracking / Tracing 
 

Variety of possible actions to maintain or re-establish contact 

Each has effects on a) costs, b) outcomes 

Little is known about relative effectiveness (Couper and Ofstedal 2009) 

Some are scenario-specific, some more generalisable  

Need for experimental evidence 

Our experiments relate to between-wave mailings 
 



 
2. 

 

Experiment 1: Updating Contact Details 
 

Primary: Three randomised treatments: 

AC:  Address confirmation card (everyone should return it) 

COA:  Change-of-address card (only movers should return it) 

N:   Neither (movers should report moves by letter or phone) 

Secondary: experiment with incentives: 

 AC: Unconditional £5 

   Unconditional £2 

   Conditional £5 

   Conditional £2 

COA:  Conditional £5 

       Conditional £2 

 



 
3. 

 
Return rates: 
 

- AC, unconditional:  40.0% 
- AC, conditional:  33.4% 
- COA, conditional:  14.1% 
- N:  6.7% 
 
 
 
 



 
4. 

 
Return rates: 
 

- AC, unconditional:  40.0% 
- AC, conditional:  33.4% 
- COA, conditional:  14.1% 
- N:  6.7% 
 
Wave 18 ‘untraced’ rates: 
 

- AC, unconditional:  0.19% 
- AC, conditional:  0.39% 
- COA, conditional:  0.07% 
- N:  0.20% 

 
 



 
5. 

 
Mean interviewer visits: 
 

- AC, unconditional:  1.92 
- AC, conditional:  1.88 
- COA, conditional:  1.83 
- N:  1.88 



 
6. 

 

Experiment 2: Respondent Report 
 

A report of findings is mailed to sample members between waves in the 
hope of emphasising the saliency and interest of the survey and hence 
providing motivation to co-operate at the next wave  

Two randomised treatments: 

- “Standard” report of findings to all sample members; 

- Tailored report: Version 1 (“Young”) if aged < 25 
                          Version 2 (“Busy”) if self-employed, long work hours 
                          or long commute 
                          Version 3 (“Standard”) otherwise 



 

Standard 
Report 

 



 
8. 
 

Tailored Report (young) 
 
 
 

 
 



 
9. 
 

Tailored Report (busy) 
 
 

 
 

 
 



 
10. 

 

Outcomes: Young People 
 
 Tailored (%) Standard (%) 

Full face-to-face 
interview 

93.2 91.6* 

Full face-to-face 
interview or shorter 
phone interview 

 
94.1 

 
94.2 

No interview 5.9 5.8 

n 843 856 

 
 
 
 
 



 
11. 

 

Outcomes: Busy People 
 
 Tailored (%) Standard (%) 

Full face-to-face 
interview 

90.3 90.1 

Full face-to-face 
interview or shorter 
phone interview 

 
97.5 

 
96.5* 

No interview 2.5 3.5* 

n 1205 1157 

 



 
12. 

 

Outcomes: Whole Sample 
 
 Tailored (%) Standard (%) 

Full face-to-face 
interview 

91.4 91.1 

Full face-to-face 
interview or shorter 
phone interview 

 
96.8 

 
96.8 

No interview 3.2 3.2 

n 5942 5857 

 



 
13. 

 

Summary of Findings 
 
COA (with conditional incentive) more effective than either AC or N: 

- lowest unit cost (incentive + field effort) 

- lowest untraced rate at subsequent wave 

Tailored report promising 

- Young people more likely to do full rather than telephone interview 

- Busy people more likely to do telephone interview rather than none 

But 

- No effect on full sample response rate, as only 25% of sample members 
(young or busy) received a tailored report 



 
14. 

 

Some Discussion Questions 
 

Key features of COA that make it more effective than AC or N? 

Timing of mailing / number of mailings? 

Should we attempt to tailor the report to all/most groups? Or only to low-
response groups? 

If all, how best to categorise the sample? 

Could we tailor the address-change protocol based on predicted propensity 
to move? 

What other aspects of design seem most promising for tailoring? (e.g. 
advance letters, timing of interviewer calls, change of interviewer…) 

 
 


