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Tracking / Tracing

Variety of possible actions to maintain or re-ekshbcontact

Each has effects on a) costs, b) outcomes

Little is known about relative effectiveness (Couaed Ofstedal 2009)
Some are scenario-specific, some more generalisable

Need for experimental evidence

Our experiments relate to between-wave mailings
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Experiment 1: Updating Contact Detalls

Primary: Three randomised treatments:

AC: Address confirmation card (everyone shouldnett)
COA: Change-of-address card (only movers shouldmat)
N: Neither (movers should report moves by lettephone)

Secondary: experiment with incentives:

AC: Unconditional £5 COA: Conditional £5
Unconditional £2 Conditional £2
Conditional £5
Conditional £2
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Return rates:

- AC, unconditional: 40.0%
- AC, conditional: 33.4%

- COA, conditional: 14.1%
-N: 6.7%
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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%
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Mean interviewer Visits:

- AC, unconditional: 1.92
- AC, conditional: 1.88

- COA, conditional: 1.83
-N: 1.88
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Experiment 2. Respondent Report

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

Two randomised treatments:

- “Standard” report of findings to all sample members

- Tallored report: Version 1 (*Young”) if aged < 25

Version 2 (“Busy”) if $e#mployed, long work hours
or long commute

Version 3 (“Standard”hetwise
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Tailored Report (young)
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51% of you said that you were more
satisfied than last year, 13% said that
they were less satisfied than last year
s and 36% said their level of satisfaction
with life owerall was about the same.

the under 25s —what you thinl
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Tailored Report (busy)

respondent report 2008

BURNING THE CANDLE

Busy pecple tend to be optimistic when it
comes to thoir own futura prospects. Mo
than throo-quartars said that thoy wera
living comfortably or doing aivight. Over 1

in 3 (35%) said that in one year's time they )
expected o be doing betier than now. S

Busy pecpls were also mora likely to own - 0. P
shares, I5As and other invesiments. g

... but over-stretched?

problems or find it difficult to unwind at the end of the day most
or all of the time. And 50% say they do this sometimes. 5

. % 4 z 5 Many thanks for giving up some of your time to help us
A":m“d Ein ﬂ_l,um!m_esfu! "“““‘F" or ‘used up 'ﬂﬂ“udf’ wih the survey. Your help is vital to ansure that all types
with another 2 in 10 saying they feel this way most or all of the time 5 of people and experiences ars reprasented in the Survay

. mwoamwwmmnmmm — inciuding thosa whio five busy ives and have work and
are more likely to feel siress with work than those who work 2 family commitments to juggle. Ramember, if you need 1o
shorier hours ' contact us for any reason please call our Freephons
number 0800 252653

Work is draining: 60% are ‘used-up’ after work

The Job-busy earn 40% more than average workers
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Outcomes: Young People

Tailored (%) Standard (%)
Full face-to-face 03.2 01.6*
Interview
Full face-to-face
interviewor shorter 94.1 94.2
phone interview
No interview 5.9 5.8
n 843 856
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Outcomes: Busy People

Tailored (%)

Standard (%)

Full face-to-face 90.3 90.1
Interview

Full face-to-face

interviewor shorter 97.5 96.5*
phone interview

No interview 2.5 3.5*%
n 1205 1157
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Outcomes: Whole Sample

Tailored (%) Standard (%)
Full face-to-face 91.4 91.1
Interview
Full face-to-face
interviewor shorter 96.8 96.8
phone interview
No interview 3.2 3.2
n 5942 5857
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Summary of Findings

COA (with conditional incentive) more effective thaither 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 thahephone interview
- Busy people more likely to do telephone interviather than none

But

- No effect on full sample response rate, as 0BBb df sample members
(young or busy) received a tailored report
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Some Discussion Questions

Key features of COA that make it more effectiventi®eC or N?
Timing of mailing / number of mailings?

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

If all, how best to categorise the sample?

Could we tallor the address-change protocol basgquredicted propensity
to move?

What other aspects of design seem most promismigiforing? (e.g.
advance letters, timing of interviewer calls, chanf interviewer...)



