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Unit nonresponse has long been a serious problem in the Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF).
The SCF uses a dud-frame design that includes an area-probability sample, and alist sample that
oversamples wedthy households. In the 1998 SCF, the most recent in the series, that area-probability
sample had aresponse rate of 66 percent. The response rate in the list sample varied widely—from 47
percent in the sratum least likely to be wedlthy to only 12 percent in the stratum likely to be very
wedthy. Over time, response rates at these level's have been strong motivation for research on
nonresponse in the SCF.

Asisthe case in most other government surveys, the SCF makes strenuous efforts to maintain
response rates. Generdly, the field period begins with afairly strong rate of return of completed cases
from the field, but the production rate inevitably falls. Closer to the end of the fid period, remaining
cases are targeted with increasing intensity. Multiple strategies are devel oped to convert refusals and
persuade undecided cases, including the use of accomplished “refusa converters” roaming “swat
teams’ of experienced interviewers, increased use of respondent incentives, and other tactics. These
efforts are quite costly. The argument for pursuing the relatively difficult ”late’ casesistwo-fold: Frg,
sample size isimportant for more efficient estimation. Second, there is an implicit assumption that
higher response rates lessen the possibilities of bias. The former argument is Straightforward, but the
|atter isless so.

If the last additiona cases have characterigtics that are differentidly lesslikely to be included
among the a ready-completed cases and more likely to be included among the set of nonrespondents
(al appropriately weighted), then there isareduction of bias. To the degree that we can identify the
differential dimensions of nonresponse, the last observations become candidates for adjustment cellsin
weighting. Past research provides mixed evidence on the utility of this approach.

Continuing work begun in Kennickdl (1997), this paper investigates the information contained
in the later observations of the SCF. The first section of the paper briefly reviews some of the related
literature. The second section gives some background on the SCF, its sample design, and what is

known about nonresponse in the survey. The next section devel ops three measures of “lateness’ of the
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completed observations. in terms of the number of attempts to obtain an interview, the number of
contacts with someone, and time into the field period. The fourth section contrasts some important data
characterigtics for earlier and later cases. Among the items examined are indications of wedth and
income, indications of the “complexity” of cases, demographic characterigtics, and missng deta rates
The fourth section compares the set of late cases with nonrespondents using three types of information:
census tract data and interviewer observations for the area-probability and list samples, and frame data
for thelig sample. Thefind section summarizes the findings and points toward the additiona research
needed in the SCF to make progress in reducing nonresponse and coping with the inevitable cases that
do not participate.

|. Literature

At the end of asurvey field period, one usually has respondents and nonrespondents. At that
point, one typicaly divides the respondent population into groups or sets of groups that can be used as
the basis of some sort of weighting adjustments to compensate for the nonresponse. The motivation is
that by specifying groups that are relatively homogeneous (at least dong some key dimensions) that are
aso plausibly disproportionately represented among the nonrespondents, but are aso present among
the respondents, one has the hope of reducing some types of bias. Often such adjustments are based
on frame data or on characterigtics that are known for the population. In a survey where the difficulty
of obtaining a given interview islikely to be corrdated with variables of interest in the survey, levels of
difficulty or aclose proxies would be good choices for weighting adjustment groups.

Politz and Smmons (1949) provide aformd rationae for grouping survey cases by the number
of cdls needed to complete them when respondent availability is akey issue and additiond calsare
costly. Deming (1950) takes this gpproach farther and devel ops aframework for determining the
optima number of calls. Pottoff et a. (1993) further develop the Politz and Simmons approachin a
parametric mode!.

However, these papers focus mainly on cases where thereis a problem in contacting

respondents. As Stinchcombe et a. (1981) show in their study of Dakota farmers, there can be large
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differences that may be andyticaly important between cases that are difficult to reach and those that are
more likely to refuse. In their work, the completed cases where there were problemsin contacting the
respondent looked more like the cases that were completed without unusud difficulties. In contrast,
those who had “temporarily refused” at least once had a different pattern of attitudes. Smith (1984)
refers to the underlying factors that lead respondents to cooperate or not as “propitiousness’—the
degree to which the attempts for the interview are convenient to the subject—and “inclination”—other
factors affecting the subject’ swillingness to participate. While emphasizing the importance of
distinguishing between these two motives, he recognizes that the true nature of a non-interview is not
adways clear. Thus, while one might want to focus on temporary refusds as a proxies for the cases that
are permanent refusds, each group islikely to include people for whom the timing was smply not good
no matter what reason was given for not participating in a survey, and the proportions of those people
might well differ. Moreover, there may aso be casesthat are registered as having had no contacts—or
limited contacts—smply because the respondents were systematicaly avoiding the interviewers.

The available empirica evidence on weighting adjustments accounting for the difficulty of
interviewing casesisfairly limited, and the conclusions are mixed. Dunkleberg and Day (1973) look at
data from the 1967 Survey of Consumer Finances (a member of a different family of surveysfrom the
one sudied in this paper). They find evidence that some key survey estimates of proportions
“converge’ on the true population values with additiona callbacks. Guadagnoli and Cunningham
(1989) look at asample of physciansin amail survey. They found minimd differences between
respondents who were obtained initially and those obtained with follow-up, but both groups differ from
the nonrespondents aong lines that are likely important for analysis of the deta. Lin and Schaeffer
(1995) examine a sample of peoplein Wisconsin court records who were paying child support. They
investigated two closday related models: the “continuum of resistance modd,” which posits that cases
that are interviewed after a certain amount of effort are more like those who are interviewed earlier, and
the “classes modd,” which assumes one can identify groups of respondents who are most like the
nonrespondents— specificaly the cases of the temporary refusas. The authors' results provide very

limited support for the proposition that completed cases that were difficult—in either sense—area



4

useful proxy for the find nonrespondents. In areatively smdl survey of Oregon college students, Ellis
et. d (1970) find little support for using cases that required follow-up for completion to serve as proxies
for nonrespondents. However, Filion (1976) uses the same data to argue for the opposite conclusion.
Using data from a survey of northern Cdifornia communities, Fitzgerald and Fuller (1982) aso fall to
find strong evidence that cases that required relatively many contact to be completed are relatively like
nonrespondents. More recently, Voigt et a. (1999) find some patterns of differences between early
respondents, late respondents, and temporary refusdls, but the patterns are not strong enough to
suggest clear patterns of biasif the later and more difficult cases be ignored.

I1. Background on the SCF

The SCF is a conducted every three years by the Board of Governors of the Federa Reserve
System, with the cooperation of the Statistics of Income Division (SOI) at the IRS. Datafor the 1998
survey, which are the basis of this paper, were collected by the National Opinion Research Center at
the University of Chicago (NORC) between the months of June and December using computer-
assged persond interviewing (CAPI). Indmogt every case, at least the initid contact with
respondents was in-person, and 79.2 percent of cases were completed in person.?

The survey questions are ones that are typicaly considered “sendtive” They focus on the
details of assets, liabilities, and other financid characteristics? For example, for a checking account, the
survey asks the amount in the account, the household members in whose names the account is held, and
the indtitution where the account is held.  Although there has been an attempt to “modulae’ the intensity
of such questions across the survey by intersperaing attitudina questions and questions of amore

demographic nature, these bresks are of necessity rdatively short.

11f respondents preferred to be interviewed by telephone, interviewers were able to
accommodate them. Specid versions of the study materials—showcards, brochures, etc.—were
provided to respondents in advance of phone interviews.

A more detailed description of the datais available in Kennickell, Starr-McCluer, and Surette
(2000).
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The median interview length was 77 minutes, and the 99" percentile of the distribution was 218
minutes. The median respondent answered about 430 questions, and the 99" percentile of the
digtribution was about 670 questions. The median respondent was directly asked only 36 questions
requiring a dollar value, but at the 99" percentile the figure reaches 125. Thus, it is clear that
respondent burden varies substantialy over the sample.

Interviewer training is very important in the SCF, and a substantia fraction of ther training is
devoted to Strategies for gaining respondents cooperation. Every interviewer is encouraged to develop
aprdiminary “script” to use at thefirgt cal, but emphasisis placed on flexibility in responding to
respondents concerns. Of the 184 interviewers who completed any cases, a quarter of them
completed seven or fewer cases and a quarter completed 33 or more. This variability coupled with the
rate of attrition from theinitid pool of about 210 interviewers who were trained suggest that some
interviewers may have gregter advantages in enlisting respondents’ assistance.

The SCF sample is adua-frame design, including an area-probability (AP) sampleand alist
sample (see Kennickell and Woodburn, 1999). Of the 4,309 observationsin the final 1998 SCF
dataset, 2,813 derived from the AP sample and the remaining 1,496 from the list sample. The AP
sample is amultistage design with equa probabilities of sdection for each household drawn from the
100 primary sampling units (PSUs) (see Tourangeau et d., 1993). Thelist sample isdrawn from a
sample of individua income tax returns which are selected and edited by SOI (see SOI, 1992).3 For
SCF sampling, these tax records are grouped into seven strata using a proxy for wedth estimated from
income itemsin the frame (see Kennickell, 19983). Units with high vaues of the index are over-
sampled, and those with relaively low vaues are under-sampled. There are two important motivations
for theuse of the list sample. Firg, given the concentration of many important classes of assats, the
design increases the estimation efficiency of the survey. Even more importantly, the Stratification
provides ameans of coping with the dramatically different nonresponse rates across wealth groups

shown below.

3The sampling rate in the SO file is high enough among the cases for which the list sampleis
most important that sampling error in thisframe is typicaly ignored for the SCF.
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Theinitid gpproach to members of the two samplesis somewhat different. By agreement with
SO, dl list sample respondents are given an opportunity to refuse participation in the survey before the
field period begins* These people are mailed a letters from the Chairman of the Federd Reserve and
the NORC project director, a copy of abrochure developed specifically for the SCF, and a postcard
to be returned if the person wishes to be removed from the sample. Those who return the postcard are
treated as nonrespondents. All remaining list cases and al AP respondents are, at least in theory,
approached with equa effort by the project interviewers.

The supervision of the interviewers by the centrd office and their field managersisavery
important factor in the dynamics of the survey, but it is an areawhere very little is measured in away
that is useful for analytica purposes. For thefirgt time, in the 1998 survey the call records that
interviewers maintain for al their cases were kept in an eectronic form that was accessble on adaily
basis by the supervisory personnel. Because this facility alowed the tracking of some measures of
effort on individua cases, it was not possible for interviewers to avoid working atogether on cases that
were difficult in some way. However, it is dill not Sraightforward to monitor either the meaningful leve
of effort os systematic avoidance of certain types of cases. | beieve that interviewer “sdection” in this
sense—much of which may be entirely unconscious—is one of the most important unexplored areas of
nonresponse.

Another key managerid factor thet is rdlevant here isthe efforts to target completion rates. The
contract for the survey specified minimum completion targets for list sample cases by drata, and an
overal minimum target for the AP cases. A common question for the SCF near the close of the fidd
period iswhere to try to take the remaining required cases. Generdly, the key objectives for the AP
sample are to maintain response rates by PSU, and to avoid extremely low local response rates.
Nonetheless, there is ftill substantid variability in ratesin PSUs over time that appearsto be
uncorrelated with obvious observable phenomena. For the list sample, the an important objectiveisto

“In addition, ardatively smal number of observations are purged from the sample because the
sampled person is someone sufficiently famous that it would be extremdly difficult to mask their data
aufficiently to be able to produce a public verson of the data. These cases are trested as
nonrespondents for purposes of weighting.
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Table 1: Response Rates as a Percent of Eligible Table 2: Reasons for Noninterview, 1998 SCF, Per cent
Respondents, 1998 SCF, for Various Parts of the of Eligible Nonrespondents
Sample :
AP List
All AP sample cases 65.9
Northeast region 62.4 Postcard refusal NA 20.1
Northcentral region 67.4 Unlocatable 2.6 3.3
Southern region Unavailable 3.2 2.7
68.3 Language problem 21 0.3
Western region 63.8 Incapeciteted 0.9 0.7
Largest urban aress 62.3 Refused by gatekeeper 0.3 11
Other cities and towns 66.6 Bresk-off 0.6 0.6
Non-urban areas Refused, no conversion attempt 10.0 7.4
70.3 Refused, conversion attempt 64.2 21.6
Censored 14.7 41.1
All list sample cases 30.0 Other incomplete 1.2 0.4
Wealth index stratum 1 415
Wealth index stratum 2 39.3
Wealth index stratum 3 36.3
Wealth index stratum 4 3.9 meet the targets without taking too
Weslth index stratum 5 30.6
Wealth index stratum 6 24.7 . : : .
Weslth index Sretum 7 106 disproportionately many people in agiven stratum
List sample participants as a % of from my one QSJ
those not refusing by postcard . .. .
All list sample cases 351 Interviewer dtrition was a particularly greet
Wealth index stratum 1 46.6 .
Wealth index stratum 2 48.7 problem in the 1998 SCF. Consequently, some
Weslth index stratum 3 42.8 . .
Wealth index stratum 4 432 areas were serioudy undergtaffed with loca
Wedlth index stratum 5 36.6
Wealth index stratum 6 28.0 interviewers, and somewhat more reliance than usua
Wealth index stratum 7 11.7

had to be placed on teams of experienced traveling
interviewers. These interviewers would eoter an areafor ardatively short time and work intensively to
obtain interviews—or at least gppointments for locd interviewers. Given the shorter time available
during agiven trip, it is not implausible that the types of cases targeted for work might have been
different from those that would have been worked over alonger time by locd interviewers.

As noted earlier, nonresponse is a serious problem in the SCF (table 1). Interviews were
conducted with only 65.9 percent of the eigible AP sample respondents, and only 30.0 percent of the
digible list sample respondents (table 1).> Reasons for nonresponse (table 2) show that problems of

®Indligible units accounted for 13.2 percent of theiinitia area-probability sample (largely vacant
units, non-dwelings, and seasond structures) and for 0.9 percent of the list sample (dl permanently out
of the country).
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contact, language, incapacity, gatekeepers, and bresk-offs of interviews are relatively unimportant.
Overdl, refusals account for the bulk of nonresponse, but the role of * censored” cases—those whose
completion status was till not resolved at the close of the field period—is dso important.® For the AP
sample, 14.7 percent of the digible nonrespondents (5 percent of the digible sample) were censored,
and the figureis 41.1 percent for the list sample (28.8 percent of the digible sample).” Someindght
into this difference in the proportion of censored casesis given below.

Although the AP response rates are higher in the south and the midwest than in other regions,
and higher in less densely populated areas than € sewhere, the participation rates are il quite low
compared with many other government surveys of households. Overdl, response rates for the list
sample decline with the predicted value of wedth. Looking at only the set of respondents who did not
return the postcard refusa form does not change this impression substantiadly. One point deserves
gpecid attention. For the casesin the lowest two strata—a group that corresponds in wedth to the
overwhelming mgority of the AP cases that were interviewed—the response rate is only about 40
percent. The large difference in response rates between these list sample respondents and the AP
respondents has been consstent over time, and it appears to be a product of two factors. Firgt, the
interviewer is given aname and an address for list sample cases, while only an address is given for the
AP cases. Because the address provided for list sample respondents is often not a home address,
sometime respondents may be more suspicious of interviewers' intentions, and gatekeepers may be
more of a problem in such circumstances?® If the person is not a the address, the interviewer hasto
attempt to locate the respondent; however, failure to find the sample person or persons accounts for
only 3.3 percent of the list sample nonrespondents overdl. The second factor relates to interviewers

incentives to interview the list sample cases. For their work evauations, the most important target for

®Examination of the call records for the censored cases suggests that some of these cases were
ones where it was difficult to locate contact the respondent, but in very many instances it seems clear
that the cases were still workable.

"The censored list sample cases are spread broadly across dl the strata.

8The list sample addresses derive from tax files. Legaly, the filing address for tax returnsis the
filer' shome address, but apparently this requirement is either unknown or ignored.
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interviewers is producing completed cases. They are not told to which stratum their list sample cases
belong, and unconditionaly, list cases have more associated difficulties than AP cases. Althoughit is
difficult to characterize effort degply enough to say whether there was systematic avoidance of list
sample cases, the high proportion of unresolved cases remaining for the list sample at the end of the
field period supports this hypothesis.

Item nonresponse is dso non-negligible in the survey. Missing dataiin the survey are multiply
imputed five times (see Kennickell, 1998b). The imputations are designed to incorporate partia
information in the form of range responses and cross-congtraints on imputation outcomes. All reports
of interview data from the 1998 SCF in this paper use the find iteration of the multiply imputed deta.
Il. Indicators of “ L ateness’

The god of this paper isto compare the set of cases that were collected with relatively grester
difficulty than other cases with both the group of easier cases and the group that could not be

interviewed. These difficult cases, referred to here as*“late” cases, cannot be precisaly specified based

Figure 1. Cumulative Fraction of Completed Cases by Daysinto the Field Period, AP Sample,
List Sample, and Combined Sample, 1998 SCF.
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on the available data. Three dimension of lateness are consdered here: cases that were interviewed
later in time during the field period, those that were interviewed after a given number of attempts, and
those that were interviewed after a given number of contacts®

If al unresolved cases were worked uniformly over the field period, then eapsed time would be
the best indicator of effort.’® However, many factors cause deviaions from this condition. Interviewer
attrition, under-gtaffing in some aress, avoidance of difficult cases, holidays, loca variations, contractua
condraints, and a variety of management decisions dl contribute to ablurring of the relationship. As
shown in figure 1, the rate of case completion for the AP sample in 1998 began low—reflecting largely
the fact that only hdf of the initid interviewers had completed their training at that point—but then rose
sharply. By 50 daysinto the field period, about haf of the eventualy completed AP cases had been
interviewed. The production rate dows progressively after that, with about 20 percent of the cases
collected in the next 50 days, and the remaining 30 percent in the last 103 days.

Based on experiencesin earlier SCFs, adecision was made to release the list sample casesto
the field only after the interviewers had gained some experience with the AP cases. Significant numbers
of list sample cases began to be completed starting around the 40" day, and the production of cases
was gpproximately linear over the rest of the field period.

The number of attempts needed to complete a case may be a more direct measure of effort
than the time measure. However, because dl types of actions—negotiations with respondents, leaving
aset of materids at a house where no one is home, mailing letters, leaving messages on an answering
machine, eic—have equa weight in this measure, it may overdate effort. If interviewersfail to act on

cases where they believe they are less likely to succeed, attempts will tend to undergtate difficulty.

The digtinction between “temporary refusas’ and other respondents might also be a useful
indicator of difficulty. Congderations of such difficult cases will be the subject of further research.

1A nother possible indicator in terms of time is the number of days elgpsed from the first action
on acase. According to the survey protocol, interviewers were required to take some action on dl of
their assgned cases during the first weeks of the field period. Although not al cases were “touched” at
thistime, the fact that most were diminates this €l gpsed time measure as an independent aternative.



Figure 2a: Density of Attempts, AP Sample;
Completed, Refused, and Censored Cases,
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A few things are worth noting about the
dengities of attempits for the two samples (figures 2a
and 2b, and table 3). For the AP sample, a
relatively large number of cases was completed after
asmal number of attempts (the median of the
digribution is 5), but thereis along right-hand tail
(the 95™ percentile of the digtribution is 18). In

-1 contragt, the digtribution of attempts for the

censored cases and the “refused cases’ (where this
termincludes dl non-interview cases except the
censored cases) are very Smilar, and they show
evidence of greater effort (the median is 9 and the
95" percentileis over 30). Thisresult is exactly
what one would expect if the rdaively “easy” cases
are interviewed first and there is persstencein
refusal conversion. For the list sample cases, the
apparent leve of effort is somewhat lower, and the
difference between the ditribution of attempts for
This greater amilarity is condstent with the

hypothesis that interviewers tended to avoid list sample casesin favor of the higher unconditionaly

expected likelihood of completing AP cases.

Restricting attention to just attempts that were made in person at the sample address may

impose more uniformity on the gauge of effort (see figures Alaand Alb in the gppendix). As

expected, the level of on-dte attempts is broadly lower than totd attempts, but the overal shapes and

"The measure of attempts for the list sample excludes the initid mailing, which offered
respondents a chance to opt out of the survey. From reports of respondents comments during the field
period, it gpopears that many of them were unaware of having received this mailing.
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Figure 3a: Density of Contacts, AP Sample; reldive podtions of the distributions are very similar
Completed, Refused, and Censored Cases,

to the case of unredtricted attempts. In any case,
1998 SCF

this on-gite measure may be too regtrictive since
|- telephone contact can play alarge part in the
persuasion strategies of interviewers on the SCF.

: Actud contacts provide another indicator of

4 N effort (figures 3aand 3b, and table 3). Contacts are
. NN
. aproper subset of atempts, and in thisandysis any
N ’ " encounter with any person (respondent, gatekeeper,

Figure 3b: Density of Contacts; List Sample; g isincluded. One advantage of using contacts
Completed, Refused, and Censored Cases, _ )
1998 SCE may be that, unlike attempts, they reflect direct

effort applied to the respondents, or indirect effort
that one would reasonably expect to be
communicated to the respondents. On the other

‘\ N hand, some respondents may intentiondly respond

b to the information they have about the survey by

i - — making themselves and their gatekeepers difficult to

reach. For such respondents, contacts would
undergtate the true levd of difficulty. Aswith attempts, interviewer expectations and behavior may aso
distort this measure.

For the AP sample, the fact that the dengity of contacts with refusals is shifted to the right of that
for completed cases reflects the additiond effort involved in attempting to convert those refusas. For
the list sample, the digtribution of contacts for refusds liesto the left of that for completed cases,
suggesting ether that refusal conversion was less vigorous, or thet the refusals were stronger than was

the case for the AP sample.’?

12The relationships are not much affected if contacts are restricted to only in-person contacts
(see gppendix figures A2a and A2b).
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Idedlly, one would expect to see aclear linear relationship between days into the field period
and measures of attempts and contacts. There might be deviationswhen it isknown that acaseis
temporarily unavailable for an extended period, or where it isthought that rgpid follow-up of agiven
case will be particularly effective. Summarizing the actud tempord digtributions of effort for individua
cases is beyond the scope of this paper. However, it is possible to examine the relationship between
the number of daysinto the field period before a case is resolved and the number of attempts or
contacts for the case. For cases that were ultimately completed, there is a positive association between
the number of daysinto the field period when the case was completed and the number of attempts
made on the case (figures 4a and 4b), but a smple regression of attempts on days shows that the
relationship is not avery strong one—for both samples, the coefficients on days are only about 0.06.
For contacts (figures 5a and 5b), the relationship is even weaker— the corresponding regression
coefficients on days are only about 0.01. Overdl, it isclear that the time measure and the measures of
attempts and contacts imply alargely different ordering of casesas*“late” For this reason, most of the
key gatigticsin the next section of the paper are reported for measures of lateness defined using each of

the three measures and one hybrid measure combining the outer tails of dl three of the other measures.
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Table 3: Sdected Statistics for the Distribution of Attemptsand Contacts, by Sample Type
and by Final Disposition, 1998 SCF.

Sample Mean 25"0%-ile Median  75M%-ile 90"%-ile 95th%-ile
Action
Final disposition

AP sample
Attempts
Completed 6.7 3 5 9 18 27
Refused 10.3 6 9 13 22 32
Censored 10.7 6 9 14 24 36
On-gite attempts
Completed 4.6 2 3 6 12 20
Refused 6.5 3 5 8 15 22
Censored 7.2 4 6 9 19 25
Contacts
Completed 3.7 2 3 5 10 17
Refused 6.0 3 5 8 13 19
Censored 4.6 2 4 6 13 23
On-gite contacts
Completed 2.6 1 2 3 6 11
Refused 3.6 2 3 5 9 14
Censored 3.2 1 3 4 9 14
Lig sample
Attempts
Completed 7.3 4 6 10 17 27
Refused 8.9 5 8 11 18 26
Censored 7.9 4 7 10 19 27
On-gite attempts
Completed 2.9 1 2 4 8 11
Refused 3.3 1 3 4 9 15
Censored 34 1 3 5 9 16
Contacts
Completed 4.0 2 3 5 10 15
Refused 4.1 2 3 5 9 15
Censored 2.9 1 2 4 9 16
On-gite contacts
Completed 1.7 1 1 2 4 7
Refused 1.5 0 1 2 5 8

Censored 14 0 1 2 5 8




Figure 4a: Attemptsvs. Daysinto Field Period, AP Sample, 1998 SCF.
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Figure4b: Attemptsvs. Daysinto Field Period, List Sample, 1998 SCF.
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Figure 5a: Contactsvs. Daysinto Field Period, AP Sample, 1998 SCF.
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Figure 5b: Contactsvs. Daysinto Field Period, List Sample, 1998 SCF.
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[11. Analysis of the* Late” Cases

In the previous section, three characterizations of the “late” cases were developed: the number
of daysinto the field period, the number of atempts, and the number of contacts needed to resolve a
case as complete. Here, these classifications are further specified in order to compare the data
collected in the survey for different definitions of earlier and later observations. In the case of the
number of daysinto the field period, separate schemes are needed for the AP and list samplesto
account for the fact that interviewing of the list sample began later than thet for the AP sample. For the
AP sample, cases will be considered late if they were completed on or after the 100" day of the fidd
period (about the 70" percentile of the distribution). The corresponding break point for the list sample
casesis the 145" day (about the 70" percentile of the distribution). For contacts and attempts, thereis
no particular reason to think that these measures have different meaningsin the two samples. The
break point for attempts is set at 8 (the about 68" percentile for AP cases, and the 62" percentile for
list cases), and that for contacts is set at 4 (about the 53 percentile for AP cases, and the 57"
percentile for list cases). To hedge against imperfections in each of these measures, an additiona
measure based on multiple criteriais aso used: for the AP cases, the break point is either the 130" day
of the fidld period (81% percentile) or the 9" attempt (74™ percentile) or the 5" contact (74"
percentile); for the list cases, the point is either the 160" day of the field period (78" percentile), the
10" attempt (74" percentile) or the 6™ contact (79" percentile). Thereis adegree of arbitrarinessin
the sdlection of dl these boundary points, but the god was to designate a sufficiently large fraction of
cases as late 0 as not to have to worry too much about differentia rates of sampling error.

When the casesiin the AP sample are split by these classifications, some of the resulting pairs
differ somewhat in terms of the demographic characteristics of the casesincluded.® Table 4a shows

BStandard errors are not given for any of the differences between the figuresin the table,
primarily because one would need to have multiple estimates corresponding to dl of the interesting
comparisons in order to incorporate the common sample structure underlying any comparisons of
groups. Itispossbleto use the SCF sample replicates to estimate such figures by smulating the
digtribution of differencesin estimates within partitions of each replicate. For the AP sample with
sample sizes in the range shown, a difference of more than about 2 percentage points would be
sgnificantly different from zero.
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the unweighted percentage distribution of the AP sample split over anumber of characterigtics* In
each case, households with a*“head” over age 65, having less education than a high school degree, or
not currently employed were over-represented in the earlier group.”® Cases where there was a
working spouse or where there are both aworking head and spouse tend to be better-represented later
inthefield period or after four or more contacts, but the pattern is reversed for attempts. Households
with reatively low incomes generdly tended to be interviewed earlier by al of the dassfications.
However, the patterns across wedth groups are much less clear. Thereisa dight tendency for less
wedthy casesto be interviewed earlier in the fidld period or with three or fewer contacts, but the
pattern is gpproximately reversed for both the attempts and the multiple criteria classfications.

For the list sample, table 4b provides information on the distribution of the sample groups
across age and net worth categories and across the sample strata.’® The distribution of cases over the
sampling dtrata for the sample break based on the days of the field period is directly affected by the
management decisions to pursue the high-stratum cases strongly later in the fidld period in order to meet
the contractual minimums.  Although there is no direct effect of these decisons on the number of
attempts or contacts, and by these measuresthere is ill an association of stratum with lateness, but it is
weaker. Given the strong correlation between stratum and wedlth, and between wealth and many
demographic variables, the other patternsin the table are not surprisng. The age distribution of
respondents is Smilar to that seen in the AP sample. For the income and wealth measures, the table
shows the same classfications as given for the AP sample in table 4a, dong with a distribution of the
relatively large fraction of casesin the origina top groups across an extended set of classfications.

¥In the AP sample, al cases have an equd initid sdlection weight.

BFor single-person households, the “head” isthat person. For other households, the head is
defined as the financidly dominant single individua or one member of the financialy dominant couple
within the household. In the case of a mixed-sex couple, the maeis defined asthe head, and in dll
other cases asthe older of the two individuds. Asit isused here, thisterm is merely a means of
organizing the data consistently across cases, and it does not imply any judgment about the actud
arrangements within the survey households.

18Some interpretations of this information may be less straightforward than was the case for the
AP sample because of the wide range of sampling ratesin the list sample.
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Overdl, the top income and wedlth groups tended to be more likely to be interviewed later. The more
detailed income bresks suggest that the $100,000-$200,000 group is more likely to be interviewed
ealier, the next highest group tends to be interviewed later, while there is no large difference for the
groups above that. For the broken-out wealth groups, the data indicate that the group that is most
clearly more likely to be in the late subsample is the one with wedlth of $10 million or more.

Because of the key role of wedth measuresin the SCF, it is worthwhile to look in more detall
at the changes in wedlth over the measures of lateness. Figures 6a, 7a, and 8a show the distribution of
wedlth conditiona on, respectively, days into the fied period, number of atempts, and number of
contacts for the AP sample.l” The outer tails and the interquartile range vary abit, but the variation is
not consstent over any of the measures of lateness. The median across daysinto the field period is
farly flat until about the last 50 days when it moves up. The median of cases by attempts shows a
pattern of decline. Over contacts, the median rises somewhat. For the list sample (figures 6b, 7b, and
8b), the center of the wedlth digtribution generally risesfor later cases by dl three definitions.

Another important way in which early and late casesin the SCF might differ isin terms of the
complexity of their wedlth portfolios. Other things being equal, one would expect that people with
more complex assat structures would be less likely to be willing to do the interview, and thus more
unlikely to be in the earlier groups. There is no obvioudy appropriate index of complexity, but there are
some plausibleindicators. Table 5 shows the distribution of the number of dollar values reported and
the ownership of some key assets by lateness for the two samples. It is remarkable how little variaion
there isin the number of dollar questions asked across the sample splits, even at the higher percentiles
of that distribution.®® Thisresult is particularly striking for the list sample, given the tendency toward
higher wedlth levels among late cases. Acrossdl of the asset ownership categories except one, the

T o accommodate the highly skewed digtribution of net worth, that varidble is transformed in
al plotsin this paper using the inverse hyperbolic sine with scale parameter 0.0001 (see Burbidge,
Magee, and Rob 1988). Away from the origin, this transformation is gpproximately logarithmic.

18A dollar variableis counted as “answered” hereif it actualy was answered directly, or if it
was not originaly asked because a higher-order variable was missing but the dollar variable was
imputed to a non-blank value.
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percent of AP cases with the items tends to fall somewhat or remain flat among the later cases. The
exception, pensons, appears to be alittle more likely to be held by the later observationsin that
sample. For thelist sample cases, the percent holding the various types of assets generdly rises among
the later cases. The exception for this sample is mutua funds, which are a bit less likely to be owned by
the later groups. Thus, for the list sample at least, there is some indication here that |ater cases are
more complex, though this pattern may Smply be areflection of higher wedlth levels.

Interview length may be amore direct indicator of generd complexity. For the AP cases, the
digtribution of the interview length is very smilar across dl the measures of lateness (figures 9a, 10a,
and 119). For the list sample cases, thereisadight tendency for the median length to rise for later
cases (figures 9b, 10b, and 11b). However, the upper tail shows adramatic lengthening among the
later cases, suggesting that at least for some of the list cases, amuch higher level of complexity may be
involved in completing the interview—though, again, this difference may be driven by wedth differences
aone.

A frequently heard argument againgt expending the effort to obtain interviews by applying
additiond effort isthat such cases are more likely to have serious problems of item nonresponse. Table
6 providesinformation on the distribution of missing datain dollar variables for the sample splits®® For
the AP sample, thereis virtualy no variation across the splits. The list sample cases show broadly
higher levels of missing datafor the later cases, as one would expect given the relative piling up of late
wesdlth cases and the problem of higher rates of item nonresponse that are more common among
relatively wedthy cases.

Because the list sample is congtructed specificaly to minimize the effects of nonresponse biases
in wealth measurement and because of the availability of other frame data for post-gratification, it could
be that the later casesin both samples add only to estimation efficiency and not to bias reductionin
welghted estimates of wedth. One way to address this question is by performing the experiment of

¥Mirroring the calculaion in table 5, a variable was counted as missing if it was originaly
reported directly asamissing vaue, or if it was originaly not asked because of a higher-order missing
variable but it was imputed to a non-blank value. Origina responses that were given as ranges instead
of asingle value are not included as missng vaues.



21

treating the early and late cases as separate surveys and comparing the implied wedth distributions. To
thisend, afull st of weights and replicate weights for variance estimation were congtructed for the early
and late cases by each measure of lateness. Using these weights, it is possible to compare the implied
wedlth digtributions for each of the pairs of early and late samples.

Figures 12-15 give quantile-difference (QD) plots of wedth in the pairs across definitions of
lateness for the full sample, where the difference is given as the vaues at the percentiles of the early
cases minus those for the late cases® To gauge the importance of these differences, the dotted lines
show the boundaries of an estimate of the pointwise 95 percent confidence interva around the centrd
esimates?® For every sample group, the difference is significantly different from zero over some part of
the digtribution. For attempts and contacts, the difference is Sgnificant over al of the range except
about the top and bottom 5 percent of the distribution. The picture isless clear cut for days and for the
multiple indicators but there are till regions of sgnificant differences.

For comparison with other surveys, differences for the AP sample done may be more useful.
For every one of the subsamples of the AP sample, the differences are much smdler than was the case
for the combined AP and list samples, but the direction of the differenceis the same—early cases have

less wedlth than later cases—over part the lower part of the distributions (figures 16-19). For the

20A QD plot shows the difference in the values of two distributions at a common quantile point.
Such aplot isequivdent in its information content to a quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plot rotated by 45
degrees, but it ismore efficient in its use of gpace when the digtributions compared are amilar. Inthe
plots here, the differences are transformed using the inverse hyperbolic sine.

'Because of the complexity of this calculation some smplifications are invoked in computing
the confidence intervals. The 95 percent confidence bounds are computed as pointwise bounds in
wedlth-difference/percentile space for a selection of the percentile points (2.5, 5, 15, 25, 35, 45, 55,
65, 75, 80, 85, 90, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 99.5). For each selected percentile, the set of differences
between the wed th estimates corresponding to that percentile in the early and late partitions of each
sample replicate, are used to Smulate the distribution of the difference. The upper bound of the
confidence interva at one of the selected percentile point is equa to the 97.5" percentile of the
smulated digtribution of the wedlth difference; the lower bound is defined andogoudy.

2Egimates for the AP sample are made using nonresponse-adjusted design weights for that
sample (Kennickdl and Woodburn (1999)). The adjustments to the AP weights include ratio
adjustments by PSU and raking to homeownership figures by region and race/ethnicity and to age
groups.
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groupings by days, attempts, and the multiple indicator criterion, the difference is barely sgnificant only
inasmal region around the 20" percentile. In contrast, when the AP sample s divided by the number
of contacts, the differencesin the lower part of the distributions are larger and most strongly significant
over awider iterval around the 40" percentile, and there is another small region of significant difference
around the 85™ percentile. Thetop ends of the distributions are al fairly thinly identified, so the degree
to which the confidence intervas flare out in the top decile is not surprising.



Table 4a: Unweighted Percent of Sample Group in Various Categories, AP Sample.

Full Days Attempts Contacts Multiple
criteria
Sample <100 $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Ealy Late
Age of head
<35 25.8 25.6 26.4 231 317 25.2 27.0 242 28.3
35-44 24.3 245 24,0 231 26.9 228 27.0 233 259
45-54 19.0 18.3 20.7 19.2 18.6 194 184 189 19.2
55-64 12.1 11.8 12.8 12.7 10.8 11.3 13.3 11.7 12.7
65-74 10.2 10.8 8.9 115 75 111 8.8 114 8.4
$75 8.5 9.1 7.2 104 45 10.2 5.6 105 55
Education of head
< high school 18.3 19.6 15.2 19.8 15.2 20.3 14.9 19.8 16.1
High school 30.9 30.5 317 317 29.1 30.2 321 31.0 30.7
Some college 24.2 235 259 22,6 217 222 217 22,6 26.7
College or more 26.6 26.4 27.3 26.0 28.1 274 254 26.7 26.6
Marital status
Marr./partner 57.6 57.8 57.0 59.7 52.9 55.8 60.5 58.5 56.2
Div./sep. 17.0 17.1 16.9 16.3 18.6 17.1 16.9 16.7 175
Widowed 9.2 9.1 9.4 9.7 8.1 9.9 8.0 9.6 8.6
Never married 16.2 16.0 16.8 14.3 204 17.2 14.6 15.2 17.7
Household size
1 253 25.2 255 24.7 26.5 27.6 21.2 25.7 24.6
2 325 324 327 332 30.9 33.0 31.6 329 31.9
35 38.6 38.9 38.0 38.7 38.6 36.3 27 38.1 39.5
>5 3.6 35 39 34 4.0 3.0 45 34 4.0
Race/ethnicity
Non-Hisp. white 76.6 76.4 76.9 78.7 72.0 771 75.6 785 73.6
Black 12.7 13.2 11.7 11.9 14.4 13.0 12.2 12.3 134
Hispanic 75 7.3 7.9 6.3 10.0 6.4 9.4 5.9 9.9
Other 3.2 31 34 31 3.6 35 2.8 33 31
Homeowner 59.4 58.9 60.7 62.3 534 59.8 58.9 61.7 56.0
Work status
Head working 71.9 69.3 77.9 68.0 80.4 68.8 77.2 67.7 78.3
Spouse working 35.6 35.3 36.1 36.4 337 334 39.3 355 35.6

Head & spouse wkg. 31.6 30.9 33.1 32.0 30.8 29.5 35.2 31.2 32.3
Income (thou. dollars)

<20 30.7 32.7 26.1 314 294 335 26.0 32.2 285
20-35 22.2 22.3 22.0 221 224 22.0 22.6 221 224
35-50 14.8 14.2 16.0 14.6 15.2 13.8 16.5 13.9 16.2
50-100 24.4 229 27.8 24.4 24.4 231 26.5 24.2 24.6
$100 7.9 79 8.2 7.6 8.7 7.6 84 1.7 84
Net worth (thou. dollars)
<0 9.3 10.0 1.7 8.9 10.2 9.3 9.3 8.8 10.0
0-5 15.2 16.1 131 155 14.7 16.8 12.3 16.0 141
5-25 14.3 13.6 15.8 12.8 174 13.7 15.2 131 16.1
25-75 16.4 15.8 17.8 16.2 16.9 16.8 15.7 16.2 16.7
75-150 14.6 14.0 16.1 15.0 13.8 131 17.2 14.7 14.6
150-350 16.1 16.6 15.0 16.7 14.7 16.9 14.8 16.9 14.8
$350 141 13.9 14.6 14.9 124 134 15.6 144 13.6
Memo item:

Percent of entire AP




Table 4b: Unweighted Percent of Sample Group in Various Categories, List Sample.

Full
Sample
Age
<35 6.9
35-44 16.3
45-54 28.4
55-64 232
65-74 15.8
$75 9.4
Income (thou. dollars)
<20 6.7
20-35 5.9
35-50 55
50-100 14.7
$100 67.2
100-250 32.7
250-500 21.7
500-1,000 14.9
$10000 30.7
Net worth (thou. dollars)
<0 2.0
0-51.7 21
5-25 2.6
25-75 2.8
75-150 4.4
150-350 8.6
$350 78.0
350-1,000 18.7
1,000-5,000 35.6
5,000-10,000 13.2
$10,000 32.6
Sample stratum
1 8.4
2 10.2
3 13.6
4 185
5 215
6 251
7 2.7
Memo item:
Percent if entirelist
sample in group 100.0

Days Attempts Contacts Multiple
criteria
<145 $145 <8 $8 <4 $4 Early Late
7.5 54 6.6 74 7.6 6.0 6.8 7.0
17.8 12.9 15.2 18.1 135 20.0 155 17.4
28.1 29.2 279 29.2 26.2 314 275 29.8
21.7 26.6 23.1 234 24.8 21.0 22.4 24.3
15.1 17.4 15.9 15.6 16.8 145 16.0 15.6
9.8 85 11.3 6.2 11.1 7.1 11.8 6.0
7.9 41 7.8 5.0 7.7 54 7.9 51
6.8 3.8 6.7 45 6.7 4.7 6.9 4.4
6.3 39 6.9 3.3 6.6 4.1 6.8 3.7
154 13.3 16.1 125 15.9 13.2 15.8 13.2
63.7 74.9 62.5 74.7 63.1 72.6 62.6 73.6
34.1 29.9 335 315 33.9 31.2 34.1 30.9
21.1 22.8 19.9 24.1 20.2 235 195 24.3
14.5 15.8 14.8 151 15.0 14.8 14.7 15.2
30.3 31.6 31.8 29.4 30.9 30.6 31.6 30.0
22 1.6 2.0 1.9 23 15 23 1.6
1.0 1.6 1.9 18 1.6 18 1.6
3.2 13 29 2.1 34 15 2.8 23
3.0 22 3.0 23 2.8 2.8 31 23
4.7 3.6 4.7 3.8 4.5 4.2 44 4.3
9.8 59 10.8 5.0 9.8 6.8 10.5 5.8
75.1 84.5 74.9 83.1 75.4 815 75.0 82.1
19.5 17.0 19.8 171 19.5 17.6 19.5 17.6
37.2 32.3 36.3 34.5 36.0 35.0 36.2 34.8
125 14.6 134 13.0 12.6 14.0 13.2 13.2
30.7 36.2 30.6 355 31.8 335 311 34.4
10.5 35 9.1 7.2 9.7 6.6 10.2 5.8
10.6 9.3 118 1.7 118 8.2 10.3 10.1
15.8 8.7 14.9 114 14.6 12.2 151 115
179 199 19.0 17.8 179 19.3 189 18.1
20.7 234 20.3 23.6 20.7 22.6 20.1 235
22.6 305 224 29.4 22.6 28.4 23.0 28.0
18 4.8 2.6 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.4 3.2
69.1 30.9 62.0 38.0 574 42.6 58.2 41.8




Figure 6a: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Percentiles of Distribution of Net
Worth, By Daysinto Field Period, AP
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Figure 6b: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Percentiles of Distribution of New
Worth, By Daysinto Field Period, List
Sample, 1998 SCF.

Sample, 1998 SCF.
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Figure 7a: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Percentiles of Distribution of New
Worth, By Number of Attempts, AP Sample,
1998 SCF-.

Figure 7b: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Percentiles of Distribution of New
Worth, By Number of Attempts, LisAP
Sample, 1998 SCF.

Figure 8a: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Percentiles of Distribution of New
Worth, By Number of Contact, AP Sample,
1998 SCF-.
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Figure 8b: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Percentiles of Distribution of New

Worth, By Number of Contacts, List Sample,
1998 SCF-.
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Figure 9a: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Per centiles of the Distribution of
Interview Length, By Number of Daysinto
Field Period, AP Sample, 1998 SCF.

Figure 9b: Median, Interquartile Range, and
Outer 5™ Per centiles of the Distribution of
Interview Length, By Number of Daysinto
Field Period, List Sample, 1998 SCF.
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Figure 10a: Median, Interquartile Range,
and Outer 5™ Per centiles of the Distribution
of Interview Length, By Number of Attempts,
AP Sample.

Figure 10b: Median, Interquartile Range,
and Outer 5" Percentiles of the Distribution
of Interview Length, By Number of Attempts,
List Sample.

EE TN

..........

HRARI B\

R E

HAR B\

Figure 11la: Median, Interquartile Range,
and Outer 5™ Per centiles of the Distribution
of Interview Length, By Number of Contacts,
AP Sample.
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Figure 11b: Median, Interquartile Range,
and Outer 5" Per centiles of the Distribution
of Interview Length, By Number of Contacts,
List Sample.
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Figure 12: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Days, Full Sample.
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Figure 13: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Attempts, Full Sample.
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Figure 14: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Contacts, Full Sample.
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Figure 15: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Multiple Indicators, Full Sample.
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Figure 16: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Days, AP Sample.
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Figure 17: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Attempts, AP Sample.
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Figure 18: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Contacts, AP Sample.
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Figure 19: Q-D Plot of Net Worth of Early minus L ate Cases Defined by Multiple Indicators, AP Sample.
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Table5: Indications of Complexity of Interviews, by Various Sample Groups, AP and List
Sample, 1998 SCF.

Full Days Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria
Sample <100  $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Early Late
# dollar questions
asked
Median
AP sample 27 27 27 27 26 26 28 27 26
List sample 438 48 47 47 50 47 49 47 48
75" percentile
AP sample 38 38 37 39 37 38 38 39 37
List sample 58 58 58 57 60 58 59 57 59
90" percentile
AP sample 48 48 47 48 47 47 48 48 47
List sample 69 70 68 69 70 69 69 69 70
95" percentile
AP sample 53 54 51 54 53 53 53 54 52
List sample 78 7 80 7 79 7 79 78 7
% with a business
AP sample 124 12.7 11.9 12.7 11.8 11.7 13.8 12.7 12.0
List sample 62.3 59.7 68.0 53.4 68.5 58.2 67.7 59.2 66.5
% with investment
rea estate
AP sample 17.4 17.9 16.3 18.3 155 17.2 17.7 185 15.8
List sample 58.6 55.2 66.2 55.2 64.1 56.3 61.6 54.9 63.8
% with a pension
from current job
AP sample 19.0 18.7 19.7 19.2 191 17.6 215 18.6 19.8
List sample 35.4 33.7 39.0 32.6 39.9 325 39.2 334 38.2
% owning stock
AP sample 175 175 175 17.3 18.0 17.7 17.2 17.2 17.9
List sample 60.2 57.9 65.4 57.6 64.5 58.8 62.2 58.4 62.8
% owning bonds
AP sample 2.6 24 31 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.7 24
List sample 24.0 23.7 24.6 22.6 26.3 235 24.7 234 24.8
% owning mutual
funds
AP sample 15.7 17.0 125 16.6 13.7 16.5 141 17.1 135
List sample 431 43.6 419 434 42.6 43.0 43.3 429 435
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Table 6: Median, and 75", 90" and 95" Per centiles of the Distribution of the Number of
Missing Valuesfor Dollar Variables, Various Sample Groups, AP and List Samples, 1998
SCF.

Full Days Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria
Sample <100 $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Ealy Late
Missing values
Median
AP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
List 3 3 5 3 4 3 4 3 4
75" percentile
AP 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
List 11 9 14 10 14 10 12 9 13
90" percentile
AP 9 8 9 9 8 8 9 9 8
List 26 24 30 23 30 24 29 23 30
95" percentile
AP 14 15 14 15 14 14 15 15 14
List 38 34 45 34 43 34 41 32 43

V. Comparisons of Early and L ate Cases with Nonrespondents

Whatever differences there may be between early and late cases, these are at least cases that
we have been ableto interview. A more pressing question is whether we can use some aspect of late
cases to improve the compensations we make for the cases that we cannot interview. For the SCF,
there are three sources of information available to compare directly the nonrespondents with the late
respondents. Firgt, information can be linked from the 1990 Census to the SCF using the census tract
data from the AP sample design. For the list sample, the frame contains a nine-digit ZIP code, which
can be used to map to aroughly equivalent censustract.?® Second, for al cases, interviewers are
asked to record some information about the neighborhood around the sampled address (in the case of
the AP sample) or the home of the sampled person (in the case of the list sample). Third, there are
frame data available for the list sample on some financid characterigtics and afew demographic

characterigtics.

ZAs shown in table 7b, in asmall number of list sample cases, it was not possible to match to
to the Census data, presumably because the address was in an areawith no resdents in the 1990
Census, or because of deficienciesin the files used to match the Census data.
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Table 7a shows the median level across SCF AP observations in various sample sub-groups of
some attributes of the census tracts where the sample addressislocated. Over the census tracts of all
actud survey participants in that sample, the median percent of people aged 25 and over with a college
degree was 16.07 percent, and the corresponding figure for the census tracts of al nonrespondent
cases was 18.59 percent; the medians for nonrespondent cases aso show neighborhoods with higher
incomes, higher home vaues, and somewhat higher rents. At least for these variables there is some
correspondence between the late cases and the nonrespondents. Comparing the 75™ percentiles rather
than the medians (see appendix table A1) yidds asmilar impresson. The weakness of the
relationships may indicate that nonrespondents tend to be different from both early and late survey
participants, or it may smply reflect the fact that the Census data were eight years out of date at the
time of the 1998 SCF.

For thelist sample, the Census data give asimilar picture of the differences between
respondents and nonrespondents (table 7b). However, the relationship between the late cases and the
nonrespondentsis a little wesker, and thisimpresson is not changed by looking at the differencesin the
75" percentiles (appendix table A2). For the list sample respondents, there is an additiona dataissue
beyond the timeliness of the Census data: it appears that afair proportion of list sample cases had
addresses that were not the respondent’ s home address—most often in such cases, the address
provided was abusiness address. Thus, there are likely to be situations where the census tract
characteristics differ from those of the correct home address.

One limitation of the data based on interviewers' observationsis thet in some casesthe
neighborhood around the respondent’ s home was not observed. For the both samples, this Situation
may have occurred when the respondent lived in a gated community or other inaccessible area, or when
the case was passed to a second interviewer for attempted completion by telephone before the
neighborhood observations were completed. Again, the presence of non-home addresses for the list
sample may be a problem for list sample cases. Nonethdless, afew things sand out &t least for the
nonrespondent neighborhoods in the AP sample: These areas were more likely to be purdly residentid,
the interviewer was less likely to observe anyone on the street for purposes of describing the
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racia/ethnic composition of the neighborhood. Notably, the nonrespondent neighborhoods were more
likely to be unusudly wedlthy and less likely to be unusudly poor. However, as with the census tract
characteristics, thereis no clear relationship between the late cases and the nonrespondent cases. For
the list sample, it is much harder to draw any conclusions because of the very high fractions of
unobserved neighborhoods. The only apparent relationship is that the nonrespondents and the late
cases are quite Smilar in terms of the proportion of unobserved neighborhoods.

Clearer information on the nonrespondent cases in the list sample is available from the origina
frame data which providesincome vaues for 1996. To separate out some of the effects of differentia
sampling rates, table 9 splits the list sample casesinto those from drata 1-3, and those from the
subgtantidly wedthier drata4-7. To give a sense of the relative shapes of the distributions, the table
provides both the medians and the 75™ percentiles of the distributions of the frame variables shown.
Generdly, the list sample respondents who were interviewed later tended to be younger than the earlier
respondents. The nonrespondents had a median age about the same as that for the full set of
participants, but right tail for the nonrespondentsis more skewed. For strata 1-3, characteristics of the
nonrespondents and the full set of participants are not very different, with the possible exception of
financid income (the sum of interest and dividend incomes), and there is little difference between dl
participants and the late cases. For the higher-stratum cases, there are much clearer differences: the
medians and 75™ percentiles are substantially higher for nonrespondents than for the full set of
participants. However, thereis little consstent rel ationship between the vaues for the late cases and
the nonrespondents. In the context of probit moded s using frame data aong with with controls for the
list sample drata, the nonrespondents are sgnificantly different from both the late cases and the full

population of participants.
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Table 7a: Median Over Observationsin Various Sample Groups of Characteristics of Census Tract, AP Sample, 1998 SCF.

Avg. # peoplein HH
Adge, all people

% age 25+

% age 65+
Education, age 25+

% less than HS

% HS degree

% some college

% college degree
Marital status, age 15+

Y%married

% separated/divorced

% widowed
Race/ethnicity

% white

% black

% Hispanic
% males 16+ working
% females 16+ working
Median income ($)
% HHs in poverty
Avg. num. vehicles
Avg. commute (min.)
Median house value ($)
Median rent ($)
% owner-occ. HUs
% vacant HUs

Memo item:
# obs. data not available

All
participants

2.65

64.43
11.78

22.16
29.82
24.96
16.07

57.97
10.39
6.82

90.92
2.64
177

76.44

58.21

28888
0.10
1.85

21.40

73000

426

68.10

6.95

85

Days Attempts
<100 $100 <8 $8
2.65 2.66 2.65 2.65
64.61 64.30 64.71 63.75
12.14 10.69 12.17 10.83
22.89 21.05 22.89 21.06
29.71 29.90 30.72 28.36
24.79 25.32 24.86 25.09
15.78 16.70 15.77 17.70
57.43 58.38 58.18 55.99
10.31 10.48 10.11 11.07
6.99 6.36 6.86 6.54
90.92 90.92 91.55 88.72
264 261 2.58 3.04
1.66 201 159 244
75.89 77.86 76.02 77.24
57.93 59.94 57.99 59.29
28112 29876 28942 28558
0.11 0.09 0.10 0.10
1.84 1.87 1.86 181
21.10 22.00 21.15 21.90
71250 76500 70200 78800
418 445 422 438
68.59 67.38 70.29 63.55
6.96 6.93 7.01 6.80
46 37 55 30

Contacts Multiple criteria

<4 $4 Ealy Late
2.65 2.65 264 2.66
64.55 64.37 64.70 63.85
12.04 11.12 12.14 10.94
2294 21.42 22.50 21.70
29.86 29.34 30.53 28.80
24.73 25.55 24.88 25.09
15.42 17.86 15.91 16.66
57.97 57.97 58.09 57.20
10.27 10.72 10.17 10.76
6.86 6.64 6.86 6.64
90.93 90.91 91.31 90.07
2.67 2.58 2.58 2.78
1.59 2.27 157 2.27
76.05 77.00 76.04 76.99
57.90 58.79 58.01 58.66
28171 29832 28888 28835
0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10
1.85 1.85 1.86 182
21.20 21.70 20.90 21.90
69600 78400 70100 76600
417 440 421 438
69.93 69.20 70.21 65.47
7.11 6.69 7.03 6.79
46 38 50 35

Nonres-
pondents

2.65

65.13
11.91

20.50
30.11
25.88
18.59

58.19
10.04
6.64

92.10
2.29
222

77.13

58.88

31176
0.08
1.87

22.00

80500

459

68.23

6.21

81
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Table 7b: Median Over Observationsin Various Sample Groups of Characteristics of Census Tract, List Sample, 1998 SCF.

All Days Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria Nonres-
participants <100 $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Ealy Late pondents

Avg. # peoplein HH 2.67 2.67 2.66 2.67 2.67 264 271 2.67 2.67 2.65
Adge, all people

% age 25+ 68.64 68.48 69.21 68.43 69.33 68.63 68.69 68.39 69.21 69.70

% age 65+ 12.16 11.90 12.87 12.06 12.72 12.06 12.61 11.99 12.71 12.71
Education, age 25+

% less than HS 9.35 9.42 8.95 9.59 8.88 9.30 9.37 9.31 9.37 8.65

% HS degree 19.93 20.06 19.74 20.55 19.22 19.87 20.06 20.08 19.77 17.97

% some college 25.85 25.82 26.05 26.02 2571 26.38 25.26 26.13 25.58 2522

% college degree 40.13 39.87 41.62 39.49 41.34 39.72 41.32 40.06 40.26 43.88
Marital status, age 15+

Y%married 61.21 61.37 60.79 61.21 61.05 60.97 61.79 61.46 60.94 60.89

% separated/divorced 8.78 8.77 8.86 8.78 8.79 8.93 8.39 8.71 8.87 854

% widowed 5.86 5.79 6.09 5.85 5.92 5.65 6.11 5.76 6.09 5.90
Race/ethnicity

% white 93.68 93.58 93.92 93.11 94.23 93.57 93.87 93.57 93.90 93.41

% black 134 137 1.25 137 1.26 1.40 1.23 1.40 127 1.39

% Hispanic 292 272 3.35 2.89 295 2.89 294 2.87 3.09 297
% males 16+ working 79.38 79.36 79.40 79.36 79.41 79.55 79.24 79.45 79.36 79.31
% females 16+ working 58.83 59.18 57.54 59.14 58.11 59.61 57.53 59.39 57.82 57.70
Median income ($) 47963 47363 50271 47222 49896 46712 49267 47616 48706 51361
% HHs in poverty 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Avg. num. vehicles 2.03 2.03 2.03 2.03 2.03 2.02 2.05 2.04 2.02 2.02
Avg. commute (min.) 23.60 23.50 23.80 23.70 23.60 23.60 23.70 23.60 23.60 23.70
Median house value ($) 179300 173500 193200 180500 178150 172500 188450 182400 174500 205750
Median rent ($) 643 636 663 638 649 647 639 642 648 682
% owner-occ. HUs 77.16 76.94 77.55 76.82 77.80 75.92 78.30 77.71 75.91 76.26
% vacant HUs 5.46 531 5.88 5.40 573 5.49 5.44 5.40 5.69 6.14
Memo item:

# obs. data not available 8 5 3 6 2 4 4 4 4 8
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Table 8a: Percent Distribution of Various Sample Groups Over Selected Char acteristics Measured by I nterviewer Observation
in Sample Neighborhoods, AP Sample, 1998 SCF.

All Days Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria Nonre-.
participants <100 $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Early Late pondent
s
Building type
Not observed 13 0.9 22 0.7 25 0.8 21 0.8 21 3.7
All residential 64.5 63.3 67.1 65.9 61.3 64.0 65.2 66.0 62.1 68.4
Mostly residential 25.1 26.8 21.2 24.4 26.6 255 24.3 24.1 26.6 22.2
Mixed res./non-res. 7.0 6.6 8.0 6.7 7.6 7.0 6.9 6.6 75 4.3
Mostly non-res. 15 18 0.7 15 13 17 11 17 11 11
Nonein view 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 04 0.8 0.6 0.3
Condition of dwelling
Not observed 13 0.9 22 0.7 25 0.8 21 0.8 21 37
Worse than others 9.7 10.2 85 10.0 9.0 10.1 9.1 10.2 9.0 6.9
Asgood as others 82.7 82.7 82.8 83.0 82.1 82.5 83.1 82.8 82.7 84.5
Better than others 5.6 55 5.8 55 5.8 5.7 53 55 5.7 4.6
Nonein view 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.3
Race/ethnicity of area
Not observed 13 0.9 22 0.7 25 0.8 21 0.8 21 37
Mostly black 7.7 8.1 7.0 7.2 9.0 79 74 74 84 4.0
Mostly Hispanic 31 2.8 37 23 4.7 2.6 39 19 4.9 13
Mostly non-Hisp. white 590.1 58.9 59.7 60.7 55.6 58.8 59.7 60.4 57.1 59.6
Black, Hispanic 2.0 24 0.9 17 25 2.0 18 18 22 11
Black, non-Hisp. white 7.9 8.3 6.7 8.6 6.2 8.7 6.4 8.6 6.7 7.2
Hisp. non-Hisp. white 4.6 4.2 5.4 45 4.8 4.0 5.6 45 4.8 36
BI., Hisp.,non-Hisp. white 7.4 7.7 6.7 7.7 6.7 8.0 6.4 8.3 6.0 75
Other mixed 23 19 33 18 3.6 21 2.8 15 37 4.5
Other 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.7 1.0 0.6 13
No one observed 3.8 39 37 39 3.6 4.1 33 39 3.6 6.2
Weadlth of neighborhood
Not observed 13 0.9 22 0.7 25 0.8 21 0.8 21 37
Unusually wealthy 3.7 32 4.8 3.8 35 37 3.8 37 37 57
Unusually poor 10.2 11.0 85 10.6 9.4 11.4 8.2 9.3 9.3 4.3
Neither unus. wealthy/poor 84.8 84.9 84.4 84.9 84.6 84.1 85.9 84.6 85.0 86.3
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Table 8b: Percent Digtribution of Various Sample Groups Over Selected Characteristics Measured by Interviewer Observation

in Sample Neighborhoods, List Sample, 1998 SCF.

All Days
participants <100 $100
Building type
Not observed 211 16.7 31.0
All residential 64.1 67.4 56.8
Mostly residential 11.0 11.6 9.5
Mixed res./non-res. 2.4 25 2.2
Mostly non-res. 0.6 0.8 0.2
Nonein view 0.7 10 0.2
Condition of dwelling
Not observed 21.2 16.7 31.0
Worse than others 4.3 4.8 3.0
Asgood as others 68.9 71.8 62.5
Better than others 49 5.6 33
Nonein view 0.7 1.0 0.2
Race/ethnicity of area
Not observed 21.1 16.7 31.0
Mostly black 0.9 12 0.2
Mostly Hispanic 0.8 12 0.0
Mostly non-Hisp. white 56.9 59.0 52.3
Black, Hispanic 0.5 04 0.7
Black, non-Hisp. white 16 1.9 0.9
Hisp. non-Hisp. white 17 15 20
BI., Hisp.,non-Hisp. white 21 25 13
Other mixed 2.6 2.7 24
Other 0.3 05 0.0
No one observed 114 124 9.3
Weadlth of neighborhood
Not observed 21.1 16.7 31.0
Unusually wealthy 30.6 30.9 29.9
Unusually poor 11 15 0.2
Neither unus. wealthy/poor 47.2 50.9 38.8

Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria Nonre-.
<8 $8 <4 $4 Early Late pondent
s
16.1 29.3 18.0 25.3 14.9 29.8 33.8
68.1 57.6 66.0 61.6 68.5 58.1 54.8
11.9 9.5 11.8 9.9 12.3 9.1 8.2
24 25 2.7 20 2.6 21 17
0.6 05 0.8 0.3 0.6 0.6 1.0
0.9 05 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.3 05
16.1 29.3 18.1 253 15.0 29.8 338
4.6 3.7 51 31 5.2 3.0 2.3
724 63.3 70.9 66.4 72.8 63.5 60.0
5.9 32 5.2 44 6.0 34 35
0.9 0.5 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.3 0.5
16.1 29.3 18.0 253 14.9 29.8 337
1.2 04 1.2 0.5 11 0.5 0.6
11 04 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.5 04
59.6 525 58.4 54.9 61.6 50.4 47.3
0.5 04 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.2
1.9 11 20 11 20 11 13
15 1.9 15 1.9 17 16 0.8
2.6 14 24 1.7 2.3 1.9 1.2
33 14 34 1.6 31 1.9 2.8
04 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.6
11.7 111 114 115 111 11.8 111
16.1 29.3 18.0 253 14.9 29.8 337
30.7 30.6 30.3 311 321 28.6 28.9
14 05 1.0 11 15 41.1 04
51.8 39.5 50.6 42.5 51.5 0.5 36.2
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Table 9: Sample Frame Data on 1996 Char acteristics of Respondent by Various Groups and
of Nonrespondents, List Sample, 1998 SCF.

All Days Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria
Nonres-
participants <100  $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Ealy Late pondent
s
Age of filer (years)
Median: str. 1-3 48 48 47 49 45 50 45 49 45 49
Median: str. 4-7 54 54 55 55 53 56 52 55 53 54
75%ile: str 1-3 58 60 54 61 53 61 54 61 54 62
75%ile: str. 4-7 64 64 65 65 63 66 62 66 63 66

Al figures below in thousands of dollars

Weges
Median: str. 1-3 215 207 224 18.3 28.1 228 18.9 185 27.2 223
Median: str. 4-7 47.2 491 421 4.1 54.0 41.4 54.9 41.4 56.8 704
75%ile: str 1-3 68.1 66.7 895 66.7 74.0 67.5 68.6 64.8 835 65.0

75%ile: str. 4-7 240.0 2318 2792 2157 2826 1989 2896 1991 291.2 3791
Financia income

Median: str. 1-3 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.9 0.6 14
Median: str. 4-7 7.4 69.6 977 733 83.1 79.1 76.4 74.8 812 1818
75%ile: str 1-3 57 6.7 4.3 6.7 4.2 7.3 3.7 6.8 3.9 9.2

5%ile: str. 4-7 361.8 3387 391.6 3271 4392 3618 3550 3306 391.6 900.5
Capita gaing/losses

Median: str. 1-3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Median: str. 4-7 15.2 16.7 138 14.7 174 17.8 12.5 16.7 13.0 295
75%ile: str 1-3 0.9 0.8 15 11 0.5 1.7 0.2 0.9 11 0.7

5%ile: str. 4-7 248.1 2111 2749 2250 2600 2756 1638 2351 2514 5279
Adjusted gross income

Median: str. 1-3 45.7 455 464 45.3 46.1 48.6 41.0 45.9 433 49.2
Median: str. 4-7 686.8 6341 8149 6320 7739 6402 7660 6129 8355 1035.0
75%ile: str 1-3 103.5 1035 1036 1022 1045 1041 101.0 978  107.7 99.8

75%ile: str. 4-7 2179.0 2157.0 2230.0 2180.0 2176.0 22750 2057.0 2157.0 2212.0 4335.0
Itemized deductions

Median: str. 1-3 8.2 7.6 8.6 7.6 8.7 7.7 9.1 7.6 8.8 8.7
Median: str. 4-7 59.7 55.6 63.8 57.2 61.4 57.1 60.3 55.6 632 1017
75%ile: str 1-3 17.6 173 180 16.8 215 16.8 20.9 16.4 225 195
5%ile: str. 4-7 216.9 207.8 2502 2205 2158 2296 2063 2222 2154 4136
Charitable deductions
Median: str. 1-3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Median: str. 4-7 5.7 5.6 5.8 5.6 5.7 5.6 5.7 5.4 6.2 7.7
75%ile: str 1-3 12 12 11 12 14 12 12 13. 1.0 13
75%ile: str. 4-7 19.7 183 225 20.0 19.6 20.9 19.2 19.2 20.3 371
Real estate deduction
Median: str. 1-3 0.4 0.1 0.7 0.0 11 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.9 0.6
Median: str. 4-7 6.1 5.8 7.1 5.7 7.2 55 7.3 55 7.3 89
75%ile: str 1-3 2.7 2.6 34 2.6 30 25 35 25 34 31

75%ile: str. 4-7 14.0 128 163 133 153 14.2 138 12.8 151 21.6
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V. Summary and Future Research

The data from the SCF presented here suggest that there are differences in some of the
economic and other characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents, and that these differences are
present in aweaker form in the contrast between the cases that are early and those thet are late in one
of the senses defined here early and late cases. However, for genera purposes, the differences
between the early and late cases is not dependably strong. It could be that we are dedling with
relatively complicated mixtures of people, some of whom will almost never cooperate, some of whom
will agree to be interviewed with modest efforts, and some of whom are very hard to interview. With
even random variations of effort, it could be extremdly difficult to untangle the underlying relationships
without some prior sense of the structure. However, it could also be that the definitions of lateness used
in this paper as proxies for difficulty are not the ones we redly want: We may not be observing relidble
indicators of lateness or we may need to filter the existing indicators through a more complex model
accounting for manageria and behaviora factors.

The deployment of interviewers has a strong effect on the timing of work, and it dmost certainly
has a strong effect on the rate a which interviewers attempt to complete cases. Unfortunatdly, the
decisons made in dlocating field personnd are rardly captured in a systematic way that would be useful
for anayss. Moreover, it would be very hard to believe that management decisions affecting
respondents and interviewers' incentives do not have avery powerful effect on the arrangement of
work at the levd that is clearly vigble only to the interviewers. To keep ther jobs or to be digible for
bonus pay, interviewerstypicaly have to complete a specified quota of cases. Such standards done
have the effect of steering interviewers away from efforts on cases that may be or may be expected to
be particularly difficult. Fidd management Saff review casesin away that makesit highly unlikely that
al such cases would be ignored dtogether, but even amargina shading of effort could cumulate to a
serious problem. The fact that largely equivaent groups in the AP sample and the list sample have such
widdy differing response rates and that the list sample cases are so much more likely to be censored in
terms of their outcome underscores this point. Interviewers know thet, unconditiondly, list ssmple

cases are more difficult than AP cases, but they do not have access to the Stratifying information that
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would let them know when list cases are the reatively “easy” ones. The outcome gppearsto bea
generd shying away from list sample cases.

To make further progress in understanding and coping with unit nonresponse, research is
needed on many fronts. At this point, probably no areais as little understood as the nature of the
incentives that guide the performance of field work and the gpplication of effort to cases. To make
progress here, additiona measurements are needed. Plans are underway with NORC colleagues to
devise new data capture techniques for the 2001 SCF.

A related approach that may help in some cases to control nonresponse bias is more active
management of “field dratification,” which | take to mean the integrd across dl field-rdated activities
that shape the distribution of types of completed cases. If one could identify cases that were more
likely to be in the nonrespondent group—as wedthier sample units appear to be in the SCF—then it
may be possible to monitor and control the dlocation of effort—such as more intensive refusal
converson—to these cases during the field period. This action is much more likely to be feasible with
surveys using some type of computer-assisted interviewing where it is possible to view the status of
datacollection at very frequent intervas. A benefit isthat it could be possible to increase estimation
efficiency and to avoid or minimize dependence on some types of pogt-dratification of the survey
weights. A possible problem in such casesis differentid treatment effects. If the very act of trying
harder to get a completed case tends to change a respondent’ s behavior, this approach could induce
complex response biases. However, differentid effort isroutindy applied for other purposesin very
many surveys, but we typicaly have only fragments of the information that we would need to
understand the effects of that effort. The way forward with both traditional practice and more targeted
practice is recognizing the importance of field operations and improving our ability to measure the key

dimensions of that work.
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Figure Ala: Dengty of On-Site Attempts;, AP Figure Alb: Density of On-Site Attempts;
Sample; Completed, Refused, and Censored  List Sample; Completed, Refused, and

Cases; 1998 SCF. Censored Cases; 1998 SCF.
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Figure A2a: Density of On-Site Contacts, AP Figure A2b: Density of On-Site Contacts,
Sample; Completed, Refused, and Censored  List Sample; Completed, Refused, and

Cases; 1998 SCF. Censored Cases; 1998 SCF.




Table Al: 75" Percentile Over Observationsin Various Sample Groups of Characteristics of Census Tract, AP Sample.

a7

Avg. # peoplein HH
Age, all people

% age 25+

% age 65+
Education, age 25+

% lessthan HS

% HS degree

% some college

% college degree
Marital status, age 15+

Y%married

% gd

% widowed
Race/ethnicity

% white

% black

% Hispanic
% males 16+ working
% females 16+ working
Median income (%)
% HHs in poverty
Avg. num. vehicles
Avg. commute (min.)
Median house value ($)
Median rent ($)
% owner-occ. HUs
% vacant HUs

Memo item:
# obs. data not available

All
participants

291

68.46
15.80

32.34
36.05
30.34
26.57

65.04
13.92
9.48

97.18
11.42
7.03
81.69
64.66
37440
0.18
211
25.20
116300
534
81.41
11.48

85

Days Attempts
<100 $100 <8 $8
291 293 291 293
68.48 68.11 68.46 68.39
16.04 15.19 16.04 15.05
32.80 31.27 32.33 32.37
36.03 36.13 36.40 34.68
30.31 30.34 30.31 30.74
25.80 27.89 25.80 28.38
64.92 65.39 65.40 63.97
13.85 13.94 13.44 14.71
9.69 8.76 9.62 9.09
97.33 96.68 97.57 95.99
13.14 9.45 11.50 11.21
6.99 7.66 553 9.76
81.22 82.82 81.23 82.64
64.16 66.26 63.83 66.65
37027 38555 37351 37933
0.19 0.17 0.18 0.18
211 212 214 2.08
25.20 2525 25.10 26.00
111300 119200 108200 128900
521 553 531 552
81.38 81.46 81.68 80.10
11.41 11.90 11.46 11.81
46 37 55 30

Contacts Multiple criteria

<4 $4 Ealy Late
291 291 291 293
68.39 68.74 68.40 68.52
15.85 15.69 16.04 15.35
32.84 30.64 32.37 32.15
36.19 35.69 36.29 35.10
30.28 30.99 30.31 30.47
25.99 26.97 25.94 26.95
65.34 64.51 65.39 64.17
13.73 14.05 13.66 14.16
9.62 9.19 9.62 9.16
97.24 96.96 97.57 96.48
13.85 9.44 12.12 11.18
5.94 9.17 6.09 8.50
81.12 82.68 81.26 82.46
64.16 65.43 64.01 65.48
37351 37933 37027 38223
0.19 0.17 0.18 0.18
212 211 214 2.09
25.10 25.40 25.05 25.90
107800 131900 107800 126900
521 552 523 545
81.43 80.81 81.68 80.64
11.94 10.83 11.46 11.81
46 38 50 35

Nonres-
pondents

2.90

69.54
16.07

29.57
36.05
30.95
28.38

65.34
13.24
9.09

97.24
8.75
7.07

82.43

64.97

40079
0.15
2.15

25.80

131900

593
81.82
10.20

81
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Table A2: 75" Percentile Over Observationsin Various Sample Groups of Characteristics of Census Tract, List Sample.

All Days Attempts Contacts Multiple criteria Nonres-
participants <100 $100 <8 $8 <4 $4 Ealy Late pondents

Avg. # peoplein HH 2.96 297 2.96 2.96 297 294 2.99 295 297 295
Adge, all people

% age 25+ 73.67 73.48 74.50 73.22 74.30 73.79 73.51 73.18 74.37 75.89

% age 65+ 17.00 16.70 17.97 16.49 17.95 16.58 17.80 16.39 18.04 18.16
Education, age 25+

% lessthan HS 17.52 17.92 16.55 18.38 16.47 17.55 17.23 17.81 17.23 16.14

% HS degree 28.28 28.92 27.54 28.98 27.41 28.19 28.47 28.99 27.54 25.90

% some college 30.77 30.59 30.98 30.93 30.31 31.35 29.83 30.88 30.44 29.91

% college degree 56.80 56.96 56.58 55.89 57.99 56.12 57.56 56.78 57.35 57.91
Marital status, age 15+

% married 67.36 67.45 66.98 67.35 67.39 67.29 67.52 67.37 67.35 67.33

% gd 11.72 11.59 12.35 11.98 11.53 12.12 11.44 11.86 11.68 12.01

% widowed 8.27 8.14 841 8.13 8.49 8.07 8.62 8.09 8.47 8.25
Race/ethnicity

% white 97.07 97.06 97.07 96.97 97.22 97.07 97.05 97.15 97.04 97.07

% black 3.94 4.20 3.44 4.16 3.61 413 3.88 4.00 3.89 3.73

% Hispanic 6.03 5.94 6.22 6.20 5.72 6.21 5.66 6.03 6.03 6.20
% males 16+ working 83.76 83.83 83.66 83.82 83.71 83.93 83.42 83.81 83.68 83.42
% females 16+ working 65.08 65.20 64.74 64.83 65.24 65.51 64.15 65.33 64.83 64.41
Median income ($) 67563 65214 71284 66832 68986 65201 69516 66399 69504 71122
% HHs in poverty 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08
Avg. num. vehicles 232 2.33 2.29 232 232 231 234 2.33 2.30 2.33
Avg. commute (min.) 27.40 27.35 27.70 27.40 27.25 26.90 28.10 27.35 27.50 27.55
Median house value ($) 323200 308750 357500 315100 333250 308500 337800 316300 330100 374900
Median rent ($) 874 865 905 875 872 854 894 872 875 919
% owner-occ. HUs 87.96 87.97 87.95 87.61 88.54 86.61 89.40 87.74 88.33 88.80
% vacant HUs 9.82 9.36 11.22 9.56 10.10 10.02 9.60 9.49 10.24 11.10
Memo item:

# obs. data not available 8 5 3 6 2 4 4 4 4 8
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