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Introduction

Published experiments on the use of incentives provide overwhelming evidence that incentives increase survey response rates (Church, 1993; Nicolaas and Lynn, 1998; Singer et al, 1999). Monetary incentives work better than non-monetary incentives and pre-paid incentives are more effective than promised incentives. There is some evidence to suggest that response rates increase with the value of the incentive (possibly with diminishing returns). Although it is generally assumed that incentives are necessary on diary surveys, there is little published evidence to support this.

An experiment to test the effect of offering incentives to NTS sample members was carried out from the beginning of July 2002 until the end of December 2002. The main aim of the experiment was to determine whether or not incentives could significantly improve the rate of fully co-operating households. This is most likely to be encouraged by promising an incentive to each household member conditional on all household members completing all components of the survey.

The experiment was designed to test the effect of offering a monetary incentive to every household member conditional on full co-operation from the whole household. Giving an incentive to every household member acknowledges the extra burden for larger households that are known to be under-represented in the NTS. Making the incentive conditional could possibly convert partially responding households into fully responding households.

Having looked at other surveys that use incentives, an incentive of £10 per household member seemed to be appropriate for the NTS. However, it is possible that a similar response rate could be achieved with a smaller incentive. If so, this would reduce the costs substantially. We, therefore, split the incentive group into two treatment groups; one received £5 incentives and the other £10 incentives.

To avoid confounding interviewer effects, each interviewer was assigned addresses in the control group and both treatment groups.

The working hypotheses are that we would expect:

1. a higher response rate amongst households who receive an incentive than amongst those who do not;

2. a faster response amongst households who receive an incentive than amongst those who do not;

3. a higher response rate amongst households who receive £10 per household member than amongst those who receive £5 per household member;

4. a faster response amongst households who receive £10 per household member than amongst those who receive £5 per household member.

In addition to testing these hypotheses, we will also examine the distribution of a range of variables across the three treatment groups. Finally, we will analyse the costs and cost effectiveness of using incentives on the NTS.

Interviewer effects

Because each interviewer was assigned addresses in both the control and two treatment groups, they had responsibility for administering the right incentive (or no incentive) at each household. The Address Record Forms and the Promissory Notes (that interviewers signed if the household was eligible for an incentive) were colour-coded to make the three groups easy to distinguish. In 99% of cases, the incentive was correctly administered to each experimental group. However, in a small number of cases, interviewers made errors and promised incentives to households which were in the ‘no incentive’ group (0.2% of productive households), or promised a £10 incentive to a £5 incentive household (0.1%). A more common error was where interviewers signed a promissory note where the diaries were not actually fully completed (0.6%). The promise to pay the incentive had to be honoured, so these households received the vouchers, even though they did not meet the criteria for them. Errors such as these affected 44 households in total (1% of the total productive cases for July to December) and these households are excluded from all analyses in this report. 

Since interviewers were not  blind to the experimental conditions, there was some concern that interviewers may have put less effort into persuading reluctant respondents when no incentive was offered compared to those who were. This was explored by comparing the outcome codes for the control group (July to December 2002, no incentives) with the outcome codes before the experiment was carried out (January to June 2002). 

The base for the outcome codes was all sampled addresses, including ineligibles and cases of unknown eligibility. The proportion of co-operating households did drop after the experiment was introduced which may indicate an interviewer effect; 56.3% among the control group (no incentive) compared with 59.0% before the experiment was carried out. Although this difference of 2.7% is statistically significant, only part of it was caused by an increase in refusals; the proportion of refusals increased by 1% from 23.7% to 24.7%. The remaining drop in the proportion of co-operating households appears to have been caused by an increase in the proportions of non-contacts and cases of unknown eligibility (a total increase of 1.2%) (Table 2‑1).

It could be argued that interviewers may have put less effort in establishing contact and/or establishing eligibility among those sampled addresses who would not have been offered an incentive. However, a similar increase in the proportions of non-contacts and cases of unknown eligibility was also observed among those sampled addresses that were assigned to the incentive groups. (see table 3.1 in next section)

On the whole, these results suggest that interviewers may have put less effort into persuading reluctant respondents who were not offered an incentive but this effect was very small. Nevertheless, this conclusion does not take into account the expected improvement in interviewer performance over time. In other words, the interviewer effect may have been greater than what these results suggest.

Table 2 1   Outcome codes for the control group (no incentives) compared with the response rate before the experiment was carried out


Jan-Jun 2002

(no incentives)
Jul-Dec 2002
(no incentives)


%
%

Ineligible
8.8
9.1

Unknown eligibility
1.2
2.0

Non-contacts
3.8
4.2

Refusals
23.7
24.7
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Base = all sampled addresses
7637
2066

Outcome codes

1.1 Outcome codes for all sampled addresses

In this section we will compare the outcome codes between the control group and the two treatment groups. The base consists of all sampled addresses.

Table 3.1 shows that incentives significantly increased the likelihood of gaining full household co-operation; 53% among those offered £5 and 55% among those offered £10 compared to only 46% among those not offered an incentive. This increase was due to a decrease in refusals and the conversion of partially co-operating households into fully co-operating households. Although the response rate was slightly higher among those offered £10 compared to those offered £5, this difference was not statistically significant. 

Table 3‑1
Outcome codes by treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5 incentive
£10 incentive
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%
%
%

Fully co-operating
46.0
56.3
52.8
60.4
55.0
61.2

Partially co-operating
10.3

7.7

6.2


Non-contacts**
4.2
4.4
3.8

Refusals
24.7
21.3
20.6

Other non-response
3.7
3.7
3.3

Unknown eligibility
2.0
1.4
2.1

Ineligible
9.1
8.8
9.0






Base=all sampled addresses
2066
2751
2752

1.2 Response rates for all eligible households

Response rates were also compared across treatment groups after excluding ineligible cases and 9% of the cases of unknown eligibility (i.e. the proportion of ineligible cases among those cases for which eligibility was established). Similar to the comparison of outcome codes among all sampled cases (section 3.1), the results show that incentives significantly increase the likelihood of gaining full household co-operation; 58% among those offered £5 and 61% among those offered £10 compared to only 51% among those not offered an incentive. This increase is due to a decrease in refusals and the conversion of partially co-operating households into fully co-operating households. As before, the difference in response between £5 and £10 was not statistically significant. (Table 3‑2)

Table 3‑2
Response rates by treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5 incentive
£10 incentive


%
%
%

Fully co-operating
50.7
62.1
57.9
66.4
60.6
67.4

Partially co-operating
11.3

8.4

6.8


Non-contacts**
6.7
6.1
6.2

Refusals
27.2
23.4
22.7

Other non-response
4.1
4.1
3.6






Base=all eligible households
1874
2506
2497

** Non-contacts include about 91% of the cases of unknown eligibility = best estimate of the proportion of eligibles among cases of unknown eligibility.

1.3 Response rates in London

As for Great Britain as a whole, fully productive response rates in London appeared to be higher among those offered an incentive compared to those who were not offered an incentive. In Outer London, the fully productive response rate among those offered £5 or £10 was an impressive 49% compared to only 35% among those not offered an incentive. In Inner London these rates were 38% and 34% respectively. Although the difference in Inner London was in the expected direction, this was not statistically significant given the small sample size.

Some interviewers felt that in London, a £5 incentive was insufficient to encourage full response, and that £10 was more successful. However, the data do not support this view. For both inner  and outer London, there was no significant difference in fully productive response rates between £5 and £10 incentives (Table 3‑3). 

Table 3‑3
London response rates by treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5 incentive
£10 incentive


%
%
%

Inner London




Fully co-operating
34
44
39
47
37
48

Partially co-operating
10

8

11


Non-contacts**
11
17
17

Refusals
40
27
24

Other non-response
5
9
11

Base=all eligible households in inner London
126
179
168






Outer London




Fully co-operating
35
50
49
60
50
58

Partially co-operating
15

11

8


Non-contacts**
13
8
6

Refusals
33
28
32

Other non-response
4
4
4

Base=all eligible households in outer London
156
211
202

** An estimate of the proportion of eligibles among cases of unknown eligibility have been included among the non-contacts (about 89% for Inner London and about 92% for Outer London)
 THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES ON sample composition

We were interested in knowing whether the use of incentives affected the socio- demographic characteristics of the two treatment groups. Therefore, to establish whether there were any statistically significant differences between the treatment groups (no incentive versus £5/£10 incentive), cross tabs and chi square statistical tests were run on the socio-demographic variables outlined below.  The analyses focused only on fully co-operating households.

1.4 Age

There was a statistically significant difference between age and whether the respondent had or had not received an incentive (p<0.001).  The results indicated that in the incentive group there were proportionately more respondents aged 0-16, 17-20 and 30-39 and a decline in respondents aged 50-59 and 60+(Table 4‑1). This suggests that the offer of an incentive is particularly appealing to respondents aged 20 or younger, but not to those aged 50 and older.  

Table 4‑1
Age group by treatment group 


Treatment Group

Age group
No incentives 
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

0-16
20.4
22.6

17-20
3.3
4.5

21-29
9.9
9.3

30-39
13.2
14.5

40-49
13.3
13.7

50-59
15.7
12.5

60+
24.2
22.8





Base= all people in fully

co-operating households
2131
7009

Sex

There were no significant gender differences between the control and incentive groups. Regardless of treatment group, there were more female than male respondents (Table 4‑2)

Table 4‑2
Respondent’s sex by treatment group 


Treatment Group

Sex
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

Male
47.8 
48.1 

Female
 52.2 
51.9 





Base= all people in  fully 

co-operating households 
2131
7009

1.5  Sex*age

After comparing sex and age by treatment group, the results were statistically significant (p<0.01). Table 4‑3 shows that when an incentive was present,  there was a 1% increase in male and female respondents aged 0-16 and 30-39, and females aged 17-20.  However, in the incentive group, there was also a 1% decrease in males aged 50-59 and 60+, and a  2% decrease in females aged 50-59.  

Table 4‑3
Sex and age by treatment group 

Treatment Group


                 Sex*age
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 

                 Male
%
%

0-16
10.4 
11.5

17-20
1.7  
2.1  

21-29
4.3
4.4

30-39
6.5 
7.0 

40-49
6.2 
6.4 

50-59
7.4 
6.4 

60+
11.3 
10.4 





             Female



0-16
10.0 
11.1 

17-20
1.5
2.4

21-29
5.5 
5.0

30-39
6.8 
7.5

40-49
7.1
7.2

50-59
8.3 
6.1 

60+
12.9 
12.5 

Base= all people in  fully co-operating households
2131 
7009 

1.6 Marital status

There was a  statistically significant difference in marital status according to treatment group (p<0.01).  The findings suggest that where  an incentive was offered, there was a  higher proportion of single people (4%), offset by a decline in the number of married/cohabiting respondents (3%)  and separated/divorced/widowed respondents (1%) (Table 4‑4).

Table 4‑4
Marital status by treatment group 

Treatment Group

Marital status
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

Married/cohabiting/same sex couples
54.0 
51.1 

Single
33.6 
37.3 

Separated/divorced/widowed
12.5 
11.6 





Base= all aged 16+ in  fully co-operating households
2131 
7009 

1.7 Ethnicity

There was a statistically significant difference in the respondent’s ethnic background according to the treatment group (p<0.05). The results indicate that the number of Black respondents almost doubled in the incentive group, and this increase appears to have slightly reduced the number of white respondents (Table 4‑5). There was a slight increase in the proportion of Indian and other non-white respondents and a slight decline in the proportion of Pakistani/Bangladeshi respondents. The proportion of Chinese and Mixed background respondents was unaffected by the offer of an incentive. In summary, the incentive increased the number of Black, Indian and other non-white respondents who may have previously been reluctant to participate  without some type of remuneration. This suggests that the incentives may only be appealing to particular groups of ethnic minorities. 

Table 4‑5
Ethnic group by treatment group 

Treatment Group

Ethnic group
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

White
93.8 
92.6 

Mixed background
0.8 
0.8

Indian
1.0 
1.6

Pakistani/Bangladeshi
1.8 
1.4 

Black
0.9 
1.7

Chinese
0.3
0.3

Other non-white
1.3
1.7 





Base= all people in fully co-operating households
2131 
7009

1.8 Working status

Whilst there was no statistically significant difference in the Household Reference Person’s working status according to treatment group, it would appear that in the incentive group there were more respondents in part time work or looking after the family/home and less retired/long term sick respondents. There was a  minor effect on the remaining work status categories (Table 4‑6).

Table 4‑6
Working status by treatment group 


Treatment Group

Household Reference Person’s Working status
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

Full-time work
50.4 
49.7 

Part-time work
6.1 
7.9 

Unemployed
1.4 
1.6 

Student
0.8 
1.0 

Looking after family/home
3.0 
4.5 

Retired/long term sick
37.1 
34.0 

Other non-working
0.9 
1.3 





Base= all household reference person’s in fully co-operating households
948
2940

1.9 Household Income

There was no statistically significant difference in household income between the treatment groups. The results indicated that when an incentive was offered, there was a 3% decrease in respondents with household incomes of £20 - 40, 000 but this was not statistically significant (Table 4‑7). Non response was almost 2% higher in the incentive group.

Table 4‑7
Household income by treatment group 

Treatment Group

Household income
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

<=£19, 999
 33.9 
34.3 

<=£39, 999
36.2 
33.3 

<=£59, 999
12.2 
12.8 

£60, 000+
10.1 
10.2 

Non response
7.7 
9.4 





Base= fully co-operating households
575
1810

1.10 Household size

Table 4‑8 shows a statistically significant difference in average household size between treatment groups; average household size is 2.36 among those households offered an incentive compared to 2.24 among those households with no incentive (p=0.029). In particular, the incentives appear to have increased co-operation among those households with four or more household members (an increase of 3.5% from 16.6% to 20.1%). This suggests that offering an incentive can ‘compensate’ for the amount of work encountered by larger households on the NTS.

Table 4‑8
Household size compared to incentive condition 


Treatment Group


Household size
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

1
30.2 
28.3 

2
39.3 
37.4 

3
 14.0 
 14.2 

4
11.3 
 12.9 

5+
5.3 
7.2 





Average household size
2.24
2.36





Base= fully co-operating households
951 
2965 

1.11 Households with dependent children

Table 4‑9 shows that the incentives encouraged households with dependent children
 to take part in the survey. The proportion of households with one or more dependent children increased by 4.3% from 24.4% to 28.7%.

Table 4‑9
Households with dependent children by treatment group 


Treatment Group

Households with dependent children
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

No dependent children
75.6
71.3

One or more dependent children
24.4
28.7





Base= fully co-operating households
951 
2965 

Government Office Region (GOR)

It is known that response rates in London are lower than in other parts of Great Britain. The incentive slightly increased the proportion of households in the London GOR from 10.3% 11.3% but this was not statistically significant (Table 4‑10).

Table 4‑10
GOR by treatment group


Treatment Group

Government Office Region (GOR)
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

London GOR – Inner & Outer London
10.3 
11.3 

Other GOR
89.7 
88.7 





Base= fully co-operating households
951
2965 

1.12 ACORN

The incentives appear to have had little impact on those households located in ‘Settling’, ‘Aspiring’ and ‘Striving’ neighbourhoods. The proportion of households located in ‘Thriving’ and ‘Expanding’ neighbourhoods increased slightly when incentives were offered, whereas the proportion of households in ‘Rising’ neighbourhoods declined by 2.4%. However, overall the effect of treatment group on ACORN category was not statistically significant (Table 4‑11).

Table 4‑11
ACORN compared to incentive condition


Treatment Group

ACORN Category
No incentive 
£5/£10 incentive 


%
%

A – ‘Thriving‘
19.1 
20.7 

B – ‘Expanding’
9.8 
10.9 

C – ‘Rising’
9.0 
6.6 

D – ‘Settling’
25.0 
25.0 

E – ‘Aspiring’
14.5 
13.7 

F – ‘Striving’
22.5 
23.1 





Base= fully co-operating households
951 
2965 

The EFFECT OF INCENTIVES ON TRAVEL ESTIMATES

1.13 The number of cars and light vans

There were no significant differences between the control group (no incentive) and the treatment group (£5 and £10 combined) in the number of cars and light vans owned or in continuous use by the household. The mean number of such vehicles was 1.1 in both groups (Table 5‑1). 

Table 5‑1
Number of household cars/light vans, by treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

None
27.9
26.2

One
44.4
45.1

Two
22.6
24.2

Three or more
5.2
4.6





Mean number of cars/vans
1.06
1.08





Base = all fully productive households
951
2965

1.14 Full car driving licence holders

There were few significant differences in the distribution of full car driving licence holders by age and sex (Table 5‑2). The incentive sample included about twice the proportion of the youngest female licence holders (1%) than the group without incentives (0.4%). Also, there were fewer 50-59 year-old female licence holders in the incentive group (5.8%, compared to 7.8% of those not offered incentives). 

Table 5‑2
Driving licence holders, by age, sex and treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

Full licence: men



17-20
0.6
0.8

21-29
4.1
4.2

30-39
7.2
8.0

40-49
7.1
7.4

50-59
8.3
7.4

60-69
6.1
5.8

70+
4.8
4.6

Full licence: women



17-20
0.4
1.0

21-29
4.2
4.0

30-39
6.5
7.4

40-49
7.0
7.2

50-59
7.8
5.8

60-69
4.2
3.9

70+
2.0
2.6





No full licence
29.4
30.0





Base = all adults in fully productive households
1696
5426

1.15 Purpose of trips

There was a significant difference between the control and treatment groups (p<0.001) in the mean number of trips made for the purpose of going home. People in households receiving an incentive made more trips home (7 trips per person) on average than the control group (6.6 trips). 

The incentive group also made significantly more trips for non-food shopping (p=0.003), other personal business (p=0.001), visiting friends or relatives (p<0.001), day trips/just walking (p=0.001), and escort shopping/other personal business (p<0.001). Thus the incentive group travel more for these common purposes, suggesting that the incentive encourages the participation of busier respondents in the NTS.

Table 5‑3
Mean number of trips in travel week, by purpose and treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

Home
6.56
7.00

Work
1.74
1.62

In course of work
0.37
0.38

Education
0.43
0.47

Food shopping
0.76
0.81

Other shopping
0.98
1.05

Medical personal business
0.16
0.17

Other personal business
0.66
0.71

Eat alone/at work
0.00
0.01

Eat other occasions
0.29
0.29

Visit friends/relatives at home
1.10
1.26

Other social 
0.14
0.15

Entertainment/public social activities
0.43
0.44

Sport (participate)
0.15
0.18

Holiday base
0.19
0.16

Day trip/just walk
0.44
0.50

Other non-escort
0.00
0.00

Escort home (not own)
0.10
0.12

Escort work
0.16
0.17

Escort in course of work
0.01
0.01

Escort education
0.32
0.37

Escort shopping/personal business
0.30
0.40

Escort other
0.31
0.34





Base = all persons in fully productive households
2131
7009

1.16 Personal mileage

The idea that incentives may have encouraged busier respondents to take part in the NTS is supported by an analysis of personal mileage during the travel week. The table below shows that people in the incentive group travelled significantly further than those who were not offered an incentive. 

Table 5‑4
Personal mileage during the travel week, by treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

No mileage
4.5
3.1

Under 30 miles
22.0
20.7

30 to under 100 miles
31.9
33.0

100 miles and over
41.5
43.2





Mean mileage
123.9
129.3





Base = all people in fully productive households
2129
6991

NB: a small number (20) individuals where the stage distance was missing in                                            the diary are excluded from the base.

1.17 Mode of transport

Table 5‑5 shows that there were no significant differences in usual mode of travel to work between the control and treatment groups. 

Table 5‑5
Usual mode of travel to work, by treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

Underground, metro, light rail, tram
2.7
2.3

Train
3.1
3.7

Bus, minibus or coach
9.3
7.8

Motorcycle, scooter or moped
1.5
1.0

Car or van
69.5
70.1

Taxi/minicab
0.1
0.5

Bicycle
2.3
3.5

On foot
10.9
10.4

Other
0.5
0.7





Base = all who travel to work in fully productive households
942
3050

There were some significant differences in the mode of transport used in the stages of the trips made by the two groups. Slightly fewer stages belonging to the treatment group were made by car (70.4% of stages) or van/lorry (2.6%) than among the controls (71%; 2.9%). The treatment group’s stages were more likely to be made by ordinary bus in London, train or minicab, and less likely to be made by other private transport or coach/express bus (Table 5‑6). 

Table 5‑6
Stage by mode of transport and treatment group 


Treatment Group


No incentives
£5/£10 incentive


%
%

Walk
11.7
12.0

Bicycle
1.7
1.7

Private (hire) bus
0.7
0.8

Car
71.0
70.4

Motorcycle, moped etc.
0.4
0.4

Van, lorry
2.9
2.6

Other private
0.3
0.2

Ordinary bus - in London
1.6
1.8

Ordinary bus – elsewhere
5.7
5.7

Coach, express bus
0.1
0.0

Excursion/tour bus
0.0
0.0

LT underground
1.1
1.0

Train (formerly BR)
1.1
1.3

Light rail
0.2
0.2

Aircraft (public)
0.0
0.0

Taxi
1.0
1.1

Minicab
0.5
0.6

Other Public
0.1
0.1





Base = all stages from fully productive households
34439
120694

comparison with 2001 census data

Our main concern about low response rates is that this may result in non-response bias. We have seen that the use of incentives has improved the NTS response rate significantly. But will this increase in response rate result in the reduction of non-response bias? To address this issue we would like to compare the data from the 2002 incentives experiment (England and Wales only) with population data from the 2001 Census. Although the Census was carried out just over a year before the start of the experiment, we do not expect that the results would have changed significantly since then.

Table 6‑1 shows that the NTS under-represented larger households and households with dependent children. The incentives encouraged respondents living in these types of households to take part in the survey, thus almost eliminating non-response bias in terms of these characteristics. The incentives were also particularly appealing to lone parent households with dependent children. However, this has resulted in an over-representation of this type of household in the NTS sample.

The NTS, like most other general population surveys, under-represented minority ethnic groups. The incentives did encourage co-operation among Black ethnic groups and among Indians, but had no effect on other minority ethnic groups. The increased participation among the Black and Indian ethnic groups reduced somewhat the over-representation of the white ethnic group.

The results suggest that the NTS over-represented people aged 60 and over and that the incentives had in part reduced this difference. Furthermore, the incentives increased the proportion of children aged 0-15 in fully productive households from 19.0% to 21.6%. Although this result is statistically significant, non-response bias is not reduced because the NTS without incentives slightly under-represented this age group whereas the NTS with incentives slightly over-represented this age group compared to the 2001 Census (20.2%).

According to Table 6‑1, the NTS over-represented married people and under-represented single people. There was some indication that the incentives had reduced these differences but again these results were not statistically significant. 

The 2001 Census included two questions about travel that were also included in the 2002 NTS: number of cars or light vans in the household and usual mode of travel to work. The results show that the NTS over-represents people who usually go to work by car or van. The use of incentives does not correct for this over-representation. The NTS matches the population profile in terms of number of cars and light vans in the household and there are no differences between the control group and the incentives group. 

Table 6‑1
Comparison of survey estimates with 2001 Census (England & Wales)

2001 Census
Control group

(no incentive)
Treatment group

(£5/£10 incentive)






Average household size
2.36
2.25
2.38

Base (all fully productive households)
21,660,475
861
2688







%
%
%

Households with dependent children
29.5
23.9
28.9

Base (all fully productive households)
21,660,475
861
2688






Households with lone parent and dependent children
6.5
5.2
8.0

Base (all fully productive households)
21,660,475
861
2688






Number of cars/vans in household




- None
26.8
26.7
25.7

- One
43.8
44.0
44.9

- Two
23.5
23.7
24.8

- Three or more
5.9
5.6
4.6

Base (all fully productive households)
21,660,475
861
2688






Children aged 0-15
20.2
19.1
21.6

Adults aged 16-59
58.9
56.5
55.6

Adults aged 60 and over
20.9
24.4
22.8

Base (all people in fully productive households)
52,041,916
1941
6385






Male 
48.7
47.9
48.3

Female
51.3
52.1
51.7

Base (all people in fully productive households)
52,041,916
1941
6385






Legal marital status:




- Single (never married)
30.1
24.2
26.7

- Married (living with spouse)
50.9
57.7
55.9

- Separated/Divorced
10.6
9.6
9.3

- Widowed
8.4
8.5
8.0

Base (all aged 16 and over in fully productive households)
41,553,180
1570
5008






Ethnicity:




- White
91.3
93.2
92.1

- Mixed
1.3
0.9
0.8

- Black
2.2
1.1
2.1

- Indian
2.0
1.1
1.8

- Pakistani/Bangladeshi
1.9
2.0
1.6

- Chinese
0.4
0.3
0.2

- Other non-white
0.9
1.3
1.5

Base (all people in fully productive households)
52,041,916
1941
6385






Usual mode of transport to work:




- Car/Van
67.7
70.4
70.0

- Public transport
15.9
15.0
14.2

Base (all aged 16-74 in employment but not usually working at home, in fully productive households)
21,457,207
862
2784






2 FIELDWORK CALLS

It has been shown that incentives not only improve response rates but can also reduce the amount of time and resources spent on response elicitation (Lynn, Thomson and Brook, 1998). In this section we will explore whether the use of incentives on the NTS reduced the number of calls made up to the placement interview and the total number of calls made. We will also investigate whether the use of incentives reduced the need for reminder calls and midweek calls. Finally, we will look at the speed of response.

2.1 Number of calls made up to the placement interview

In this section we will examine whether the use of incentives reduced the number of calls made up to the placement interview. For this analysis we have included fully and partially co-operating households. Obviously larger households will on average require more calls and we have seen in previous sections that incentives encourage larger households to take part in the survey. Consequently we have presented the results by household size to control for this effect.

Having controlled for household size, none of the differences between the treatment groups and the number of calls made up to the placement interview are statistically significant. 

Table 7‑1 
Number of calls up to placement interview by treatment group and household size


Treatment group


No incentive
Incentive





1 person household



Average number of calls up to placement
3.26
3.31

Base = full and partial productive households
312
912





2 person household



Average number of calls up to placement
3.28
3.24

Base = full and partial productive households
450
1228





3 person household



Average number of calls up to placement
3.33
3.52

Base = full and partial productive households
177
507





4 person household



Average number of calls up to placement
3.75
3.42

Base = full and partial productive households
142
448





5+ person household



Average number of calls up to placement
3.12
3.43

Base = full and partial productive households
82
249

2.2 Total number of calls 

In this section we are looking at the total number of calls made among fully productive households only. The total number of calls does not include midweek checks and/or reminder calls made by telephone.

On the whole, the results suggest that incentives reduce the total number of calls made to fully productive households. However, this was only statistically significant for those households with four members (p=0.002) given the small sample sizes.

Table 7‑2 Total number of face to face calls by treatment group by household size


Treatment group


No incentive
Incentive





1 person household



Average number of total calls 
5.19
5.08

Base = fully productive households
287
837





2 person household



Average number of total calls 
5.19
4.97

Base = fully productive households
374
1109





3 person household



Average number of total calls 
5.35
5.61

Base = fully productive households
133
421





4 person household



Average number of total calls 
6.28
5.30

Base = fully productive households
107
383





5+ person household



Average number of total calls 
5.72
5.62

Base = fully productive households
50
214

2.3 Reminder calls

In this section we are looking at the reminder calls made among fully productive households only.  On the whole, the results suggest that there was no particular direction to the reminder call pattern. However, there was a statistically significant difference for those households with three members (p<0.05).

Table 7‑3 Reminder call by treatment group (standardised by household size)



Treatment group

Household size

No incentive
Incentive



%
%






1
Yes
50.2
47.8


No
49.8
52.2


Base = all fully productive households
287
837






2
Yes
49.7
50.0


No
50.3
50.0


Base = all fully productive households
374
1109






3
Yes
39.1
51.2


No
60.9
48.8


Base = all fully productive households
133
420






4
Yes
45.8
49.9


No
54.2
50.1


Base = all fully productive households
107
383






5+
Yes
48.0
48.6


No
52.0
51.4


Base = all fully productive households
50
214

2.4 Midweek check call

Table 7.4 indicates that if a mid week check call was conducted, the telephone was the preferred method for conducting it. After controlling for household size, none of the differences between the treatment groups and the mid week checks are significant.

Table 7‑4 Mid week check by treatment group (standardised by household size)



Treatment group

Household size

No incentive
Incentive



%
%

1
Yes – by phone
32.8
32.6


Yes – in person
26.5
26.6


No
40.8
40.7


Base = all fully productive households
287
837






2
Yes – by phone
38.2
36.5


Yes – in person
21.7
22.0


No
40.1
41.6


Base = all fully productive households
374
1107






3
Yes – by phone
34.6
39.8


Yes – in person
24.8
27.4


No
40.6
32.9


Base = all fully productive households
133
420






4
Yes – by phone
30.8
35.0


Yes – in person
29.9
24.8


No
39.3
40.2


Base = all fully productive households
107
383











5+
Yes  - by phone
36.0
36.9


Yes – in person
32.0
29.9


No
32.0
33.2


Base = all fully productive households
50
214

Speed of response

In order to assess whether incentives reduce the amount of time spent on full response elicitation , we examined the number of days it took for diaries to be picked up from fully productive households. We calculated the number of days from two points in the fieldwork period: the start of the fieldwork month which is the same for all households and the date of the placement interview which varies by household.

Figure 7‑1 and Figure 7-2 indicate that there was no difference in speed of response between the treatment groups.  Irrespective of whether speed of response was calculated from the first day in the fieldwork month or from the date of the placement interview, the speed of response was equal between the treatment groups.

Even if incentives increase respondents’ motivation to complete and return their diaries, we do not believe that there is much scope for respondents to increase the speed of their response on the NTS. Respondents have no control over the start of the travel week and have to wait for the interviewer to return to the household to pick up the diaries. 

Figure 7‑1
Speed of response from beginning of fieldwork month by treatment group


Figure 7‑2
Speed of response after placement interview by treatment group


Costs

As shown in section 7.2, the mean number of visits per fully productive household was lower in the incentive groups than in the control group. In this section we will assess to what extent this reduction in mean number of calls translates into cost savings. 

The total cost of a fully productive household was calculated for each treatment group (£0, £5 and £10) using the following information:

· The average cost of a face-to-face call consisting of travel time and mileage cost per call;

· The average cost of conducting a placement interview consisting of the interviewer basic placement interview fee plus an additional fee per person in the household;

· The average cost of a telephone reminder call consisting of an interviewer fee and call charges;

· The average cost of a postal reminder (estimate);

· The average cost of a midweek check by telephone consisting of call charges and interviewer fee;

· The average cost of a face-to-face midweek check consisting of an interviewer fee;

· The average cost of a  pick-up interview consisting of an interviewer fee;

· The average cost of diary collection consisting of interviewer diary pick-up fee plus interviewer diary bonuses per diary;

· The cost of the incentive consisting of the cost of the voucher, postal charges, stationery cost and administration costs.

The increase in cost per person over the ‘no incentive’ scenario, is £5.01 for the £5 incentive and £10.06 for the £10 incentive. Apparently the cost savings made from the reduction in number of calls among the incentive groups covers the additional costs of administering the incentives.

Conclusion and recommendations

In the introduction we listed the following working hypotheses:

1. a higher response rate amongst households who receive an incentive than amongst those who do not;

2. a faster response amongst households who receive an incentive than amongst those who do not;

3. a higher response rate amongst households who receive £10 per household member than amongst those who receive £5 per household member;

4. a faster response amongst households who receive £10 per household member than amongst those who receive £5 per household member.

We have seen that incentives have improved response rates significantly; full household co-operation was 50.7% in the control group compared to 59.3% in the incentive groups. This was mainly caused by a reduction in refusals and the conversion of partially productive households into fully productive households. 

Although the difference in response rates between the £5 incentive group and the £10 incentive group was in the right direction, this was not statistically significant; 57.9% for the £5 incentive group compared to 60.6% for the £10 incentive group. Although some interviewers felt that a £10 incentive was essential for improving response rates in London, the results show that in London there was also no difference in response between those offered a £5 incentive and those offered a £10 incentive (full household co-operation in London was 44.2% in the £5 incentive group and 43.7% in the £10 incentive group).

We have shown that the use of incentives on the NTS does not increase the speed of response. The constraints placed on NTS fieldwork procedures (e.g. spreading out the start date of the travel weeks, the instruction to pick up completed diaries within 6 days after the end of the travel week) provides little opportunity to respondents to increase the speed of their response.

In addition to testing these hypotheses, we examined the distribution of a range of variables across the treatment groups. We found that the incentives encouraged certain types of respondents to take part in the survey: people living in larger households, people living in households with dependent children and in particular lone parents with dependent children, Black and Indian ethnic groups, people aged 0-20, and single people. On the whole, the introduction of incentives has improved the NTS sample composition compared to population figures derived from the 2001 Census. The only exception is the over-representation of lone parent households with dependent children.

We also examined a variety of travel estimates. This analysis suggests that the incentives encouraged the participation of busier respondents in the NTS.  People in the incentive group travelled significantly further than those who were not offered an incentive. Those in the incentive group were also found to make more trips for fairly common purposes such as non-food shopping, other personal business, visiting friends or relatives, day trips/just walking, escort shopping/other personal business. They were also found to make more trips home. 

We produced some approximate costs of achieving a fully productive household for each of the three treatment groups. The results show that the cost savings made from the slight reduction in number of calls among the incentive groups covers the additional costs of administering the incentives.

Based on these results we would recommend that £5 incentives should be introduced to the NTS on a permanent basis. This will improve NTS response rates and reduce non-response bias.
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� Dependent children are defined as those children in the household aged 0-16, and those aged 17 and 18 in full-time education.


� 2002 mid-year population estimates were not available at the time of going to publication.
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