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Introduction 

 

Non-response issues are of high importance in cross-national surveys since they have a direct 

impact on the cross-national comparability of survey data. If nonresponse bias differs across 

countries, substantial country differences might be spuriously caused by country-differences in 

nonresponse bias. Couper and de Leeuw (2003) suggest to pay more attention to the likely 

effects of nonresponse bias on comparative research. Given the importance of nonresponse 

bias in cross-national research it is important to understand a) why countries differ with 

respect to nonresponse rates and b) which impact these differences can have on cross-

national comparisons. In this paper we will use ESS contact form data to understand or 

explain cross-national variation in noncontact rates.  

A small number of studies have addressed the nonresponse issue in cross-national 

surveys. Examples of such studies are de Heer (1999), de Leeuw and de Heer (2002) and 

Hox and de Leeuw (2002). These comparative studies are essentially meta-analytical studies: 

they use outcomes of other studies, in this case noncontact, refusal and response rates, to 

investigate potential differences between countries. Although this approach has proven to be 

very useful it obviously has its limits. Valid cross-cultural comparisons of nonresponse rates 

are only possible if the same outcome definitions (e.g. definition of noncontact and refusal) are 

used and if nonresponse rates are calculated in a standardized way. (Lynn et al., 2001) de 

Heer admits that the data he uses lack these two prerequisites. (de Heer, 1999) In this study, 

we can avoid these problems, at least to some extent, since we have access to detailed call 

record information on each sampled unit in almost all of the participating countries. Hence, we 

are able to calculate comparable noncontact rates. In addition, we have detailed information 

on the number, mode and timing of calls for each sampled unit, which permits us to study 

cross-national differences in contact strategies. 
 

Research hypothesis and research plan 

 

Basically the interviewer has two important means to increase his contact rate. The first is to 

increase the number of contacts made to previously non-contacted units. The second is to visit 
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households at optimal times. Previous research has found that evening and weekend calls are 

in general more productive then afternoon and morning calls. (Purdon et. al.,1999, Groves and 

Couper, 1998, Weeks et al, 1980). We can expect that at least some of the differences 

between countries are explained by differences in the number of calls made and the timing of 

calls. According to Groves & Couper, the probability of contact also depends on the 

accessibility of at-home patterns. (Groves & Couper, 1998). Information from time-use studies 

show e.g. that those employed in the work force are often not at home during the morning or 

the afternoon and consequently are harder to contact. Given the important socio-demographic 

country differences, e.g. differences in the participation of women to the labour market, 

differences in average household size, etc., we can expect that at least some of the country 

differences in non-contact rates can be related to country differences in “at-home” patterns. 

(de Leeuw & de Heer, 2002)  

In this paper we will first evaluate and compare noncontact rates for all countries. In a 

second section we will compare contact strategies across countries. We will focus on the two 

most important factors which interviewers can control: the number of calls and the timing of 

calls. In a third section we will describe a multilevel discrete-time hazard rate logistic 

regression model that predicts the probability of making contact. If country-differences in the 

probability of contact remain after controlling for the timing of calls, this would suggest that 

respondents of some countries are harder to contact then those of others. In a last section we 

will use the information gathered in the previous sections to a) understand country-differences 

in noncontact rates and b) formulate some advice towards optimising field work procedures in 

a cross-national context. 

 

Data  
 

As we discussed above, one advantage of this study is its access to detailed call record 

information in all or almost all countries. The ESS has decided to build the gathering of 

information on nonresponse into the design-phase of the survey. As discussed in the paper by 

Stoop et al., this was done by developing a uniform contact description form. Although 

participating countries were not obliged to use this contact form, they engaged themselves to 

deliver a dataset containing all variables of the contact description form. Most countries 

complied with this rule and delivered a dataset containing detailed call records for each 

sampled unit. The completeness of the datasets varied from “complete” to “not at all 

complete”. For this study, 15 countries provided us with all the necessary information to 

perform the analysis’: The Netherlands, Finland, Check Republic, Great Britain, Ireland, Italy, 

Greece, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, Israel, Belgium (Flanders), Spain, Portugal and 

Switzerland. In total, call record data on over 50 000 addresses and 150 000 individual calls or 

33 



visits were available. The data were collected face-to-face. Except for Switzerland and 

Finland, telephone calls were only allowed after initial contact was made. 

 

1. Noncontact rates in the European Social Survey 

 
In this study, noncontacts are defined as addresses or households for which no contact was 

made with no-one at any call or visit. The noncontact rate is defined as the number of 

noncontacts divided by the total number of issued sample units minus the total number of 

known and unknown ineligibles (deceased, moved abroad, vacant, no residential address, 

institution, no trace).  

 

Table 1: Noncontact rates for all European countries 

Country Number of noncontacts Total eligible sample 
size 

Noncontact rate 

Flanders 54 1 949 2.7 
Switzerland 244 6 234 3.9 
Check Republic 304 2 541 12.4 
Denmark 96 2 136 4.5 
Spain 273 3 227 8.5 
Finland 42 2 723 1.5 
Greece 63 3 222 1.9 
Hungary 83 2 313 3.6 
Ireland 258 3 098 8.3 
Israel 113 3 523 3.2 
Italy 2.9 2 778 2.9 
The Netherlands 94 3 486 2.7 
Poland 25 2 882 0.9 
Portugal 77 2 195 3.5 
Slovenia 56 2 043 2.7 
Great Britain 167 3 730 4.5 
 

The Central Coordinating Team of the ESS specified a benchmark noncontact rate of 3%. We 

observe that most countries are below or at least close to this benchmark. We can rank the 

countries from high to low with respect to their achieved noncontact rates: Poland, Finland, 

Greece, Slovenia, The Netherlands, Flanders, Italy, Israel, Portugal, Hungary, Switzerland, 

Denmark, Great Britain, Ireland, Spain, Check Republic. Most countries achieve noncontact 

rates lower then 5%, exceptions are Check Republic (12.4%), Ireland (8.3%) and Spain 

(8.5%). Although these “centrally computed” noncontact rates are based on detailed call 

record data and common outcome definitions, they do not guarantee “complete” comparability: 

it might still be possible that there are considerable country differences in the way countries 
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used this contact description form (see section 2). These differences might cause unintended 

variation in noncontact rates. However, comparisons based on these “centrally computed” 

noncontact rates are likely to be more valid then so called “self-reported” noncontact rates. 

 

2. Country Differences in Contact Strategies 

 
In order to minimize country differences in field work, a common contacting procedure was 

specified. In all countries, interviewers were asked to make at least four calls before 

abandoning a case as a noncontact. In addition at least one daytime, one weekday evening 

and one weekend call had to be made. The length between the first and last call had to be at 

least 14 days. For all countries except for Switzerland and Finland, telephone calls were only 

allowed after initial contact was made with a respondent. It may be usefull to keep in mind that 

for countries that were allowed to make telephone calls before initial contact it is easier to 

make many calls and to make them in the evening. 

 

Table 2:  Frequency Distribution and average of number of calls made to 
noncontacts by country 

  Number of calls made to noncontacts Average 
  <4 4 >4 N (100%)  
Flanders % 42.6 29.6 27.8 54 4.0 
Switzerland % 11.5 2.5 86.1 244 8.2 
Check Republic % 46.0 29.9 24.1 304 3.6 
Denmark % 55.2 5.2 39.6 96 4.2 
Spain % 0.0 13.9 86.1 273 7.8 
Finland % 38.1 19.0 42.9 42 5.0 
Greece % 11.1 20.6 68.3 63 5.0 
Hungary % 50.6 20.5 28.9 83 4.0 
Ireland % 51.9 27.5 20.5 258 3.3 
Israel % 74.3 9.7 15.9 113 2.6 
Italy % 0.0 2.5 97.5 2.9 6.0 
The Netherlands % 23.4 18.1 58.5 94 5.1 
Poland % 16.0 36.0 18.0 25 4.8 
Portugal % 0.0 41.6 58.4 77 5.2 
Slovenia % 32.1 14.3 53.6 56 4.9 
Great Britain % 10.2 5.4 84.4 167 9.4 

 
Number of calls. Table 2 shows the percentage of noncontacts for which “less then four”, 

“four” or “more then four” calls were made. In addition, the average number of calls made to 

noncontacts is reported. We observe that in countries such as Ireland, Israel, Check Republic, 

Denmark and Hungary the percentage of noncontacts receiving less then four calls is 
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relatively high. This is a remarkable observation given the clear guidelines that were specified 

with respect to the number of calls. The opposite is true for Italy, Spain and Portugal. In these 

countries no cases were abandoned as a noncontact before the fourth call. This observation is 

equally remarkable since we would expect at least some noncontacts for which the 

interviewers made less then four calls. Perhaps this finding might point to country differences 

in the way the contact description form was used. The average number of calls made to 

noncontacts was highest in Great Britain (9.4) followed by Switzerland (8.2) and Spain (7.8) 

and was lowest in Israel (2.6) followed by Ireland (3.3) , Check Republic (3.6) and Flanders 

(4.0).  

Timing of calls. Next we looked at the timing of calls. Table 3 gives the distribution of 

calling times at the first four calls. In this table the percentages are conditional upon the 

previous calls being a noncontact (no contact with address), so that the distribution of calling 

times at each call number is only based on those households where no contact was made at 

previous calls. The information in table 3 is displayed graphically in figure 1, figure 2 and figure 

3. Figure 1 shows that the interviewers in Great Britain, Ireland, Italy and Spain seem to have 

a high preference towards making weekday morning and afternoon calls. In these countries, 

respectively 85%, 75%, 70% and 67% of all first calls are made on a weekday afternoon or 

morning. The lowest percentage of afternoon and morning calls was found in Israel (38%). For 

the other countries this percentage varied from 45% to 60%. After the first call, the percentage 

of calls made on a weekday afternoon or a weekday morning seems to drop in all countries 

where calls were made face-to-face. The strongest decrease in afternoon and morning calls 

was observed for Spain, Great Britain and Ireland. 

 
Figure 2 shows that the percentage of evening calls at the first call is highest in those 

countries where telephone calls were allowed before initial contact. This comes as no surprise 

since it is easier to make evening calls by telephone then face-to face. For the other countries 

the proportion of evening calls is highest in Israel with 35% followed by Flanders with 27% and 

is lowest in Great Britain (5.8%) followed by Ireland (10.7%). In all countries except for Finland 

and Switzerland we observe that interviewers seem to increase their evening calls as the 

number of unsuccessful call- attempts increase. This trend seems to be clearest for the UK, 

Spain and Ireland. Figure 3 shows the percentage of weekend calls at the first four calls. We 

observe that weekend calls are especially unpopular in Finland and Switzerland. In Finland 

only 3.2% of all first call attempts were done in weekends. Portuguese, Hungarian and Polish 

interviewers seem to favour weekend calls, making around 40% of their first calls in the 

weekend.  
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Table 3: the distribution of calling times at the first four calls 

First call Second call Third call Fourth call Overall1 Country 

MA2                    EV WE N MA EV WE N
100% 

MA EV WE N
100% 

MA EV WE N
100% 

MA EV WE N
100% 

Flanders                     % 49.5 27.1 23.3 1 966 39.8 35.3 24.8 532 38.4 34.6 27.0 211 30.7 35.6 33.6 101 45.6 30.1 24.2 2 924

Switzerland                 % 49.3 42.7 8.00 6 234 53.7 38.0 8.3 3 357 55.8 31.9 12.3 2161 54.7 31.3 14.0 1 543 52.7 36.9 10.3 17 930

Check Republic % 60.6 16.0 23.4 2 733                 54.7 16.2 29.1 891 47.1 20.0 38.9 461 45.4 21.2 33.3 231 56.6 16.9 26.6 4 452

Spain                 % 71.0 16.6 12.4 3 225 59.2 24.4 16.4 1 418 48.7 33.5 17.7 831 31.9 31.7 36.3 576 59.0 22.6 18.4 6 825

Finland                 % 56.5 40.3 3.20 2 766 50.5 46.8 2.6 912 54.9 40.8 4.2 448 51.4 44.4 4.1 243 54.8 41.9 3.3 4 716

Greece % 55.6 17.3 27.0 3 227 42.8 26.8 30.4 1 042 40.0            26.0 34.0 562 38.2 31.9 30.0 317 49.6 21.5 28.9 5 378

Hungary                      % 54.2 7.5 38.3 2 464 49.1 11.2 39.7 741 41.7 12.8 45.4 319 37.3 12.2 50.5 107 50.9 9.1 40.0 3 743

Ireland % 75.1 10.7 14.1 3 139 58.0 22.0 19.9 1 177 52.5            27.4 20.1 621 50.7 33.4 15.9 278 66.8 16.9 16.2 5 416

Israel                     % 38.1 35.5 26.4 3 099 36.7 42.6 20.6 577 42.3 40.7 17.0 182 40.3 36.1 23.6 72 38.1 36.7 25.2 3 990

Italy                     % 67.6 15.9 16.5 3 000 49.2 23.1 27.6 691 47.0 28.3 24.8 379 52.8 22.7 44.5 233 60.7 19.4 19.9 4 590

The Netherlands % 61.0 20.3 18.7 3 459 53.9 28.5 17.5 1 659             47.9 27.6 24.4 851 46.8 33.0 20.2 470 55.3 25.6 19.1 7 078

Poland                 % 51.3 11.3 37.4 2 971 45.1 20.8 34.0 412 40.8 22.6 36.5 159 44.2 24.4 31.4 86 49.6 13.4 36.9 3 692

Portugal                 % 45.5 13.6 40.8 2 366 35.4 21.9 42.7 1 325 27.9 18.7 53.4 908 23.1 22.3 54.4 596 35.7 19.4 44.9 5 944

Slovenia                  % 52.1 13.4 34.5 2 028 50.4 14.0 35.6 514 48.6 17.9 35.5 251 37.5 25.0 37.5 120 50.2 14.8 35.0 3 085

Great Br.                     % 83.7 5.7 10.5 3 968 69.0 13.2 17.7 1 868 53.7 20.2 26.1 1 129 44.3 20.5 35.2 736 66.8 14.7 18.7 9 397

                      

 

1 MA= weekday afternoon or morning, EV = weekday evening, WE = weekend 

2. Total represents the distribution of calling times for all calls on which previous calls were unsuccessful (distribution of calling times with out conditioning on number of call 

 

 



Figure 1: percentage of weekday afternoon and morning calls at the first four calls 
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Figure 2: percentage of weekday evening calls at the first four calls 
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Figure 3: percentage of weekend calls at the first four calls 
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Both the number and the timing of calls varies strongly across countries. In order to evaluate the 

possible impact of these differences it is necessary to have more details about the specific 

national contexts in which these calling strategies are embedded. For instance, some countries 

might be harder to contact then others. This means that they need to make more calls in order to 

obtain low noncontact rates. Similarly, it might be that the optimal timing to visit addresses is 

country-dependent. In order to learn more about these aspects of the national contexts we will 

describe a multilevel discrete-time hazard rate model in the next section. 
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3. Modelling the probability of contact 
 
The use of discrete-time hazard rate models for modelling noncontacts was first presented by 

Purdon et al. (1999). In this paper we will apply a multilevel extension to the discrete-time hazard-

rate model in order to model the dependencies of respondents belonging to the same country. 

The traditional one-level hazard-rate model tries to predict the hazard rate with a set of time-

varying and time-fixed covariates. This model can be defined as: 

 

tt0t 'X)(itlog))TtTt(P(itlog β+β=λ=≥=  (1) 

 

In this case the hazard rate λt can be defined as the probability that a successful contact occurs 

at call t given that no contact has been made before call t. The “t” subscripts for the regression 

coefficients refers to the fact that the predictors can be “call-dependent”. In our analysis we will 

use two call-dependent independent variables: the number of previous calls (t-1) and the timing 

of call. We can then write our discrete hazard rate model as: 

 

eveningweekendcallspreviousofNumber)(itlog 3210t β+β+β+β=λ  (2) 

 

Here, weekend and evening are two dummy-variables. Weekday afternoon and morning calls 

were treated as reference category. This model can easily be estimated by means of ordinary 

logistic regression software by setting up a separate record for each call for which no previous 

contact was made. In order to deal with the multilevel structure of our dataset, we will extend the 

one-level model to a two-level model. The multilevel extension to (2) can be written as: 

 

eveningweekendcallspreviousofNumber)(itlog j2j3j1j0tj β+β+β+β=λ  (3) 

 

3,2,1,0k,kjkkj =µ+γ=β  (4) 

 

in equation (4), γk is the overall mean for the kth regression coefficient, µkj is the country-specific 

deviation from this overall regression coefficient. The multilevel discrete-time hazard rate model 

can easily be fitted with any software package that supports multilevel logistic modelling. Here we 

worked with the Mlwin package. We used the first-order Marginal Quasi-likelihood estimation 

procedure (MQL). The second-order Penalized quasi-likelihood method (PQL) couldn’t be used, 

since the models failed to converge under this estimation method. Table 4 shows the parameter 

estimates for our final model. The country-level residuals are reported in table 5. 
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Table 4: Multilevel discrete-time hazard rate model: final model 

 COEFFICIENT STANDARD ERROR CORRELATION 
Fixed    
     Constant .41** .15  
Previous calls (t-1) -.36*** .05  
     Weekend  .11** .04  
      Evening  .29*** .05  
Random    
  Country level    

σ2
constant .336** .123  

σ2
prev calls .036** .013  

σ2
weekend .014* .007  

σ2
evening .039* .016  

σweekend  constant -.021 .022 -.30 

σevening  constant -.046 .034 -.40 

σprevcalls  constant -.097* .038 -.90 

σweekend  evening .007 .008 .32 

σ  prevcalls evening .010 .010 .26 

 σ  prevcalls weekend .005 .007 .23 
  Respondent level    
         σ2

e 1* - - 

* .01<p <.05,  ** .01<p<.001    *** p<.001 
 

The results indicate that on average, weekend and weekday evening calls are more productive 

then weekday afternoon and weekday morning calls. Weekday evening calls are more productive 

then weekend calls. The probability of contact decreases as the number of unsuccessful calls 

increase. These results confirm previous research (Purdon et al., 1999, Weeks et al., 1980). The 

random part of the model indicates that the country-level intercept-variance is substantial and 

significant. This intercept-variance expresses country-differences in the probability that successful 

contact is made on a weekday afternoon or morning at the first call. Based on these intercept 

residuals we can rank countries from high to low probability of making contact at first call: Poland, 

Israel, Italy, Greece, Belgium (Flanders), Slovenia, Hungary, Finland, Check Republic, Ireland, 

Spain, Great Britain, the Netherlands, Switzerland and Portugal. These differences might be at-

tributed to country-differences in “at-home” patterns. This assumption should be further validated 

by inspecting correlations between the intercept residuals and the average household size, the 

percentage of singles, the percentage of young children and percentage of women working in the 

labour force, etc. Data on these issues should be collected in the near future.  

The slopes of the “evening” and “weekend” effects were also found to vary significantly 

across countries. When we inspect the country-level residuals for the effect of “evening calls”, we 

notice that the effect of evening calls is highest in Ireland followed by Great Britain, Switzerland, 

Flanders, Norway, Great Britain, Slovenia and the Netherlands. Similarly, the effect for weekend 
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calls varies significantly across countries. The highest “weekend” effects were found in Portugal, 

Spain and Switzerland. The smallest “weekend” effects were found for Israel, Greece, Italy and 

the Netherlands, where making calls in the weekend doesn’t seem to be more productive then 

making afternoon and morning calls. These findings imply that the “optimal” timing of calls is 

country-dependent and illustrate the importance of tailoring field work strategies towards specific 

national contexts. 

We also observed that the effect of the number of previous calls (t-1) on the probability of 

contact at call t differs significantly across countries. For some countries e.g. Italy, Israel, Poland 

and the Check Republic, the number of previous calls has a stronger negative impact then for 

other countries. For Portugal and Switzerland the number of previous calls doesn’t seem to affect 

the probability of making contact. In addition, the country-level residuals for the effect of the num-

ber of previous calls and the country-level intercept-residuals are strongly negatively correlated 

(r=-.83, p=.04). This indicates that in countries for which respondents were easy to contact at the 

first call, the probability of contact decreases more strongly then for countries in which respon-

dents are “hard to contact” at the first call (on a weekday morning or afternoon). Figure 4 illus-

trates the negative relationship between intercept and slope of nr. of previous calls graphically. 

 

Table 5: Country-level residuals for “intercept”, “weekend”, “evening”, and “nr. of 
previous calls” 

 Intercept Weekend Evening Nr. of previous calls 
Flanders .31 -.05 .21 -.07 
Switzerland -1.0 .01 .26 .25 
Check Republic .10 -.01 -.12 -.22 
Spain -31 -.05 -.11 -.09 
Finland .09 -.02 -.14 .08 
Greece .17 -.11 -.28 .07 
Hungary .22 .12 -.12 -.02 
Ireland -.13 .11 .31 .01 
Israel .81 -.09 -.14 -.23 
Italy .46 -12 -.15 -.19 
The Netherlands -.43 -.16 -.07 .23 
Poland .97 .00 -.09 -.27 
Portugal -1.1 .17 -.05 .37 
Slovenia .37 .06 .11 -.12 
Great Britain -.53 .11 .27 .10 
 

The parameter estimates of this multilevel model are important for the evaluation of calling strate-

gies. For instance, the level-2 residuals for the slopes of the effects of weekend and evening calls 

indicate that the evaluation of the proportion of evening calls is more important in countries such 

as Great Britain, Ireland and Switzerland, where the probability of contact is substantially higher 

for an evening call, then for countries such as Greece, where no extra “benefits” are related to 

making evening calls. In addition, respondents from some countries seem to be harder to contact 
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then those of others; e.g. in Switzerland the estimated probability of contact for an afternoon or 

morning call at the first call on a weekday afternoon or morning equals 0.34 while this estimated 

probability equals 0.80 in Poland. This implies that Switzerland has to invest a lot more efforts 

then Poland to obtain the same noncontact rate. As a consequence, field work deviations in Swit-

zerland are much more important then those of Poland. In a next section we will use the informa-

tion from the discrete-time hazard rate model to evaluate contact strategies and to gain some 

understanding of the cross-national differences in noncontact rates. 

 

Figure 4: Estimated Probability of contact at first five calls for an afternoon or morning 
call 
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4. Evaluating country-differences in calling strategies and noncontact rates. 

 

Obviously, countries differ with respect to the “easiness” with which respondents can be con-

tacted. This gives some countries a head start with respect to reducing their noncontact rates to a 

minimum. The Spearman rank correlation between the estimated probability of contact in the 

afternoon at the first call and the final noncontact rate is significant and substantial (r=-.53, 

p=.04). This means that countries for which respondents are easy to contact at the afternoon or 

morning are also likely to obtain (relatively) low noncontact rates. The experiences in the ESS 

also show that countries for which respondents are hard to contact can bring their noncontact 

rates down to an acceptable level (<5%) by investing serious field work efforts. An example is 

provided by Great Britain and Switzerland. In both countries a high number of calls was made to 

noncontacts. Especially in Great Britain, where all contacts were made face-to-face, this repre-

sents a serious effort to reduce noncontacts. 
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In the ESS there are three countries that obtained noncontact rates higher then 5%: Check 

Republic (12.4%), Ireland (8.4%) and Spain (8.5%). Let us first focus on the country with the 

highest noncontact rate: Check Republic. When we look at the contact strategy and the parame-

ter estimates of the hazard rate model we observe two things. First, the “minimum of four calls 

rule” isn’t satisfied for quite some noncontacts, consequently the average number of calls made 

to noncontacts is rather low: 3.6. Second, the probability of contact in the Check Republic sharply 

decreases as the number of unsuccessful calls increase. To give an indication of this, the esti-

mated probability of contact under the hazard rate model equals .34 at the third call, 0.20 at the 

fourth call and 0.06 at the fifth call (for an afternoon or morning call). This observation stresses 

the limited effects of making additional calls in the Check Republic. The conclusion seems to be 

that although making additional calls would lead to a lower noncontact rate, the decrease will not 

be substantial and might not lead to a noncontact rate close to 3%.  

Ireland obtained the second highest noncontact rate. Inspection of the Irish case reveals two 

important things. First, the average number of calls made to noncontacts is rather low, namely 

3.3. Second, the proportion of evening calls in Ireland is rather low given the large benefits asso-

ciated with making “evening” calls in Ireland. Thus, increasing the number of calls and/or the pro-

portion of evening calls would likely lead to a lower noncontact rate in Ireland. Spain, on the other 

hand, obtained a reasonably high noncontact rate despite the large efforts in terms of the number 

of calls made to noncontacts. Inspection of the estimated probabilities under the model shows 

that the estimated probability of making contact after a number of unsuccessful calls becomes 

very low, indicating the limited benefits of making additional calls in this country. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The conclusion of this paper seems to be that countries need to invest different efforts to cope 

with different situations. The figures presented in the previous section clearly show that the mini-

mum of four calls is appropriate for some countries but is too small for other countries, who obvi-

ously need to make more then four calls to achieve a noncontact rate close to the benchmark of 

3%. If countries in which respondents are relatively “hard to contact” do not make more efforts 

then others, they will end up with relatively high noncontact rates (e.g. Ireland). Making additional 

or extended interviewer efforts may however affect the financial budget of international research. 

In other words: minimizing and reducing (differences in) noncontact rates assumes that enough 

financial resources are available in those countries that need to invest extra efforts to bring down 

noncontact rates to an acceptable level. On the other hand, it seems unrealistic to assume that all 

countries can achieve similar noncontact rates. The case of Spain serves as a good illustration. 

Despite the fact that the Spanish interviewers already made on average close to 8 calls before 

abandoning cases as noncontacts they still obtained a relatively high noncontact rate of 8%. This 

illustrates that country-differences in noncontact rates cannot completely be avoided. 
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