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Sjunkande svarsfrekvenser: Ett internationellt problem

Sjunkande svarsfrekvenser i:
— USA (Curtin, Presser, & Singer, 2005; Williams & Brick, 2018)

— Alla europeiska lander (Couper & Leuuw, 2003; Gummer, 2019)
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Williams & Brick,

Survey Nonresponse Trends
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Sjunkande svarsfrekvenser: Ett internationellt problem

Sjunkande svarsfrekvenser i:
— USA (Curtin, Presser, & Singer, 2005; Brick & Williams 2018)

— Alla europeiska lander (Couper & Leuuw, 2003; Gummer, 2019)

| Sverige sjunker svarsfrekvensen snabbt sedan 2000 (oscarsson & Arkhede, 2020)

Ett ka”are glObalt enkatkllmat (Brick & Williams, 2013; Gummer, 2017; Leeper, 2019)



SAMHALLE OPINION MEDIER GOTEBORGS

UNIVERSITET

WI’?"SOM-WSTWUTET
(/o

Forslag i litteraturen till de sjunkande

svarsfrekvenserna:
© Okad SvarSVégran, mer an okad icke-kontakt (Curtin, Presser, & Singer, 2005; Williams & Brick, 2018)

Den sociala miljon: sociala, ekonomiska, kulturella, och de dominerande politiska
askadningarna i samhallet (yberg and bean, 1992)

Enkatklimatet @rick s williams, 2013: Gummer, 2019)

En katforfrégantrotthet (Presser & McCulloch, 2011)

Minskat socialt kapital abraham, maitiand, and Bianchi, 2006)

Minskat socialt ansvarstagande (e.g., valdeltagande) @rick and Tourangeau, 2017)

Socialt ansvarstagande ar kanske inte forklaringen i Sverige
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Valdeltagande i Riksdagsval och Svarsfrekvenser
Valmyndigheten (1986-2018) och Nationella SOM-undersokningarna (1986-

2018)
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Sa vad predicerar att svara?

Dagens presentation: Vad kan vi fa reda pa om
svarsbenagenheten i Sverige med data fran Navet och
kontextdata fran register?
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Nationella SOM-undersokningarna

« Arlig undersoékning sedan 1986

* Papper-och-penna undersokning med mojlighet att svara pa webben
» Obundet Slumpmassigt Urval fran Folkbokforingsregistret

* Cirka 20,000-25,000 inbjudna

* 12-16 sidor

* Aviseringskort

» Fem papperspaminnelser och sms-paminnelser

* Incitament = trisslott
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Individfaktorer som pekats ut som indikatorer till lagre
svarsbenagenhet

Lag utbildning (Keeter et al., 2006; Keeter et al., 2017; Piekut, 2021; Rogelberg & Luong, 1998; van Wees et al., 2019)
° Unga (Bates, 2017; Eisile, 2017; Shaghaghi et al., 2011; van Loom et al., 2003; van Wees et al., 2019)
* Man (van Loon et al. 2003)
* Ensamboende och hushall utan barn (Abraham et al., 2006; Bergstrand et al., 1983; Groves 2006; Eisile, 2017)
« Anklingar (abraham et al., 2006)

» Fodda utomlands (annat land an dar undersdkningen administrerades) (Bates, 2017; Bates et al., 2019; Eisile, 2017;
Shaghaghi et al., 2011; van Wees et al., 2019)

* Icke-medborgare (Kreuter, Miiller, and Trappman, 2010)
* Boende i storre stad (Abraham et al., 2006)

» Ekonomisk utsatthet / Bidragstagande (Abraham et al., 2006; Bates & Mulry, 2011; Brick & Williams,2013; Groves & Couper, 1998;
Kreuter, Muller, and Trappman, 2010; Shaghaghi et al., 2011)

e Samre sprékkunskaper (Bates, 2017; Bates & Mulry, 2011; Brick & Williams, 2013; Couper & de Leeuw; Japec et al., 1997)

* Lag mellanmansklig tillit och 1ag tillit till samhallet (Bates, 2017; Brick & Williams, 2013; Couper & de Leeuw, 2015; Shaghaghi
etal., 2011)

* Lagre politiskt intresse och kunskap (Keeter et al., 2017; Shaghaghi et al., 2011)
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Vilka demografiska individfaktorer hanger ihop
med svarsbenagenhet i SOM-undersokningarna?
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Individfaktorers forklaring pa svarsbendagenhet
s koefficienter fran sju OLS-regressioner med robusta standardfel

Sub-group overall
meta-analytical effects on
response rates

Metropolitan area
Subtotal (I-squared = 39.1%, p = 0.131)

Born in the Nordics (not Sweden)
Subtotal (I-squared = 11.7%, p = 0.341)

Born somewhere else in Europe
Subtotal (I-squared = 42.0%, p =0.111)

Born somewhere outside Europe
Subtotal (I-squared = 42.5%, p = 0.107)

Swedish citizen
Subtotal (I-squared = 75.6%, p = 0.000)

Female
Subtotal (I-squared = 40.5%, p = 0.121)

Age 25-34
Subtotal (I-squared = 66.4%, p = 0.007)

Age 35-44
Subtotal (I-squared = 50.1%, p = 0.062)

Age 45-54
Subtotal (I-squared = 87.2%, p = 0.000)

Age 55-64
Subtotal (I-squared = 88.3%, p = 0.000)

Age 65 or older
Subtotal (I-squared = 87.3%, p = 0.00

Divorced
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.912)

Widow/Widower
Subtotal (I-squared = 60.7%, p = 0.018)

Married
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.573)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Meta-analytical impact on
response rates (95% Cl)

0.03 (0.02, 0.04)

-0.04 (-0.05, -0.02)

-0.16 (-0.17, -0.15)

-0.21 (-0.22, -0.20)

0.07 (0.05, 0.09)

0.04 (0.04, 0.0

0.01 (-0.01, 0.02)

0.06 (0.05, 0.0;

0.10 (0.07, 0.13)

0.19 (0.16, 0.23)

0.28 (0.25, 0.31)

0.00 (-0.01, 0.01)

-0.03 (-0.05, -0.00)

0.09 (0.09, 0.10)
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Vilka kontextfaktorer predicerar icke-svar?
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Kontextfaktorer som pekats ut som forklaring till icke-
svar

© Pendlingsavsténd (Groves and Couper, 1998; Brick and Williams, 2013)

* Andel hyresratter (ates & Mulry, 2011)

* Andel icke-gifta-hushall @ates & Mulry, 2011)

* Inkomstnivaer (sates & Mulry, 2011)

* Bidragsberoende (ates & Mulry, 2011)

* Andel brott (grick and williams, 2013)

* Andel vuxna utan gymnasieutbildning (high school) @ates & mulry, 2011)
* Andel kvinnor i arbetskraften @ rick and williams, 2013)

* Andel i arbetsloshet (Brick and williams, 2013)

» Andel familjer med smabarn @rick and Williams, 2013; Bates & Mulry, 2011)

. Befolkningstéthet/tréngboddhet (Groves and Couper, 1998; Bates & Mulry, 2011)
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Utsatta omraden

Omraden med hdg organiserad brottslighet, fortroendet for samhallsfunktioner ar lag,
parallella samhallsstrukturer har bérjat bildas, och den fysiska miljon ar sliten och
skrapig

Tenderar att vara laga i socio-ekonomisk-status (SES), ha hog arbetsloshet, och an
hogre andel personer som inte ar fédda i Sverige

Ungefar 370,000 (5%) av Sveriges befolkning bor i ett utsatt omrade

En milj6 som torde paverka sannolikheten att svara pa enkater
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Utsatta omraden Nationella SOM-undersékningarna 2015-

Sub-group overall

meta-analytical effects on response rates

Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished
Socially impoverished

Subtotal (l-squared = 35.8%, p = 0.155)

Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Risk of becoming socially impoverished

Subtotal (l-squared = 16.4%, p = 0.305)

Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Extremely socially impoverished
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.437)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Meta-analytical impact o
response rates (95% ClI

-0.04 (-0.09, 0.01)
-0.03 (-0.07, 0.02)
-0.09 (-0.14, -0.04)
-0.10 (-0.13, -0.06)
-0.05 (-0.09, -0.01)
-0.06 (-0.10, -0.02)
-0.03 (-0.07, 0.00)
-0.06 (-0.08, -0.04)

-0.04 (-0.12, 0.05)
-0.03 (-0.12, 0.05)
-0.11 (-0.19, -0.03)
0.03 (-0.04, 0.11)

-0.00 (-0.08, 0.07)
-0.02 (-0.10, 0.05)
-0.04 (-0.10, 0.02)
-0.03 (-0.06, 0.00)

-0.11 (-0.15, -0.06)
-0.05 (-0.10, -0.00)
-0.11 (-0.16, -0.06)
-0.13 (-0.18, -0.08)
-0.11 (-0.15, -0.06)
-0.09 (-0.14, -0.04)
0.11 (-0.15, -0.06)
0.10 (-0.12, -0.08)
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Hela modellen Nationella SOM-undersokningarna 2015-2021

Sub-group overall
meta-analytical effects on
response rates

Metropolitan area
Subtotal (I-squared = 39.1%, p =0.131)

Born in the Nordics (not Sweden)
Subtotal (l-squared = 11.7%, p = 0.341)

Born somewhere else in Europe
Subtotal (I-squared = 42.0%, p = 0.111)

Born somewhere outside Europe
Subtotal (I-squared = 42.5%, p = 0.107)

Swe citizen
Subtotal (l-squared = 75.6%, p = 0.000)

Female
Subtotal (I-squared = 40.5%, p = 0.121)

Age 25-34
Subtotal (I-squared = 66.4%, p = 0.007)

Age 35-44
Subtotal (I-squared = 50.1%, p = 0.062)

Age 45-54
Subtotal (I-squared = 87.2%, p = 0.000)

Age 55-64
Subtotal (l-squared = 88.3%, p = 0.000)

Age 65 or older
Subtotal (I-squared = 87.3%, p = 0.000)

Divorced
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.912)

Widow/Widower
Subtotal (I-squared = 60.7%, p = 0.018)

Married
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =0.573)

Socially impoverished
Subtotal (I-squared = 35.8%, p = 0.155)

Risk of becoming socially impoverished
Subtotal (l-squared = 16.4%, p = 0.305)

Extremely socially impoverished
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.437)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Meta-analytical impact on
response rates (95% Cl)

0.03 (0.02, 0.04)

-0.04 (-0.05, -0.02)

-0.16 (-0.17, -0.15)

-0.21(-0.22, -0.20)

0.07 (0.05, 0.09)

0.04 (0.04, 0.05)

0.01(-0.01, 0.02)

0.06 (0.05, 0.08)

0.10(0.07,0.13)

0.19(0.16, 0.23)

0.28 (0.25, 0.31)

0.00 (-0.01, 0.01)

-0.03 (-0.05

0.09 (0.09, 0.10)

-0.06 (-0.08, -0.04)

-0.03 (-0.06, 0.00)

-0.10 (-0.12, -0.08)
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Kan socio-ekonomisk-status vara utsatta omradens
forklaring pa svarsbenagenhet?

» Goteborgs Stad har offentligt tillganglig statistik pa primaromraden

» SOM-undersokningarna genomfér en arligt aterkommande undersdkning av
Goteborgare och data innehaller primaromradesindelning

* 90 primaromraden i Goteborg
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Percent less than Gymnasie per primary area in Gothenburg 2020

Percent
-40
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Vilka kontextfaktorer i modellen?

» Utsatta omraden
* Andel utrikesfédda

O Pendlingsavsténd (Groves and Couper, 1998; Brick and Williams, 2013)

* Andel hyresratter @ates & mulry, 2011)

» Andel icke-gifta-hushall @ates & muiry, 2011)

* Inkomstnivaer (ates & Mulry, 2011)

 Sjukdagar/Bidragsberoende (ates s Mulry, 2011)

* Andel brott (Brick and Williams, 2013)

* Andel vuxna utan gymnasieutbildning (high school) ates & Mulry, 2011)

» Andel kvinnor i arbetskraften rick and wiliams, 2013)

e Andel i arbetsloshet (Brick and Williams, 2013)

» Andel familjer med smabarn (rick and williams, 2013; Bates & Mulry, 2011)

© Befolkningstéthe’r/tréngboddhet (Groves and Couper, 1998; Bates & Mulry, 2011)



SAMHALLE OPINION MEDIER

?l"'ll’i?"som-lenTUTET
N

A o

Meta-analys av fem linear multilevel regressioner (2016-

2020)

Sub-group overall
meta-analytical effects on
response rates

Socially impoverished
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.820)

Extremely socially impoverished

Percent immigrant population in the city district
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.916)

Percent less than upper-secondary education in the city district
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.415)

Percent with no children in household in the city district
Subtotal (I-squared = 11.3%, p = 0.341)

Average number of sickdays in a year per capita in the city district
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.577)

Median annual income in the city district (ratio by highest median income)
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.483)

Born in the Nordics (not Sweden)
Subtotal (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.969)

.BOIT\ somewhere else in Europe
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.433)

Born somewhere outside Europe
Subtotal (I-squared = 66.0 =0.019)

Swedish citizen
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.485)

Female

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p=0.717)
Age 25

Subtotal (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.638)
Age 35-44

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.740)

Age 45-54
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.968)

Age 5564
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.640)

Age 65 or older
Subotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.785)

Divorced
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.680)

Widow/Widower
Subtotal (-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.990)

Married
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.640)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analy:

Meta-analytical impact on
response rates (95% CI)

-0.02 (-0.04, 0.00)

-0.03 (-0.08, 0.00)

0.12 (-0.22, -0.01)

-0.49 (-0.76, -0.22)

-0.04 (-0.14, 0.06)

0.37 (-0.12, 0.86)

0.01(-0.09, 0.12)

-0.02 (-0.06, 0.02)

-0.16 (-0.18, -0.14)

-0.20 (-0.23, -0.17)

0.08 (0.07,0.10)

0.04 (0.03,0.05)

0.04 (0.02, 0.06)

0.07 (0.05, 0.09)

0.11(0.08,0.13)

0.17 (0.15, 0.20)

0.24 (0.22,0.27)

-0.00 (-0.02, 0.02)

-0.02 (-0.06, 0.02)

0.08 (0.06, 0.09)
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Kontextfaktorer sammanfattning

* Andelen utbildade och andelen utrikesfodda forklarade nastan helt effekten
av utsatta omraden

* Medianinkomst hade en stark effekt tills andelen utrikesfodda lades in (andelen

som inte gatt gymnasiet minskade inte medianinkomstens effekt)

« Effekten av andelen som inte gatt gymnasiet halverades nar andelen
utrikesfodda lades in (utrikesfédda &r de som kan ha “ingen uppgift” i utbildningsregistret)
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Ar det enkatklimatet eller kohortutbyte? (Gummer, 2019)

1. Rakna ut skevheten mellan svarande och befolkningen
Rakna ut forandring i skevhet mellan tva ar

Rakna ut forandring i befolkningen mellan tva ar

=

Rakna ut om férandringen i skevhet beror pa befolkningsokning (kohortutbyte) eller enkatklimat.
5. WCC = Fdrandring inom kohorten

6. BCC = Forandring mellan kohorter

_ N Pel t Peo cdei + deo
N e DRV S TR

WCC BCC
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Férandring i Non-response Bias: Alder

2015-2016: W(CC=0.27, BCC=-0.00
2016-2017: WCC=0.37, BCC=-0.02
2017-2018: WCC=0.07, BCC=-0.02
2018-2019: W(CC=-0.34, BCC=-0.01
2019-2020: WCC=0.19, BCC=0.01

2020-2021: WCC=-0.29, BCC=-0.07

2011-2021: W(CC=-0.26, BCC=0.00
2001-2021: W(CC=-0.80, BCC=0.13
1993-2021: WCC=-0.77, BCC=0.06
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Ar det enkatklimatet eller kohortutbyte?

(Gummer, 2019)
* Det verkar snarare vara en nedkylning av enkatklimatet an kohortutbyte som
okar non-response bias

* Extra tydligt med stark inomkohortsférandring (WCC) nar tidigare decennier
jamfors med 2021.
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Sammanfattning

* Prediktorer utpekade av internationell forskning verkar halla aven fér SOM-
undersékningarna

« Att vara utrikesfoédd, ung, anka eller ogift, man, bo pa landet, och ej svensk
medborgare predicerar icke-svar

* Andelen med endast férgymnasial utbildning och andelen utrikesfédda
predicerar icke-svar

» Medianinkomst, andelen hushall utan barn, genomsnittligt antal sjukdagar per
ar, och utsatta omraden predicerar inte icke-svar

 Forandring av icke-svarsprediktorer verkar bero pa enkatklimat mer an
kohortutbyte
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