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Summary	

This	report	provides	a	framework	for	piloting	the	future	EuroCohort	survey.	It	describes	and	

prescribes	 the	 general	 and	 specific	 approaches	 for	 testing	 questionnaires	 and	 survey	

procedures.	 It	 specifies	 the	 requirements	 for	 three	 different	 phases	 of	 piloting:	 pre-pilot,	

pilot	(instrument	testing)	and	dress-rehearsal,	and	provides	the	estimates	of	piloting	costs.	

The	report	is	mainly	related	to	piloting	procedures	for	wave	one	of	each	cohort	but,	as	some	

parts	 of	 the	 piloting	 will	 need	 to	 be	 longitudinal,	 it	 also	 proposes	 basic	 procedures	 for	

piloting	 the	 next	 waves.	 At	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 report,	 a	 brief	 general	 introduction	 to	

piloting	is	given.	
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1.	Introduction	to	piloting	
	

1.1.	Definition	of	piloting	

There	 is	 no	 universal	 definition	 of	 a	 pilot	 study.	 Different	 authors	 have	 somewhat	

different	definitions	for	pilot	studies.	A	pilot	study	is	"a	small-scale	test	of	the	methods	and	

procedures	 to	be	used	on	 a	 larger	 scale…"	 (Porta,	 2008);	 “a	 small	 scale	 version[s],	 or	 trial	

run[s],	done	 in	preparation	 for	 the	major	 study”	 (Polit	et	al.,	 2001:	467);	 “‘trying	out’	of	a	

particular	research	instrument“	(Baker,	1994:	182);	“a	mini-version	of	a	full-scale	study	or	a	

trial	 run	 done	 in	 preparation	 of	 the	 complete	 study“	 (Calitz,	 2009);	 “small	 study	 to	 test	

research	 protocols,	 data	 collection	 instruments,	 sample	 recruitment	 strategies,	 and	 other	

research	techniques	in	preparation	for	a	larger	study“	(Hassan	et	al.,	2006);	“a	preliminary	

research	 that	 can	be	used	 to	 assess	 a	 study’s	 design,	methodology	 and	 feasibility	 and	

typically	includes	participants	who	closely	resemble	those	who	will	meet	the	criteria	for	

inclusion	 in	 a	 study	 that	 is	 to	 follow	 the	 pilot	 work“	 (Hinds	 &	 Gattuso,	 1991:	 133).	

However,	although	there	is	no	universal	definition	of	pilot	studies,	all	these	definitions	have	

three	things	in	common	that	are	crucial	for	defining	pilot	studies:	a	pilot	study	is	conducted	

prior	 to	 the	main	 study;	 it	 is	 in	a	 smaller	 scale	 than	 the	main	 study;	 its’	aim	 is	 to	 improve	

quality	and	effectiveness	of	the	main	study	or	to	see	if	a	full-scale	study	is	feasible,	 i.e.	the	

resources	are	not	unnecessarily	spent.		

In	 social	 sciences,	 the	 term	 piloting	 is	 often,	 wrongly,	 used	 interchangeably	 for	 three	

different	things	(Thabane	et	al.,	2010;	Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001).	There	are	so-called	pre-

tests	 (pre-pilots),	 instrument	 tests	 (pilot	 studies)	 and	 dress	 rehearsals	 (trial	 studies).	

Although	 they	 may	 share	 some	 common	 aspects,	 they	 have	 different	 aims.	 The	 main	

difference	between	these	three	types	is	in	their	scope,	whereas	the	first	two	are	on	a	much	

smaller,	often	convenient	sample,	and	have	different	aims	than	trial	study.		

• Pre-tests,	in	social	science	research,	are	usually	done	on	a	very	small	scale	in	a	form	

of	focus	groups	or	(cognitive)	in-depth	interviews	to	determine	the	appropriateness	

of	 measures,	 concepts	 and	 issues	 to	 be	 addressed	 in	 a	 large-scale	 questionnaire	
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survey	(Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001).	The	key	point	is	that	pre-test	is	carried	out	prior	

to	developing	a	full	instrument/questionnaire	in	order	to	inform	that	development.	

• Pilot	studies	(Instrument	tests)	are	done	on	a	somewhat	bigger	sample	(n	=	20-100)	

and	 their	 aim	 is	 to	 try	 out	 a	 research	 instrument	 (e.g.	 wording,	 the	 order	 of	

questions,	 the	 range	 of	 answers	 on	 multiple	 choice,	 etc.)	 (Baker,	 1994:	 182-183;	

Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001).	Key	point	is	to	test	the	functioning	of	already	developed	

instrument/questionnaire.	

• Dress	rehearsals	are	a	trial	run	of	the	entire	study	from	start	to	finish	that	tests	the	

entire	 research	 process	 from	 a	 methodological	 standpoint	 (e.g.	 sampling	 and	

recruitment	strategies,	administration,	data	collection,	different	ways	of	distributing	

and	collecting	the	questionnaires	and	analysis)	in	actual	field	conditions	and	usually	

has	a	 lot	bigger	 sample	 (n	 >	100	 for	 studies	with	 thousand	and	more	participants)	

(Polit,	et	al.,	2001;	Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001).	A	bigger	sample	is	needed	because	

some	 aspects	 of	 the	 survey	 process	 can	 only	 be	 realistically	 tested	 with	 a	 bigger	

sample	size	(e.g.	item	refusal	rates,	internal	consistency	measures,	etc.).	

In	 this	 report,	 to	 avoid	 confusion,	 the	 term	pilot	will	 be	 used	 as	 a	 generic	 term	 for	 all	

three	 types	 of	 piloting,	 whereas	 different	 terms,	 i.e.	 pre-test,	 instrument	 test	 and	 dress	

rehearsal,	will	be	used	to	address	each	of	the	three	separate	types	of	piloting.		

	

1.2.	Why	pilot?	–	Importance	of	piloting	

The	 importance	 of	 piloting	 can	 be	 deduced	 from	 the	 abovementioned	 definitions	 of	

piloting.	Pilot	studies	are	important	because	they	can	pinpoint	the	areas	in	which	the	main	

study	could	fail	 (inadequate	research	protocols,	 inappropriate	or	too	complicated	methods	

or	instruments)	or	where	the	main	study	should	be	improved	while	not	risking	irretrievably	

spending	 too	much	of	 resources	 (Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001).	 It	 can	be	considered	as	 risk	

aversion	tactics	that	researchers	have	available	to	them	-	as	De	Vaus	(1993:	54)	said	“Do	not	

take	the	risk.	Pilot	test	first”.	So,	a	pilot	study	can	help	improve	the	quality	and	effectiveness	

of	the	main	study	and	can	help	avoid	making	costly	mistakes	in	the	main	study	where	they	



	
	

	

	

6	

6	

	

can	not	be	undone.	This	is	especially	important	when	conducting	large	full-scale	studies	that	

are	more	 complex,	 have	more	 resources	 at	 stake	 and	more	 parts	 of	 the	 research	 process	

that	 could	 go	 wrong.	 In	 these	 types	 of	 studies	 pilots	 are	 no	 longer	 considered	 just	 an	

available	option,	but	an	essential	necessity	(Thabane	et	al.,	2010).	

Besides	the	stated	importance	of	piloting	as	a	tool	of	risk	aversion	in	conducting	research,	

pilot	 studies	 can	 be	 conducted	 for	 different	 reasons	 and	 can	 have	 very	 different	 aims.	

Researchers	(Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001;	Morrison	et	al.,	2016)	have	made	a	comprehensive	

list	of	potential	aims	of	a	pilot	study:	testing	for	problems	which	may	arise	 in	a	 large	scale	

study;	 developing	 and	 testing	 adequacy	 of	 research	 instruments	 and	 questions;	 assessing	

the	 feasibility	 of	 a	 large	 scale	 study;	 designing	 a	 research	protocol;	 assessing	whether	 the	

research	 protocol	 is	 realistic	 and	 workable;	 establishing	 whether	 the	 sampling	 frame	 and	

technique	are	adequate	and	effective;	assessing	the	likely	success	of	proposed	recruitment	

approaches;	 providing	 information	 on	 participant	 burden;	 identifying	 logistical	 problems	

which	 might	 occur	 using	 proposed	 methods;	 estimating	 variability	 in	 outcomes	 to	 help	

determining	 sample	 size;	 collecting	 preliminary	 data;	 determining	 what	 resources	

(finance/staff)	 are	 needed	 for	 the	 main	 study;	 assessing	 the	 proposed	 data	 analysis	

techniques	 to	 uncover	 potential	 problems;	 developing	 a	 research	 question	 and	 research	

plan;	 training	 a	 researcher	 in	 as	 many	 elements	 of	 the	 research	 process	 as	 possible;	

providing	preliminary	findings	on	a	new	area	of	research;	demonstrating	to	potential	funding	

bodies	that	the	research	team	is	competent	and	knowledgeable;	convincing	funding	bodies	

that	 the	main	 study	 is	 feasible	 and	worth	 funding;	 convincing	other	 stakeholders	 that	 the	

main	 study	 is	 worth	 supporting.	 So,	 as	 can	 be	 seen,	 pilot	 studies	 can	 be	 used	 for	 many	

different	 reasons.	Researchers	have	 the	 freedom	to	 choose	 the	primary	aim	of	 their	pilot,	

they	can	choose	to	focus	on	one	or	few	aims,	or	they	can	try	to	cover	all	abovementioned	

aims	in	one	pilot	study.	These	choices	really	boil	down	to	specific	project	aims	and	research	

priorities,	which	can	largely	vary	from	research	to	research.		

However,	despite	their	noted	importance,	the	reality	is	that	pilot	studies	are	most	often	

under-discussed,	 under-used	 and	 under-reported	 (Prescott	 &	 Soeken,	 1989;	 Teijlingen	 &	

Hundley,	2001).	The	full	reports	on	pilot	studies	are	rare,	and	when	reported	it	 is	 in	a	very	
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brief	and	non-detailed	manner	(Lindquist,	1991;	Muoio	et	al.,	1995;	Teijlingen	et	al.,	2001).	

More	 often	 they	 are	 just	 mentioned	 in	 one	 sentence	 in	 the	 text	 that	 they	 have	 been	

conducted	(e.g.	"The	pilot	was	conducted	to	test	the	questionnaire	validity	and	reliability")	

or	 researchers	 state	 that	 they	 have	 learned	 something	 from	 the	 pilot	 study	 and	 made	

required	 changes	 but	 without	 explaining	 what	 exactly	 was	 learned	 and	 what	 exactly	 was	

changed	(Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001).	That	is	especially	true	in	earlier	years	of	social	science	

research	 (1940's-2000’s).	 However,	 piloting	 still	 receives	 little	 or	 no	 attention	 in	 scientific	

research	 training	 and	 in	 research	 textbooks	 (Thabane	 et	 al.,	 2010;	Morrison	 et	 al.,	 2016).	

Even	Lancaster	et	al.	(2004:	307)	stated	that	there	is	"No	formal	methodological	guidance	as	

to	what	a	pilot	is	or	how	to	carry	it	out".	So,	there	are	no	clear	and	formal	guidelines	on	how	

to	conduct	pilot	studies,	especially	for	 large	scale	cross-national	 longitudinal	panel	surveys.	

For	a	lot	of	dilemmas	that	occur	in	designing	pilot	studies,	researchers	are	left	to	themselves	

to	 try	 to	 navigate	 their	 way	 through,	 often,	 contradictory	 information	 or	 try	 to	 copy	

approaches	 adapted	 from	 other	 surveys.	 In	 recent	 years,	 reporting	 on	 pilot	 studies	 have	

increased	and	researchers	try	to	report	them	in	a	more	detailed	manner.	This	 is	 important	

because	 researchers	 can	 learn	 from	each	other	 experiences	 and	a	 lot	 of	 resources	 can	be	

spared	on	studies	or	procedures	that	turned	out	to	be	ineffective.	So,	reporting	outcomes	of	

both	successful	and	failed	pilots	can	be	very	useful	information	to	other	researchers.	

When	reporting	pilot	studies	researchers	are	encouraged	to	report	in	more	detail	actual	

improvements	 that	 were	 made	 after	 the	 pilot	 and	 the	 research	 process	 of	 the	 pilot	 in	

general.	Thabane	et	al.	(2010)	have	adopted	a	guideline	from	the	Consolidated	Standards	of	

Reporting	 Trials	 (CONSORT)	 initiative	 (Moher	 et	 al.,	 2001)	 on	 what	 needs	 to	 be	 reported	

when	reporting	pilot	studies:	from	the	title	or	abstract	it	should	be	clear	which	type	of	pilot	

study	 is	 reported	 –	 pre-test,	 instrument	 test,	 dress	 rehearsal	 or	 feasibility	 study;	 there	

should	be	an	introduction	that	provides	some	background	for	piloting,	its	context	in	relation	

to	 the	 main	 study	 and	 reasons	 for	 piloting;	 the	 methods	 section	 should	 be	 consisted	 of	

several	 factors	 –	 describing	 in	 detail	 participants	 of	 the	 study,	 sample	 size	 and	 sampling	

procedures,	 their	 recruitment	 rates,	 consent	 rates,	 completion	 rates,	 interventions	

conducted	 (if	 there	 are	 any),	 clear	 feasibility	 objectives	 and	 the	 focus	 of	 the	 pilot,	
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operationalized	 outcome	 measures,	 clear	 criteria	 for	 success	 of	 a	 pilot	 study,	 described	

statistical	 procedures	 required	 and	 ethical	 aspects	 that	 should	 be	 considered;	 the	 results	

section	 consists	 of	 data	 about	 participant	 flow	 through	 each	 stage	 of	 the	 study	 and	

deviations	 from	 protocol	 and	 reasons	 for	 it,	 dates	 of	 recruitment	 and	 follow-up,	 baseline	

socio-demographic	 characteristics	 of	 participants	 and	 outcomes	 of	 the	 pilot	 study;	 in	 the	

discussion	 section	 researchers	 should	 report	 interpretation	 of	 results	 with	 focus	 on	main	

objectives	of	the	pilot	study,	generalizability	of	the	study,	clearly	state	what	modifications	to	

the	 main	 stage	 study	 would	 be	 necessary	 to	 conduct	 and	 discussing	 the	 results	 in	 the	

context	of	overall	evidence	of	feasibility	of	the	study.	

	

1.3.	Different	approaches	to	piloting	

One	 question	 in	 pilot	 research	 is	 whether	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 data	 should	 be	 later	

included	in	the	main	study	data	for	analysis	(the	subset	of	the	sample	approach)	or	whether	

these	two	should	be	kept	separated	(separate	sample	approach).	Both	strategies	have	their	

advantages	and	disadvantages	that	need	to	be	considered	prior	to	making	the	final	decision.	

The	separate	sample	approach	means	that	dress	rehearsal	is	almost	an	entirely	separate	

research	 from	 the	main	 study	with	 its	 own	 aims	 and	procedures	 and	 that	 dress	 rehearsal	

sample	participants	data	will	not	 in	any	point	be	merged	with	 the	main	 study	participants	

data	nor	will	participants	 from	the	dress	rehearsal	study	 later	additionally	be	tested	 in	the	

main	study	for	the	second	time.	The	main	advantage	of	this	approach	is	that	it	guarantees	to	

maintain	methodological	"purity"	because	there	are	no	fears	of	potential	“contamination”	of	

the	 data	 that	 can	 happen	 if	 it	 is	 merged	 with	 the	 main	 study	 data.	 In	 this	 context,	 the	

contamination	of	the	data	can	occur	in	two	ways:	(1)	if	the	data	from	the	dress	rehearsal	are	

included	 in	the	main	results	(risk	of	adding	additional,	unknown,	source	of	variation	to	the	

data),	 (2)	 if	 dress	 rehearsal	 participants	 are	 included	 in	 the	main	 study,	 but	 new	data	 are	

collected	from	those	people	(risk	of	pre-test	practice	effect	due	to	previous	exposure	to	the	

testing	situation).	
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In	the	current	literature	on	piloting,	inclusion	of	dress	rehearsal	data	in	the	main	study	is	

generally	 not	 recommended	 because	 it	 is	 widely	 accepted	 that	 “an	 essential	 feature	 of	 a	

pilot	study	is	that	the	data	are	not	used	to	test	a	hypothesis	or	included	with	data	from	the	

actual	study	when	results	are	reported”	(Peat	et	al.:	57).	In	other	words,	a	dress	rehearsals'	

main	objective	is	to	be	a	somewhat	trial	version	of	the	main	study	and	if	there	are	problems	

(and	more	often	there	are)	with	the	research	instruments	or	procedures	some	modification	

will	 have	 to	 be	made	 prior	 to	 the	main	 study.	 So,	 if	 there	 is	 a	 change	 in	 instruments	 or	

procedures	 (even	 minimal)	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 and	 main	 study	 are	 essentially	 different	

researches	and	data	obtained	from	a	dress	rehearsal	in	these	cases	would	be	inaccurate	or	

faulty	in	relation	to	the	main	study.	From	practical	standpoint	samples	cannot	be	combined	

for	 any	 questions	 that	 are	 changed,	 added,	 or	 deleted	 subsequent	 to	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	

which	leads	researchers	into	a	situation	in	which	for	some	questions	dress	rehearsal	sample	

could	be	merged	and	for	some	it	could	not	be	merged.	This	is	not	considered	an	appropriate	

solution	 from	 a	 methodological	 standpoint	 because	 combining	 such	 data	 can	 impact	 the	

outcome	of	 the	 data	 analysis	 and	 risk	 adding	 an	 additional	 (unknown)	 source	 of	 variation	

which	 leads	 to	 loss	of	 “purity”	of	 the	data	which	 is	essential	 for	drawing	valid	 conclusions	

from	the	data.	

If	 dress	 rehearsal	 participants	 are	 included	 in	 the	 main	 study	 along	 with	 their	

participation	in	the	dress	rehearsal	it	is	very	likely	to	expect	that	participants	from	the	dress	

rehearsal	 study	may	 respond	 differently	 in	 numerous	ways	 in	 contrast	 to	 the	main	 study	

"exclusive"	 participants	 who	 are	 exposed	 to	 the	 research	 for	 the	 first	 time	 (Teijlingen	 &	

Hundley,	 2001).	 They	 will	 most	 likely	 experience	 so-called	 pre-test	 practice	 effect	 that	

influences	participants'	behaviour	and	performance	due	to	previous	exposure	to	the	testing	

situation	 (e.g.	 participants	may	 become	more	 familiar	with	 research	 procedure	 and	 adapt	

accordingly;	participants	can	show	a	decline	in	following	a	research	protocol	because	it	is	no	

longer	novel	etc.).	Also,	in	this	case,	a	separate	sample	can	be	beneficial	in	order	to	reduce	

respondent	burden	and	maintain	response	rates	among	the	main	sample.	

There	are	a	number	of	downsides	to	separate	sample	approaches	and	there	is	a	certain	

“cost”	 that	 needs	 to	 be	 paid	 for	 this	methodological	 “purity”	 –	 in	 particular,	 this	 piloting	



	
	

	

	

10	

10	

	

approach	is	more	costly	than	the	subset	of	sample	strategy.	With	this	approach	researchers	

are	basically	doing	an	additional	comprehensive	survey	whose	data	will	later	be	disregarded	

and	 will	 not	 be	 of	 any	 use	 in	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	 main	 project	 hypothesis.	 Also,	 a	 direct	

consequence	of	this	approach	 is	 fewer	participants	 in	the	main	study	 in	relation	to	what	 it	

could	have	been	 if	the	dress	rehearsal	data	was	merged	with	the	main	survey	data.	This	 is	

especially	important	if	the	recruitment	of	a	larger	number	of	right	participants	in	the	study	is	

challenging	 for	different	 reasons	 (difficult	 to	 reach	populations	 -	minority	groups,	sensitive	

populations,	etc.).	

At	the	same	time,	some	researchers	(Teijlingen	and	Hundley,	2001;	Thabane	et	al.,	2010)	

do	 not	 think	 that	 potential	 contamination	 of	 results	 is	 as	 large	 a	 threat	 to	 the	 research	

integrity	and	do	not	see	any	harm	with	merging	the	dress	rehearsal	study	data	with	the	main	

study	data	if	a	few	conditions	are	met:	

(1)	 key	 features	 of	 the	main	 study	 need	 to	 be	 preserved	 in	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 (sampling	

frame,	sampling	strategy,	and	methodologies	need	to	be	the	same);	

(2)	 there	must	be	no	change	or	 improvement	 in	procedures	and	 the	 instruments	between	

the	 dress	 rehearsal	 and	 the	 main	 study	 (e.g.	 If	 the	 well-established	 and	 validated	

instruments	are	used	 in	 the	dress	rehearsal	and	the	dress	rehearsal	 is	meant	to	test	other	

methodological	aspects	than	validation	of	instruments-	e.g.	refusal	rates);	

(3)	 if	any	merging	of	the	dress	rehearsal	and	main	study	data	 is	considered,	this	should	be	

planned	beforehand,	 described	 clearly	 in	 the	protocol	with	 a	 clear	 discussion	of	 statistical	

consequences	and	methods	and	with	an	extra	effort	made	to	 try	 to	avoid	or	minimize	 the	

potential	bias	that	may	occur	due	to	the	merger.	

In	 the	 literature	 on	 pilot	 methodology,	 there	 are	 guidelines	 which	 help	 to	 inform	 the	

decision	whether	or	not	 to	choose	 the	subset	of	 sample	strategy.	There	are	 four	potential	

decisions	 regarding	 whether	 dress	 rehearsal	 data	 should	 be	 merged	 with	 the	 main	 data	

(Charlesworth	 et	 al.,	 2013):	 (1)	when	 a	 dress	 rehearsal	 identifies	 the	 need	 for	 substantial	

change	of	 research	protocol	prior	 the	main	study:	non-acceptance	of	 the	subset	of	 sample	

strategy;	 (2)	 when	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 confirms	 that	 design	 and	method	 are	 feasible	 and	
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appropriate	 in	 principle	 but	 need	 specific	 refinements,	 decision	 must	 be	 delayed	 and	

thoroughly	weighed	by	research	leads	(How	much	procedural	variation	is	acceptable	within	

a	 full	 trial?)	–	conditional	acceptance	of	 the	 subset	of	 sample	 strategy;	 (3)	when	 the	dress	

rehearsal	confirms	that	design	and	method	are	feasible	and	appropriate	except	perhaps	for	

minor	detail,	judgement	call	of	researchers	is	needed	on	“What	is	considered	minor	and	how	

minor	do	the	details	need	to	be?”	–	acceptance	of	the	subset	of	sample	strategy;	(4)	when	

the	dress	 rehearsal	confirms	that	design	and	method	are	 feasible	and	appropriate,	and	no	

changes	are	required	prior	the	main	study	–	unequivocal	complete	acceptance	of	the	subset	

of	sample	strategy.	Additionally,	second,	 third	and	fourth	decisions	are	also	conditional	on	

the	dress	rehearsal	sample	design	is	compatible	with	that	of	the	main	study.		

Thus,	 if	 the	 conclusion	 from	 the	 trial	 study	 is	 that	 there	must	be	a	 lot	of	modifications	

made	 prior	 the	main	 study,	 it	 is	 obvious	 that	 subset	 of	 the	 sample	 strategy,	 in	 that	 case,	

should	 not	 be	 considered.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 if	 the	 conclusion	 from	 the	 trial	 study	 is	 to	

continue	to	the	main	study	without	modification,	then	the	subset	of	the	sample	strategy	and	

merging	 of	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 and	 main	 study	 data	 could	 be	 considered	 appropriate.	

However,	 if	 the	 conclusions	 of	 the	 trial	 study	 are	 somewhere	 between	 those	 two	 (nor	

rejection,	neither	full	acceptance)	then	it	may	or	may	not	be	appropriate	to	use	the	subset	

of	 the	 sample	 strategy	 and	 merge	 dress	 rehearsal	 and	 main	 survey	 data.	 This	 situation	

demands	 careful	 consideration	 of	 the	 researchers	 and	 inspecting	 the	 nature	 of	 potential	

modifications	and	their	potential	impact	on	the	integrity	of	the	final	dataset	before	making	a	

final	 decision.	 However,	 researchers	 should	 have	 in	 mind	 that	 there	 is	 an	 extra	 layer	 of	

complexity	regarding	these	decisions	in	cross-national	studies	(e.g.	what	if	modifications	are	

needed	 in	 some	 countries,	 but	 not	 in	 others?	 Should	 different	 decisions	 in	 different	

countries	 be	 accepted?).	 Furthermore,	 this	 process	 is	 additionally	 more	 complex	 in	 a	

longitudinal	survey	(e.g.	if	modifications	are	needed	at	any	wave,	the	dress	rehearsal	subset	

cannot	be	 included	 in	 longitudinal	 analysis,	which	 is	 usually	not	 known	until	 all	waves	 are	

completed).	

To	sum	up,	although	the	subset	of	sample	approach	is	definitively	less	costly	in	contrast	

to	 the	 separate	 sample	 approach,	 it	 has	 its	 limitations.	 There	 is	 a	 certain	 threat	 from	



	
	

	

	

12	

12	

	

methodological	contamination	of	 results	 if	 the	abovementioned	conditions	are	not	met.	 In	

research	 reality,	 when	 conducting	 more	 complex	 research	 projects	 it	 is	 more	 likely	 that	

certain	modifications	of	 the	 research	will	 have	 to	be	made	after	 the	 trial	 and	prior	 to	 the	

main	study.	That	means	that,	in	most	cases,	this	approach	should	not	be	used.	

The	 second	most	 common	dilemma	 regarding	pilots	 is	 determining	 the	 sample	 size	 for	

pilot	 studies.	Although	a	 rule	of	 thumb	suggesting	 that	pilot	 sample	 should	be	10%	of	 the	

sample	size	planned	for	the	main	study	can	be	found	 in	the	 literature	(Hertzog,	2008),	 the	

reality	 is	that	there	 is	no	straightforward	answer	and	no	consensus	on	optimal	sample	size	

for	 piloting.	 A	 more	 common	 rule	 of	 thumb	 for	 sample	 size	 dilemma	 is	 ensuring	 a	 large	

enough	 sample	 to	 provide	 useful	 information	 depending	 on	 what	 is	 the	 aim	 of	 the	 pilot	

study	(Thabane	et	al.,	2010),	while	considering	project	costs	and	time	constraints,	as	well	as	

size	and	variability	of	 the	 target	population	 (Hertzog,	2008).	Also,	 the	 sample	 for	 the	pilot	

should	 be	 drawn	 from	 the	 target	 study	 population	 and	 it	 should	 be	 based	 on	 the	 same	

inclusion/exclusion	criteria	as	the	main	study	(Thabane	et	al.,	2010).		

The	third	dilemma	is	whether	a	pilot	study	should	test	the	substantive	hypotheses	of	the	

main	study.	This	dilemma	does	not	refer	to	the	question	of	testing	a	certain	methodological	

hypothesis	 (e.g.	 hypothesis	 that	 certain	measures	 show	 internal	 consistency	or	 reliability),	

which	is	commonly	done	in	pilot	studies.	This	dilemma	refers	strictly	to	testing	the	different	

substantive	hypothesis	 from	the	main	study	(e.g.	 treatment	effects	etc.)	 in	 the	pilot	study.	

The	 literature	 suggests	 that	 a	 pilot	 study	 is	 not	 a	 hypothesis	 testing	 study	 and	 should	 be	

primarily	descriptive	in	nature	(Bunn	et	al.,	1998;	Bauhofer	et	al.,	2001;	Carfoot	et	al.,	2002)	

and	 should	 focus	 on	 achieving	 the	 specific	 aims	 relevant	 for	 the	 pilot.	 Therefore,	 no	

inferential	statistical	tests	nor	power	analyses	should	be	proposed	in	a	pilot	study	since	pilot	

studies	 do	 not	 have	 enough	 power	 to	 detect	 potential	 statistical	 differences	 (Altman	 &	

Bland,	 1995).	 However,	 in	 some	 pilot	 studies	 emphasis	 is	 wrongly	 placed	 on	 statistical	

significance	rather	on	the	feasibility	of	the	main	study	(Thabane	et	al.,	2010).	
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1.4.	Practices	in	piloting	a	large-scale	longitudinal	panel	survey	

Reviewing	 available	 technical	 reports	 from	 large	 scale	 longitudinal	 panel	 surveys,	

primarily	in	the	UK,	there	can	be	seen	some	common	factors	of	a	piloting	process.	Some	of	

this	 surveys	 are:	 The	 1970	 British	 Cohort	 Study	 (BCS70),	 British	 Household	 Panel	 Survey	

(BHPS),	English	Longitudinal	Study	of	Ageing	(ELSA),	Families	and	Children	Study	(FACS),	Life	

study,	Longitudinal	Study	of	Young	People	in	England	1	(LSYPE1)	or	Next	Steps,	Longitudinal	

Study	of	Young	People	in	England	2	(LSYPE2)	or	Our	Future,	Millennium	Cohort	Study	(MCS),	

National	 Child	 Development	 Study	 (NCDS),	 Survey	 of	 Health,	 Ageing	 and	 Retirement	 in	

Europe	 (SHARE),	 UK	 Household	 Longitudinal	 Study	 (UKHLS),	 Youth	 Cohort	 Study	 (YCS),	

Growing	up	in	Ireland,	Growing	up	in	Scotland	and	Growing	up	in	Australia.		

Regarding	 piloting	 reports,	 trends	 in	 large	 scale	 longitudinal	 panel	 surveys	 follow	 the	

trends	 in	 other	 research	 areas	 –	 information	 on	 piloting	 procedures	 is	 very	 scarce	 and	

technical	reports	are	mostly	focused	on	the	main	survey	information.	This	is	especially	true	

for	the	early	year	longitudinal	panel	surveys	(1940s-2000s).	It	is	not	uncommon	to	see	that	

reporting	on	piloting	has	emerged	in	some	of	these	surveys	only	at	the	later	waves	that	are	

conducted	 in	 the	 more	 recent	 years.	 That	 is	 because	 researchers	 have	 continuously	

emphasized	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 detail	 reporting	 of	 the	 pilots	 that	 led	 to	 a	 shift	 in	 the	

content	of	technical	reports.	Thus,	most	of	the	recent	large-scale	longitudinal	surveys	have	a	

separate	chapter	that	is	dedicated	to	piloting	procedures.	

The	 technical	 reports	 on	 piloting	 in	 large-scale	 longitudinal	 panel	 surveys,	 most	 often	

include	all	three	types	of	pilots	 in	every	round	–	one	or	two	pre-tests,	one	 instrument	test	

and	one	dress	 rehearsal	 or	 trial	 study.	Most	often	 researchers	 in	 these	 large-scale	 studies	

start	with	“qualitative	data	collection	and	analysis	on	a	relatively	unexplored	topic,	using	the	

results	to	design	a	subsequent	quantitative	phase	of	the	study”	(Tashakkori	&	Teddlie,	1998:	

47).	 This	 is	 called	pre-tests,	which	 is	 followed	by	 an	 instrument	 test	 study	 and	 then	dress	

rehearsal.	 Sampling	procedures	 and	 sample	 sizes	 in	 these	 studies	 vary	 a	 lot	depending	on	

the	 type	 and	 aims	of	 a	 pilot,	which	 can	 also	 vary	 from	wave	 to	wave.	 For	 pre-tests,	most	

often	 convenience	 sample	 that	 consists	 primarily	 of	 volunteers	 or	 researchers’	

acquaintances	 is	 used.	 Because	 of	 the	 nature	 of	 pre-tests	 that	 imply	 broad	 exploration	 of	
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researched	 constructs,	 qualitative	 data	 collection	 in	 the	 form	 of	 cognitive	 interviews	 and	

focus	 groups	 is	 the	most	 common	method.	 Qualitative	 data	 collection	 requires	 a	 smaller	

sample	 size	 typical	 for	pre-pilots.	 These	 sample	 sizes	 vary	 from	study	 to	 study	and	can	be	

anywhere	between	10	to	100	participants.	For	instrument	test	studies,	sampling	procedure	

varies	depending	on	the	aim	of	the	pilot.	They	can	be	conducted	with	a	convenience	sample	

and	qualitative	data	collection	(from	50	to	100	participants),	or	they	can	be	conducted	with	

quantitative	 data	 collection	 and	 random	 sampling	 if	 the	 aim	 is	 to	 test	 the	 validity	 of	 the	

questionnaire	 (from	100	 to	500	participants),	 or	 a	mixture	of	both.	However,	 this	 random	

sampling	 does	 not	 have	 to	 strictly	 follow	 the	main	 study	 sampling	 procedures	 –	 that	 is	 a	

common	 characteristic	 of	 a	 dress	 rehearsal.	 For	 dress	 rehearsal,	 a	 sampling	 procedure	 is	

following	 the	main	 study	 sampling	 procedure.	 A	 sample	 is	 always	 drawn	 from	 population	

members,	which	allows	the	whole	survey	process	to	be	tested.	The	main	study,	its’	goals	and	

overall	 target	 population	 also	 determine	 what	 will	 be	 the	 data	 collection	 technique	 and	

sample	 size	 of	 the	 dress	 rehearsal.	 However,	 in	 panel	 surveys	 that	 are	 most	 like	 ours	

(Growing	up	 in	 Ireland,	Growing	up	 in	Scotland,	Growing	up	 in	Australia	and	MCS)	 sample	

size	 in	dress	 rehearsal	 varies	 from	250	–	600	participants.	Although	all	 these	 sample	 sizes	

vary	 a	 lot	 and	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 nature,	 aims	 and	 scope	 of	 the	 study,	 one	 trend	 is	

consistent	–	pre-pilots	always	have	relatively	smaller	sample	size	than	instrument	tests,	and	

instrument	tests	have	relatively	smaller	sample	size	than	dress	rehearsals.	

The	 abovementioned	 large-scale	 longitudinal	 panel	 studies	 are	 specific	 kind	 of	 studies	

because	 they	 usually	 span	 through	 decades	 and	 face	 the	 problem	 of	 participant	 attrition	

which	can	lead	to	reduced	sample	size	and	biased	conclusions.	In	these	studies,	only	50%	of	

the	 original	 participants	 are	 still	 participating	 in	 the	 final	 wave	 of	 the	 study	 (Deng	 et	 al.,	

2013).	 This	 raises	 the	 question	 of	 appropriate	 strategies	 for	 securing	 enough	 participants	

until	 completion	 of	 the	 study.	 In	 the	 main	 study	 of	 these	 type	 of	 researches	 there	 are	

recommendations	from	the	Longview	team	(Martin	et	al.,	2006)	in	their	Strategic	review	of	

panel	 and	 cohort	 studies	 to	 use	 so-called	 refreshment	 or	 booster	 samples,	 i.e.	 “new,	

randomly	sampled	respondents	given	the	questionnaire	at	 the	same	time	as	a	subsequent	

wave	of	the	panel”	(Deng	et	al.,	2013:	2).	There	are	no	similar	specific	recommendations	for	
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using	refreshment	samples	in	pilot	studies	that	precede	these	main	studies.	However,	if	we	

follow	the	practices	and	recommendations	for	the	main	studies,	we	can	conclude	that	these	

recommendations	can	also	be	applicable	for	pilot	studies.	Moreover,	in	technical	reports	on	

piloting	 in	 longitudinal	 panel	 studies	 it	 can	 be	 found	 that,	most	 often,	when	 they	 use	 the	

refreshment	sample	strategy	for	the	main	study,	they	also	use	it	for	the	dress	rehearsals.	

Choosing	 the	 subset	 of	 sample	 approach	 in	 piloting	 and	merging	 dress	 rehearsal	 data	

with	main	study	data,	in	longitudinal	developmental	panel	surveys	where	it	is	important	that	

cohort	 of	 children	 are	 surveyed	 at	 specific	 developmental	 age,	 may	 be	 additionally	

challenging.	 Similar	 research	 to	 EuroCohort	 –	 The	 Growing	 Up	 in	 Ireland	 –	 National	

Longitudinal	Study	of	Children	stated	in	their	technical	report	summary	that	"the	samples	for	

the	 Pilot	 and	 Dress	 Rehearsal	 were	 the	 respondents	 who	 had	 participated	 in	 the	

corresponding	 phases	 for	Wave	 1	when	 the	 children	were	 aged	 nine	months.	 As	Wave	 2	

piloting	 took	 place	 exactly	 two	 years	 after	 Wave	 1,	 the	 children	 in	 the	 Pilot	 and	 Dress	

Rehearsal	were	aged	two	years	and	nine	months,	rather	than	the	full	36	months,	as	children	

in	the	Main	Study	would	be.	This	was	necessary	to	allow	enough	time	between	the	piloting	

and	 the	Main	 Study	 to	make	 all	 changes	 and	 to	 secure	 ethical	 and	 other	 approval	 before	

main-phase	fieldwork	took	place."	In	other	words,	their	dress	rehearsal	sample	participants	

were	 different	 age	 (somewhat	 younger)	 than	 their	main	 survey	 participants	 due	 to	 time-

consuming	 preparations	 for	 fieldwork	 that	 these	 surveys	 very	 often	 require.	 So,	 it	 is	

important	 to	 consider	 this	 kind	 of	 threat	 when	 considering	 merging	 dress	 rehearsal	 data	

with	the	main	survey	data	 in	this	type	of	studies.	Also,	 in	this	 type	of	studies,	 it	 is	of	most	

importance	 that	 researchers	 have	 a	 contingency	 plan	 of	 having	 a	 second	 pilot	 if	 major	

changes	 are	 developed	 after	 the	 (first)	 pilot.	 In	 that	 situation,	 any	 changed	procedures	 or	

instruments	 also	 need	 to	 be	 piloted.	 Researchers	 need	 to	 consider	 this	 carefully	 when	

planning	the	fieldwork	and	secure	a	sufficient	time	frame	to	execute	this.		

The	 literature	 suggests	 that	pilot	 studies	 should	have	 clearly	 set	objectives	before	 they	

are	 conducted	 and	 that	 the	 decision	 to	 continue	 with	 the	 main	 study	 will	 depend	 upon	

successful	completion	of	these	objectives.	Most	often,	in	technical	reports	of	these	studies,	

researchers	just	state	that	following	the	pilot	study	results,	minor	or	no	major	changes	were	
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made	prior	to	the	main	study.	However,	there	are	no	clear	criterions	to	determine	when	the	

pilot	 study	 is	 considered	a	 success	or	 failure	 and	what	 amount	of	 changes	 are	 considered	

minor,	major	or	 acceptable	 to	 continue	 the	main	 research.	 These	decisions	are	 left	 to	 the	

principal	 researchers	that	are	conducting	the	study.	That	 is	especially	problematic	because	

"Researchers	 might	 be	 tempted	 to	 make	 considerable	 changes	 in	 the	 main	 study,	 rather	

than	 deciding	 that	 the	 proposed	 study	 is	 not	 possible	 with	 the	 available	 resources,	 time,	

population…"	(Teijlingen	&	Hundley,	2001:	3).	
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2.	EuroCohort	piloting:	a	general	overview	
	

2.1.	Structure	of	the	piloting	

We	propose	 EuroCohort	 to	 follow	 the	 three-steps	 piloting	 identified	 by	 Thabane	 et	 al.	

(2010)	and	Teijlingen	&	Hundley	(2001)	suggested	and	elaborated	in	the	Introduction.	These	

steps	share	some	aspects	but	are	aimed	at	different	goals.	Figure	1	shows	an	integrated	view	

of	the	proposed	piloting	of	EuroCohort’s	first	wave1.		

Figure	1.	A	general	overview	of	EuroCohort's	piloting	(Wave	1)2.	

	

*	Tables	3,	5	and	6	offer	a	detailed	view	on	the	N	and	subsamples.			

The	pre-pilot	would	be	a	small-scale	qualitative	study	and	would	be	aimed	at	determining	

the	 appropriateness	 of	 constructs	 and	 the	 understanding	 of	 the	 content	 of	 the	 draft	

questionnaires.	Cognitive	interviews	would	be	the	research	technique	used	in	the	pre-pilot,	

which	would	be	carried	out	in	a	selection	of	countries.	

The	pilot	would	 have	 a	medium	 scale	 sample	 and	would	 be	 aimed	 at	 determining	 the	

appropriateness	of	three	main	issues:	the	psychometric	properties	of	the	questionnaires;	its	

																																																													
1	The	piloting	of	the	next	waves	is	explained	in	section	7. 
2	 The	proposed	piloting	procedure	 is	 planned	 for	 the	 countries	with	population	bigger	 than	2M.	 In	
smaller	 countries	 the	 piloting	 procedure	 will	 be	 adjusted	 in	 coordination	 with	 EC	 central	
methodological	team	
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broad	 acceptability	 and	 usability	 for	 both	 respondents	 and	 interviewers,	 including	 length	

and	 translation;	 and	 some	 aspects	 of	 the	 software	 and	 hardware	 functioning	 during	 the	

face-to-face	 Computer	 Assisted	 Personal	 Interviews	 (CAPI).	 CAPI	 interviews	 would	 be	 the	

research	technique	used	in	the	pilot,	which	should	be	carried	out	in	all	EuroCohort	countries.		

The	dress-rehearsal	would	 be	 a	medium	 scale	 study	 and	would	 be	 aimed	 at	 testing	 all	

elements	of	 research	procedure.	 The	dress	 rehearsal	 is	 planned	as	 a	 trial	 run	of	 the	main	

study	that	tests	the	entire	research	process	from	a	methodological	standpoint.	This	includes	

elements	such	as	sampling	and	recruitment	strategies,	administration	of	the	questionnaires,	

the	appropriateness	of	the	contact	protocols	or	the	data	storage	systems.	This	stage	would	

be	carried	out	in	all	EuroCohort	countries.	

	

2.2.	Target	respondents	and	questionnaires	

EuroCohort’s	 longitudinal-sequential	 research	design	 includes,	 in	 each	wave	of	 the	

survey,	 two	 different	 cohorts	 of	 children	 and	 their	 carers.	 Assessment	 of	 these	 groups	 of	

target	 respondents	 results	 in	 a	 variety	 of	 questionnaires.	 Table	 1	 shows	 the	 target	

respondents	and	required	questionnaires	for	the	first	wave	of	EuroCohort.	

Table	1.	EuroCohort	Target	Respondents	and	Related	Questionnaires	(Wave	1).	

	

In	 the	 case	 of	 C1	 (children	 age	 8),	 the	 children	 and	 the	 carer	 would	 have	 their	 own	

questionnaire.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 C2	 (new-borns),	 only	 the	 carers	 would	 be	 interviewed.	

Therefore,	in	wave	1	there	would	be	three	different	target	groups	of	respondents	that	would	

Infant	Cohort	(C1)	 Birth	Cohort	(C2)	

Target	 Questionnaire	 Target	 Questionnaire	

Age	8	children	 Yes	 [Newborns]	 No	

Carer		 Yes	 Carer		 Yes	
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require	three	different	questionnaires3.	The	three	stages	of	piloting,	consequently,	must	be	

planned	according	to	these	requirements.		

	

2.3.	Separate	sample	or	subset	of	main	sample	approach	

In	the	Introductory	section	on	piloting	the	issue	of	the	separate	sample	or	the	subsample	

of	 the	main	 sample	 approach	 was	 raised.	 The	 general	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses	 of	 each	

approach	were	highlighted.	As	has	been	stated,	the	main	argument	for	an	integrated	sample	

is	related	to	the	reduction	of	survey	costs	and	an	increase	in	efficiency,	although	there	are	

important	 issues	 about	 its	 methodological	 adequacy.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 a	 longitudinal	 survey	

such	 as	 EuroCohort,	 the	 problems	 related	 to	methodological	 adequacy	 increases,	 because	

the	age	of	the	children	must	be	strictly	controlled	in	each	wave	of	the	survey,	and	because	it	

involves	multiple	countries	and	waves.	Using	 the	subset	of	 sample	approach	and	 including	

the	pilot	 study	data	 into	 the	main	 sample,	 the	age-appropriateness	of	 the	 results	become	

extremely	 difficult	 to	 achieve.	 As	 EuroCohort	 aims	 at	 scientific	 excellence	 and	 a	 high-

standard	methodological	“purity”,	a	separate	sample	approach	is	proposed.		

	

2.4.	Calendar	

In	 Table	 2	 an	 approximate	 calendar	 of	 EuroCohort’s	 piloting	 process	 is	 presented.	 It	 is	

suggested	 that	 in	order	 to	plan	 for	 the	beginning	of	 EuroCohort’s	 first	 cohort	 fieldwork	 in	

2022	 much	 detailed	 planning	 of	 the	 piloting	 and	 the	 pre-piloting	 must	 be	 scheduled	 in	

advance.	 Thus,	 it	 is	 suggested	 to	 have	 a	 five	months	 period	 for	 the	 piloting	 planning	 and	

preparation;	a	five	months	period	for	the	pre-pilot;	an	eight	months	period	for	the	pilot;	an	

eight	 months	 period	 for	 the	 dress-rehearsal;	 and	 two	 months	 for	 possible	 delays	 and	

recollecting,	 processing	 and	 analysing	 all	 the	 piloting’s	 outcomes.	 In	 total,	 2	 years	 and	 4	

months	of	piloting	are	planned	-	a	feasible	proposal	considering	the	tasks	to	be	undertaken	

and	that	similar	projects	have	been	carried	out	even	 in	a	shorter	period.	For	example,	 the	

SHARE	project	pilot	took	1	year	and	8	months	(Börsch-Supan	and	Kemperman,	2005:	8-10).	
																																																													
3	In	other	waves,	as	stated	in	the	WP8	deliverables,	other	targets	may	be	included,	such	as	medical	or	
educational	personnel.	 
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Table	2.	EuroCohort’s	Piloting	Calendar	

Year	 Month	 Stage	

1	

I	

Pilot	planning	
II	
III	
IV	
V	
VI	

Pre-pilot	
VII	
VIII	
IX	
X	
XI	

Pilot	

XII	

2	

I	
II	
III	
IV	
V	
VI	
VII	

Dress	rehearsal	

VIII	
IX	
X	
XI	
XII	

3	
I	
II	
III	 EuroCohort	start	
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3.	Pre-Pilot	
	

3.1.	Overview	

Figure	 2	 shows	 the	 flow-chart	 of	 the	 tasks	 and	 activities	 proposed	 in	 EuroCohort	 pre-

pilot.	The	pre-pilot	starts	with	the	development	of	the	English	language	draft	questionnaires	

for	 wave	 1.	 As	 it	 has	 been	 said,	 these	 three	 different	 questionnaires	 will	 be	 developed:	

questionnaire	 for	children	age	8,	 for	 their	carers	and	for	 the	carers	of	newborns.	Together	

with	the	draft	questionnaires,	the	interviewer's	manual	(one	per	questionnaire)	will	also	be	

developed	previously	to	the	pre-pilot.	

The	pre-piloting	of	the	questionnaires	should	be	focused	on:	

• Concepts	(i.e.	a	concept	being	too	complex	or	presented	in	a	too	complex	way);		

• Measures	 (i.e.	 an	 answering	 scale	 or	 an	 icon	 being	 difficult	 to	 understand	 or	

confuse);	

• Wording	 (i.e.	 a	 question	 being	 poorly	 formulated,	 or	 in	 such	 a	 way	 that	 children	

/respondents	find	it	difficult	to	understand	correctly);	

• Other	elements.		

Complementary,	 the	 pre-pilot	 should	 also	 be	 part	 of	 the	 process	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	

questionnaires	are	functional	in	different	linguistic	and	cultural	contexts	across	Europe.	The	

draft	questionnaires	will	be	developed	in	English	by	a	multicultural	team,	in	order	to	include	

non-Anglo	centric	views	on	children	well-being.	However,	once	the	draft	questionnaires	are	

finished,	to	ensure	that	questionnaires	are	functional	in	as	many	European	cultural	contexts	

as	 possible,	 they	 should	 be	 tested	 in	 different	 linguistic	 and	 cultural	 environments.	 Thus,	

apart	 from	being	pre-piloted	 in	 an	 English-speaking	 country,	 the	questionnaires	 should	be	

tested	 in	 a	 limited	 selection	 of	 European	 countries	 participating	 in	 EuroCohort.	 Later	 on,	

they	should	be	wholly	tested	in	the	pilot.	
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Both	 the	 English	 speaking	 country	 and	 the	 other	 countries	 pre-piloting	would	 be	 done	

through	 cognitive	 interviews	 (CI).	 CI	 is	 “a	 method	 of	 pre-testing	 draft	 versions	 of	

questionnaires	 with	 sub-samples	 of	 respondents	 from	 target	 populations	 before	 final	

versions	 of	 questionnaires	 are	 administered	 to	 full	 samples	 (…).	 The	 goal	 is	 to	 identify	

whether	 items	 function	 as	 survey	 designers	 intended.	 CI,	 therefore,	 provides	 a	 source	 of	

evidence	 for	 the	 confirmation,	 revision,	 deletion,	 or	 replacement	 of	 items"	 (Pepper	 et	 al.,	

2017:	4).	In	CI,	"respondents	answer	the	target	survey	questions;	that	is,	the	questions	to	be	

pre-tested,	and	then	they	respond	to	a	series	of	follow-up	probes	that	vary	from	general	and	

open	probes,	like	"What	were	you	thinking?"	or	"How	did	you	came	up	with	that?"	to	much	

more	scripted	and	specific	follow-up	probes,	such	as	"What	does	the	term/word	(...)	mean	

to	you?"	or	"How	did	you	calculate	(…)?"	(Padilla	and	Leighton,	2017:	212).	CI	offers	a	range	

of	techniques	for	systematically	eliciting	and	recording	individuals'	comments	on	items	when	

they	 respond	 to	 questionnaires.	 The	 major	 techniques	 include	 concurrent	 probing	

(questions	asked	during	each	 item	 response),	 retrospective	probing	 (questions	asked	after	

all	 item	responses),	and	concurrent	verbalisation	 (‘think	aloud'	during	each	 item	response)	

(Pepper	 et	 al.,	 2017).	 Although	 there	 are	 advantages	 and	 disadvantages	 in	 each	 of	 these	

approaches,	 we	 propose	 the	 use	 of	 concurrent	 probing,	 as	 a)	 it	 is	 a	 technique	 designed	

specifically	 for	 interviewer-administered	 questionnaires,	 as	 it	 should	 be	 the	 case	 of	

EuroCohort	 (op	 cit)	 and	 b)	 it	 is	 the	most	 suitable	 technique	 to	 be	 used	 with	 children,	 as	

retrospective	probing	and	concurrent	verbalisation	are	too	demanding	for	that	target	group.	

CIs	will	be	done	on	convenient	samples	of	children	and	carers.		
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3.2.	Preparatory	tasks		

To	proceed	with	the	cognitive	interviews,	four	preparatory	tasks	should	be	completed,	as	

shown	in	Figure	2:	

A) Cognitive	 interviewing	 protocol	 development.	 Cognitive	 interviewing	 is	 a	 complex	

task	 that	 should	 be	 done	 according	 to	 precise	 instructions	 and	 protocols.	 For	

EuroCohort	we	propose	to	test	all	non-sociodemographic	items	in	all	questionnaires.	

We	 estimate	 that	 the	 carers’	 questionnaire	 will	 include	 approximately	 100	 non-

sociodemographic	items,	and	we	propose	to	test	25	items	per	questionnaire	in	each	

cognitive	 interview	with	 adults.	 This	would	 result	 in	 4	 interviews	 needed	 to	 cover	

the	carers	questionnaire,	and	if	we	propose	to	cover	each	questionnaire	5	times,	the	

total	number	of	cognitive	interviews	with	adults	would	be	20.	As	there	are	two	types	

of	 carers’	 questionnaire,	 this	 procedure	 should	 be	 done	 twice	 in	 each	 selected	

country.	For	children	aged	8,	we	propose	similar	criteria.	The	approximate	number	

of	 items	 in	 the	 children	questionnaire	would	be	30,	 and	we	propose	15	 items	per	

interview	 to	 be	 tested4.	 Thus,	 two	 interviews	 should	 be	 carried	 out	 to	 cover	 one	

questionnaire.	As	it	is	expected	that	piloting	of	the	children’s	questionnaire	could	be	

more	 demanding,	 it	 is	 proposed	 to	 test	 each	 questionnaire	 10	 times.	 Thus,	 the	

estimated	number	of	 interviews	with	children	would	be	20.	The	number	of	CIs	per	

questionnaire	and	target	groups	of	respondents	is	presented	in	Table	3.		

To	 select	 the	 participants	 it	 is	 proposed	 to	 use	 three	 criteria	 for	 each	 target	

group:	gender,	level	of	education	of	the	carers	and,	in	those	countries	with	a	foreign	

population	 being	 more	 than	 10%	 of	 the	 total	 population,	 ethnicity	

(majority/minority),	using	them	approximately	proportionally	to	country	population	

characteristics.	

Thus,	for	the	first	wave	of	EuroCohort,	an	estimated	minimum	of	20	interviews	

is	 foreseen	 in	 each	 target	 group	 of	 participants	 in	 each	 selected	 country.	 This	

number	 should	 be	 increased	 in	 those	 countries	 where	 the	 questionnaires	 were	
																																																													
4	This	number	arises	from	the	experience	gathered	in	the	MYWEB	project,	where	cognitive	interviews	
with	children	aged	7	and	8	were	held	in	the	participating	countries.	 
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piloted	 in	other	 languages	apart	 from	 the	main	one.	 For	 languages	 from	 the	 same	

linguistic	group	than	the	main	one,	it	is	proposed	the	questionnaire	to	be	covered	3	

times,	 mostly	 for	 linguistic	 issues,	 assuming	 that	 the	 cultural	 background	 will	 be	

similar.	For	languages	from	another	linguistic	group,	it	is	proposed	the	questionnaire	

to	 be	 covered	 as	 in	 the	 main	 language,	 assuming	 a	 higher	 degree	 of	 cultural	

variation.		

The	protocol	 should	 include	guidelines	 to	analyse	 the	 results	 in	each	pre-pilot	

country	and	to	jointly	analyse	all	results	by	the	lead	institution.	

Table	3.Planned	Number	of	Pre-pilot	Cognitive	Interviews	for	EuroCohort	(Wave	1)	

	 New-borns’	carer	
Age	8	children	

carer	
Age	8	children	

Q’s	items		 100	 100	 30	

Items	in	one	CI	 25	 25	 15	

CIs	needed	for	one	Q	 4	 4	 2	

N	of	CI	per	Q	 5	 5	 10	

Total	interviews	 20	 20	 20	

	

B) TRAPD	protocol	development.	It	is	proposed	that	EuroCohort	follows	the	translation	

methodology	 called	 TRAPD	 (Translation,	 Review,	 Adjudication,	 Pretesting	 and	

Documentation),	as	other	major	cross-national	surveys	such	as	the	ESS	do	(Harkness,	

2002,	 2008).	 These	 five	 steps	 cover	 the	 basic	 procedures	 involved	 in	 producing	 a	

final	 translated	 version	 of	 a	 questionnaire.	 It	 is	 not	 expected	 that	 important	

challenges	 will	 occur	 when	 detailing	 the	 TRAPD	 protocol	 for	 EuroCohort,	 as	 this	

methodology	is	commonly	used	in	other	surveys.	
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C) Country	 selection.	 In	 order	 to	 ensure	 that	 EuroCohort	 questionnaires	 will	 be	

understood	 in	 as	many	 European	 cultural	 and	 linguistic	 environments	 as	 possible,	

cognitive	interviews	are	proposed	to	be	held	in	a	limited	selection	of	countries.	The	

U.K.	should	be	one	of	those	countries,	as	the	drafts	questionnaires	will	be	developed	

in	English	and	the	lead	partner	of	ECDP	is	in	the	U.K.	For	the	selection	of	the	other	

countries,	 it	 is	proposed	to	use	Esping-Andersen	typology	of	welfare	states	 (1990),	

with	the	extension	proposed	by	Ferrera	(1996)	for	the	Mediterranean	countries	and	

Deacon	 (1993)	 for	 the	 post-communistic	 ones.	 This	 would	 lead	 us	 to	 select	 four	

additional	countries,	one	for	each	of	Esping-Andersen’s	model:	liberal	(U.K.),	social-

democratic,	 conservative,	 familistic	 and	 post-communistic.	 Complementary,	within	

this	 selection,	 three	major	groups	of	European	 languages	 should	be	 represented	–	

Germanic,	Romanic	and	Slavic.		

In	 order	 to	 select	 the	 countries	 for	 pre-piloting,	 it	 is	 proposed	 to	 choose	 some	

countries	that	have	other	languages	apart	from	the	main	one.	This	is	 important	for	

the	 feasibility	 of	 the	 further	 stages	 of	 piloting.	 These	 complementary	 languages,	

however,	should	be	different	from	the	main	languages	spoken	in	other	participating	

countries5.	 Finally,	 it	 is	 proposed	 that	 some	 languages	 that	 are	 widely	 spoken	 in	

Europe	 but	 are	 not	 originally	 European	 should	 also	 be	 piloted.	 Table	 4	 gives	 an	

example	of	country	selection	for	pre-piloting.	

	 	

																																																													
5.	For	example,	Swedish	language	questionnaires	are	needed	for	Finland,	but	they	would	only	be	pre-
piloted	in	Finland	if	Sweden	was	not	a	participating	country. 
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Table	4.	Example	of	Country	Selection	for	the	Pre-pilot	

Welfare-regime	 Liberal	 Social-
democratic	 Conservative	 Familistic	 Post-

communistic	

Country	 U.K.	 Finland	 Germany	 Spain	 Croatia	

Main	language	 English	 Finish	 German	 Spanish	 Croatian	

Language	group	 Germanic	 Uralic	 Germanic	 Romanic	 Slavic	

Minority	
language		 -	 -	 Turkish,	

Arabic6	
Catalan,	
Galician	 -	

	

D) Questionnaires	translation.	Once	the	TRAPD	protocol	is	developed	and	the	countries	

selected,	 the	 questionnaires	 should	 be	 translated	 in	 those	 countries	 using	 the	

specified	guidelines.		

	

3.3.	Pre-piloting		

Once	the	preparatory	tasks	are	done	the	pre-pilot	could	start,	firstly	in	the	U.K.,	and	

subsequently	in	the	other	countries.	It	is	proposed	that	this	task	is	undertaken	by	personnel	

of	each	country’s	research	team,	following	the	established	guidelines.	

	

3.4.	Derived	tasks	

On	the	base	of	the	cognitive	interviews,	several	changes	and	adaptations	can	be	done:	

A) Changes	 in	 questionnaires.	 The	 main	 objective	 of	 the	 pre-pilot	 is	 testing	 the	

understanding	 of	 the	 questionnaires’	 items	 and	 measures.	 The	 results	 of	 the	

cognitive	 interviews	 should	be	analysed	 firstly	by	each	country	participating	 in	 the	

pre-pilot	 and	 secondly	 by	 the	 leading	 team.	 This	 analysis	 should	 result	 in	

																																																													
6	Turkish	and	Arabic	are	widely	spoken	in	Germany,	but	the	translated	versions	of	the	questionnaire	
could	be	used	in	all	participating	countries. 
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improvements	 in	 the	draft	questionnaires	 for	 the	pilot.	Moreover,	pre-testing	 field	

experience	should	also	 lead	 to	 the	 interviewer’s	manual	update,	which	could	arise	

from	procedural	problems	occurred	during	the	cognitive	interviews.	

B) Changes	 in	 the	 TRAPD	 protocol.	 The	 pre-pilot	 may	 also	 find	 some	weaknesses	 or	

mistakes	in	the	TRAPD	protocol,	which	should	be	amended	accordingly.		

	

3.5.	Success	indicators	

In	 general,	 the	 pre-pilot	 will	 be	 successful	 if	 it	 identifies	 problems	 related	 to	 the	

questionnaires	 used.	 The	 final	 goal	 of	 the	 pre-pilot	 are	well-operationalized	 questionnaire	

items,	adequately	translated	questionnaires	to	the	different	languages	and	the	successfully	

adapted	questionnaire	content	to	different	cultures.	All	these	results	should	be	derived	from	

the	conducted	cognitive	 interviews	with	different	groups	of	 respondents.	 To	 consider	 that	

the	 pre-pilot	 achieved	 its	 goals	 and	 to	 be	 able	 to	 shift	 to	 the	 second	 stage	 of	 piloting,	

cognitive	interviews	should	show	that:	

• Respondents	 understand	 all	 questions	 and	 comprehend	 the	 accompanying	

answering	scales.	

• The	measured	 constructs	 are	 understood	 in	 the	 same	 or	 very	 similar	 way	 by	 the	

referent	group	of	respondents	in	different	cultures	and	languages.	

• The	testing	procedure	is	adequate	in	all	situations	and	conditions	of	assessment.	

• The	 TRAPD	 protocol	 is	 proved	 to	 be	 an	 adequate	 tool	 for	 translation	 in	 different	

languages.		

The	 pre-testing	 should	 be	 iterated	 with	 adapted	 versions	 of	 questionnaires	 or	 an	

improved	 testing	 procedure	 until	 all	 aforementioned	 criteria	 are	met	 in	 all	 subsamples	 of	

respondents	and	across	all	selected	countries.		



	
	

	

	 	

29	

29	

4.	Pilot	
	

4.1.	Overview	

Figure	3	 shows	 the	 flow-chart	of	 the	 tasks	and	activities	proposed	by	EuroCohort	pilot.	

The	pilot	 starts	 from	 the	English	 language	draft	questionnaires	 tested	and	modified	 in	 the	

pre-pilot	and	from	the	tested	and	modified	interviewer's	manual	and	TRAPD	protocol.	

The	main	 objective	 of	 the	 pilot	 is	 to	 further	 improve	 the	 questionnaires	 and	 fieldwork	

procedures,	 after	 the	 pre-pilot.	 While	 the	 pre-pilot	 was	 held	 in	 a	 reduced	 selection	 of	

countries	and	aimed	to	qualitative	aspects	of	questions	and	procedures	the	pilot	should	be	

carried	out	in	all	countries	and	rely	more	on	quantitative	data.	However,	some	issues	tested	

in	pre-pilot	should	be	retested	in	the	pilot,	especially	in	the	countries	that	were	not	included	

in	 the	 pre-pilot.	 In	 particular,	 during	 the	 piloting	 researchers	 should	 still	 take	 care	 of	

meaning	 of	 the	 concepts	 included	 in	 questionnaires,	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 translation	 of	 the	

questionnaires	 and	 the	 fieldwork	 materials,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 cross-cultural	 differences	 and	

within	county	linguistic	or	cultural	specifics.	

The	new	elements	to	test	in	the	pilot	are:	

• Questionnaire	translation.	The	questionnaires	should	be	translated	in	all	participating	

countries	and	the	pilot	should	test	the	adequacy	of	the	translation.	

• Questionnaire	structure	and	length.	The	pilot	should	test	both	the	order	of	questions	

and	if	each	questionnaire’s	length	is	adequate	for	each	target	group.	

• Psychometric	properties	of	the	 items	and	scales	used	 in	the	questionnaire.	All	scales	

used	 in	 the	 questionnaires	 should	 be	 valid	 and	 reliable	measures	 of	 the	 designated	

constructs.			
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• Cross-cultural	 structural	 invariance	 of	 the	 scales.	 The	meaning	 of	 the	 scales	 used	 in	

the	 questionnaire	 should	 not	 differ	 across	 countries	 if	 any	mean-scores	 comparison	

across	 countries	 is	 planned.	 Thus,	 the	 latent	 structure	 of	 the	 scales	 should	 be	 the	

same	 or	 very	 similar	 across	 countries,	 which	 can	 be	 tested	 by	 multi-group	

confirmatory	factor	analysis	(MGCFA).			

• CAPI.	The	piloting	should	also	test	the	Computer	Assisted	Personal	Interview	software	

developed	to	carry	out	face-to-face	interviews.		

Testing	the	translation,	length,	order	of	questions	and	CAPI	performance	would	also	

serve	to	test	the	usability	of	the	questionnaire	and	procedures	for	the	interviewer.	

In	order	to	pilot	these	elements,	some	preparatory	tasks	must	be	undergone	(translation	

of	 the	 questionnaires,	 development	 and	 translation	 of	 the	 Train	 the	 Trainers	 and	 the	

Training	Kit,	develop	the	CAPI	and	contract	the	survey	agencies).	Once	the	piloting	has	been	

carried	out,	the	questionnaires,	the	CAPI	and	all	related	interviewing	materials	(interviewer’s	

manual	and	training	materials)	should	be	updated	for	the	next	phase	of	the	piloting	(dress	

rehearsal)	to	start.	

	

4.2.	Preparatory	tasks	

In	order	to	proceed	with	the	piloting,	four	preparatory	activities	should	be	completed,	as	

shown	in	Figure	3:	

A) Questionnaires	 translation.	 All	 wave	 1	 questionnaires	 should	 be	 translated	 in	 all	

participating	countries’	languages	using	the	guidelines	for	the	TRADP	method.	These	

should	 include	 the	 protocols	 to	 follow	 in	 the	 case	 of	 a	 language	 being	 spoken	 in	

more	than	one	participating	countries.		

B) TTT	&	T	 kits	 development	&	 translation.	 “TTT”	 stands	 for	 “Train	 the	Trainers”	 and	

“T”	for	“Training”.	Following	the	SHARE	project	(Börsch-Supan,	2005),	it	is	proposed	
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to	develop	(in	English),	translate	and	use	these	two	separate	training	kits:	the	first	is	

devoted	 to	 training	 the	 personnel	 participating	 in	 the	 training	 of	 the	 pilot’s	

interviewers,	personnel	both	from	each	participating	country	teams	and	from	each	

survey	agency.	The	second	is	devoted	to	training	the	interviewers.		

C) CAPI	software	development.	EuroCohort	first	wave	is	proposed	to	be	 implemented	

through	 face-to-face,	 Computer	 Assisted	 Personal	 Interviews	 (CAPI).	 As	 stated	 in	

WP8,	 the	 leading	 team	 will	 develop	 the	 CAPI	 software	 to	 be	 used	 in	 each	

participating	 country.	 These	 will	 provide	 the	 leading	 team	 with	 the	 translated	

version	of	the	questionnaires	achieved	through	the	TRAPD	method.	This	method	will	

be	 also	 used	 to	 translate	 the	 coding	 instructions	 and	 other	 questionnaire-related	

elements.		

D) Survey	agencies	contracts.	Due	to	its	scope	and	aims,	the	pilot	should	be	carried	out	

by	 the	 agencies	 that	 should	 carry	 out	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 and	 EuroCohort’s	

fieldwork.		

	

4.3.	Piloting		

Due	to	the	pilot’s	objectives,	all	participating	countries	should	carry	out	the	pilot,	which	

should	 be	 performed	 by	 each	 country’s	 survey	 agency	 engaged	 in	 conducting	 the	

EuroCohort	main	survey.		

The	main	steps	of	piloting	are:		

1) Trainer’s	 training.	 Each	 country’s	 trainers	 (both	 from	 the	 country	 team	 and	 the	

survey	agency)	 should	be	 trained	by	 the	 leading	country	experts,	using	 the	TTT	kit	

and	the	English	version	of	the	CAPI	software.	

2) Interviewers’	training.	These	trainers	should	then	train	each	country	interviewers	in	

each	 participating	 country,	 in	 the	 pertinent	 languages,	 using	 the	 T	 kit	 and	 the	

translated	versions	of	the	CAPI	software.		
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3) Fieldwork.	 Due	 to	 the	 complexity	 of	 this	 task,	 information	 about	 fieldwork	

characteristics	is	provided	later	in	more	details.	

4) Results	analysis.	Results	of	steps	1-3	should	be	coordinated	by	the	leading	team	with	

the	 involvement	of	 the	participating	 countries’	 teams.	 The	analysis	 should	provide	

with	valuable	knowledge	and	derived	instructions	to	modify	the	questionnaires,	the	

interviewer’s	manual,	 the	 training	materials	 and	 the	 CAPI	 software,	 as	 detailed	 in	

the	next	section.		

	

Ad	3.	Fieldwork	characteristics	

• The	 number	 of	 participants.	 Each	 of	 the	 three	 questionnaires	 used	 in	 wave	 one	

should	 be	 piloted.	 It	 is	 proposed	 to	 interview	 250	 respondents	 for	 each	

questionnaire,	to	ensure	large	enough	sample	for	psychometric	analysis	of	the	scales	

used.	The	pilot	sample	sizes	and	characteristics	are	presented	in	Table	5.	

	

Table	5.	Planned	Number	of	Pilot	Interviews	for	EuroCohort	Questionnaires	(Wave	1)	

	

• Other	 languages.	 The	 basic	 fieldwork	 just	 described	 should	 be	 carried	 out	 in	 all	

participating	 countries.	 In	 those	 countries	 where	 EuroCohort	 should	 be	

Infant	Cohort	(C1)	 Birth	Cohort	(C2)	 	

Respondents	 Questionnaire		 N	 Respondents	 Questionnaire		 N	 	

Age	8	children	 Q1	 250	 [Newborns]	 -	 -	

	Carer	 Q2	 250	 Carer	 Q3	 250	

Subtotal	 -	 500	 -	 -	 250	

Total	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 750	
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implemented	 using	more	 than	 one	 language,	 the	 fieldwork	 should	 also	 be	 carried	

out	 in	 those	 languages,	 following	 the	 same	 logic	as	 in	 the	pre-piloting	 (that	 is,	 the	

questionnaires	not	to	be	piloted	in	languages	that	are	the	main	language	in	another	

participating	country).	It	is	proposed	to	conduct	reduced	piloting	on	a	sample	of	N	=	

150	for	8	years	old	children,	N	=	100	for	carer		

• Participants’	 selection.	 The	 sample	 of	 respondents	 in	 the	 pilot	 should	 take	 into	

account	 the	most	 relevant	characteristics	of	 the	main	study	 representative	sample	

(e.g.	by	gender,	educational	level,	employment	rate,	urbanization	level	of	the	place	

of	 residence,	 minorities,	 special	 population)	 but	 does	 not	 have	 to	 be	 nationally	

representative.	 The	 survey	 agency	 could	 use	 different	 sampling	 strategies	 –	 both	

random	and	non-random.	Each	sampling	approach	should	be	agreed	and	amended	

by	EuroCohort	central	methodological	team.		

	

4.4.	Derived	tasks		

Once	the	piloting	is	finished	and	its	analysis	has	been	completed,	several	tasks	should	be	

derived:		

A) Changes	in	questionnaires.	After	the	statistical	analysis	of	the	questionnaires’	items,	

scales	and	measures,	as	well	as	questionnaires	 length	and	structure,	they	could	be	

modified	accordingly.	These	changes	could	lead	to	updating	the	content	or	structure	

of	the	questionnaires	(by	mutual	consortium	agreement),	or	translation	(again	using	

the	TRAPD	method	within	the	partner	country).	

B) Interviewer’s	 manual	 update.	 Some	 of	 the	 abovementioned	 changes	 in	 the	

questionnaires	 would	 require	 the	 correspondent	 changes	 in	 the	 interviewer's	

manual.	 These	 changes	 may	 also	 arise	 from	 the	 fieldwork	 itself,	 were	

weaknesses/mistakes	in	the	manual	can	be	identified.		

C) TTT	&	 T	 kits	 update.	 Likewise,	 the	 abovementioned	 changes	 in	 the	 questionnaires	

would	 require	 the	correspondent	changes	 in	 the	 training	materials.	These	changes	
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may	also	arise	from	the	initial	training,	were	weaknesses/mistakes	in	the	kits	can	be	

identified.		

D) CAPI	update.	Finally,	the	abovementioned	changes	in	the	questionnaires	would	also	

require	the	correspondent	changes	in	the	CAPI.	These	changes	may	also	arise	from	

the	fieldwork	itself,	where	problems	with	the	CAPI	were	identified.	

	

4.5.	Success	indicators	

The	 pilot	 is	 successful	 if	 it	 identifies	 all	 problems	 with	 psychometric	 properties	 of	 the	

questionnaires	in	a	methodologically	and	statistically	sound	manner.	The	goal	of	the	pilot	is	

to	improve	the	questionnaires,	scales	and	items	by	analysing	their	psychometric	properties	

in	terms	of	reliability	and	validity.	To	consider	the	questionnaire	adequate	and	ready	to	be	

used	in	the	dress	rehearsal,	several	criteria	should	be	met:	

• The	questions	and	 items	should	have	the	expected	variability	and	should	correlate	

with	other	items	of	similar	content.	

• The	 acceptable	 reliability	 of	 the	 scales	 should	 be	 achieved	 in	 all	 national	 samples	

(e.g.	Cronbach	alpha	≥	.70).		

• The	 scales	 should	 demonstrate	 clear	 structural	 validity	 where	 a	 number	 of	 the	

extracted	factors	and	items'	factor	loadings	resemble	theoretical	or	expected	factor	

structure.	

• The	 factor	 structure	 of	 the	 scales	 should	 be	 invariant	 across	 cultures	 or/and	

languages.	 The	 complete	 or	 at	 least	 partial	 measurement	 invariance	 should	 be	

achieved	across	all	partner	countries	(Byrne	et	al.,	1989).		

If	the	aforementioned	criteria	are	largely	violated,	the	piloting	should	be	repeated	with	

adapted	 versions	 of	 the	 questionnaires	 in	 the	 designated	 country(s).	 The	 acceptable	

reliability	and	validity	parameters	will	be	specified,	monitored	and	approved	by	EuroCohort	

central	methodological	team.			
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Apart	 from	 the	 psychometric	 properties	 of	 the	 questionnaires,	 all	 changes	 in	

interviewer’s	manual,	TTT	&	T	kits	and	CAPI	should	be	done,	 if	needed,	on	the	basis	of	the	

piloting	results	and	fieldwork	experience.	The	last	round	of	the	pilot	should	result	 in	minor	

changes	in	the	testing	tools	and	materials.	
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5.	Dress	rehearsal	
	

5.1.	Overview	

Figure	4	 shows	 the	 tasks	and	 tasks	 flow	of	 the	proposed	EuroCohort	dress-rehearsal.	 It	

should	 start	 from	 already	 developed	materials	 (questionnaires,	 interviewer’s	manuals	 and	

training	kits)	and	software	(CAPI),	in	all	languages	as	an	outcome	of	the	pilot.	It	should	also	

start	 from	the	guidelines	 for	sample	design	and	sampling	procedures	prescribed	 in	D8.1	of	

ECDP	project.		

The	main	 objective	 of	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 is	 to	 test	 all	 the	 survey's	 aspects	 related	 to	

sampling	 and	 recruiting	 of	 the	 participants,	 as	 well	 as	 all	 elements	 of	 the	 fieldwork	

procedure.	The	dress	rehearsal	should	be	conducted	in	all	participating	countries	in	order	to	

guarantee	 feasibility	 or	 the	 EuroCohort	 fieldwork	 and	 related	 tasks.	 The	 dress	 rehearsal	

should	be	organized	as	a	 trial	 run	of	 the	main	 study	and	 should	 strictly	 follow	all	 features	

and	procedures	 prescribed	 for	 the	main	 study	by	 the	 EuroCohort	methodology	 team.	 The	

basic	features	that	dress	rehearsal	should	be	focused	on	are:	

• Sample	related	issues:		

o General	sampling	design	

o Selection	and	recruitment	procedures	

o Response	rates	and	attrition	rates	(from	wave	2	and	onward)		

• Fieldwork	issues:		

o Fieldwork	organisation	

o Field	period	

o Interviewers’	recruitment	and	training	

o Contact	protocols	
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o Interviews	procedure	

o Response	rates	

o Hardware	for	CAPI	

o Legal	requirements	

• Data	treatment	issues:	

o Data	quality	control	

o Coding	

• Data	storage	issues:	

o Deploying	and	accessibility		

o Legal	requirements	

• Confirmation	of	 the	 validity	of	 the	previously	 tested	elements:	 questionnaires	 and	

their	translation,	interviewer’s	manual,	TTT	&	T	kits,	CAPI	software,	etc.		

	

All	these	elements	should	be	tested	during	the	dress	rehearsal,	the	outcome	being	the	

improvement	of	EuroCohort's	instruments	and	protocols.	
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5.2.	Preparatory	tasks		

A) Sample	design.	Apart	 from	the	products	 resulting	 from	the	pre-pilot	and	pilot,	 the	

main	preparatory	task	for	the	dress	rehearsal	should	be	the	implementation	of	the	

sampling	 framework	 designed	 in	 WP8	 (D8.1	 Sample	 Design:	 Criteria	 and	

Procedures),	and	of	 the	survey	process,	 in	each	participating	country.	D8.1	defines	

the	 criteria	 through	 which	 the	 elements	 involved	 in	 this	 stage	 (sampling	 frames,	

multi-stage	 sampling,	 stratification,	 sample	 size,	 etc.)	 should	 be	 developed	 and	

implemented.	

B) Sample	 size.	Previously,	 in	 this	document,	 it	 is	proposed	 that	 the	minimum	size	of	

the	dress	rehearsal	sample	for	each	participating	country	should	be	400	respondents	

in	the	case	of	small	countries	and	600	in	the	case	of	big	countries.	This	estimate	of	

gross	sample	size	for	this	stage	of	piloting	is	based	on	experience	with	the	response	

rate	 in	 similar	 studies	 in	partner	 countries	 and	with	 the	attrition	 rates	 reported	 in	

other	 longitudinal	 surveys.	 The	 sample	 of	 400/600	 respondents	 seems	 to	 be	 the	

minimum	requirement	for	piloting	response	rate	in	wave	1	and	the	attrition	in	wave	

2	and	further	waves	(in	the	wave	3	and	onward	the	refreshment	of	the	pilot	sample	

is	needed).	

To	 cover	 all	 specific	 population	 within	 the	 country,	 to	 achieve	 full	 regional	

coverage	 within	 the	 country,	 and	 to	 experience	 the	 majority	 possible	 scenarios	

during	the	interviews,	we	suggest	the	dress	rehearsal	sample	size	as	follows:	

• Countries	with	a	population	<	10,000,000	people:	N	≥	400.	

• Countries	with	a	population	≥	10,000,000	people:	N	≥	600.		

For	 the	dress-rehearsal,	unlike	 for	 the	pre-pilot	and	pilot,	no	separate	samples	

should	 be	 carried	 out	 for	 subsample	 of	 respondents	 speaking	minority	 languages.	

These	participants	are	going	to	be	a	part	of	the	aforementioned	samples	due	to	the	

probabilistic	method	of	sampling	applied	in	dress	rehearsal.	The	final	recommended	
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minimum	number	of	interviews	for	the	dress	rehearsal	according	to	the	country	size	

is	presented	in	Table	6.	

	

Table	6.	EuroCohort’s	Sample	for	the	Dress	Rehearsal	(Wave	1)	

	

	5.3.	Dress	rehearsal	

The	 piloting	 should	 be	 done	 according	 to	 the	 guidelines	 established	 in	 WP8	 (D8.2	

EuroCohort	Data	Collection	and	Management	Requirements),	which	should	be	developed	by	

the	leading	team	and	adapted	and	implemented	by	each	participating	country.		

	

5.4.	Derived	tasks	

All	the	previous	tasks	should	lead	to	the	pertinent	changes	in	several	dimensions	of	the	

EuroCohort	survey:	sample	design	and	sampling,	 fieldwork	protocols,	data	treatment,	data	

storage	and	other	elements.		

Complementary,	 during	 the	 dress	 rehearsal,	 due	 to	 its	 bigger	 scale,	 mistakes	 and	

weaknesses	may	be	found	in	already-tested	elements	such	as	the	questionnaire	quality,	the	

training	materials	or	the	CAPI	software;	they	would	consequently	be	modified	accordingly.		

Infant	Cohort	(C1)	 Birth	Cohort	(C2)	 C1	+	C2	

Target	

N	

Target	

N	 N	

Big	
countries	

Small	
countries	

Big	
countries	

Small	
countries	

Big	
countries	

Small	
countries	

Age	8	children	 600	 400	 Newborns	 -	 -	 600	 400	

Carer	 600	 400	 Carer		 600	 400	 1,200	 800	

Total	 1,200	 800	 Total	 600	 400	 1,800	 1,200	
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5.5.	Success	indicators	

The	 success	 indicators	 of	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 primarily	 relate	 to	 estimates	 of	 the	

parameters	 of	 the	 main	 study.	 These	 parameters	 are	 obtained	 from	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	

results	and	should	not	differ	much	from	expectations	proposed	by	the	national	and	central	

research	team.	These	parameters	could	relate	to:	

• Response	rate.	The	obtained	response	rate	should	not	be	much	lower	than	expected	

for	 the	 targeted	 population	 and	 the	 type	 of	 assessment.	 For	 example,	 if	 the	

estimated	 response	 rate	 in	 similar	 research	 conducted	 in	 Germany	 with	 similar	

methodology	on	primary	carers	is	60%,	the	acceptable	response	rate	should	not	be	

lower	than	50%.	If	it	is	lower,	some	adjustments	in	recruiting	procedure,	advertising	

or	incentives	should	be	made	to	achieve	the	targeted	response	rate.		

• Interview	completion	rate.	The	same	procedure	as	for	the	response	rate	should	be	

applied	 for	 completion	 rate.	 If	 the	 completion	 rate	 is	 lower	 than,	 for	 example,	

expected	 90%,	 some	 modifications	 in	 interviewing	 procedure,	 protocols,	 or	

questionnaires	length	should	be	made.			

• Attrition	rate.	Piloting	for	the	attrition	is	not	the	focus	of	this	document	because	it	

can	be	estimated	only	after	the	wave	2	pilot.	However,	the	sample	size	achieved	in	

wave	 1	 should	 be	 big	 enough	 to	 enable	 piloting	 for	 attrition	 in	 wave	 2	 and	

consecutive	waves.	The	expected	attrition	rates	should	be	met	in	repeated	piloting,	

or	changes	in	contacting,	tracking	or	incentives	should	be	made.		

• Sample	characteristics	and	biases.	The	characteristics	of	the	achieved	sample	in	the	

dress	 rehearsal	 should	 not	 deviate	 much	 from	 the	 relevant	 characteristics	 of	 the	

target	population.	Even	 if	 there	are	sophisticated	methods	 for	data	weighting,	due	

to	 the	 specificity	 of	 EuroCohort	 survey	 design	 (longitudinally,	 children	 and	 carers	

relations,	and	two	initial	cohorts),	the	achieved	sample	should	not	be	heavily	biased.	

The	problems	due	to	refusal	and	attrition	that	 is	not	by	random	should	be	noticed	

through	the	dress	rehearsal	results	and	prevented	accordingly.				
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• Data	 collection	 and	 coding.	 These	 elements	 should	 be	 adequately	 resolved	 by	 the	

usage	of	uniform	or	compatible	CAPI	systems	by	different	national	survey	agencies.	

Functional	CAPI	software	and	hardware	should	be	developed	during	the	pilot	phase,	

but	 some	 problems	 could	 occur	 during	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 fieldwork.	 These	

problems	should	be	recognized,	evidenced	and	resolved	during	the	dress	rehearsal.			

• Data	 storage	 and	 deployment.	 A	 data	 storage	 system	 is	 in	 primary	 care	 of	 the	

EuroCohort	 headquarters,	 but	 problems	 could	 occur	 in	 the	 process	 of	 data	

deployment	 from	 the	national	 survey	agency	 to	 central	 EuroCohort	database.	 This	

process	 should	 be	 also	 monitored	 and	 evaluated	 during	 the	 dress	 rehearsal.	 A	

successful	data	deployment	should	be	done	without	any	faults.	

• If	some	changes	in	questionnaires	structure	and	content	were	made	from	piloting	to	

dress	rehearsal	the	reliability	and	validity	of	the	questionnaires	should	be	checked.	

The	procedure	should	be	the	same	as	 in	the	pilot,	and	the	same	success	 indicators	

should	be	met.			

If	the	aforementioned	success	indicators	are	not	met,	the	related	elements	of	dress	

rehearsal	should	be	improved	and	repeated	until	the	proposed	standards	are	achieved.	The	

specific	 success	 criteria	 will	 be	 agreed	 between	 the	 national	 research	 team	 and	 the	

EuroCohort	 central	 methodological	 team,	 while	 the	 achievement	 of	 those	 criteria	 will	 be	

approved	by	the	EuroCohort	central	team.			
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6.	Estimated	Piloting	Costs		
	

6.1.	Introduction	

As	 has	 been	 explained,	 EuroCohort	 pilot	 would	 have	 three	 stages:	 pre-pilot,	 pilot	

and	dress	rehearsal.	This	chapter	is	devoted	to	the	costs	of	the	last	two	stages,	to	be	carried	

out	 by	 a	 survey	 agency.	 As	 stated	 previously,	 for	 methodological	 reasons,	 the	 pre-pilot	

should	be	carried	out	by	the	national	teams,	and	therefore	its	costs	would	be	internalised	by	

the	project.		

	 In	order	to	estimate	the	costs,	two	decisions	have	been	taken:	firstly,	to	facilitate	the	

comparability	and	extrapolation	of	 results,	a	 selection	of	EU	countries	have	been	asked	 to	

calculate	 the	 costs	 based	 on	 the	 same	 parameters.	 These	 parameters	 are	 explained	 in	

section	 6.2.	 In	 section	 6.3	 the	 results	 of	 this	 exercise	 are	 shown,	 and	 in	 section	 6.4	 these	

results	are	extrapolated	to	the	other	the	EU	countries.		

	 Finally,	it	is	important	to	state	that	the	costing	exercise	presented	in	this	chapter	is	

of	 a	 different	 type	 than	 that	 presented	 in	 Deliverable	 3.1	 (“Report	 on	 Costs,	 Cost-Benefit	

Analysis	and	Case	Studies”).	One	of	 the	main	aims	of	D3.1	 is	 to	estimate	the	total	costs	of	

EuroCohort	for	its	whole	29	years	projected	life	span.	Piloting	is	one	part	of	that	report,	and	

at	the	same	time	piloting	costs	are	calculated	for	all	waves	were	necessary.	Conversely,	this	

report	is	centered	exclusively	on	piloting,	and	this	costing	exercise	focuses	uniquely	on	wave	

1.	 Therefore,	 different	 approaches	 and	methodologies	 are	 used	 and	 the	 results	 inevitably	

produce	different	estimates	which	are,	nonetheless	important	in	being	able	to	anticipate	the	

early	stages	of	the	costs	of	pilots.	

	

6.2.	Common	parameters	for	the	pilot	and	the	dress-rehearsal	cost	estimates	

The	common	parameters	that	have	been	established	for	all	countries	that	have	

estimated	a	budget	are	presented,	both	for	the	pilot	and	the	dress-rehearsal.	
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6.2.1.	Pilot	

The	aim	of	the	pilot	is	to	analyze	the	acceptability	and	usability	of	the	questionnaires	for	

both	 respondents	 and	 interviewers,	 including	 length	 and	 translation;	 and	 the	 software	

functioning	during	the	CAPI.	

Tasks	(to	be	done	by	the	survey	agency)	

	

• Send	 the	 trainer	 to	 the	meeting	 with	 the	 lead	 team,	 probably	 to	 an	 English-speaking	

European	 country,	 for	 the	 trainer’s	 training.	 Training	 to	 be	 done	 using	 the	 English	

version	 of	 the	 training	 kit	 and	 CAPI	 software.	 Travel	 costs	 not	 to	 be	 included	 in	 the	

budget.		

• Interviewers’	training.	Using	the	translated	training	kit	and	the	translated	versions	of	the	

CAPI	software.		

• Fieldwork	(below).		

• Reports:		

o Results.	 Basic	 tabulation.	 Based	 on	 instructions	 provided	 by	 the	 contracting	

party.		

o About	the	questionnaire.	Based	on	instructions.		

o About	the	training,	CAPI	and	other	issues.	Based	on	instructions.		

	
Fieldwork	characteristics	

	
• Targets,	Ns	and	number	of	items	per	questionnaire:		

	
	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Target	 N	 Items	(ap.)	
Children	aged	8	 250	 30	

Carer	of	age	8	children	 250	 115	

Carer	of	newborn	children	 250	 115	

Total	 750	 260		



	
	

	

	 	

46	

46	

• Sampling	strategy:	random,	using	quotas	–	based	on	three	basic	features	of	each	target:	

sex,	educational	level	(only	for	the	carers)	and	rural/urban	areas.		

• Age	8	children	and	carer	should	be	treated	as	a	unit	(the	carer	should	be	the	carer	of	the	

interviewed	children,	not	of	any	other	children).		

• Interview	mode:	CAPI,	at	the	individual’s	home.		

	

6.2.2.	Dress	rehearsal	

The	 dress	 rehearsal	 is	 planned	 as	 a	 trial	 run	 of	 the	 main	 study	 that	 tests	 the	 entire	

research	 process	 from	 a	 methodological	 standpoint.	 This	 includes	 elements	 such	 as	

recruitment	strategies,	administration	of	the	questionnaires,	and	the	appropriateness	of	the	

contact	protocols	or	the	data	storage	systems.	

Tasks	

• Fieldwork	organization,	interviewers’	recruitment	and	training.	

• Fieldwork	(below).	

• Coding,	data	quality	control,	data	bases.	

• Report.	Based	on	instructions.	Detailed	feedback	about	the	fieldwork	itself	

(organization,	contacts,	refusals,	etc.),	CAPI	and	training.		

	

Fieldwork	characteristics	

• Targets,	Ns	and	number	of	items	per	questionnaire:		
	

	

	

	

	

	

• Sampling	strategy:	the	budget	should	be	based	on	the	following	assumptions:		
	

Target	
N	 Items	

(ap.)	Countries	
>	10	M	

Countries	
<	10	M	

Children	aged	8	 600	 400	 30	

Carer	of	age	8	children	 600	 400	 115	

Carer	of	newborn	children	 600	 400	 115	

Total	 1,800	 1,200	 260		
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§ For	 Cohort	 1	 (children	 aged	 8	 and	 their	 carer):	 there	 is	 an	 updated	 census	 list	 or	

similar	and	the	survey	agency	will	be	given	a	list	of	particular	names	(and	their	postal	

address)	to	be	interviewed.		

§ For	Cohort	2	(carer	of	newborn	children):	there	is	an	updated	newborns	list	and	

the	 survey	 agency	 will	 be	 given	 a	 list	 of	 particular	 names	 (and	 their	 postal	

address)	to	be	interviewed.		

• Interview	mode:	CAPI,	at	the	individual’s	home.		

	

Languages:	 in	 countries	with	 languages	other	 than	 the	main	one,	which	are	 spoken	by	

over	5%	of	the	population,	the	questionnaire	should	also	be	piloted.	However,	the	costs	

of	the	piloting	and	dress-rehearsal	related	to	piloting	other	languages	in	some	countries	

have	not	been	included	in	this	exercise.	

	

6.3.	Obtained	budgets	

	 In	 this	section	the	costs	of	 the	piloting	calculated	by	the	survey	agencies	based	on	

the	 pre-established	 parameters	 are	 summarised	 according	 to	 the	 pilot	 stage	 and	 the	

country’s	 characteristics	 (country	 population).	 Five	 ECDP	 countries	 have	 asked	 a	 survey	

agency	to	produce	a	budget:	Croatia,	Estonia	&	Finland	 (<	10	M)	and	Spain	&	Greece	 (>10	

M).	Figures	include	VAT.	

Piloting	costs	

Population	 Country	 €	
>	10	M	 Spain	 55,000	

>	10	M	 Greece	 175,000	

<	10	M	 Croatia	 36,000	

<	10	M	 Estonia	 41,400	

<	10	M	 Finland	 100,000	
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Dress-rehearsal	costs	

Population	 Country	 €	

>	10	M	 Spain	 128,000	

>	10	M	 Greece	 325,000	

<	10	M	 Croatia	 64,000	

<	10	M	 Estonia	 88,400	

<	10	M	 Finland	 200,000	

	

Total	basic	costs	

Population	 Country	 €	
>	10	M	 Spain	 183,000	

>	10	M	 Greece	 500,000	

<	10	M	 Croatia	 100,000	

<	10	M	 Estonia	 129,800	

<	10	M	 Finland	 300,000	

	

	

6.4.	Budget	extrapolation	

	 In	 this	 section	 the	 estimated	 costs	 of	 the	 EuroCohort	 piloting	 are	 presented.	 The	

applied	extrapolation	method	is	explained,	and	the	extrapolated	costs	of	piloting	for	25	EU	

countries	are	shown.	

6.4.1.	The	extrapolation	approach	

	 It	has	been	assumed	 that,	within	each	 type	of	 country	 (</>	10	M	 inhabitants),	 the	

variation	of	 the	budget	will	 be	equivalent	 to	 the	variation	of	 the	 real	GDP	per	 capita.	 The	

GDP	figures	were	obtained	from	Eurostat	for	year	2018.	We	have	extrapolated	the	costs	for	

each	 country	within	 each	 type	 (</>	10	M	 inhabitants)	 on	 the	basis	 of	 the	estimated	 costs	

from	 the	 designated	 countries.	 We	 had	 two	 estimates	 for	 bigger	 countries	 and	 three	

estimates	 for	 smaller	 countries.	 On	 the	 basis	 of	 these	 estimates	 and	 countries’	 GDP	 we	
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calculated	 the	 average	 approximate	 costs	 for	 all	 EU	 countries7,	 including	 those	 that	 had	

obtained	a	budget.		

	

6.4.2.	Estimated	costs	

The	averaged	extrapolated	estimates	are	presented	in	Table	7.		 The	 estimated	 total	

piloting	 costs	 in	 countries	with	population	bigger	 than	10	million	would	oscillate	 between	

154,033	€	(in	Romania)	and	766,624	€	(in	Sweden).	The	costs	in	countries	with	less	than	10M	

inhabitants	vary	between	55,176	€	(in	Bulgaria)	and	504,228	€	(in	Ireland).	The	average	total	

piloting	costs	in	bigger	countries	could	be	472,994	€	and	in	smaller	countries	204,153	€.	The	

average	 estimated	 costs	 of	 the	 pilot	 are	 160,713	 €	 and	 68,919	 €	 in	 bigger	 and	 smaller	

countries	respectively,	while	the	estimated	average	cost	of	the	dress	rehearsal	are	312,282	€	

and	 135,234	 €,	 respectively.	 The	 average	 ratio	 between	 pilot	 and	 dress	 rehearsal	 costs	 is	

34%	over	66%,	in	both	types	of	countries.				

	

	 	

																																																													
7	The	calculation	was	made	for	25	EU	countries	with	a	population	bigger	than	2	million		
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Table	7.	EuroCohort’s	piloting	estimated	costs	in	Euros	(Wave	1)	
	

Country	 GDP	per	
capita	 Population	 Estimated	Pilot	

Estimated	
Dress	

Rehearsal	

Estimated	
Total	

Sweden	 43.300	 >	10	M	 260,481	 506,143	 766,624	

Netherlands	 41.500	 >	10	M	 249,653	 485,102	 734,755	

Germany	 35.900	 >	10	M	 215,965	 419,643	 635,607	

Belgium	 35.300	 >	10	M	 212,355	 412,629	 624,985	

France	 32.800	 >	10	M	 197,316	 383,406	 580,722	
United	Kingdom	 32.400	 >	10	M	 194,910	 378,731	 573,640	

Italy	 26.700	 >	10	M	 160,620	 312,102	 472,722	

Spain	 25.000	 >	10	M	 150,393	 292,230	 442,624	

Portugal	 17.900	 >	10	M	 107,682	 209,237	 316,918	

Greece	 17.800	 >	10	M	 107,080	 208,068	 315,148	

Czech	Republic	 17.600	 >	10	M	 105,877	 205,730	 311,607	

Poland	 12.400	 >	10	M	 74,595	 144,946	 219,541	

Romania	 8.700	 >	10	M	 52,337	 101,696	 154,033	

	 	 	 	 	 	

Ireland	 59.400	 <	10	M	 170,220	 334,008	 504,228	
Denmark	 47.500	 <	10	M	 136,118	 267,094	 403,213	
Austria	 38.000	 <	10	M	 108,895	 213,675	 322,570	
Finland	 36.700	 <	10	M	 105,169	 206,365	 311,535	
Slovenia	 20.200	 <	10	M	 57,886	 113,585	 171,472	
Slovakia	 15.600	 <	10	M	 44,704	 87,719	 132,424	
Estonia	 15.100	 <	10	M	 43,271	 84,908	 128,179	
Lithuania	 13.300	 <	10	M	 38,113	 74,786	 112,900	
Hungary	 12.500	 <	10	M	 35,821	 70,288	 106,109	
Latvia	 12.300	 <	10	M	 35,248	 69,163	 104,411	
Croatia	 11.500	 <	10	M	 32,955	 64,665	 97,620	
Bulgaria	 6.500	 <	10	M	 18,627	 36,550	 55,176	

	 	 	 	 	 	

AVERAGE	 	 >	10	M	 160,713	 312,282	 472,994	
	 	 <	10	M	 68,919	 135,234	 204,153	
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6.4.3	Limitations	of	the	costs	estimates	
 

The	 presented	 estimations	 of	 piloting	 costs	 should	 be	 used	 taking	 into	

account	several	 important	 limitations.	 The	 extrapolations	 of	 the	 costs	 in	 countries	 with	 a	

population	over	10M	were	made	on	the	basis	of	just	two	estimations	that	considerably	vary	

in	the	price.	The	price	variations	are	mostly	related	to	the	country	geographical	diversity	and	

population	 density,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 availability	 of	 workforce	(interviewers).	 The	 second	

limitation	is	related	to	the	linear	extrapolation	of	costs	to	countries'	GDP	per	capita,	which	is	

just	 a	 rough	 approximation.	 The	 relations	 between	 work	 costs	 and	 costs	 of	 other	

related	services	 (eg.	 travel	 expenses)	 is	 certainly	 defined	 through	 many	 other	 socio-

economic	variables	besides	GDP.	Further,	 the	cost	estimates	were	collected	 from	different	

agencies	 in	 different	 countries,	 which	 can	 represent	 another	 source	 of	 uncontrolled	

variations.	And	 finally,	 in	 some	countries	 the	agencies	estimated	costs	 taking	 into	account	

current	prices	and	fieldwork	circumstances,	while	in	others	the	estimates	were	made	on	the	

bases	of	anticipated	future	costs,	in	time	when	EC	piloting	could	actually	take	place	-	2021.	
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7.	Piloting	the	next	waves		
	

Piloting	the	next	waves	of	EuroCohort	should	generally	follow	the	proposed	three-stage	

piloting	procedure	–	pre-pilot,	pilot	and	dress	rehearsal.	Following	the	same	procedure	as	in	

the	wave	 1,	 pre-pilot	 and	 pilot	 should	 be	 done	 at	 for	 the	 first	 three	waves	 of	 EuroCohort	

main	survey	for	birth	cohort	and	for	all	waves	for	age	8	cohort.	The	dress	rehearsal	should	be	

done	at	 least	 for	 the	 first	 three	waves	 for	both	cohorts.	There	are	 several	 reasons	 for	 this	

proposal:		

• Following	the	proposed	design	of	EuroCohort,	the	birth	cohort	will	reach	the	age	of	

8	 in	 the	 fourth	 wave.	 Therefore,	 the	 first	 three	 waves	 of	 the	 birth	 cohort	 are	

completely	novel	 to	 the	EuroCohort	 team	and	partners	 in	 terms	of	questionnaires,	

fieldwork	and	sample	dynamics.		

• Piloting	all	rounds	for	age	8	cohort	is	important	as	developmental	changes	will	result	

in	 the	 changes	 in	 the	 content	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 and	 assessment	 approaches	 in	

further	waves.	

• Conducting	 three-stage	 piloting	 includes	 the	 dress	 rehearsal.	 Results	 of	 the	 dress	

rehearsal	 during	 the	 first	 three	 rounds	 could	 enable	 basic	 insight	 into	 attrition	

dynamics.	Assuming	a	decline	in	attrition	after	the	first	few	rounds	(participants	are	

expected	 to	 develop	 a	 commitment	 to	 the	 survey)	 three	 waves'	 dress	 rehearsals	

seems	like	the	acceptable	minimum.	However,	we	advise	the	inclusion	of	the	dress	

rehearsal	 in	all	 consecutive	ways	due	 to	 relevant	changes	 that	 can	happen	 in	data	

assessment	procedures	(e.g.	switch	to	online)	and/or	characteristics	of	respondents	

(e.g.	change	of	place	of	residence	due	to	transition	to	college,	university,	work).			

The	decision	to	undertake	the	dress	rehearsal	also	in	other	waves	could	be	motivated	by	

several	 reasons.	 The	 decision	 should	 be	 made	 by	 EuroCohort	 methodological	 team,	 or	

initiated	by	countries’	research	team	and	approved	by	central.	Here	are	some	of	the	possible	

situations	where	dress	rehearsal	could	be	needed:	
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A)	 For	major	 population	 changes.	 It	 is	mostly	 related	 to	 the	 age	of	 respondents	where	

they	 start	 leaving	 the	 parental	 home	 and	 therefore	 needing	 greater	 and	 different	

tracking	procedures.	

B)	For	 important	 innovations	or	 changes	 in	 the	 fieldwork	procedure.	 If	 some	 important	

changes	in	the	fieldwork	procedure	are	made	(e.g.	change	from	the	CAPI	to	an	online	

survey),	or	innovations	in	the	approach	or	recruiting	the	participants	are	involved	(e.g.	

incentives;	age	at	which	sample	members	can/should	be	approached	in	person	rather	

than	via	parents/guardians).		

C)	For	new	participating	countries.	If	a	country	joins	the	EuroCohort	at	any	stage,	the	full	

three-part	piloting	(pre-pilot,	pilot,	and	dress	rehearsal)	should	be	done	as	proposed.		

D)	For	a	new	survey	agency	engaged.	If	a	country	decides	to	change	the	survey	agency	for	

any	 reason,	 the	 dress	 rehearsal	 should	 be	 done	 by	 the	 new	 agency	 before	 the	

following	EuroCohort	main	wave	survey.	

E)	For	new	research	teams	involved.	If	a	country’s	research	team	is	changed	at	any	stage	

of	 EuroCohort,	 the	 new	 research	 team	 should	 perform	 all	 three	 stage	 piloting,	 and	

follow	 the	 piloting	 procedure	 for	 the	 next	 waves,	 as	 agreed	 with	 EuroCohort	

methodological	team.		

According	to	the	longitudinal	design	of	EuroCohort,	the	piloting	should	plan	and	include	a	

dress	 rehearsal	 sample	 refreshment,	which	 serves	 to	 increase	 the	 sample	by	 replacing	 the	

dropouts	from	wave	to	wave.	The	refreshment	sample	should	be	sampled	from	the	original	

population	 and	 have	 the	 same	 characteristics.	 Application	 of	 the	 refreshment	 sample	

strategy	 in	the	dress	rehearsal	over	the	waves	will	ensure	a	big	enough	sample	to	pilot	for	

through	the	EuroCohort	survey.	
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