Minutes

WERA-1001: Experiments in Survey

March 4 – 5, 2004

The second annual meeting of WCC 1001 was convened by Chair Don Dillman at 8:15am on March 4, 2004 at the Tucson InnSuites. Present were:

Opening comments: Don announced that Vicki McCracken and Fern Willits would not be attending. Angela Mertig was not able to attend; Don did not hear from Frank Howell. Loretta Singletary, who does surveys for extension in Nevada, joined the committee for the first time. 

State reports:

Virginia Lesser reported that her research this past year was on non-response, declining response rates across time, and incentive and item non-response. 

Non-response problem: how can we deal with it? Ginny opened by defining the three missing mechanisms associated with missing data: MCAR, MAR, NI. The difficult problem is with non-ignorable missing data. For environmental studies, missing data occurs because we don’t get responses from every informant, we can’t get access to sites, data are lost or damaged, or we’re denied access. The difficulty with environmental studies is the data are correlated; and the missingness of the data is related to the presence of environmental hazards, etc. In the first paper, they add a spatial dimension to the multiple imputation methods. A second contribution of one of their papers is to develop a test to decide if the data are non-ignorably missing. The data were from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Some current surveys: One of the studies has been tracking the response rates in Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), which have declined from about 55% to about 48% between June 2001 to November 2003. This translates to a 3.5% decrease per year. It also differs by gender (males are lower), with some evidence that females may be declining faster (gender * time inteaction); and by age, with less than 28 having the lowest response rate, but the 28 – 38 age group holding their own. We know the following: response rates (intercept) are lower for males; rate (slope) of nonresponse is higher for females; and decreasing response rates for age-gender groups except for the 28-38 year old categories. The survey was about satisfaction with DMV services among people using the service each month.

Future work: the following experiment is designed for use among hunters, with 2000 in each group:
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website & ID

Ginny is getting results right now; first reports indicate a 22% response rate on 1st wave from the website, compared with over 50% from the mail survey. 

A second future study is for the National Center for Accessible Transportation to investigate the accessible transportation for people with disabilities. Surveys over the next three years of: aircraft manufacturers, airports, airlines, and people with disabilities.

Bob Mason on non-response. The importance of financial incentives is based on the idea that rewards improve both response rates and items non-response (more diligent in completing the questionnaire). This was the argument made by Clausen & Ford (“Controlling bias in mail questionnaires,” JASA 42 (1947): 497-511). About 20% of the cases in Bob’s study had item missing data. He estimated a logistic regression, using 0/1 item non-response as the dependent variable, and wave and incentives as predictors. The action was in the interaction: if respondents received an incentive, then completed surveys were more likely to come in early. The result of the analysis of OSU agriculture graduates was:
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where the Wald tests for age (5.21), wave (5.13) and incent*wave (4.27) were significant. 

Glenn Israel reported on a customer satisfaction survey. Glenn handed out 4 forms of the questionnaire, and a report summarizing the results of the experiments in the survey. Question 7 in the questionnaire is the performance measure used by the state. They want people to be satisfied or very stratified 98% of the time. The 1st table shows the results of the survey: note that there are differences in response rates for campus telephone (42%), campus mail (58%) and county telephone (65%). The results for question 7 are on the bottom of page 5 (Table of ServQual by Mode.” The campus mail mode yielded the lowest percentage “very satisfied:” from 80% (county telephone) to 74% (campus telephone) to 66% (campus mail), but the combined percent satisfied or very satisfied stayed about the same. 

Notice other findings in Glenn’s handout. The table “Table of Words by Q9Box” (top of 11th page) refers to the size of the two boxes used for question 9. The results differed depending on the size of the box: the small box got more “no words” (56% vs 41%) and fewer themes. The t-tests on the next page compared size of box (Q9box: larger (1) vs smaller (2)) for number of words, number of themes, and number of substantive themes. The table “Table of ServQual by Q7test” (top of the 13th page) shows that “horizonal vs vertical” differences didn’t make too much difference (not significant); nor did the order in which place of residence was listed make a difference; nor did arrows pointing to response boxes to question 13. The last page of the handout considers respondents’ background and question 14. He ordered the racial-ethnic backgrounds and wrote the question in two ways: check all, and check best. There is something here: 




Best
All


White first
81%
97%


White last
85%
88%

Glenn is considering the option of a web survey version of the customer satisfaction survey.

Robie Sangster opened with her review of current literature on non-response in telephone surveys (see handout “Data concerns for hard to reach and reluctant respondents in telephone panel surveys). The thrust of this review was that there are differences in response rate but few differences in bias.

We spend big dollars attempting to reduce non-contacts, but it may not make a difference. She looked first at sample management, including call scheduler and protocols (e.g., best times & days to call), increase the number of call attempts (most gets done by the 5th call; after 20 mostly refusals and ineligibles) but there is conflicting results about multiple call backs on bias (sometimes it improves; sometimes not at all, with respect to the demographics). Additional refusal conversion attempts may improve response rates but the data quality is lower (more missing data and fewer open ended responses). Training to improve refusal conversions has not clearly helped. There is a task force, the CMOR (Council on Marketing and Opinion Research) task force on training more holistic concerns, esp voiced training, assertiveness training, refusal rebuttal, and asserting the importance of the surveys. Future research should address calls after 1st 5 attempts, interactions between types of non-contacts (unknown reason vs getting an answering machine), address response burden/harassment.

She next looked at how to encourage cooperation. One variable is survey introductions, and the only thing that seems to work is to insure confidentiality, make sure you are clear that you are not selling something if the survey looks like it might be related to marketing something, and varying amount or type of information they are asking for. A second variable is answering machines, and what we know is that leaving a message does nothing. A 3rd variable is advanced letters, which seems to affect small increase in response rates and can reduce number of calls for interviews, but advance letters are most likely sent to listed portions of RDD sample, and they are more likely to respond. 

Brian Meekins continued this discussion of the paper distributed by Robie with graphs of the probability of non-contract by number of attempts. The graphs show the probabilities at each call. Figure 1 shows that callbacks make sense in the beginning – up to 10 calls – after that, there is not much gained by further attempts. Figure 3 shows the probability of a callback or refusal at each call. One part of the story is that there is a core of people who won’t answer and won’t refuse, so they ask you to call back. The other part of the story is that there still is a portion of respondents who will respond. One observation is the 2 ½ percent of the calls – the easy to complete in Table 6 – account for over ½ (53.6%) of all interviews. These easy to reach are less likely to be black, Hispanic and renter (Table 3). Brian also handed out 3 abstracts, two for JSM and one for APOR. 

Tommy Brown does not have new experiments but there are some surveys that have differential response rates. The response rate paper, based on over 100 surveys conducted by his group, was published in Society and Natural Resources in early 2003 and reprints are available from Tommy. The paper shows that response rates were dropping over time. A second factor was salience, where there has always been an effect due to the interest or involvement of the respondent in the issue raised by the survey. 

The NY Farm Bureau urged a statewide survey of deer damage, and the response rate was 50%, compared to 70% rates obtained 20 years ago. In the past, the surveys went out in the dead of winter, after the holidays, when people were more likely indoors. In this case, the survey didn’t go out until April, and the paper showed that there is some decline in later months. About 75% of respondents estimated deer damage of at least $100; among non-respondents, only about 25% reported $100 or more. The means were $4400 vs $2000. The survey was actually administered through the National Ag Statistics service, and they telephone interviewed 100 non-respondents.  

A sample of the state population of Alaska, where a controversial issue is predator control, especially grizzlies and wolfs, and the prey are caribou and moose. Do the predators depress the prey too much so others can’t live off game. This survey had a statewide stratum and a rural stratum. The sample was provided by Genesis. It had a 17% non-deliverable sample (built into the sample size). The overall response rate (in Feb) was 55% (47% and 62% for the two stratums, respectively). The non-respondents were more likely to be women, but no differences by age or years living in Alaska. The respondents were 80% male even though Alaska is gender balanced. If non-response bias is incorporated into the results, support for predator control is reduced dramatically; for one hypothetical situation, from 60% support for predator control to 48%. When, after a series of items, a question was asked about how knowledgeable the respondent was, the means were 4.2 vs 5.9. When knowledge was divided into two groups (low (0 – 5); high 6 –10)): 74% vs 44% supported lethal control of predators. People with high perceived knowledge scores seem to form their opinions from their experience, from discussions with friends and relatives, and from newspaper.

Shorna Broussard is studying behavior related to natural resources, most of which is under private ownership, in this case the upper Wabash river basin. The basic model is the Aziur & Fishbine model of attitude – behavior consistency. The Wabash contains 5 million acres, of which 8.5% is forest. Five mail surveys were completed in the past year. One experiment was done in two of the watersheds within the basin, and it was a census of people who owned at least an acre of forest. Two cites did interviews, 12 sites did traditional mail surveys, and in 2 sites we used a dropoff/pickup (DOPU) technique where a package was left with individuals. For the DOPU techniques, several attempts were made to contact the owners at time of drop-off and to pick-up from them. Ads were placed in the paper alerting respondents that questionnaires were coming. One question: does the DOPU technique yield a good response rate? From the pre-test cell (N = 150), the general response rate was 47% but the drop-off pickup w/incentive approach had 61%. 

Another theme is the spatial representation of land use attitudes as it is connected to GIS data. The outcome of this is to more closely connect land use activities (planting trees, etc) to government policies (encourage planting). The GIS database is also used to compare respondents and non-respondents, finding whether were slightly more likely to respond if owner was present and the owners objective was tax relief or timer investments. They were less likely to complete the survey if their objective was to personally enjoy their forestland.

Plans are currently being made for new surveys relating to fishing, and the licenses have gender and age. Another will look at timber and logging in three states. 

Steve Swinford has just finished writing one proposal that will have experiments incorporated into the surveys to be conducted by the Washington State lab. Some of the experiments will likely include web-based surveys. Steve is developing a survey to give clients (felons) to determine the effectiveness of their services. These are recidivism programs, and they have background data so they can compare respondents and non-respondents. Brian offered to work with Steve. Brian has done treatment studies with control and comparison groups.

Don Dillman has three studies to report. First, they considered web surveys. Don and Thom Allen decided that web surveys have 5 steps. Step 1: develop survey objectives (e.g., satisfaction with WSU among undergraduates), which constrain each subsequent step. Step 2: Design requirements include articulating the study theme. Some decision rules that constrain the design include limiting the length to 25 questions that take less than 10 minutes to complete. Some of the difficulty is that there is an incomplete sampling frame: for some, they have parents’ address; for others, they have e-mails, etc. These form contact constrains. Decisions: don’t use telephone; use $2 incentives with mail surveys, follow up with e-mails when e-mails are available. The result is a delivery strategy that is a combination of postal mail to deliver incentive and establish web-links, and then e-mails to encourage responses and provide links. Step 2 also includes programming requirements that achieve a consistent image, one question per screen, submit each question, assign one of 4 forms to each respondent, and keep track of time it takes to complete each question. (Dreamweaver MX seems to work best for programming the visual structure, with cascading style sheets to control for differences in browsers). Step 2 is divided into multiple sub-steps dealing with programming, with monitoring the interaction between user and the program, and with data base structure. Step 3: Testing: you need to keep load time down to a few seconds for each page. Pilot tests are necessary; to not pilot is to invite trouble. Step 4: Monitoring, including troubleshooting, especially access problems (problem: pretests are often not done with access codes), reasons for attrition (questions that take a long time to download), and daily response rate. Step 5: Evaluate.

Don reported on his paper, “Designing questionnaires that work.” He outlined a theory that brings together cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses to questionnaires. Norman (2002) had 7 principles of design, but he doesn’t show how to do it visually. The 7 principles are: 

· Take simultaneous advantage of knowledge in the head and knowledge in the world.

· Simplify the structure of the task 

· Make visible what’s needed

· Get the mappings right

· Exploit the power of constraints

· Design for error

· When things have to be arbitrary, standardize across the system.

Don applied these rules to the 2003 agricultural resource management survey questionnaire. In brief, what Don did was elaborate the 7 rules as they could be applied to the visual presentation of questions in questionnaires. Using the design principles, Don compared the old and new versions of the questionnaires.

Fred Lorenz reported on four things. First, he has continued to invest most of his time in his work in the Institute for Social and Behavioral Research (ISBR). One result was an edited book on “Continuity and change in family relationships” published by Lawrence Erlbaum. Much of this work is methodological, dealing with the correspondence between observational and pencil and paper responses (JSM presentation 2003). Second, part of the work in ISBR has to do with imputing data in panel studies. The problem is that the panels are long, spanning 15 years in some cases, and attrition is a problem. During the past year we had a visiting professor and 3 graduate students have been examining aspects of this. In general, we find that imputation procedures work better than listwise deletion regardless of the pattern of missingness. Third, he is planning to return to return to the Lorenz & Ryan version of the Saltiel & Lorenz paper. It is a nice experiment because it contains both mail and telephone results, and it has a missing data component. Lorenz will work out a paper based on the one study submit it. Fourth, last year at this time we were in our first year of a new organizational arrangement for doing survey research. It didn’t work, but out of it came closer working relationship between our Center for Survey Statistics and Methods (CSSM) and ISBR. We’ve submitted at least two proposals together this academic year, and we’re planning more things together. 

Loretta Singletary is from Nevada is required to conduct surveys to evaluate the quality of their work. She is working on state-level projects dealing with quality of life needs assessment. They incorporate natural resources issues, youth and family issues, etc. We are trying to design efficient surveys and getting about 40% response rates with two waves. Extension in Nevada, even though there is a large Hispanic population. The surveys are translated in Spanish, but it doesn’t fit the same booklet, so we are working on that in order to better serve the Hispanic population. We’re starting with mail surveys. Don suggested that the two languages be put in a single questionnaire, question by question. We are also assessing the skills of volunteer 4-H leaders, and moving from one format to a computer scanable survey, but it lost 5% response rate.  We are also assessing the needs of extension specialists who have to deal with controversial issues, especially dealing with natural resources. We are likely going electronic, even though e-mail addresses are sometimes difficult to get.

Human subjects (IRB) review. Tommy Brown discussed some of the problems they have experienced at Cornell.  Don: the OMB model requires certain wording and the wording doesn’t work; it creates problems. The discussion followed.

Existing papers. Three papers were submitted. One was rejected (financial incentives); two were revise and resubmit.

The personalization paper is to be revised and resubmit. Robie Sangster is re-working their paper on “Effects of different numeric labels on response to rating scales.” They wanted examples of rating scales in rural research, and she is assembling examples. One problem is many articles do not adequately describe the scales used. Robie will have it back out by the end April. The personalization paper was criticized for editorial inconsistencies and reviewers asked for shorter theory section. Don has agreed to send his by the end of April. The financial incentive paper got nasty reviews. Possible outlets: Public Opinion Quarterly, the International Journal of Public Opinion, and Journal of Official Statistics. An advantage of IJPO is that it is not dominated by University of Michigan reviewers. Plan: Ginny will forward to Lorenz by early May, and Lorenz will respond. Then it will go to all authors. 

The future of telephone surveys: Telephone surveys are at a crossroads. It seems unlikely that telephone surveys will go away, but cell phones are new coverage concerns. One problem is that the perception that lists and RDD have coverage problems and problem of face validity. Cell phones match the mobile population, and it is unclear who is available to be contacted by survey researchers. 

Housekeeping: Registration per person $4.00. Meeting next year: March 3 & 4, 2005. Meeting adjourned.
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