ED201B Survey Research Design

Winter 2007


Week 7 Lecture Notes

Data Collection Procedures

I. This week

A. Review outline for final report and class presentation

B.  Review draft questionnaire in class

C. Data Collection procedures

D. Demonstration—Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI)

II. Review Steps in Conducting Survey Research

1. Initial Design

a. Research problem/questions

b. Select specific survey technique

c. Design sampling plan

d. Draft questionnaire

e. Plan data collection procedures

f. Draft analysis plan

2. Pre-testing

a. Select pretest sample

b. Recruit and train interviewers or other personnel

c. Administer draft questionnaire

d. Collect and analysis pre-test data

3. Revise 

a. Sampling plan

b. Questionnaire

c. Data collection procedures

d. Analysis plan

4. Data Collection

5. Data coding, management, analysis, reporting

III. Pre-testing questionnaire

--important part of the survey process

--allows researchers, especially novice ones, to check and revised critical features of design before undertaking larger-scale and more costly final survey

--especially important if researcher is surveying respondents unlike himself/herself (respondent may not know the things that researcher does)


A.
Specific things to check:



1.
Design of questions

--respondent understanding and meaning of questions (Does question measure what it is intended to measure?)




--knowledge of question




--meaning of responses (Do responses cover all possible answers?)




--task difficulty




--respondent interest and attention (Does it motivate people to respond?)



2.
Design of questionnaire




--“flow” of sections




--order of questions




--timing




--respondent interest and attention




--respondent well-being




--bias (Does any aspect produced biased responses?)



3.  
Procedures for administration




--sampling frame

--training and actions of interviewers/questionnaire administrators

--non-responses




--introductory material


B.
Types of pretesting



1.
Expert panels




--usually 3-8 persons who review draft questionnaire in group meeting




--survey experts, potential users (subject matter experts), respondents

--can find problems found through other, more costly pretest approaches (Pressner & Blair, 1994)

2.
Interviewer/administrator debriefings




--overview of administration process and entire questionnaire




--question by question problem identification




--suggested revisions




--can be coupled with:  





--third-party analysis of respondent questions, problems, etc.





--e.g., monitoring telephone calls



3.
Respondent interviews




--post-interview interviews about process, questionnaire, questions





--can also go review taped interview

--cognitive (think aloud) interviews--better than waiting, but more time-consuming, can be costly

--Pressor (2004) states:  general agreement on the value of cognitive interviewing, no concensus has emerged about best practices, such as think-alouds vs. probes, concurrent vs. retrospective reporting, how to analyze results (p. 113).

4.
Behavior coding involves monitoring interviews oral reviewing taped interviews on subset of interviewers’ and respondents’ verbal behavior



5.
Experiments




--comparison of original and revised items or entire questionnaires




--compare different modes of administration to see if they affect response



6.
Does pretesting work? [See Presser, 2004, article]

--one recent study (Forsyth, Rothgeb, and Willis, 2004) assessed whether pretesting (a) predicted data collection problems (b) improved survey outcomes

--identified problems by informal expert review, appraisal coding, and cognitive interviews

--found pretesting were able to identify problems, but revised questions did not resolve them

IV. Data Collection Procedures

A. Getting Cooperation

--general strategies, specifics depend on circumstances

--explain purpose

--give something back

--minimize burden (easy to administer, easy to understand, little time)

--example of :  Stuart project (Handout)

--example of an email invitation (see Cooper, Trougot, and Larnias, 2001)

B. Getting Human Subject Approval

1.  Background

A.  Since 1966 the United States Department of Health, Education, And Welfare (now Department of Health and Human Services, referred to herein as DHHS) has required peer group review and approval of activates involving human subjects which are supported by Department-funds and certification that such review and approval has been accomplished. 

 B.  Department of Health and Human Services regulations for the protection of human subjects of research and for the protection of special populations of human subjects, as currently set forth or as subsequently modified in Title 45 Code of Federal Regulations  Part 46, and University of California Policy on Protection of Human Subjects shall apply to all UCSB research except that when a research activity is not funded by DHHS and either UCSB Policies and Procedures or the policies and regulations of the funding agency conflict with 45 CFR 46 or any portion thereof, the more restrictive requirements shall prevail.

2.  Procedures


--ultimate responsibility rests with investigator

--investigator must get approval from UCSB Human Subjects Committee

--information and forms: http://research.ucsb.edu/connect/pro/prs1.shtml#inf 

--Elements of informed consent (Handout)

--Research subjects information sheet 

--example:  Mentor project (Handout)

C. Training personnel

--very important, often overlooked

--can significantly impact cooperation, response rate

--most important in face-to-face interviewing, telephone, group, less in mail

--steps:  selecting interviewers

--match to respondents (review of Reese article:  deference theory:  ethnicity difference between interviewers and interviewee affected responses to “sensitive,” culture-related items—e.g., language, preference for association)

      --training interviewers

      --monitoring activities

--example:  Stuart project

V. Improving Response Rates

--last week discusses one source of error due to design/sampling—selection error

--this week talk about another source of error due to data collection procedures

--response bias

--response rates

--can be related—more of sample that is surveyed, more likely to be representative


--two types of nonresponse:

1. unit (of analysis) non-response

2. item non-response

A.
Mail surveys 

--Recommended procedure (Dillman):

1. Initial mailing of questionnaire and cover letter

2. Postcard follow-up

3. Second mailing of questionnaire and different cover letter

4. Third mailing

--Which procedures yield results (review of Fox article)

--explanation of meta-analysis

--review of findings (Table 3)

--largest effects:  university sponsorship,  pre-notification letter, stamped return envelope

--also significant, but smaller effect:  follow-up postcard

--incentives:  model:  y =  βB √x + ε


--increasing response rate but diminishing rate of increase 

Internet surveys

--response bias: lower response rates for minorities vs. whites (see Cooper, Trougot, and Larnias, 2001):  41 percent overall response rate, 46 percent for white, 37 percent for nonwhite 

--design features to improve response rates (see Cooper, Trougot, and Larnias, 2001)

· remove ambiguous passwords, such as “1” vs. “l” and “0” vs. “o”

· minimize use of progress indicators and other graphics can increase response times and reduce response rates

· use multiple-item screens rather than single item screens 

· use radio buttons reduces item-non response vs. fill-in boxes (can keep using mouse for responses)

--for complete list of procedures for improving Internet surveys, see Shonlau, Chapter 5

--Kaplowitz study of MSU students:  Post-card, email method for web survey had higher response than email notice only (30% vs. 21% and roughly same unit cost of $1.31 per response)

C.
Telephone (Czaja and Blair)

--in RDD need to determine households from nonhouseholds (businesses, non-working numbers)

--takes many attempts to make contact with household members


--see data:  60% of household members could not be contacted in first call




only 5% by 20th call

--multiple calls not only increases response rate (from 20% for first call to 78% in 20th call), but also lessens potential bias

--Q:  Who is more likely to respond in first call—those at home, nonworking, elderly, female, retired, unemployed, those more interested in survey topic

--other factors:  answering machines, scheduled calling 

--important to keep accurate records of all call attempts and to classify type of response to look for patterns, possible bias, problem areas

-reworking refusals:  people initially refuse for many reasons, sometimes not can perhaps convert 30-40% 

D.
Interviews

--Selection important—need understanding and skill:  good reading skill, interpersonal skills, “persuasive know-how”

--Training for : 

--reading and following instructions

--gaining respondents cooperation:  situations and remedies (Exhibit 9.5)


--bad timing—callback?


--suspicion—repeat purpose; toll-free number to call


--respondent doesn’t know topic—downplay knowledge; all people important


--gatekeeper—try to have respondent hear about survey; call back

--reading questions properly

--recording answers accurately

--handing problematic behaviors



--Training:  role-playing



--Interviewer-Effects (Reese, et. al study)

--Q:  Is it important to have ethnic match between interviewer and interviewee?  If so, why and for what kind of questions?

--most studies find an effect—due to deference theory:  avoid offending interviewer, giving “correct” answers

--Reese’s study:  telephone survey of Anglo and Mex-Amer Texans

--compared responses between Angle/mex-Amer interviewers/respondents

--OVERHEAD

--findings:  ethnicity effects for Anglo but not Mex-Amer respondents on issues of race;  ethnicity effects for Mex-Amer in more “objective” topics related to language (e.g., read Spanish newspapers, Mex-Amer neighbors)

--some support for deference theory among Anglos; support for cultural affinity theory among Mex-Amer

--Interviewer Bias (Hurtado)



--impact of respondent’s characteristics on interviewers

--theory:  diffuse status characteristics (e.g., gender, race, SES) affect expectations of competence

--study:  1979 face-to-face survey of Mexican descent adults in US

--interviewers:  Spanish/English bilinguals, experienced

--independent variables:  language of interview; respondent SES, phenotype (skin color and facial features), and gender

--dependent variables:  Interviewer evaluation of respondent’s:  ability to express him/herself, understand questions, attitude and interest at beginning/end of interview

--analysis:  MCA, like regression, effects of independent variables on dependent, controlling for other dependent variables

--results:  (OVERHEAD)  


--SES had strongest effect, as well as phenotype

--can’t distinguish whether objective differences in ability to understand because of being better educated, or interviewer bias

--effects of phenotype more suggestive of bias

--need more study

E. Mixed methods/comparing methods

--mixed methods appear to improve overall response rates over single method (see Shonlau, chapter 2)

1.  Yun/Trumbo study (http://www.ascusc.org/jcmc/vol6/issue1/yun.html#abstract)  


--sample: 360 members of National Science Writers Association


--response rate:  72% (162 paper, 33 e-mail, and 35 Web)

--procedures:

1. Advance postal letters (3/22/99)

2. Paper survey with link to URL (4/16/99)

3. Email version with link to URL (4/22/99)

4. Follow-up postcard (4/23/99)

--differences in characteristics between mail and web respondents

2.  Asch study of college students and dropouts (see Shonlau, Chapter 6)

--sample:  12,500 students graduating high school in 1999; 1,750 graduating in 2001

--response rate:  20.8% (62.2% by mail)

--see procedures:


3.  Cabanoglu study  



--sample:  300 hospitality professors

--response rate: 28.8% (26.27% for mail, 17.0% for fax, and 44.21% for web surveys)

--also found differences in characteristics of respondents

4.  Beebe, et al. 


--compared paper-and-pencil and computer-assisted self interviewing on questions related to drug-use


--at-risk adolescents

--results suggest more willingness to report illegal drug use through paper-and-pencil surveys

5.
Kaplowitz (2004) study


--mail survey (31% response rate, cost of $10.97 per response)


--postcard, email survey (30% response rate, cost of $1.31 per response)

