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Disclaimer

	   Presenta(ons	  and	  posters	  were	  obtained	  with	  author	  permission,	  
and	  any	  misinterpreta(ons	  are	  my	  own.	  
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Smartphone  and  Internet  Coverage  in  the  
NaKonal  Survey  of  Family  Growth  
(Mick  P.  Couper,  Jennifer  Kelley,  William  Axinn,  Heidi  Guyer,  James  Wagner,  &  Brady  West,  University  of  Michigan)
	   Background	  
◦  What	  are	  the	  poten@al	  biases	  related	  to	  use	  of	  the	  Internet	  and	  smartphones	  for	  data	  
collec@on?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Na@onal	  Survey	  of	  Family	  Growth,	  Sept.	  2012	  –	  Aug.	  2014	  

◦  Longitudinal	  cross-‐sec@onal	  survey	  of	  adults	  aged	  15-‐44	  
◦  Oversample	  minority	  areas	  and	  teenagers	  
◦  Face-‐to-‐face	  CAPI	  

◦  Added	  two	  ques@ons	  about	  Internet	  access	  and	  smartphone	  ownership	  

	   Results	  
◦  Internet	  access:	  82%,	  Smartphone:	  76.1%,	  Either:	  89.4%	  
◦  Blacks	  &	  Hispanics:	  lower	  Internet	  access	  vs.	  whites	  

◦  Blacks	  have	  higher	  smartphone	  ownership	  

◦  Younger	  people:	  higher	  Internet	  access	  but	  lower	  smartphone	  ownership	  
◦  Higher	  educa@on	  and	  income	  =	  higher	  Internet	  access	  and	  smartphone	  ownership	  



Mobile/Web  Survey  
Design  Effects



The  Changing  Landscape  of  Technology  and  
Its  Effects  on  Online  Survey  Data  CollecKon  
(Nicole  Mitchell,  SSI)

	   Background	  
◦  Mobile	  web	  traffic	  tripled	  between	  2013	  and	  2014	  
◦  Do	  we	  get	  befer	  results	  from	  mobile-‐friendly	  designs?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Experiment:	  random	  assignment	  to	  one	  of	  three	  designs,	  respondents	  compared	  by	  PC,	  tablet,	  or	  smartphone	  
response	  
◦  Mobile-‐unfriendly,	  mobile-‐friendly,	  mobile	  op@mized	  designs	  

	   Results	  
◦  Mobile	  op@mized:	  break-‐offs,	  dura@on	  lowest	  across	  all	  devices;	  large	  improvement	  for	  smartphones	  

◦  Smartphone	  sa@sfac@on	  highest	  in	  mobile-‐op@mized	  

◦  Mobile-‐unfriendly	  design:	  sa@sficing	  and	  conflic@ng	  responses	  highest,	  par@cularly	  for	  smartphone	  
respondents	  

◦  Mobile-‐friendly:	  tended	  to	  fall	  in	  between	  the	  other	  two	  designs	  



Mobile	  Unfriendly	   Mobile	  Friendly	   Mobile	  Op@mized	  



Purposefully  Mobile:  Experimentally  Assessing  
Device  Effects  in  an  Online  Survey  
(Frances  M.  Barlas,  Randall  K.  Thomas,  &  Patricia  Graham  GfK  Custom  Research)
	   Background	  
◦  20-‐30%	  begin	  survey	  on	  mobile	  device,	  ~16%	  on	  smartphones	  and	  ~10%	  on	  tablets	  
◦  221	  unique	  screen	  resolu@ons	  
◦  Can	  mobile-‐friendly	  design	  perform	  befer	  vs.	  mobile	  unfriendly	  design?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  GfK	  KnowledgePanel®	  survey	  with	  standard	  vs.	  responsive	  sooware	  and	  mobile-‐friendly	  vs.	  mobile-‐unfriendly	  
designs	  

◦  Respondents	  randomly	  assigned	  to	  design	  and	  comple@on	  device	  (PC,	  tablet,	  smartphone)	  

	   Results	  
◦  Response	  @mes	  and	  break-‐offs	  improved	  across	  all	  device	  types	  going	  from	  standard	  unfriendly	  à	  standard	  
friendly	  à	  responsive	  unfriendly	  à	  responsive	  friendly	  
◦  Most	  completed	  survey	  at	  home	  but	  more	  PC	  and	  smartphone	  respondents	  completed	  at	  office,	  and	  more	  smartphone	  respondents	  

completed	  at	  “other”	  loca@on	  

◦  PC	  respondents	  rated	  survey	  experience	  best,	  smartphones	  worst	  
◦  Device	  effects	  across	  some	  ques@ons	  net	  of	  survey	  design	  

◦  No	  clear	  paferns	  but	  driven	  more	  by	  content	  



Standard	  Design	   Responsive	  Design	   Mobile	  Unfriendly	  

Mobile	  Friendly	  



The  Impact  of  Mobile  First  and  Responsive  
Web  Designs  (Kevin  Tharp,  Indiana  University)
	   Background	  
◦  Mobile	  break-‐offs	  are	  higher	  and	  two	  designs	  (one	  for	  mobile,	  another	  for	  PC)	  can	  be	  costly	  and	  impact	  data	  quality	  
◦  Can	  one	  design,	  based	  on	  general	  web	  principles,	  improve	  experience	  for	  mobile	  users	  without	  worsening	  the	  
experience	  for	  PC	  users?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Two	  student	  surveys	  on	  campus	  compu@ng,	  response	  device	  chosen	  by	  respondent	  	  

◦  Survey	  1:	  40%	  RR,	  7%	  smartphones	  
◦  Survey	  2:	  38%	  RR,	  16%	  smartphones	  

◦  Experiment:	  PC	  vs.	  smartphone	  response	  in	  standard	  vs.	  mobile-‐first	  and	  responsive	  web	  designs	  	  
◦  mobile	  vs.	  PC	  break-‐off	  rates,	  dura@on,	  and	  response	  distribu@on	  

	   Results	  
◦  Smartphone	  break-‐offs,	  dura@on,	  and	  easiness	  to	  complete	  improved	  in	  both	  non-‐standard	  designs	  

◦  In	  non-‐standard	  designs,	  break-‐offs	  increased	  and	  respondents	  reported	  problems	  with	  scrolling	  (mobile-‐first	  design	  only)	  on	  PC	  but	  dura@on	  
improved	  

◦  Minimal	  impact	  on	  response	  distribu@on	  or	  mean	  comparisons	  between	  designs	  
◦  Responsive	  web	  design	  slightly	  befer	  than	  mobile-‐first	  
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The  Effects  of  Adding  a  Mobile-‐CompaKble  
Design  to  the  American  Life  Panel  
(Alerk  Amin,  RAND  CorporaKon;  Peter  LugKg  &  Vera  Toepoel,  Utrecht  University)
	   Background	  
◦  What	  impacts	  does	  a	  responsive	  design	  have	  on	  web	  response	  via	  different	  device	  types?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  6	  weekly	  mid-‐term	  elec@on	  surveys	  to	  American	  Life	  Panel	  members	  

◦  Recruitment	  via	  RDD	  

◦  Experiment:	  Desktop-‐only	  web	  design	  vs.	  responsive	  design	  

	   Results	  
◦  Responsive	  design	  led	  some	  exis@ng	  panel	  members	  to	  switch	  from	  PC	  to	  phone	  

◦  Tablet	  usage	  did	  not	  change	  
◦  Switching	  of	  device	  type	  occurred	  at	  higher	  rate	  (19%)	  during	  introduc@on	  of	  responsive	  design,	  then	  
remained	  constant	  at	  10%/survey	  

◦  Young	  and	  minority	  more	  likely	  to	  use	  mobile;	  male,	  single,	  and	  higher	  educa@on	  less	  likely	  



Desktop	  Design	  -‐	  PC	   Desktop	  Design	  -‐	  Smartphone	  

Responsive	  Design	  -‐	  PC	  
Responsive	  Design	  -‐	  Smartphone	  



What  is  the  Impact  of  Smartphone  OpKmizaKon  
on  Long  Surveys?    
(Shimon  Sarraf,  Jennifer  Brooks,  James  Cole,  &  Xiaolin  Wang,  Indiana  University)
	   Background	  
◦  Research	  indicates	  that	  longer	  surveys	  are	  challenging	  on	  smartphones,	  
can	  this	  be	  improved	  with	  a	  smartphone	  op@mized	  design?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  2015	  Na@onal	  Survey	  of	  Student	  Engagement	  experiment	  of	  ten	  U.S.	  
colleges/universi@es	  
◦  106	  survey	  items	  

◦  Experiment:	  mobile	  op@mized	  vs.	  standard	  design	  

	   Results	  
◦  Mobile	  op@miza@on	  improved	  break-‐offs,	  missing	  data,	  item	  
nonresponse,	  dura@on,	  sa@sficing,	  and	  ra@ngs	  of	  the	  survey’s	  appeal	  

◦  Larger	  bufons	  did	  not	  improve	  response	  vs.	  standard	  radio	  bufons	  in	  
op@mized	  version	  



QuesKon  Design  in  
Mobile/Web  Surveys



Gridlocked:  The  Impact  of  AdapKng  Survey  
Grids  for  Smartphones  
(Ashley  Richards,  Rebecca  Powell,  Joe  Murphy,  Shengchao  Yu,  &  Mai  Nguyen,  RTI  InternaKonal)
	   Background	  
◦  Pros:	  avoid	  repe@@on	  of	  ques@ons,	  faster	  comple@on	  @me	  
◦  Cons:	  poor	  display	  on	  mobile	  devices,	  less	  favorable,	  straight-‐lining,	  item	  nonresponse	  
◦  Use	  of	  grids	  cannot	  be	  avoided	  some@mes	  

	   Methods	  
◦  World	  Trade	  Center	  Health	  Registry	  survey,	  Wave	  4	  

◦  Web	  and	  mail	  
◦  Responsive	  web	  design	  
◦  8%	  smartphone	  response	  

◦  Experiment:	  stacked	  vs.	  tradi@onal	  grid	  format,	  comparison	  to	  Wave	  3	  for	  consistency	  

	   Results	  
◦  Stacked	  grid	  resulted	  in	  different	  answers	  to	  grid	  ques@ons	  but	  befer	  quality	  data	  overall	  
vs.	  tradi@onal	  grid	  
◦  Less	  straight-‐lining	  and	  item	  nonresponse	  

◦  Smartphone	  respondents	  slightly	  younger	  and	  less	  educated	  



The  Effects  of  Grids  on  Web  Surveys  
Completed  with  Mobile  Devices  
(Michael  J.  Stern,  David  Sterred,  Ipek  Bilgen,  Ethan  Raker,  Gwendolyn  Rugg,  Jiwon  Baek,  NORC)
	   Background	  
◦  Design	  is	  cri@cal	  in	  self-‐administered	  surveys	  
◦  Grid	  pros:	  faster	  comple@on	  @me	  and	  fewer	  break-‐offs	  
◦  Grid	  cons:	  higher	  measurement	  error,	  increased	  straightlining	  and	  break-‐offs	  

	   Methods	  
◦  A	  Healthy	  Illinois	  Survey	  (probability	  sample,	  15%	  responded	  via	  smartphone)	  
◦  Experiment:	  compared	  different	  grid	  types	  

◦  Single-‐item/page	  
◦  Two	  small	  grids	  
◦  One	  large	  grid	  

	   Results	  
◦  Greater	  reduc@on	  in	  response	  @me	  but	  more	  straightlining	  when	  using	  grid	  ques@ons,	  par@cularly	  on	  
smartphones	  
◦  Mixed	  results	  for	  small	  vs.	  large	  grids	  
◦  Effects	  may	  be	  greater	  in	  longer	  surveys	  and/or	  if	  grids	  are	  near	  the	  end	  





What  They  Can’t  See  Can  Hurt  You:  Improving  Grids  
for  Online  Surveys  on  Mobile  Devices  
(Randall  K.  Thomas,  Frances  M.  Barlas,  Patricia  Graham,  &  Thomas  Subias,  GfK  Custom  Research)
	   Background	  
◦  25-‐35%	  of	  online	  surveys	  started	  on	  mobile	  devices,	  20-‐30%	  completed	  
◦  Single-‐item/screen	  most	  common	  but	  inefficient	  
◦  Grids	  could	  be	  more	  efficient	  if	  feasible	  
◦  Myths:	  1)	  true	  variance	  increases	  with	  longer	  scales;	  2)	  increasing	  #	  of	  items	  to	  measure	  same	  concept	  improves	  
es@mates	  
◦  Survey	  designs	  based	  on	  these	  myths	  make	  grids	  inefficient	  for	  mobile	  devices	  

	   Methods	  
◦  GfK	  probability-‐based	  KnowledgePanel®	  
◦  Experiments:	  

◦  Simpler	  vs.	  tradi@onal	  grid	  formats	  
◦  Longer	  (7	  points)	  vs.	  shorter	  mobile-‐friendly	  (4	  points)	  response	  scales	  

	   Results	  
◦  Tradi@onal	  grid	  took	  less	  @me	  to	  complete	  but	  no	  difference	  in	  responses	  
◦  Mobile-‐friendly	  shorter	  scales	  took	  less	  @me,	  had	  similar	  results,	  and,	  in	  some	  cases,	  had	  higher	  validity	  



Tradi@onal	  Grid	   Banked	  Grid	   Response-‐to-‐the-‐Right	  Grid	   Focal	  Element	  Grid	  

Long-‐scale	  Grid	   Short-‐scale	  (mobile-‐friendly)	  Grid	  



Response  OpKon  Order  Effects:  Scale  Lengths  
and  Horizontal  or  VerKcal  Layout  
(Johan  MarKnsson,  University  of  Gothenburg)
	   Background	  
◦  Response	  order	  and	  layout	  (ver@cal	  vs.	  horizontal),	  and	  scale	  length	  likely	  effect	  responses	  
to	  surveys	  on	  mobile	  devices	  
◦  Primacy	  effects	  may	  exist	  and	  differ	  by	  layout	  and	  device	  
◦  Scale	  length	  likely	  affects	  response	  distribu@on	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Opt-‐in	  survey	  connected	  to	  vo@ng	  advice	  applica@on	  for	  2014	  Swedish	  elec@on	  for	  PC	  and	  
smartphones	  

◦  Experiments:	  
◦  Reverse	  order	  of	  response	  op@ons	  
◦  Ver@cal	  vs.	  horizontal	  layout	  of	  response	  op@ons	  
◦  10,	  7,	  5,	  3,	  and	  2	  scale	  points	  

	   Results	  
◦  Weak	  but	  robust	  primacy	  effects,	  net	  of	  device	  type	  or	  scale	  length	  
◦  Ver@cal	  and	  shorter	  scales	  produce	  higher	  quality	  data,	  par@cularly	  on	  smartphones	  



Device  Effects  




The  Mobile  Influence:  How  Mobile  ParKcipants  
Affect  Survey  Results  (Frances  M.  Barlas  &  Randall  K.  Thomas,  GfK  Custom  Research)
	   Background	  
◦  20-‐30%	  begin	  survey	  on	  mobile	  device,	  up	  from	  5%	  in	  2012	  
◦  In	  surveys	  not	  designed	  for	  mobile,	  mobile	  respondents	  called	  “accidental	  mobile”	  
◦  How	  do	  accidental	  mobile	  respondents	  different	  from	  PC	  and	  tablet	  respondents?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Founda@ons	  of	  Quality	  2	  survey	  of	  U.S.	  adults	  

◦  3.7%	  smartphone,	  4.1%	  tablet	  

◦  Experiment:	  compared	  results	  across	  device	  types	  (PC	  vs.	  tablet	  vs.	  smartphone)	  

	   Results	  
◦  More	  accidental	  mobile	  respondents	  are	  female,	  younger,	  minority	  vs.	  popula@on	  and	  PC	  or	  
tablet	  users	  
◦  Higher	  educa@on	  vs.	  PC/tablet,	  lower	  vs.	  popula@on	  

◦  Accidental	  mobile	  respondents	  had	  higher	  suspend	  rates,	  longer	  dura@ons,	  less	  speeding,	  and	  
failed	  more	  quality	  control	  traps	  

◦  Awtudes	  varied	  across	  all	  device	  types,	  more	  embarrassing	  behaviors	  on	  smartphones	  



The  Effects  of  Mobile  vs.  PC  Web  on  Survey  
Response  Quality:  A  Crossover  Experiment  in  a  
Probability  Web  Panel  (Christopher  Antoun,  University  of  Michigan)
	   Background	  
◦  Can	  smartphone	  respondents	  accurately	  record	  answers	  vs.	  responding	  via	  PC?	  
◦  Lack	  of	  robust	  experiments	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Longitudinal	  Internet	  Studies	  for	  the	  Social	  Sciences	  panel	  in	  Netherlands	  

◦  Oversampled	  Iphone	  and	  Andriod	  users,	  responsive	  design,	  40	  ques@ons	  

◦  Experiment:	  half	  assigned	  to	  mobileàPC	  sequence	  and	  half	  assigned	  to	  PCàmobile	  

	   Results	  
◦  Smartphone	  respondents:	  more	  mobile	  when	  responding,	  at	  least	  as	  conscien@ous	  and	  willing	  to	  disclose	  
sensi@ve	  informa@on,	  more	  likely	  to	  make	  input	  errors	  when	  using	  a	  slider	  or	  date	  picker,	  and	  took	  longer	  to	  
complete	  

◦  	  No	  significant	  effects	  on	  sa@sficing	  or	  overall	  disclosure	  
◦  Smartphone	  users	  can	  record	  answers	  accurately	  vs.	  PC,	  but	  depends	  on	  ques@on	  content	  (sensi@ve,	  
burdensome)	  	  and	  design	  (layout,	  type	  of	  input,	  etc.)	  



The  Impact  of  Screen  Size  on  Data  Quality  
(Douglas  Williams,  Aaron  Maitland,  &  Roger  Tourangeau,  Westat;  Andrew  Mercer,  Pew  Research  Center)
	   Background	  
◦  Plethora	  of	  different	  screen	  sizes	  on	  mobile	  devices	  
◦  Loca@on	  of	  response	  and	  scale	  orienta@on	  affects	  data	  quality	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Health	  Awtudes	  &	  Lifestyle	  Survey	  (HALS)	  (31%	  RR)	  
◦  CAPI	  with	  randomly	  selected	  devices	  (smartphone,	  tablet,	  laptop)	  
◦  Experiments:	  	  

◦  1)	  Reverse	  response	  order	  to	  test	  primacy	  
◦  2)	  Single-‐item/page	  vs.	  5-‐item	  grid	  (only	  first	  three	  visible	  on	  smartphone)	  

	   Results	  
◦  Primacy:	  found	  effects	  for	  all	  device	  types	  but	  smartphones	  more	  affected	  by	  
change	  in	  response	  posi@on	  

◦  Single-‐item	  vs.	  5-‐item	  grid:	  no	  differences	  across	  device	  types	  



Mobile  Devices  for  the  CollecKon  of  SensiKve  
Data  (preliminary  results)  
(Roger  Tourangeau,  Douglas  Williams,  &  Aaron  Maitland,  Westat;  Andrew  Mercer,  Pew  Research  Center)
	   Background	  
◦  Self-‐administra@on	  likely	  improves	  repor@ng	  on	  sensi@ve	  topics	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Health	  Awtudes	  &	  Lifestyle	  Survey	  (HALS)	  (31%	  RR)	  
◦  CAPI	  with	  randomly	  selected	  devices	  (smartphone,	  tablet,	  laptop)	  
◦  Experiment:	  Results	  to	  sensi@ve	  ques@ons	  in	  self-‐	  vs.	  interviewer-‐administra@on	  

◦  Smoking,	  drinking,	  marijuana	  use,	  abuse	  prescrip@on	  drugs,	  sexual	  partners,	  seen	  den@st	  in	  past	  year,	  
exercise	  

	   Results	  
◦  Respondents	  reported	  higher	  frequency	  of	  most	  of	  the	  “embarrassing”	  behaviors	  on	  
smartphone	  and	  tablet	  devices	  when	  interviewer	  was	  present	  vs.	  when	  interviewer	  
was	  absent	  
◦  Less	  item	  nonresponse	  when	  interviewer	  present	  



Diary  Surveys  on  Mobile  
Devices



App  vs.  Web  for  Surveys  of  Smartphone  Users  
(Kyley  McGeeney  &  Rachel  Weisel,  Pew  Research  Center)
	   Background	  
◦  Lifle	  research	  on	  using	  mobile	  device	  apps	  to	  conduct	  
surveys	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Pew	  Research	  Center’s	  American	  Trends	  Panel	  

◦  Probability-‐based,	  na@onally	  representa@ve	  
◦  Random	  assignment	  to	  web	  (40%)	  or	  app	  (60%)	  
treatment	  groups	  
◦  Respondents	  alerted	  twice/day	  for	  seven	  days	  to	  complete	  two	  

surveys/day	  
◦  Invita@ons	  sent	  via	  SMS	  text,	  email,	  and,	  for	  app	  users,	  a	  push	  

no@fica@on	  
◦  Response	  required	  within	  two	  hours	  
◦  $5	  ini@al	  incen@ve,	  $1/complete,	  and	  $5	  for	  comple@ng	  10	  or	  more	  
◦  Survey	  about	  cell	  phone	  usage	  in	  prior	  hour	  

	   Results	  
◦  58%	  of	  app	  users	  completed	  one	  or	  more	  surveys,	  9%	  
completed	  all	  14	  vs.	  84%	  and	  15%	  of	  web	  users,	  
respec@vely	  
◦  RR	  differences	  consistent	  across	  days	  and	  @mes	  

◦  App	  users	  responded	  more	  quickly	  
◦  80%	  of	  web	  users	  responded	  via	  smartphone,	  14%	  via	  
PC,	  7%	  via	  tablet	  

◦  Lifle	  differences	  between	  app	  vs.	  web	  users’	  
demographics,	  responses	  to	  ques@ons,	  where	  they	  
respond,	  or	  in	  how	  they	  use	  smartphones	  

◦  Considera@ons:	  	  
◦  App	  users	  required	  to	  use	  smartphones,	  web	  users	  could	  use	  any	  

device	  
◦  App	  users	  could	  respond	  “offline”,	  web	  users	  could	  not	  
◦  App	  users	  had	  to	  download	  app	  

◦  hfp://www.pewresearch.org/2015/04/01/app-‐vs-‐web-‐
for-‐surveys-‐of-‐smartphone-‐users/	  





The  Use  of  Mobile  Devices  to  Track  Family  
InteracKons    
(Faith  Lewis,  Ray  Hildonen,  &  Ricki  Jarmon,  Abt  SRBI;  Donna  DeMarco  &  Debi  McInnis,  Abt  Associates;  Jo  Anna  Hunter,  MDRC)
	   Background	  
◦  Are	  mobile	  devices	  effec@ve	  for	  daily	  diary	  studies	  in	  mul@ple-‐respondent	  households?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  2010-‐13	  Suppor@ng	  Healthy	  Marriage	  Evalua@on	  (first	  large-‐scale	  mul@-‐site	  test	  of	  marriage	  
educa@on	  programs	  for	  low-‐income	  married	  familes)	  
◦  Daily	  Diary	  was	  final	  component	  of	  survey	  

◦  Daily	  entry	  for	  15	  days,	  5-‐10	  min/day	  
◦  100	  3-‐member	  families	  (two	  parents	  and	  adolescent)	  
◦  Provided	  respondents	  with	  pre-‐programmed,	  privacy-‐protected	  smartphones	  with	  daily	  
alarms	  
◦  Smartphone	  ownership	  below	  30%	  when	  study	  began	  

	   Results	  
◦  90-‐91%	  RR,	  370	  day	  total	  study	  dura@on	  
◦  Diary	  entry	  length	  declined	  over	  @me	  
◦  Most	  made	  entries	  in	  evening/night	  hours;	  11:00-‐11:59pm	  most	  common	  entry	  @me	  
◦  Issues:	  ensuring	  privacy/IRB,	  extensive	  staff	  requirements/@me,	  problems	  with	  devices	  



SMS  Text  Surveys  




The  Role  of  Automated  SMS  Text  Messaging  in  
Public  Opinion  Research    
(Nina  Hoe  &  Heidi  Grunwald,  Temple  University)
	   Background	  
◦  What	  results	  from	  sending	  a	  random	  sample	  of	  cell	  numbers	  a	  “cold	  text”	  survey?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  8	  ques@on	  SMS	  survey	  about	  a	  park	  in	  Philadelphia	  

◦  Sample	  of	  1,000	  from	  six	  zip	  codes	  surrounding	  park	  
◦  Invite	  sent	  at	  10am,	  reminder	  sent	  two	  days	  later	  at	  5pm	  
◦  Texts	  sent	  from	  local	  phone	  number	  

	   Results	  
◦  3.6%	  RR	  (7%	  par@al,	  24%	  invite/first	  ques@on;	  17%	  unsubscribed)	  

◦  88%	  responded	  on	  same	  day,	  72%	  within	  three	  hours	  

◦  Responded	  most	  to	  awareness/behavior	  ques@ons	  vs.	  demographic	  ques@ons	  or	  “ready	  to	  move	  on?”	  ques@ons	  
◦  50%	  white	  (9%	  did	  not	  want	  to	  say),	  46	  median	  age,	  45%	  inside	  target	  area	  
◦  Most	  common	  reasons	  for	  nonresponse:	  1)	  Did	  not	  understand	  the	  source	  or	  reasons,	  and	  2)	  Busy	  or	  occupied	  
◦  Issues:	  respondents	  couldn’t	  skip	  ques@ons,	  some	  user	  problems	  with	  survey	  pla{orm,	  cell	  phone	  sample	  frame	  
data	  unreliable	  



Text  That:  SMS  for  Survey  Data  CollecKon  in  
Developing  Markets    
(Jeff  Scagnelli,  Jacques  Human,  &  Janice  Linnane,  The  Nielsen  Company)
	   Background	  
◦  In	  Kenya,	  landline	  penetra@on	  is	  about	  3%,	  cell	  penetra@on	  is	  about	  82%	  
◦  SMS	  could	  be	  effec@ve	  at	  collec@ng	  behavior	  data	  

	   Methods	  
◦  Feb.	  2014	  Diary	  Study	  about	  daily	  purchases	  
◦  Households	  contacted	  daily,	  nonrespondents	  removed	  from	  sample	  

◦  Respond	  daily	  for	  two	  weeks,	  with	  break	  aoer	  one	  week	  
◦  Air@me	  credits	  provided	  

	   Results	  
◦  Overall	  RR	  not	  provided	  but	  over	  60%	  of	  respondents	  remained	  in	  the	  sample	  aoer	  week	  1	  

◦  82%	  responded	  at	  start	  of	  week	  2,	  over	  60%	  of	  respondents	  remained	  

◦  Lifle	  nonresponse	  bias	  in	  terms	  of	  gender	  and	  age	  
◦  Consistent	  data	  quality	  over	  @me	  



Offline  Data  CollecKon  in  Sub-‐Saharan  Africa  
Using  SMS  Surveys:  Lessons  Learned    
(Carsten  Broich,  Sample  SoluKons)
	   Background	  
◦  Growing	  penetra@on	  of	  cell	  phones	  in	  developing	  countries,	  SMS	  surveys	  becoming	  feasible	  
◦  Poten@al	  and	  limita@ons?	  Most	  effec@ve	  incen@ves?	  Comparable	  to	  face-‐to-‐face?	  Useful	  for	  panel	  building?	  

	   Methods	  
◦  60,000	  ini@al	  texts	  to	  subscribers	  of	  three	  cell	  service	  providers	  in	  South	  Africa	  

◦  Language	  preference	  ques@on	  	  
◦  About	  seven	  ques@ons	  
◦  Included	  follow-‐up	  ques@on	  two	  weeks	  later	  
◦  Compared	  data	  to	  Gallup	  face-‐to-‐face	  study	  

◦  Incen@ve	  experiment:	  prize	  draw	  vs.	  air@me	  credits	  

	   Results	  
◦  2.4%	  responded	  to	  first	  ques@on,	  1.3%	  to	  survey	  

◦  65%	  collected	  within	  10	  minutes	  
◦  42%	  responded	  to	  follow-‐up	  two	  weeks	  later	  

◦  60%	  in	  the	  prize	  draw	  group,	  40%	  in	  air@me	  credits	  group	  
◦  Respondents	  younger	  than	  popula@on,	  higher	  educa@on	  than	  Gallup	  sample	  
◦  Responses	  similar	  to	  those	  from	  Gallup	  interviews	  
◦  Cost	  effec@ve	  and	  fast	  way	  to	  build	  panel	  	  



ExperimenKng  &  Developing  Mobile  
Device  QuesKonnaires  Session
	   Sat.	  5/16,	  2:15-‐3:45,	  Session	  8	  
	   Mobile	  Devices	  for	  the	  Collec@on	  of	  Sensi@ve	  Data	  
◦  Roger	  Tourangeau,	  Douglas	  Williams,	  &	  Aaron	  Maitland,	  Westat	  
◦  Andrew	  Mercer,	  Pew	  Research	  Center	  

	   The	  Impact	  of	  Screen	  Size	  on	  Data	  Quality	  
◦  Douglas	  Williams,	  Aaron	  Maitland,	  &	  Roger	  Tourangeau,	  Westat	  
◦  Andrew	  Mercer,	  Pew	  Research	  Center	  	  

	   What	  They	  Can’t	  See	  Can	  Hurt	  You:	  Improving	  Grids	  for	  Online	  Surveys	  on	  Mobile	  Devices	  
◦  Randall	  K.	  Thomas,	  Frances	  M.	  Barlas,	  Patricia	  Graham,	  &	  Thomas	  Subias,	  GfK	  Custom	  Research	  

	   Response	  Order	  Effects:	  Scale	  Lengths	  and	  Horizontal	  or	  Ver@cal	  Layout	  
◦  Johan	  Mar@nsson,	  University	  of	  Gothenburg	  

	   What	  is	  the	  Impact	  of	  Smartphone	  Op@miza@on	  on	  Long	  Surveys?	  
◦  Shimon	  Sarraf,	  Jennifer	  Brooks,	  James	  Cole,	  &	  Xiaolin	  Wang,	  Indiana	  University	  

	   The	  Impact	  of	  Mobile	  First	  and	  Responsive	  Web	  Designs	  
◦  Kevin	  Tharp,	  Indiana	  University	  



Mobile  Effects  in  Panel  Surveys  Session
	   Sat.	  5/16,	  10-‐11:30,	  Session	  8	  
	   App	  vs.	  Web	  for	  Surveys	  of	  Smartphone	  Users	  
◦  Kyley	  McGeeney	  &	  Rachel	  Weisel,	  Pew	  Research	  Center	  

	   The	  Effects	  of	  Adding	  a	  Mobile-‐Compa@ble	  Design	  to	  the	  American	  Life	  Panel	  
◦  Alerk	  Amin,	  RAND	  Corpora@on	  
◦  Peter	  Lug@g	  &	  Vera	  Toepoel,	  Utrecht	  University	  

	   The	  Changing	  Landscape	  of	  Technology	  and	  Its	  Effects	  on	  Online	  Survey	  Data	  Collec@on	  
◦  Nicole	  Mitchell,	  SSI	  

	   The	  Mobile	  Influence:	  How	  Mobile	  Par@cipants	  Effect	  Survey	  Results	  
◦  Frances	  M.	  Barlas	  &	  Randall	  K.	  Thomas,	  GfK	  Custom	  Research	  

	   Purposefully	  Mobile:	  Experimentally	  Assessing	  Device	  Effects	  in	  an	  Online	  Survey	  
◦  Frances	  M.	  Barlas,	  Randall	  K.	  Thomas,	  &	  Patricia	  Graham,	  GfK	  Custom	  Research	  

	   Effects	  of	  Mobile	  vs.	  PC	  Web	  on	  Survey	  Response	  Quality:	  A	  Crossover	  Experiment	  in	  a	  Probability	  Web	  Panel	  
◦  Christopher	  Antoun,	  University	  of	  Michigan	  



Research  from  Various  Sessions  &  Posters
	   Gridlocked:	  The	  Impact	  of	  Adap@ng	  Survey	  Grids	  for	  Smartphones	  

◦  Ashley	  Richards,	  Rebecca	  Powell,	  Joe	  Murphy,	  Shengchao	  Yu,	  &	  Mai	  Nguyen,	  RTI	  Interna@onal	  

	   The	  Effects	  of	  Grids	  on	  Web	  Surveys	  Completed	  with	  Mobile	  Devices	  
◦  Michael	  J.	  Stern,	  David	  Sterref,	  Ipek	  Bilgen,	  Ethan	  Raker,	  Gwendolyn	  Rugg,	  &	  Jiwon	  Baek,	  NORC	  

	   Smartphone	  and	  Internet	  Coverage	  in	  the	  Na@onal	  Survey	  of	  Family	  Growth	  
◦  Mick	  P.	  Couper,	  Jennifer	  Kelley,	  William	  Axinn,	  Heidi	  Guyer,	  James	  Wagner,	  &	  Brady	  West,	  University	  of	  Michigan	  

	   The	  Use	  of	  Mobile	  Devices	  to	  Track	  Family	  Interac@ons	  
◦  Faith	  Lewis,	  Ray	  Hildonen,	  Ricki	  Jarmon,	  Abt	  SRBI	  
◦  Donna	  DeMarco	  &	  Debi	  McInnis,	  Abt	  Associates	  
◦  Jo	  Anna	  Hunter,	  MDRC	  

	   The	  Role	  of	  Automated	  SMS	  Text	  Messaging	  in	  Public	  Opinion	  Research	  
◦  Nina	  Hoe	  &	  Heidi	  Grunwald,	  Temple	  University	  

	   Text	  That:	  SMS	  for	  Survey	  Data	  Collec@on	  in	  Developing	  Markets	  
◦  Jeff	  Scagnelli,	  Jacques	  Human,	  &	  Janice	  Linnane,	  The	  Nielsen	  Company	  

	   Offline	  Data	  Collec@on	  in	  Sub-‐Saharan	  Africa	  Using	  SMS	  Surveys:	  Lessons	  Learned	  
◦  Carsten	  Broich,	  Sample	  Solu@ons	  



  
Concluding  ObservaKons  





	   Internet	  access	  and	  smartphone	  ownership	  are	  very	  high	  
◦  Coverage	  error	  and	  nonresponse	  bias	  s@ll	  issues,	  par@cularly	  regarding	  age,	  race,	  and	  educa@on	  

	   Responsive	  web	  and	  mobile-‐friendly	  designs	  improve	  results	  vs.	  tradi@onal	  design	  
◦  Could	  have	  nega@ve	  effects	  on	  PC	  users	  if	  too	  mobile-‐friendly	  

	   Grid	  ques@on	  layouts	  should	  be	  responsive	  to	  device	  type/screen	  size	  
◦  Could	  be	  a	  trade-‐off	  between	  higher	  efficiency/comple@ons	  vs.	  lower	  data	  quality	  

	   People	  likely	  respond	  differently	  depending	  on	  device	  type,	  especially	  in	  non-‐
responsive	  survey	  designs	  
◦  Primacy	  effects	  likely	  an	  issue	  across	  all	  devices,	  could	  be	  higher	  on	  smartphones	  

	   Smartphones	  are	  effec@ve	  for	  conduc@ng	  diary	  studies,	  but	  could	  be	  administra@vely	  
costly	  
◦  Apps	  likely	  result	  in	  lower	  response	  rates,	  but	  may	  be	  otherwise	  comparable	  to	  web	  

	   SMS	  text	  surveys	  show	  poten@al	  in	  developing	  countries,	  diary	  surveys,	  and	  “cold”	  
surveys	  
◦  Expect	  low	  overall	  response	  rates,	  and	  nonresponse	  bias	  


