Non-response and survey experience: EVS 2017 in Switzerland, an experiment about length of interviewing
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This paper is the continuation of Pollien et al. (2017) Milbert, presented by Joye in the 2017 Nonresponse Workshop. In the tradition of the social sciences, high-quality general population surveys usually consist of a long interview of one hour in face-to-face. Recently, rising costs move surveyors to consider the web mode to replace personal interviewing face-to-face or by telephone. As short questionnaires are recommended in self-administered web survey, we are looking for a workable solution to apply a long questionnaire survey.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The EVS 2017 survey in Switzerland was conducted from September 15, 2017 to February 17, 2018. It includes two sample-independent surveys and 8 different questionnaires. The web-mail survey is the experiment in its own right while the face-to-face survey is a benchmark as a repeated historical mode of EVS since 1981. The web-mail survey is designed according to a push-to-web strategy, i.e. the possibility of completing the survey on printed form was not offered to the respondent before the third contact attempt. The web-mail survey comes in two variants, a first one called Matrix design survey and a second one called Long web-mail survey. In the Matrix design survey, the questionnaire has been split according to thematic rules creating six versions, to cover half of the source (Split 1 to Split 6): see Pollien et. al, 2017. Once answered the first part, these groups of respondents are invited to complete the complementary part in a second wave. The long web-mail survey is the full questionnaire is administered in one go. Two experiments are led with the Long web-mail survey. In order to control the effect of this two-parts surveying, the design of the questionnaire has been redrawn so that not all the respondents answer the same questions in the same order: one version follows the same order as the source questionnaire (Original), whereas another version is in a modified order (Modified). The second experiment involves the announced duration of the long survey: half of the target-persons were invited to participate in a 25-minute survey (Deceptive), which is rather the length of the matrix questionnaires, another part of the target-persons were invited to participate in a 40-minute survey (Realist). According to these experiments, 4 different Long web-mail surveys are to be considered (OD, OR, MD, MR). At last, a part of the EVS sample was surveyed face-to-face with a separate random sample. Thus, the EVS survey in Switzerland encompasses 11 different survey conditions, on announced duration, mode and content.
The entire contact procedure is waged by post in the web-mail survey. The invitation, including a post-cheque of 10 CHF is followed by 3 reminders. The second wave of the Matrix design survey includes only two reminders following the invitation. An explicit refusal (letter, telephone, empty questionnaire return) ends the process. In the face-to-face survey, a pre-notification letter having the same incentive of CHF 10 is sent by the interviewer. The interviewer performs at least 5 contact attempts. Refusal result in a refusal conversion procedure.
The overall results are shown in the table below (table 1). For reasons of comparability the response rates are gross, i.e. without excluding ineligible cases: the sampling base is an individual base provided by the Federal Statistical Office and updated a few weeks before the survey: we have practically no true ineligible cases and these are difficult to detect in the context of a contact made by letter (9 cases counted, 8 of which are part of the face-to-face survey). The questionnaires having fewer than 50% of answers as well as cases when the wrong person answered, are invalidated (about thirty web cases).

	Table 1
	Matrix design survey
	Long web-mail survey
	CAPI
	

	
	S1
	S2
	S3
	S4
	S5
	S6
	OD
	OR
	MD
	MR
	FtF
	Total

	Sample
	800
	800
	800
	800
	800
	800
	500
	500
	500
	500
	1400
	8200

	Resp. to 1st wave
	349
	378
	325
	357
	344
	339
	205
	198
	233
	206
	673
	3607

	RRate 1st wave
	43.6
	47.3
	40.6*
	44.6
	43.0
	42.4
	41.0
	39.6*
	46.6
	41.2
	48.1*
	44.0

	Resp. to 1st wave
	277
	298
	250
	292
	277
	267
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	RRate 2nd wave
	79.4
	78.8
	76.9
	81.8
	80.5
	78.8
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Web / paper w1
	70.4
	69.2
	67.6
	73.1
	69.6
	73.1
	76.6
	69.3
	74.6
	69.8
	
	71.1

	Web / paper w2
	68.2
	69.5
	65.5
	70.5
	68
	67.8
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	68.3

	10+ item missing
	6.2
	5.3*
	6.9
	6.0
	6.3
	7.8
	15.3**
	8.9
	12.7**
	13.2**
	7.7
	8.1


* p<0.05 ; **p<0.001

OD = Original order with Deceptive duration announcement
OR = Original order with Realistic duration announcement
MD = Modified order with Deceptive duration announcement
MR = Modified order with Realistic duration announcement
These first findings suggest that face-to-face surveys can achieve a better response rate. But maybe it is due to our beginner experience of conducting web-mail survey. The EVS design reveals the inherent variance in response rates within fairly identical protocols. 6 groups of the matrix design survey involve the same fieldwork specifications except for differences in content that cannot be discerned without entering the survey. There are nevertheless significant variations in response rates. We can also note that there is no compensating phenomenon according to a common-sense hypothesis that a higher rate should include less motivated respondents and vice versa: in the S3 and S4 groups, we see instead the same trend direction. Due to the unexpectedly high score of the MD questionnaire, there is no difference in the response between the short matrix design survey and the long web-mail, even when announcing almost twice the duration of the latter. A brief overview of the modes selected in the web-mail survey indicates that approximately 30% of questionnaires were completed in paper format. One interesting point is that Deceptive questionnaire gives comparatively more responses in the printed version, as if the announcement discouraged response while the sight of the printed questionnaire reassured. The tendency of the second wave is an increase in the share of printed questionnaires. Only S2 increase the web mode, while it also has a significantly higher response rate in the Matrix survey. Finally, if we analyse the items nonresponse, we notice that there is no compensation phenomenon related to a misleading duration announcement. Finally, if we analyse the non-response items, we notice that there is no compensating phenomenon linked to an announcement of misleading duration. The high response rate Split 2 has also a significantly high number of “10 missing data and more”. A high number of missing data characterise Long web-mail surveys. But if we consider the number of questions they do not have a high average of missing data. 
At this stage of the analysis, we note an “inherent” variance of the different versions, which is not consistent with hypotheses about the effect of the announcement of duration, as well as about the stability of the survey under identical specifications. As expected, a longer questionnaire induces more missing data, without this constituting a critical impact. If we look at the coverage of the survey, things are inconclusive in the way of comparability, as of incomparability of the versions. The sample frame includes some socio-demographic variables that make it possible to test the representativeness. Deviations are the differences in the ratio between the respondents and the overall sample (2x2 estimated with chi-squared test). The results of deviations from the sample are as follows (table 2):
	Table 2

Respondents
	Samp.
	Total resp.
	Matr.
	Long
	LR
	FtF
	Simple group

	Gender (male)
	49.4
	47.5**
	46.2**
	49.6
	48.8
	48.9
	s6 (neg.**)

	18-29
	16
	16.8
	15.9
	16.7
	16.8
	19.5*
	

	30-39
	16.6
	16.4
	17.9*
	14.5*
	14.6
	14.4**
	s1 (pos.*); s3 (pos.**); MD (neg.*)

	40-49
	17.2
	17.3
	17.3
	18.9
	18.3
	15.6
	

	50-64
	26.5
	28.0**
	27.8
	27.2
	27.2
	29.6
	

	65+
	23.6
	21.5**
	21.1**
	22.7
	23
	21
	s3 (neg.**); s6 (neg.*)

	german
	71.5
	70.1*
	69.6**
	69.4
	68.8
	72.4
	s5 (neg.*); s6 (neg.*)

	french
	23.8
	24.9*
	24.6
	25.2
	25.5
	25.3
	s6 (pos.*)

	italian
	4.7
	5.0
	5.7**
	5.5
	5.7
	2.4**
	s5 (pos.*)

	Switzerland
	76.2
	83.0**
	83.2**
	84.6**
	85.9**
	80.5**
	all**

	Neighb. country
	10.1
	8.8**
	8.7
	8.2**
	6.4**
	9.8
	OR (neg.**); MR (neg.*)

	Foreign country
	13.7
	8.2**
	8.1**
	7.2**
	7.7**
	9.7**
	all** (except OR*)

	Single
	31.8
	32.7
	33.6*
	32.1
	31.4
	30.8
	

	Married
	52.5
	53.5
	53.1
	53.2
	53
	55
	s2 (pos.*)

	Widow/Widower
	5.6
	4.3**
	4.0**
	4.5*
	3.7*
	4.9
	s1 (neg.*); s3 (neg.**); OR (neg.**)

	Divorced
	9.8
	9.0*
	8.7
	10
	11.6
	8.9
	

	lives alone
	18.7
	16.5**
	16.4**
	17.2
	17.1
	16*
	s3 (neg.*); s5 (neg.*)

	two or three pple
	53
	54.4*
	55.9**
	50.5
	50
	54.4
	

	more th. three pple
	28.3
	29.1
	27.7
	32.2
	32.9
	29.6**
	

	Phone nb inscript.
	56
	59.4**
	58.3*
	60.5**
	61.4*
	61.5**
	s5 (pos.*); MD (pos.*); MR (pos.**)

	Région lémanique
	18.5
	19.1
	18.9
	18.6
	16.8
	20.1
	

	Espace Mittelland
	22.4
	23.3
	22.7
	24
	25.2
	24.2**
	

	Nordwestschweiz
	13.4
	13.2
	14.7
	11.5
	11.6
	10.7**
	

	Zürich
	17.7
	17.1
	16.3
	18.3
	16.6
	18.1
	MR (neg.*)

	Ostschweiz
	14.3
	13.2*
	12.3**
	12.6
	14.4
	16.8
	s6 (neg.**)

	Zentralschweiz
	9.5
	9.5
	9.8
	9.7
	9.9
	8.2
	

	Ticino
	4.2
	4.7
	5.3**
	5.2
	5.4
	1.9**
	s3 (pos.*); s5 (pos.*)

	Urban
	63
	61.8*
	62.7
	62
	65.3
	58.5**
	OD (neg.*)

	Intermediate
	20.6
	22.1**
	21.5
	22.6
	21.8
	23.2**
	OR (pos.*)

	Rural
	16.4
	16.1
	15.7
	15.4
	12.9
	18.3
	s5 (neg.*); OD (pos.*)

	>100’000 inhab.
	14.1
	13.2**
	14.1
	14.1
	15.8
	9.7**
	s6 (pos.**)

	50’000 - 99’999
	3.3
	3.4
	3.8
	2.4
	3.0*
	3.6
	OD (neg.*); MR (pos.*)

	20’000 - 49’999
	11.7
	11.8
	11.5
	12.8
	12.1
	11.6
	s5 (pos.*); OD (pos.*)

	10’000 - 19’999
	17.7
	16.9
	16.4
	17
	17.8
	18
	s6 (neg.*)

	5’000 - 9’999
	18.7
	18.6
	17.9
	19.1
	18.1
	20.2
	

	2’000 - 4’999
	20.8
	22.4**
	22.7
	21.6
	21.5
	22.4**
	s6 (pos.**)

	1’000 - 1’999
	8.1
	7.8
	7.3
	8.1
	6.7
	9.1
	s6 (neg.*)

	< 1’000
	5.5
	5.8
	6.3
	5
	5
	5.5
	s6 (neg.**)



Overall, three types of configuration can be distinguished. Some deviations are systematic and can be attributed to the general attitude of individuals towards surveys. Other deviations reveal a pattern that follows the lines of the survey design, notably the difference in mode or duration announcement. Finally, there are deviations whose configuration is chaotic and seems to respond to a variance inherent to the probabilistic nature of the survey.
There is a systematic selection effect by respondent nationality observable in all versions. People of Swiss nationality are more likely to respond than people from countries bordering Switzerland, who are though even more likely to respond than nationals from “farther” countries. The participation to survey follows a logic of proximity, geographical or cultural. Another systematic pattern consists of the indicator of records of telephone numbers in the public directory. As a sign of stability and social integration, this variable is a good predictor of participation in surveys. The second wave (not shown here) reveals the same deviations according to nationality. Similarly, registered in the public telephone directory appears to act at each survey participation decision, as an ongoing effect on cooperative behaviour. This type of systematic deviations whatever the survey specifications address a factor that affects the general willingness to co-operate to survey.
Some patterns of deviation reveal a logic related to survey parameters. We found a pattern linked to the general attitude towards the survey. For example, Italian-speaking respondents are overrepresented in web-mail survey and underrepresented in face-to-face. In comparison, German-speaking respondents have opposite outcomes. The geographic region variable has a similar deviation structure that confirm the hypothesis of the effect of the social institution that represents the survey. In the web-mail survey, the letter is written in the name of a localised institution, the FORS centre hosted by the French-speaking University of Lausanne. In the case of the face-to-face survey, if the pre-notification letter has the same wording, the contact is made by an interviewer living in the respondent’s region. We interpret low response rate in Ostschweiz, as a smaller interest in what comes from the other end of Switzerland. The Italian-speaking region of Ticino has, on the other hand, a cultural proximity to the French-speaking institution. The low response rate in the face-to-face survey could be due to the interviewers working in these regions: the survey institute has no branch in Ticino. Another example of a pattern of deviation linked to the survey mode appears as a consequence of the dependency of face-to-face on accessibility: difficulty in reaching the respondent in large cities where entry code and intercom are prevalent. 
There are a number of deviations that remains difficult to explain, since they reveal variations within the splits of the web-mail survey. For example, people aged 30 to 39 or those from rural areas are sometimes over-represented and sometimes under-represented. Similarly, there is no consistent pattern in response rate in the number of people in the household. This variable has a large variance between versions. There is an under-representation of men in the matrix survey, but this bias only appears in one split. The profile of the age curve looks more or less the same according to the different versions, though with variations among the matrix splits. The face-to-face curve is slightly deeper: does this reflect the interviewers’ greater vulnerability to the respondent’s schedule, and thus their lifestyle? Heterogeneity in response between splits has yet to be analysed. In exploratory analyses, an affinity index constructed by multiplying interest in each topic and the number of relevant questions do not predict participation in the second wave, while it is correlated with the final evaluation of interest in the survey. During the second wave, new patterns emerge, notably a fairly clear under-representation of people over three in households and an over-representation of people living alone.
We find that the face-to-face survey generates more significant deviations (15), the S6 group generated a little less (8), then we find the S5 and the S3 group (9 and 7 deviations). We point that long questionnaires do not generate specific deviations. Announced length induce no significant deviation. Multiple correspondence analysis done on the variables presented above, adding versions as additional variable, supports the hypothesis that there are no more differences between face-to-face than between the split of the web-mail survey (37.1% of the variance explained).
[image: ]
Socio-demographic issues are not the final word of the concept of representativeness. As we have shown, the face-to-face survey raises issue of accessibility and variance related to interviewers. But we cannot consider the response to the survey as separate from the content of the survey, the design without any effect on social representation of the survey. On one side, we hypothesise that a matrix design is more likely to “average” the error. Thus, we believe that matrix design, by increasing variance, offers a better measure. Nevertheless, we must approach the problem from the point of view of the respondent and describe the experience of answering a rambling questionnaire, or to a questionnaire of excessive length, or living a deception about duration announcement, or to enduring an interviewer visiting at home. Questions to identify this type of experience were asked under a series of feeling adjectives proposed for assessment on a 5-point scale, ranging from “very little” to “extremely”. In order to avoid desirability bias of face-to-face interviewing, these additional questions were written on a separate sheet, as a drop-off questionnaire.

Here is a list of terms that refer to the states of mind you may find yourself in when answering a questionnaire. Would you say that you felt, at times?    (multiple answers possible)
Efficient, Interested, Concentrated, Seduced, Inspired, and so on…
We use Kendall's Tau-c coefficient to evaluate the correlation between the feeling at the end of the first wave questionnaire and other variables. The measure of feelings appears as an excellent predictor of later participation. And also, we found a very clear difference between the different versions of the survey. The feelings after the long questionnaires are much more negative, especially after the Deceptive one. The face-to-face survey reveals in contrary much more positive results. A social desirability effect cannot be excluded, since respondents were not certain that their responses were not linked to themselves by the interviewer. In any case, the respondent experience reveals three groups, on almost a single dimension explaining 42% of the variance.
[image: ]
In conclusion, these analyses show that the announced duration, the actual duration or even the mode have very little influence on the survey response. Some biases seem to persist regardless of the survey design. Other biases are offset by the removal of the interviewer's mediation. However, some preliminary analyses show that the experience for the respondent varies a lot according to the survey design. This means finding new survey methods that take into account the respondent's experience, while providing more realistic measures of attitudes. 
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