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	The role of mode in respondents’ decisions about participation in the 5th wave of Understanding Society’s Innovation Panel: findings from a qualitative follow up study 
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Understanding Society’s Innovation Panel runs separately from the main survey, each year, providing the opportunity to conduct experiments and test out new ways of collecting survey data. Last year IP5 experimented with a sequential mixed mode design involving web followed by CAPI to assess, among other things, the impact of a change in data collection method on response rates. Results from IP5 suggested that offering a mixed mode approach affects response rates both at the household and individual level. A small qualitative follow up study was funded and undertaken by NatCen Social Research to understand the role that mode played in panel members’ decisions about whether to continue to take part and in particular the role of the web instrument in this process. Specifically, we wanted to answer two questions of particular interest to the scientific leadership team at the Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Essex in the UK.
· Why are respondents in the mixed mode sample group who do not respond by web then refusing at a higher rate to CAPI?

· Why are members of households where one other person has completed by web less willing to complete in CAPI?

In exploring these issues, however, the research also sought to find practical and effective actions that would improve the implementation of a mixed mode design at IP6.

This paper presents findings from the qualitative study, which involved face-to-face and telephone depth interviews with 22 IP panel members who had been randomly allocated to the mixed mode (web then CAPI) data collection group. Specifically we spoke to: (i) individuals in households where no one took part in either web or CAPI; (ii) individuals who responded by web but where at least one other household member did not take part by web or CAPI; and (iii) individuals who did not respond in web or CAPI but where at least one other member of their household responded by web. Interviews were recorded, with respondent consent and summarised into an analytical framework by the interviewer subsequently reviewing the recording.
Within each group we aimed for diversity in terms of age, sex, and ethnicity of panel members, and the size and type of their household. Moreover we only selected MM panel members who were regular internet users, or where at least one other person in their household was so described.   
Factors affecting participation in IP5
A range of factors were found to influence IP5 panel members’ decisions to continue to take part in the study. Some factors were ‘generic’  – whether respondents felt valued and unique, incentivised, had a positive past experience, had a strong relationship with the interviewer, had changed circumstances – and reflected the sorts of factors identified in an earlier qualitative study by NatCen, which followed up Understanding Society panel members (see Mitchell et al, 2012)
. However there were other factors that were specific to the sequential mixed mode design of IP5 and the initial invitation to take part by web. These mixed mode-specific factors were related to: 
Availability of a working computer and or an internet connection when the request to take part arrived. 
Convenience or perceived convenience offered by the web as a means of taking part compared to a face-to-face (CAPI) interview. Convenience interacted with importance.

Importance or perceived importance of panel members’ contribution to the survey and their continued participation as conveyed by the invitation to take part by web. Two things had an influence here: how committed they were to the survey and motivated to overcome any barriers to participation they might face; and the importance they placed on human interaction and their relationship with the survey interviewer. 
Experience of others in the household of completing or attempting to complete the survey online and the impact this had on others’ decisions.
Generic and specific factors combined in different ways to influence individuals’ decisions to participate or not.
Why are respondents in the mixed mode sample group who do not respond by web, then refusing at a higher rate to CAPI?
This study identified two types of non responder among those panel members first approached to take part by web who did not take part in IP5.

Wavering idealists – these were people who were attracted to the idea of taking part by web but in practice could not or were not able to take advantage of this opportunity. There was a mismatch between their preference for web and their ability to take part using that mode, which combined with a waning commitment to the survey and personal circumstances led to non-participation. 
Non-refusers – these were people who were committed to the survey. They would have taken part but circumstances conspired to mean this did not happen. Among this group there were those who felt that they had missed out on taking part by web, which they liked the sound of. Reasons for non-participation at the web and face-to-face stages of data collection are summarised below. These reasons combined in different ways for individual respondents. 
No participation by web

No invitation – there were a group of primarily young people who did not recall receiving an advance letter and email inviting them to take part in IP5 by web. 

Equipment – web completion was only possible if panel members had access to the internet. Where computers were broken, internet connections were slow or erratic this was a barrier to participation. 

Motivation was needed to get on and complete the questionnaire and some panel members either forgot or kept putting it off because they were busy with studying for exams or juggling work and family, or because they did not want to take part by web.

Other household members’ experience could put people off taking part by web if the had a bad experience.  
No participation in CAPI

No interviewer visit – there were a number of participants who did not recall an interviewer visiting. This does not necessarily mean that an interviewer did not attempt to make contact. The length of time between IP5 fieldwork and the qualitative follow up interviews taking place may have been a factor. However there were some problems with survey interviewers receiving up-to-date sample information. In addition there were cases where the wrong web outcome code was assigned, and cases where the web questionnaire was still outstanding were wrongly coded as having been received
. This may explain why some panel members we spoke to did not recall an interviewer visit. 

Circumstances meant that panel members were not able to take part in the CAPI interview if they initially told the interviewer they intended to complete the web questionnaire. The length of the field work period available in which the interview could be carried out was a factor here. If respondents were busy or ill then there was little scope for manoeuvre in terms of rescheduling and in some cases interviews could not be (re)arranged within the time available. 

Change in interviewer, on occasion, was mentioned as one of a number of factors influencing panel members’ decisions about whether to take part. In these circumstances people had built a relationship with the interviewer: they trusted and therefore felt comfortable talking to them, and took part because of the interviewer. A change of interviewer was a wrench: one of the reasons for taking part had been removed.

Communication difficulties - There was one case where there appeared to be a lack of clarity about whether a panel member’s web submission had been successful because her Internet connection was lost just at the point that she tried to submit her data and the interviewer had told her she would get back to her but she did not hear anything further. This case highlights the importance of interviewers having up-to-date, reliable information on the status of respondent submissions and better training on what to do if a person has tried to submit online but failed. 
Why are members of households where one other person has completed by web less willing to complete by CAPI?

The same sorts of factors that influenced panel members’ decisions not to take part in either web or CAPI were in evidence again among this group. Panel members’ commitment to the survey, their mode preferences, whether they received an invitation to take part, technical problems, whether an interviewer was able to make contact and the respondent’s circumstances at the time of contact combined in different ways to influence individual’s decisions about participation. However there were additional factors at play in some cases: the experiences of others in the household who had (tried to) complete the web questionnaire; and household dynamics and communication between household members. 

Experience of others in the household 

If someone else in the household had completed or attempted to complete the web questionnaire and had difficulties this put participants off taking part in that mode. This, as it turned out, was a lost opportunity because they did not go on to take part in a CAPI interview. 
Household dynamics and communication
The role of household dynamics and communication between household members played a role in participation in various ways. In some cases a household member could act as a facilitator or as a barrier to the participation of others.

Facilitators encouraged participation by reminding others to complete the questionnaire or helping others to participate by filling in the questionnaire on their behalf. Problems arose when the facilitator was no longer present to provide motivation or where there was confusion over whether the facilitator was actually going to complete the questionnaire on behalf of someone else.

Barriers, either directly or indirectly, made the participation of someone else more difficult.  In this study the participation of young people was, in some cases, hindered by their parents not passing on the survey invitation or informing the interviewer of their child’s whereabouts. Additionally parents can act as gatekeepers and in one case a young woman thought her parents’ had told the interviewer she could not take part this year because she was studying for exams. Improving direct communication with all panel members, increasing the frequency of inter-wave mailings so as to provide more opportunities for people to report a change of address and tailoring communications to specific groups, such as young people may help ameliorate some of these factors.    
Conclusions and questions
This study suggests there are a range of factors at play in shaping respondents decisions to take part. Some are things that are outside the researchers’ control, such as the speed of a respondent’s internet connection, the availability of a working computer, the life events that may preclude someone being able to take part or the household dynamics that go on behind closed doors. However there are other factors that are within the researcher’s control (to some extent).
Building a sense of commitment to the survey is important, particularly on a panel survey. This study found that among some of those who did not take part commitment to the study had started to wane and panel members were beginning to question what was happening to the data.
Making it as easy as possible respondents to log on and complete the web questionnaire on both a PC or tablet. If panel members encountered difficulties then information on what to do and who to contact should be easily accessible: if it is not then people can give up.
The role of the interviewer in securing participation in a mixed mode survey. Interviewers need to feel confident that they have up-to-date information about the status of individual cases, i.e. whether a web questionnaire has been completed fully or in part at the point they make contact. They need to know how to deal with people who say that they are planning to take part by web and those that say they have submitted but where no questionnaire has been received.
· Does the move to mixed mode change the nature of the field interviewer’s role? If so, how and what does this mean for the way we train them?

It seems reasonable to think that we ought to be able to manipulate these factors to encourage participation – or at the very least minimise the risk that our survey design and implementation puts people off taking part or hinders their participation. However such successful manipulation is often elusive, not least, we would contend, because these factors are inter-related in ways we do not fully understand. Tinkering with individual features of the survey design may not be (as) successful as adopting a more holistic approach, and tailoring approaches to different groups of respondents, as suggested by Groves et al (2000)
. 
· Do we have a ‘good’ theory about why people take part in mixed mode survey? Do we need ‘better’ theory to support the ‘leverages’ and ‘saliencies’ that influence survey participation decision-making?
The optimal implementation of a sequential mixed mode survey is tricky, in part because the switch from one mode to another is not instantaneous: pursuit of respondents and communication with them is interrupted as the mode changes. Findings from experiments by Conrad et al (2013)
 exploring the impact of mode choice on an iphone on data quality may provide some insight. They compared telephone and text, automated and interviewer-administered modes and found that if respondents switched mode rather than sticking with the same mode the break off rate was higher. They also found that if respondents switched from an automated to human interface then break offs also increased. This was thought to result from their being a delay whilst the switch took place, which provided an opportunity for respondents to drop out. We found some evidence to support this idea in our study, with inhibitors filling the space.  
· What, if anything, can we do to reduce these interruptions?

It’s clear that further experimentation and theory development are needed. IP6 included some experiments to assess the impact of tailoring advance materials, emails and reminders to specific types of panel member, assess the effect of incentives on participation and respondents’ mode preferences. It will be interesting to see the results. 
For further information about this study please contact: Debbie.Collins@natcen.ac.uk 
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