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Consumer Surveys vs. Electronic Measures
for Single-Source Data

MR viewing data were compared to Niglsen ratings across 24 programs to determing
whether cne system could serve as a single-source surrogate for the other, Exposure
to TV program was determined among ownars /USers for 17 categories identified by

hoth MRI and NTI, censtituting single-source data. Since these categories were
common to both MRI and NTI, this allowed a test of the comparabllity of each system

on & single-source basis.

The findings showed that MRI and NTI are reasonable surrogates on the absolute
level of program viewing on a product-specific basis. But they are poor surrcgates
when it cames to the relative performance of a program compared to the total
population by product category, Since relative performance of a program for a
user/owner group is an important criternion of media selection, this raises questions
about whether one system can be regarded as 3 single-source surrogate for the other,
Possible reasons for these disparities are explored.

THE 1S5UE OF ESTASLISHING & single-source data
system to ehetramically link TV exposure to buyer
behavior as a basis for selecting TV programs has
lain dormant sinoe the demise of MNiglsen's Home
Scan and Arbitron's Scan America in the carly
1990s. Advertising agencies do not deny the desie-
atnlity of linking TV exposure to buyer-graphics
The simple fact is that they have come to rely on
conswmer surveys rather than elecironi measures
far such dats. The foremost sources for buyer-
grophics today are MR and Simmons.

OBJECTIVES

Agencies fnd such data useful in the “upfront”
media-buying process to glve fheir media buyers
guidelines on desirable pregrams for key product
categories, Even though the actual negotiations are
conducted on Nielsen's standard age-sex demo-
graphic categories, buyergraphics are a key com-
ponent of the media buyer's information. O
ously, media buyers would prefer that the net-
works did not have this information ab their

fingertips in order o maintain the advantage in
thelr negotiating position.

Given the reliance en MRl and Simmans foc
buying-to-pragram linkages, it is reasonable to -
vestigate the degres to which these systems serve
as surrogates for electronic measures in providing
:haje-ﬁnum data, Miclsen's Television Indes
{MTI) collects ownership and usage data on @
small number of product cetegories, for cxample,
sutomebile cwnership by type. VCR and home
compuker wnership, subsceiption to long dis-
tance carriers, and a handful of other categaries.
The limited scope of these categories suggests that
NTI's purpese is not o establish a single-gource
capability but to enrlch the demosraphic profles
of programs with ownérship and usage data.

To the extent that NTI and sources sugh as ME]
amil Simunens have a number of product categories
in comman, the degree to which the two syslems
come wp with similar nesults in the buyer-to-
program relationship can be tested. This is the pur-
pose of this study,
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SINGLESDURCE DATA

There were few matches bebween Sim-
mons and WTT based on common product
entepocy data collected. Yet there were 17
such matches between MRI and NTL
These makches provide an opporiumty o
test the afficacy of MRI and NTI as surmo-
gate single-source datn systems. The
analysis sought to answer bwo questions:

1. Do consumer survey data (MRI) and
electronically detived data (IWNTI) serve
as surrogete single-source datd sysicms!

2. As a corollary, can MEI and NTI data
gerve ag directional surrogates in select-
ing the best programs to target specific
produck owmer/ user groups?

BaCKGROUND

Before turning to the question of MREI as a
single-source surrogate for NTI, it might
be teasonable to ask why the industry re-
jected elactronic single-source svstems
and came bo rely on survey data for
buyergraphics,

Interviews with 20 kading advertising
arnd media research execubives provide
same answers (Assael and Polizack 1996.)
The problems reflected shortcomings in
single-aource systems and the Ingrained
nature of the media-buying process, Ex-
ecutives cited the following shortcomimgs
of single-source systems:

1. Sample sizes were too small fu define
many targeted groups.

2, A consistent relationship Between
product purchases and media oxpasure
was not established and wipuld require
a database that ran over a number of
WEACS.

3. Purchase data did not appear & do a
better job of predicting program perfor-
mance than demographics.

Suppoert fof & single-source Syetam
There k= ample evidence for the shortcom-
inzs of demographics as a surragate for

purchase behavior to support the need for
a single-source system. Ore study found
that TV buying did not seem to reflect us-
nge for a targeted product category {Cur-
rim and Shoemaker, 19901 A study of six
product categories and twenty-one TV
programs found that madia selection by
traditional age/sex demagraphics could
not be used a8 a survogate for selection by
purchase behavior (Assael and Peltrack
1591, 1993). An anelvsis using the same
database reinforced the validity of single-
souree data by concluding that purchase
behavior was superior to demographics in
predicting subsequent media exposure
based on prior-year program selections
{Assael and Poltrack, 1993}

Given these fndings, it is possible that
hod the industry sustained &n angoing
single-source system the finit two prob-
lems cited above, sample sizes and the sta-
bility of the data, would have eventually
bean resolved, and the third would have
bieen found to be spurlows.

The medla-buying process
Lack of suppoct for & single-source system
rested not enly in the shortcomings of the
systems at the time, but in the nature of
the media-buying process.

To make investment in a viable single-
source system cost-effective, it would
have had to be used i one of bwo ways:
first, using purchase profiles for programs
as # replacement for demographics in the
uplont huys; second, using purchase dota
in the allocation of program time after the
upfront buys. Apparently. fustifying -
vesiment in @ single-spurce syshom stiely on
the basis of providing mont fnfermatior b e
dia buyers wes not sufffcient. Some systeniic
chutrage el hape o fo bake place B Justify
furtler investment. Yet any such systemic
change was unlikely given the ingrained
nature of the modin-buying process. Me-
dia buyers reeded o rely on fhe “oom-
mon coin of the realm”—traditional age-
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sex demographlos—as a basks for upinone
negotiations to guarantee bulk buys of
media time. Makepoods associated with
these negotiations had to be in the same
currency. As one media planoer put [t

Straight single source can’t be man-
aged because vou don’t have a oom-
mom yardstick. You have to view me-
dia buying on @ commaodity basis.
{Assael and Poltrack, 1996

As a pesult, electronic single-source $y=-
tems divd out and agencies came to rely
on survey data supplied by MRI and
Simmons to associate programs bo

buycrgraphics.

METHOD
MTI determines TV program ratings by o
nurmber of produck categories. In regent
vears, NTI has broadensd the number of
eategorics reporbed in their system. As a
result, a larger number of product cateys-
ries are now common b both NTIL and
WIRI, Such data are simgie sounce, since both
program and behavioral data are collechod
by the same system.

The 17 product classificabions common
toy both MEI and NTI are:

1. Own compact pickups
2. Own full-size pickups
3. Own a minivan
4. Dwn full-size van
5. Own compact SUV
6. O fullsize SUY
7. Cramy/lease one car
B. Ownflease 3+ cars
9. Own any imperted vehicle
0. Own any domeatic vehicle
11- Cnema WCR
12, O 1-2 TV et
13, Onwen 3+ TV sats
14, Own home compulier
15. Long distance carrier is AT&T
16. Long diskence carrier i MO Warldeon
17, Long distance careier [s Sprint



NTI data were comparad to MEL data fos
ench of these 17 product categories acrass
84 Frjm:-ﬁme network TV shosws chosen
b}r mhﬂ_'a,r]: execublivgs.

[T data are based on ratings obiained
froem People Meters and répresent averape
program retings for individual owners/
users in each product category. Ratings
are obtained by determining the program
minutes watched per person divided by
the minutes of programming available,
and then aggregating the data for the
ownerSuser group. NTI data were col-
lacted Eor the month of MNovember 1999,
with a sample size of 15.027 respondents,

MREI data are based on consumer recall
from self-administered m

R:fpmid.ﬂ'm are asked the number - af
Jimes th H'u: PIORTIAM Was watmai I the I'.'“."T
month for waekly shows M& number
of Emes watched In the lagt week for daily
shows, The data cepresent the percent of
respondents viewing any program in e
last month ar weck among product cat-
egory ownersusers. MEI data ware alsa
sollected during MNovember 1959, Respon-
dents who did not mail in a questionnaire
by the end of the month received a follow-
up In early December with a cutoff date
for seceipt of January 7, 2000. This re-
sulted in a sample size of 7208 raspondents.

To ensure comparsbility, NTI program
mlings for Movember 1999 were corre-
lated ta NTI program ratings for Novem-
ber 1994 to January 2000 for cach of the 84
Programs. The correlation across B4 pro-
Erams was 98, meaning that MTI daka in
November could serve as a surrogate for
INTI data for the same period as the exs
tended MR collection period (November—
Jaruary )

MRI and NTI data were correlated ws-
ing two sets of daw. First, average MRI
Viewing was correlated to NTI ratings for
each of the 17 product categories across
the 8¢ programs (1 = B4). Secand, program
data werg transformed into a viewer con-

céntraton index that divided the rating
for the preduct category by the mting of
the program for the todal population, This
Index represented the degree to which
owniers/ users of ench category Wwere more
or less likely to watch the program com-
pared to the total audience. For example,
aoconding to MRL 26,8 percent of minivan
owners walched Monday Night Football
compared (o 244 percent of the total
population praducing a viewer concentra-
tion index of 110, Similarly, the Nielien
rating for Mordey Night Foofhall among
minivan owners is 5.2 pescent compared
6.7 percent for the total population, pro-
ducng an index of 79, Obviously, in this
case, the hwo data systems were not com-
parable in estimating the value of adver-

TABLE 1

SINGLE-SOURCE DATA

tsing en Muedsy Night Football bo target
minivan owners,

RESULTS

When MEI viewership dat are compansd
to NTI ratings by product category across
the 84 programs. cesults appear to be
Eairly comsistent (gee Table 1). Results
range fom a correlation of 46 for own
full-size vans tw 79 for own a compact
SUV. These correlations appear to be
fairly high for rwo data svstems using dif-
ferent measurements of viewership, They
Also appear to be high given the sample
gizes by category (sae Table 3). The lower
coerélation bebween programs for full-size
vans is clearly a function of sample size,
with an ownership incidence in MEL of

Correlations of Program Ratings for NTI to MRI Based on

Level of Viewership (N = 84 TV

Programs)

% Viewing Comrelated to NTI Rating
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SIMGLE-SOURCE DATA,

less than | percent and in NT1 of 28 per-
cent. el the correlation foc Rull-size SUVs
i 65 with an ownership incidence of 2.6
percent for MRI and 3.6 percent for WTL

When MRI and NT1 viewing data by
product are indeced agsinst average
viewing for the program [that is, by the
viewatr concentration index), the relation-

ships start breaking dewn. Correlnlicers he-

_ween Niglsen imd MRJ are very bty a5 scen

in Table Z. The average correlation far the
17 classificabions i5 .38, meaning that on
average. one data set explains less than 15
percent of the variance in the other for TV
exposure by product category. The ex-
plained variance is less than 10 percent for
9 af the 17 classificabions. Correlations are
over 50 for enly 6 of the 17 categories.

TABLE 2

1§ rredis buyers are 0 sssess @ PIOETAM
based on consumer usage Of owmership,
the relative value of that show must be
evaluated against the sample average. It is
true that 2 show might be desicable be-
cause of high ratings across the board, bat
targeting requires assessing the relative
mezits of a show compared to the total

popuiation. In this context, MRI and NTI

—

_source systems.

WHY THE DISPARITY?

The fact that MR and NTI cannot be re-
garded as surrogate single-sousce systems
dpes not speak to the validity and reliabil-
ity of either system. Two questions arise
about the disparities in Table 2. First, are

Correlations of Program Ratings for NTI to MRI Egsed on
Viewer Concentration Index (N = 84 TV programs]

% Viewing Carrelated to NTI Rating
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cannot be regasded as surrogate single

sample sizes sufficient by category to
comparte viewer concentration indexes for
each svstem? It is pessible that such com-
parisons are not statistically refiable for
categories with low purchase/ownership
indexes. Sacond, are the two datebases

comparable?

Rediabliity of viewer

concentration Indexes

Low incidences of product owmership
might produce viewser concentratioa in-
dexes that are highly vartable, limiting the
likelihoed of a relationship betwieen bwo
data sets. To test this possibility, correla-
tons wiere split into thres groups in ot
egories with low, medium, and high inci-
dence of product ownership. The results
are presanied below:

Praduct

Incidence Mo, of

[aorogs WA Product Average

sndNTI|  Categores Comslation

 gw-sew 3 0 AL
BT%-12.5% 5 . =L

24 8% -90.7% 9 AT

e —— e L T TLR L

These results suggest some effects of
sample size. Comperisons between the
two datnbases may be spurious for calego-
ples with very low incidences. But average
correlations of .37 and 47 for the remain-
ing two categories are not sufficiently
high to valldate one data set as a gingle-
source surrogate for the othee,

Data eomparability

A oy measure of data comparability is
the cominon critetion of product owner-
ship for the 17 eategories. Table 3 shows
the incidence of u.la.ﬁe.l'nwhiﬁl'ﬂf' mn ke
MEI and NTI samples for the 17 catego-
gies, (NT] data are reported at the hoyese-
hold level to avoid multiple reports of us-



TABLE 3

Eiidanme of Product Ownership

i1 HNTI

e (R=T7209) (%) (n=5,203) (%)
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16, Long distence comler MCl/Worldcom 125 aam
17. Long distance carer Sprint 52 s

age and ownership per howsshnld, result-
ing in a sample size af 5,203 households.)

When onc examines the ingidence of
product ownership, seme gross differ-
enoys emerge. How does one explain a
disparity of 6% percent ownesship of VCRs
recorded by MRT versus 91 pereent for
NTI, or an astounding differcnce of 64
percent ownership of 2+ cars for MRI vez-
§us 28 parcent for WTL

Such differences could be due to (1) cat
egory definitions, (2) sample selection, or
(3) computational procedures that differ
substantially between the two systems.
Let us eseamine gach in tum.

Product eategory definitions

The question regarding VCRs was the
same for buth MRI and NTIL A VCR iz a
VR, But when it comes to the aubsmotive

categary, the questions were different.
MR agks for vefnicle ownership wheresg
NTI determines car owmnership. Vehicles
tnclude rucks and 5UVs, whereas cars ex-
clude these categorics. Further, MRI agks
the quesion directly whereas NT1 deter-
mings car ownership by observatioe. If
ane were (e add teucks and SUVs o the
NTI rumbers for households with 2+ carg,
the tatal would be 64.9 percent, almose
identical o the MEL data.

Sample seloction
The difference in VICR owmership remaing
to be explalned, leaving the issue of
sample selection and computational meth-
ods. As noted, the NTI sample s com-
posed of 5203 meterad houssholds, The
data for Movember 1999 represented
15,027 individuals, or about an average of

SINGLE-SOURCE DATA

three individuals per househald. Selection
af househalds J.'I-j;!}' a mul!ishgp; shratified
arga probability sample of U5, houwsing
units, with each unit having an equal
chamee of gilection.

MRI selects households on a random
prabability basig stratificd by income and
geagraphic region, with a respondent 18
or over selected per housshold on a ran-
dom basis. Approximataly 25,000 respon-
dents arg chosen in this manner for the
MRI national study. The data for this
analysis were derlved fram MRI's "up-
front survey™ to obtain TV exposure. To
obtain this information, 24,613 question.
naires were mailed to respondents in the
national swdy, and T209 were retumed
and validated for & response rate af 20
Prrl;rnt.

MNonresponse bias in the upfront survey
could be a factor in accounting for differ-
ences betwadn the hwo systems given a 71
percent nonsesponse level in the MRI da-
tabase. On the other hand, the reliability
of people meters has also been guestianed
(Soddard, 1987) based on the patental for
wearout in using the meter and the wse of
the mater by children and besns.

Sample characteristics for the bwo syss
tems compared to census data do oot
seem to suggest that one is superior to the
other (Tatde 4], NTI has almost no repre-
sentation amaong Agian-Amercans. Both
MTI end MEI s2em to seripusly under-
welzght househalds with ircome wnder
520,000, with NTI being more serigusly
deficient in this regard, Conversely, both
samples overweight upscale households.
These differences alons arc wnlikely o
cause the disparities in VCR ownership in
Tahle 3,

Computational procedures

Differences in results batwesn the bwao
systams m Table 2 could be due bo the way
TV exposure is measured or to the means
of classifying product usage or ownor-
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SINCGLE-S0LIRCE DATA

TABLE 4
MR| and NIELSEN vs. Census Classifications (%s)
..................................................... ... . ........ S
Age
i . | L. SO 35.3 11598
B S 158 135 43
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Sex
Mele WO 483 _Bpses @0
I i AOOOR.... . . L. S,
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“Figeres oefjusted 10 rfoct St MRS clfects dato fraw 184 wily.
il segiuts fuim MR see oy Norllonsd sl Sy,

ship. As we gaw, corrglations betwesn
MREI's percent visewing and MNT['s pro-
Eram ratings were surprisingly close by
catepory across 84 programs (Table 1)
One standard available for gauging the
ownecship data in Table 3 is census data.
Censis data for VR awnership was B4.6
percent in 1998, An indépendent estimate
puts ¥CF ownership at 90 pescent in 20{0
(Resparch Alert, 2000). On this basis, NTI is
clearly closer to the mark, One seriouws

problem with the manmer In which MEI
clata are reporled is that they do not dis-
tinguish betwesn noncesponse and no
product ownership, Using the 1998 census
figre of B4.6 peroent cwnership for VORs
applied to the MRI sample. of 7,209 re-
gpoadents, approximately 6,100 sheuld
have cited VCR enwnership, But enly 5179
cited such ownership, 5o of 2,030 respon-
denty that did net cite ownership. a Pro-
jected total of 920 probably owned a VLR
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biit did not answer the question. This
would represent 45 percent of the no re-
SpOnse CRLegry.

T the incidence of product pwnership in
the MRl database is questionable, this
may also explain disparities betwasn M2
and NTL

CONCLUSION

MEI ard NTI are reasonable surrogates in
regard 1o the absolute level of program
viswing on a product-specific basks. Bu:
Bty e poor sirregates for sack ohier fdren it
coures do Hhe relalie perfornance of v pragram
codigarad B Ehe babtl popnilmiion by product
n'n!'rgur_u. A= a resali

1. Survey methods cennot be negarded o
surrogabes for electronic measures in
selecting TV programs to tacget specific
product cwner/ user groups.

2 Even in terms of direclional pusdance,
sumvey dafa cannof be reganded os a
surrogate for electronle measures In so-
lecting programs bo rget product
owners users relotive b0 the total
population. This is eertainly trwe for the
nine product categorles in Table 1
whire the explained variance was liss
than 10 percent.

These findings do not address the relative
relability of MRI and NTI data. There are
legitimate questions regarding the mes-
surcment of owmership ingidence for MR
and the reliakility of people meter data for
ML The I-L!]I' finding is that MEL and 711
do not provide surrogate single-source
data.

The issum of data fuslan

The desirability of single-source data has
resulted in greater interpst in the iggue of
dota fusion in the United States. Fuging
o datd gystemns based on some comman
pararmneters bitween them would be » sue-
ogate for & singlesmirce system as long



as any such fusion could be reascnably
validated. Interest in the s5ue is reflected
in a workdhop sponsored by The ARF in
December 2000.

This article suggests that, at present,
thgre &5 mo pimble single-source syslenm apail-
ghle. The disparity bebween the MEI and
NI data systems does nat provide en-
couragement for pursuing data Fusion,
gince any such fusion would require
twa validated databases that do mot
show sharp disparibes scross common
difrvensions,

Whers doss that leave ws? There seems
o be bwro options. One, pursue electronde
measires. In this regard, MTI could fuygr-
ther expand utage and cwnership catego-
ries, thus becoming & single source for a
broader set of media decisions. Given the
mssien of Mielsen Media Research, this is
unblkely.

Two, double-souree methods could be
teflned to batter mrget owner and wser
groups based on demographics. A
double-source approack would require
mlgammlikzhmrh:}ﬁﬂﬂﬂpdw
graphic profiles of user groups and match
tsern to demographic profiles of program
Viewers from NTL This would require
MK w distinguish between nonrespon-
dents and fonosers. A concern rezarding
this approach is that a prier study found
that profiles of heavy users could serve as
surrogates only for certain produst cal-
egories, Such double-source data could
not be generally relied an (Assael and Pol-
track, 1994).

In short, rellable singie-source data are
sill eluding us. The ultimate solution is
For the media and advertising Coerunumniky
0 undertake a long-term joint effort to es-
taidish such o systent  ELD
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The Vanishing Respondent in

Telephone Surveys

This article examines recent changes in the two major components of honresponse:
inaccassibility of potentisl respondents and unwillingness of potential respondents to
participate in an intenview. It considers possible reasons for the increasing difficulty of
establisning contact with potentlal respondants and also considers changes during
the last few yaars in the number of potential respondents who generally refuse to
participate in telophone surveys and the demographic corelates of these refusers.
Finally, it discusses strategies for reducing the further erosion in response rates and
implications of the findings as they baar on the future of telephone survey research.

AS 15 WILL-KNOWN, response rates to welephone sur-
veys have undergone a stecp decline over the last
several decades (see, e.g., Brehm, 19903 Graves and
Couper. 1998), This decline adds considerably to
the costs of administering these surveys and, more
importantly, calls inte question the generalizabil-
ity of the results.

For the most part, survey ressarchers atiribute
the long-term decline in response rakes to the
growth in the number of potential respondents
who refuze to participate in a survey. Theze (s evi-
dence, however, that in recent years the norepso in
refusal rates has tapered off and, In some -
stances, even slightly reversed direction, This posi-
tve developmaent, though, has been offset by the
increasing difficulty on the pact of survey re-
searchers to establish contact with potential
rospondents.

Understanding the precise reasons for nonre-
sponse is obviougly important for the future con-
duct of telephone survey research. Within this con-
text, Steeh et al. (2001) point out: ™. . . much of the
revent research lteraturs has fncused on the wn-
willingmess of chosen respondents to be inber-
wiewed in face-to-face surveys and how this can be
grercoamie,” To the sxtene that the riging rate of
nOnrESpOTSeE, I:h.nugh, is due o the "noncon=
tactability™ of potential respondents, different
strategies than those employed in the past need o
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be fashioned to countesact this trend. Understand-
fng the reagons for nonresponse i also important
in order to accurately estimate noncesponse bias
The direction and magnitude of the bias owing to
o hagh moncontact rate may be wholly different
From e direction and ]'mE'l.iI.‘u.dE af the bizs that
intrudes as a result of a high refusal rate. For this
reason, i is necessary bo decompose the nonre
sponse rate inby its different parts. As Groves and
Couper (1998) stress: "Consldering only the over-
oll response rate ignores the possible counieract-
ing bases of different bypes of nonresponse”
This article ¢xamines recent changes in the bwo
major components of nonresponse: inaccessibility
of poiential respondents and wnwillingness of po-
tenial respondents to participate in an inwervisw.
The article frgt congidery pﬂs:ﬂ:ll: reasons for the
Ireasing difficulty of sstablishing contmet with
potential respondents. These imclude: (1) the pro-
lifgration of telephone numbeors dedicated exeiu-
sively to fax machines and/for computers; (1)
widespread access to the Intermet using a4 non-
dedicated phone line: and (3) the swnership of
call-sereening devices and the extent o which pa-
tertial respandents wie these devices bo screen un-
wanted calls, The article pext considers changes
during the last fewe yczrs in the numhber of poten-
tial respondents who generally refuse fo partici-
pate in telephone surveys and the demographie



correlates of these refusers. The final sec-
tion of the article discusses strategies for
reducing the further erasion in response
rates and implications of the findings as
they bear on the future of telephone sur-
\m}- rtn'a:l:l:'h.

DATA AND METHOD

The results of this study are based upon
two nationwide surveys of faceto-face in-
terviews conducted by Roper Starch
Worldwide (now RoperASW). Respon-
dents in the frst survey were inferviewsd
in their homes betwesn October 14-21,
1995, and in the second survey werg inter-
viewed in their homes betweon Aupust
5-19, 2000. The surveys consisted of 1,997
and 2,004 respondents, respectively. in
both cases the sampling methodalogy
consisted of a multistage, stratified prob-
ability sample of interviewing locations.
(For a detafled exposidon of the method-
alogy, s=s Appendix 1)

INACCESSIBILITY OF RESPONDENTS

Dedicated fax and computer
telaphone lines
Survey researchers have observed that
ower the past few years there has been a
noficesble increase in the proportion of
telfephone numbers that congistently yietd
vither a “no answer” and for & “busy” di-
aling disposition. As Piekarski (1999)
noles: “Researchers are reporting caly a
slight increase in disconnects and bugi-
fesses in list- assisted RDD samples. What
they have reported is a signifleant increase
A the number of No Answer and Busy dis-
*osibions, even after multiple atermpts.”
One major reason given for this phe-
'amcnion is the growth in the number of
esidential telophone lines dedicated e
Wsively to fax machines or computers,
Dm-easuumeh:idmreufﬂhm}:ul
dephone line, we asked respondents in

the August 2000 survey the following
question: “Does anyone in your house-
hold have a telephone line that is wsed
solely for a personal compuber or a fax
trachine?” Cherall, 14.7 parcent of the re-
spandents from homes equipped with
felephones angwered this question affir-
matively {see Appendix [ A). As would
be expected. ownership of a dedicated
fax/modem llne was greator among
higher socioeconomic status individuals:
233 percent of those who earned a college
degree or post-graduate degree and a
whopping 40.1 percent of those with
household incomes of $75.000 or more.
Another factor related to ownership of 3
dedicated fax/modem line was household
compodition. Houssholds consisting of
three adults or households with older chil-
dren {13 to 17 years of age} werz more
likely to possess this type of telephone ling
(22.6 percent and 234 percent, respec-
bwvely). Alss, residents of the Pacific re-
glon were moge likely to possess this bype
of telephone line (22.9 percent).

The growth in the number of dedicated
fax/madem lines adds to the cost of ad-
mindstering telephone surveys becauss re-
paated eall attempis consistently produce
either 2 “no answer® and for a "busy” di-
aling disposition. Theoestically, though,
the use of dedicated fax/modem lines
should not restrict the accessibility of
owness ef these lines singe they should be
reachable an a different houschold line.

Parenthetically, the increase in the num-
ber of dedicated fax/computer phone
lives also has a significant bearing on the
calculation of contact and completion
mates. Calentlation of these rates requires
an estimabon of the ellgibility status of
residential telephone numbers. However,
the status of dedicated fax/computer Hnee
i# wsually indeterminate. To the degres
that the nurmbers attached to these lines
are still consldered “eligible” (though they
are never angwired), they semve to artifi-
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cially deflate the contact and completian
rates, For an extonded discussion of this
point, see Picrkarski (1959).

Despite these problems, a greater chal-
lenge for survey researchers resides with
Indivichaals who do not have a dedicated
fax/modem line but have intermet access.
It & to this togie we turn next,

Intemet access but not on

8 dedicated computer line

Hy definition, owners of dedicated com-
puter lines come from mulb-ling house-
holds. But what sbout single-line houss-
holds that have intemst access? Individu-
als from these haudgeholds may be
particularly difficult to reach because, in
addition to the conventional reazons for
using the telephone, they may be "tying
up” the phone with computer-related
activitiss,

Aceording to the August 2000 survey,
roughly one-quarter of respondents (26.1
percent) come from houssholds witheout &
dodicated computer or fax line but with
intermet access (see Appendix II: A), These
individuals vend to be middle-aged, white
non-Hispanic, married (especially with
children), have a college or postgraduate
education, and come from the upper-
imoomne sirala. They also tend to be subur-
ban dwellers and have 2 particularly
heavy presence in the Mew England

Degion.

Impact of fax/Intermet usage

To appreciate more fully the significance
of the above findings, we can conduct 2
simulation of the effect of fax and inbermet
wiage (with and without a dedicated
phone line) on response ratgs, In carrying
auk this exerciss, bt us assume the follow-
ing starting parameters: (1) the sample list
consists of 3000 telephone numbers: (2)
the completion rate for o given call at-
tempt is 5 percent; and (3) four call at-
tempts are made before a final dispositian
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is reached. Given these paramelers, the
number of completed interviews over the
course of the calling period would total
927, New lot us assume that 15 percent of
the numbers dialed for a given eall at-
tempt are assigned te dedicated fax/
misdem lings, (The 15 percent figure cor-
respondds to the overall sample average of
households with dedicated fax/modem
lines presented in Appendix I: A.) Math-
ematically, this would translate inte com-
pleting just 797 interviews. Secondly, bet
us assume that an additional 5 percent of
the numbers dialed would be “tisd up”
because of internet usage on non-
dedicated lines. [This 5 percent figure as-
sumngs that roughly one-fifth of the house-
holds with internet access without a ded-
icated fax/modem ling (261 parcent in
Appendix I A) would be using the phone
during a given calling attempt ] Together,
then, 20 percent of the numbers dialed
would be inaccessible to surveyors. This
would mean that only 753 interviews
would be completed during the calling
period instead of 927 and furthermore re-
cessitate a greater number of dialings.

Ownemship of call-acresning devices

The penetration level of telephone an-
swering machines conkinued to increase
over the past five years. Two-thicds of
American households (66.5 percent) now
own these devices, which represents a 7
percemtage point gain since 1995 (sce
Table 13 What i3 noteworthy, though, ks
the phenomenal groswth in Caller-TT suh-

TABLE 1

gcribers during this same time perind.
Subseribers to this service now number
elose ko half of the population (45 percens),
end their ranks have swelled from just a
tzrith of the populstion—a 348 percentage
pont change,

Consistent with the results of previous
studies (Oldendick and Link. 1994d; Tucke!
and ONedll, 1995; Counell for Marketing
and Opinicn Research, 1999), answering
machire owners are disproportionately
under 6] years of age, better educated,
ard from higher income Familiss {see Ap-
pendix I B). Moreover, they tend to re-
side In large-aize cities or thelr surround-
g suburbs and have a heavy concentra-
tion in the Mid-Atlantic and Pacific
FEgIOmS,

Subscribers to Caller-TD service also are
maore likely to be under 80 years of age.
They are also (But to an even greater de-
gree] more Hkely to have children living at
home. Compared with answering ma-
chine owners, though, 2 higher-than-
average proportion arg African- A merican,
never marcied or separated /divorced,
have just some college, reside in medium-
slze cities, and have a large numerical
presence in the East South Central and
Woest South Central regions.

A gegment of the population that is par.
Geularly important to scrutinize is Caller.
ID subscribers who do not own an ap-
swering machine, These individuals have
the capacity to screen their calls whils net
even affording susvey rescarchers the op-
portunity to leave 3 message sbout the

Ownership of Call-Screening Devicas: 1995-2000
(Based on Those Whao Have a Telephone)

Percent Who Say They Parcontage Polmt
Have In Their Househotd i 000 Differance
8 Tmechone Answering Machine S9.5% (1833 ESLN(1884) 70
CalleriD | 10.3%(1828) 45.0% (1864)  +34.8

............................. 240 1 B 100 0 D8 e e & s o 8 5 5
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survey. Within the last five years, this seg-
ment has grown in size from just 2.5 per-
cend to 113 percent of all respondenis
from households with telephones. Chver-
represented in this seament are whine His-
pandcs (163 percent), full-dmes Bomemak-
ers (161 percent), inhahitsnts of medium-
size cities (20.6 percent), and residents of
the East South Central region (23.5 percant;
of the Mountain region (246 percent).

Uses uf callscreening devices
Responclents in both the Oclober 1995 and
Atigst 2N surveys were askad a battery
of questions to learn about their patterns
of utilizatlon of call-screening devices
OUne question posed to Caller-ID users
wis the importance of three possible rea-
sons for why they subscribed to this see-
vice. These reasons wene: (1) "to have &
record ar log of recent calls made o your
home,” (2) "o identify the phone numbers
of annoying callers,” o (3} "to screen calls
when you are at home” The results dis-
played in Table 2 show that the main res-
son why individuals in both years say
they subscribe to Caller-ID is to be able to
identify the phone numbers of bothes-
some callers. Particularly noteworthy here
is that the importance ascribed to screen-
ing calls has risen more than the othar bwa
Eactors over time. (The change of 46 per-
centage points, though, was only statistis
cally significant at the .10 level for 2 ane-
butled test.)

O paramount importance fo survey re-
sedrchers is o know the frequency with
which potenbial respondents use the an-
swaring machine or Caller-ID to screen
their calls. Tables 3a and 3 present the
frequency of screening by each of these
devices for both survey years. Inspection
of Table 3a shows that the fraquency of
screening via the answering machine does
ot appesr o have undergone any appre-
ciable increase over the past five years. In
fact, looking at these who say they screcn



TABLE 2

importance of Reasons for Subscribing to CallerID:

1995-2000 (Based on Those Who Subscribe to Caller-ID)

Percantage Point

ROSSON e Fercent Who Say ... 1898 2000  Difference
To have & recovd of Very important 40.5% 38.4%  -19
log of recent calls Somewhal important 30.1% 34.4% 4.0
made 1o your home [Tatal Impaortant) T2.4% T25% +2.1

................................... ... S———— . E. . S
To identify the phone Very important S3.6% 484% 152
rembers of annoying  Sormewhat important  20.6W 33T +134
callers (Tetal |fmipartant) 24.2% B21% -2.1

i st e O i i s R
To screen calls when Very impartant 488% 418% 2 -GB
you ares at horme Somewhal important  24.3%  357%  +11.4
{Tetal Impartant) T2O% TTEK +d6

{n} [1BE) {835

e B 8l R At ot o e g g R SR8 0 0 0 o Y Y PN 1 6 N R B B

“abways™ or "most of the time™ (e, the
“krequent screeners”], the percentages
have actually shifted slightly downwards.
A much different story unfolds, though,

when examining Frequency of screening
via CallerID (sec Tale 3bj. Here we ob-
serve that, among those who have Caller-
D but do not own an answering machine,

TABLE 3A
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the percent that screen frequently has
climbed 15 percentage points during the
lagt five years. Furthermare, among their
counterparts whe do own an answering
machine, the percent that screen fre
quently has risen moge than § percentage
points dursing this Hme ame. In absalute
fermis, roughly two-thirds of Caller-ID
subscribers (whether or mot they have am
answering mackine) now report screening
fither “always™ or “mogt of the {ime”
Coupled with the finding presented ear-
lior that neacly ong-half of the tofal popu-
lation has Caller-ID, this last-mentioned
finding translates inlo a substantial pro-
porton of potential respondents engaged
in the practice of call screening on & fre-
gquent bagis.

The practice of call sereening, of course,
does not mean that potential respondents
will nicessarily filter out calls initiated by
survey research organlzations. [t may
very well be the casa that, in general, the
public is positively disposed toward calls
sponsored by survey rescarch organiza-

Frequency of Call Screening via the Answering Machine: 1995-2000

(BEased on Those Who Have a Telephaone)

Ohwns an Answering Machine Both Owns on Answerlng
o, Bt Dous Not Have Callerid Machine and Has CallerID
Parcantage Percentags
Polnt Pai#it
ey 1ges 2000 Difference 1895 2000 Difference
s 008 2w 18 A% 0% -0
fosiofetme 0% 0% 80 56% 07% 51
reguent screenars M0 - 43.3% L A% 28 .
ome of the tme a2 7% S0 1% 243% 02
Stveyofen w9 L T mes 16.4% 28
ver 2B7% 245% %3 1% 8% o7
ontunow o5k oo% 08 oo0% . 08% 08
L G3%) o ees) Ay 29
T8 % i Fiﬂﬂ.ﬂ'!l - IE;J:J‘.'E_ 100, O iH0.0%

BBt = R LR R U8 00 s e e g g e 1 0 51 8 0 0 NI O ) O 0 G O 2 i 8 8 B0 e 08 il § 5 g m s e s i e o i S5y e e ey B 1 B Bl e
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« « « roughly two-thirds of CallerdD subscribers (whether

or not they have an answering machine) now report

screening either “always” or “most of the time.”

Hans, Whatever the sentments of the pub-
lic are regarding survey participation,
though, the names of most survey organi-
zations (particularly those in the privabe
sector] and the fleld services which offen
do the actual calling on their behalf are
gencrally no# recosnized by members of
the public. Net only are the names usually
unfamilisr to the public but the numbars
mssociated with these names often appear
as “our of area”™ on Caller-1D display
wnits, Thus, it Is important to determine
the likelihood of potential cespondents an-
swering the phons when an unrecognized
number shows up on their Caller-ID dis-
play unit.

Table 4 shovees that the likelihood of an-
swering the phone among Caller-1D users

wiWT an unrecognized number appean
has declined notceably over the past five
vears, Lhe percent who offerad responses
of “almest certain to answer” or Tvery
likely to answer” has deopped by over 20
percentage points during this time inbes-
vol Caller-[Dr usees age now much mons
inchned to say they are only “somewhat
Likely to answer™ or "very uniikely to
answes.”

Characterstics of frequent screanars

To construct a profile of frequent screen-
ers we employed two sepamate measures.
The first measure divides the number of
individuals who report they scresn "al
ways” ar “most of thl_l'l tima" by the nume-
bar of answering machine owners or

Caller-I1) subscribers in a given group
The second measure divides the numbe
af incividuals who repost they screen “al-
ways” or "mosk of the time” by the Ikl
number of sampled members in a given
group—whether or mot they own an an-
swezlng machine or are Caller-JD users. In
esgence, this second mensure takes inkg
consideration the fuet that the diskedbution
of angwering maching gwners or Caller-
1D subscribers is uneven in the total
populatan,

The data (see Appendix [I: C} show thal.
owerall, 419 percent of owners of answer-
ing machines or Caller-ID subscribers are
“frequent screeners™ (using our first mea-
sure), The data reveal that the propensity
for sereaning is greatast among the follow-
ing social-demographic groups: those
aged 18 to 29, Hispanics. African
Americans, never marrfeds, homemakers,
those in the $15.000-$30.000 income
beacket, pre-adult households, and house-
holds with yeung children. These resulis
parallel to a certain degres Hiose found by

TABLE 3B
Frequency of Call Screening via CallerlD: 19‘95_—2(]{]13 (Based on Those Who Have a Telephone)
Has CallarD But Doas Mot Both Has CallerD and Owns
Own an Answering Machine an Answering Machine
Parcantage Percentage
Palni Faint
i+ R 30.9% AL0% e e 2, Lt ..
Mast of the tima e s b I e R BN e
Frequent screcners ) EPDH E5.1% *1&1: IIIIII 55.5% . G4.2% -|-BE* _____
oo thetme .. 25.0% . - W 155 .. 18.5% L W——
Notveryofen | é A% - "EI..:-L.BE" _oa i 14.8% o 8.8% =6.2
Mew  msew e 8T 11 3% 8% .32
Donthoow 00K LO% .70 28% o8 .23
T T ash €™
o 200T% | 3000% | woOK | 1000%
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TABLE 4

Likelihood of Answering the Phone When the Caller1D Unit
Displays an Unrecognized Number; 1995-2000

Uhﬂm of Answering the Phone

B T T L LR e ST P TSI PR P, ]

Almost certain o answer

R L LTI T TR e P A PP P TR T TS T P PR

HrRpE pe———

A LA LR S B

e e T T ST T T TR

o R B LT £ 2% e o e s Y URPE PR U 0 Y 5 8 B 68k § e b d

Hawe an answering machine and
would use it to screen 'rhe call

Potintage
Prabmt
. — ... J— Difveence
30.1% e
- . ,ﬁ.,'.-'.ﬁ,?!?.".. P J—-
Lo ... - .. L
AD% e PO, s A
R - . 36.3% e S
.. N 1885% e L S
2.24% BT% +3.5

Link and Otdendick (1999) in their study
of screaning behavior in South Carolina
(based on a telephone survey), These au-
thors also found that younger-zged re
spondents and those from househalds
Wwith children were mope likely o screen
frequentiy using esther an answering ma-
chine or Caller-ID.

[n addition, contextual factors play a
tole with frequent sczeening being more
Prevalenil in large-size cities and Hhwir su-
rounding suburks, medium-size eities,
and the Mid-Atlantc, East South Central,
and West South Central regions. ot sur-
prsingly, Individuals with the Call Block-
ing feature and those who say they are
elther “somewhat™ or “very” unlikely to
inswer the phone when an unrecognized
Mimber appears on their Caller-ID dis-
Pl2y unit are disproportionately found
Among the rangs of Frequent soresosrs,

Employing our second measure, we
find that one-third of the sampled men-
bers (332 percart) fall into the category of

100.0%

100.0%

frequent screcners, As we might expect,
many of the same characteristics of fre-
quent seregners using cur first mepsure
apply here as well, Again, we find younger-
aged respondents, minority members,
mever marrieds, homemakers, aod house-
holds with young children to be overrep-
resented among those who sereen always
or often. Similarly, residents of large-size
cltes and suburbs, medium-tize cities,
and inhabitants of the Mid-Atlantic, East
Soauth Central, and West South Central re-
glons have a greater-than-average repre-
sentatim among freguent screeners, Us-
ing our second measure, we also find 2
heavy concentration of frequent scroeners
ameng houssholds with alder-aged chil-
dren and, importantly, among the st
affluent group of respondents.

SURVEY NONCOOPERATION

Attitudes toward survey participation
The forepeing data Indicate that the bar-
riers for establishing contact with poten-

THE YANISHING RESPONDENT

tial respondents have become more im-
permeable over the past five Years, If and
when contact is established, the next bar-
rer, of course, is to secure the cooperation
of potential respondents. To measure atti-
tudes toward swrvey participation, we in-
cluded a question in both surveys about
willingmess to be interviewesd in s e
phene sunvey. Respondents were read a
saries of statements and asked which one
came closest to characterizing how they
felt when asked to particlpate in & tels-
phone survey. The statements ranged
along a fve-pelnt continuum going from
“1 like to participate in telephone surveys
because they give me the opportunity o
offer my oplnian,” at ang end to 1 really
don't Like telephone sucveys, so 1 usually
refuse to participate™ at the opposite end.

It is chear from the data in Tabls 5 thag
Americans evince little enthusiasm for
participating in telephone surveys. Only &
small fraction (7.3 percent) are positively
inclined, about a half (49.8 percent] are &i-
ther ambivalent or say their participation
i conditional upon the survey's tople, and
close to two-fifths (38.9 percent) are nega-
tively disposed. Perhaps running counter
be expectabions, the data also show there
has been only a slight shift toward a more
negative aftitude in the last half decade,
The number who are either positively in-
clined or ambdvalent declines by fust 5.3
percentage polnie and the bulk of these
now fall inte the “depends on what the
survey = about” categary.

Refusals

A key concern of survey researchers is to
identify those demographic groups that
are most likely bo have nagative attitudes
toward survey participation {DeMaio,
1980; Geyder, 1987; Groves, Claldini, and
Couper, 1992; Brehm, 1993; Groves and
Couper, 1998). The data (prossnted in Ap-
pendix T D) show the following groups
b be disproportionately made up of reluc-
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TABLE 5

Willingness to Participate in a Telephone Survey: 1995-2000
(Based on Those Who Have a Telephone and Omitting Those
Who Said They Had Never Been Called to Participate in a

Telephone Survey)

Attitude toward Telephone Suryeys

B T T L et ot s il il M

I like to participate in talephone surays becawss

_ they give me the opportunity 19 offer my apinion.

It doggn™ matier much 10 me ane way or 1e other

i I &m asked 1o participate in & telephone suney,

S LR R PR B O R e e e e e el Lt b B Lt S | B ] S 5] I BB T P T TS P R e P T

| don't paticulady care for telephone sy Bt |

Whether or not | paricipata in a telaphone survey

usually depands on what the survey (s about

I TR s e ey s SR A O FTET PR R L R

I raally don't like telephone surveys, so | usually

D BN B A5 B 5 el B B § N A 1 B Bl B B Al W .

LR B T SR B N FER S SR U A S R § S s B,

Parcontoge
Podnt
.......... 1995 2000  Difterence
_____ _ B.3% T -10
12.8% 10.8% =18
................. 18.0% 155% -248 @
. 18.8% 2358 +39
................. 826 608 i
........... 3% 408 0.7
.......... |as0B) {188y
100.0% 1D0.0%

NN U N BRSNS G G 0 6 R R R R R A DR R e 5 ] B e

tant participants: thoss 60 years of age
and ower (420 percemt), Hispanics (438
percent), the most affluent (47.6 peroent),
individuals who do not provide informa-
tHon about howschold income (478 per-
cent], one-adult househalds (23.5 percent),
residenis of large cities (434 pércent)
arrd their surrounding subucks (45.5 per-
cent), and those in the New England (30.5
percent), East South Central (45.9 per-
cent], Mountain (44.2 percent), and Pacific
(489 percent) regioms. Coinciding with
expectations, a higher propostion of
those with unlisted versus listed teles
phone pumbers tend to be hostile foward
pirtictpatian.

With respect to age, howsehold compo-
gition, and urbamism, these fAndings tend
o b congruent with the saovey research
literature. This literature has generally

S B R R R I § i BT 0 B S U L R B S s B0 DI B

found older individuals (DeMaio, 1980
Goyder, 1987), people living in ong-adult
houssholds [Groves and Couper, 1598),
and residents of densely populated aress
(DeMaio, 1980; Groves and Couper, 1998}
to be lose [nclined to participate in sur-
veys. The fnding that individuals from
the highest incorme houscholds tend to be
less amenable to survey participation may
be somewhat surprlsing, Yet other studies
(Brehm, 1993 Groves and Couper, 1998)
show this finding is not necessarily an ab-
erration. Moneowver, theee are grounds for
vnderstanding why, over Hme, affluent
individuale may have become mors redls-
tant to survey requests, In general, hgher-
mcome individuals have been fargered
more h_'l.r telemarketers than others in the
population. Perhaps in response to the nu-

merous sales calls they have received,
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they have become [ess pereptive to gra
ing intarviews over the phone.

With regards to users of call-screeni
devices, a higher proportion of afdweri
maching ownges Lham AeNawWnNeETS o
negatively oriented toward telephone s:
vay Pﬂﬂ-l:iPﬂli.ﬂ.l.‘l_ Sur_p-ri.iir'lgl:.-'. tht}u[
there is little difference In either the pr
portions of Caller-]D subsceibers vers:
nonsubscribers or those with the T
Blocking feature versus those without !
feature whi harbor unfavorable attitud-

Ome of the most important Andings
Appendix I: I Is that crfy @ sligh! diff
ence exisis befrasn the proportions of freque
scresiers versns infrequent screemers mwl
say they generally rofise fo be inderorieve
What this suggests is that there k r
inhercnt link botween orientation towa;
survey participation and screenin
bahavior.

TELEFHONE SURVEY RESPONSE RATES
In the preceding pages we have noted thi
@ sizable propoction of Americans have i
ternet access at home either via a ded
cated computer line or a regular ling, Fu:
thermore, we have documented the rise |
the number of respondents who epo:
both owning call-screening devices an
the increased tendency to use these de
vices to screen calls on o Frequent basi
Lastly, we have observed a slight growi!
in the percentage of the public who e
press relugtance to grant a telepho
inberview.

These self-reported data should trans
labe into lower contact rates and perhaps
modest diminnion in cooperation ke
telephone surveys in recent years, To e
if there s A convergence batween our da
and actual contadt and coopasation rabes
we preent below a brief overview of
SpOnse raltes over Hme.

Sumarizing trends in response rate
for several major government or urgve:
gity-sponsored surveys during the vear



prior to 1990-93, Groves and Couper
(1098) conclude that, While the evidence
about gverall response mates i somawhat
gquivocal, cooperation rates, in general,
have undergane 2 decline in the Linleed
Siates. They speculate that response rates
would have fallen considerably maore if
greater efiors had not been expended on

ing the samé or higher-level con-
tact rates. The authors write that: ... ek
forts t0 maintain response rates ab rela-
tively constant levels may have irreased
over time, This is especially evident m the
CPS [Cumrent Population Survey] trend,
which suggests that increased calling ef-
forts have contributed to the seduction of
the noncontact portion of nonresponse”
(1998).

More contemporary data are supplied
by Steeht et al. (2001), who examined non-
respanse trends for the Survey of Con-
sumer Atttudes (SCA) during the period
198031959 and for the Georgia Stave Poll
during the period 1585-1599. With respect
to the Survey of Consumer Attitudes,
they note that the substantial rise in re-
fusal mames which characterized the 1960s
and 19705 abated in the two decades
thergalier. Contrary to expectations, the
aueraey “nonrefosal™ rate was nob appre-
ciably greater in the years 1995-159% than
for the Hme span covering the entire pe-
rigd 1980-1999. However, filting a curve
1 the move recent dala reveals “an in-
erease follewed by & slight downtum®™ in
the nonrefusal rate. Somewhat different
patterng of nonresponse gre observable in
the Ceorgia State Poll. Refusal rabes actu-
ally undergo a decline during the yrars
1995 to 1999. This positive development,
Il'mﬁh, i5 oifssk by an ups.wlng in the
noncontact rates (again followed by a
slight decline). The authors note that the
trade-off between declining refusal rales
and rising nencentact rates is most pro-
nounced in the Alanta metropolitan srea.
In the concluding section of their article,

they provide the following stark assess-
ment; “Unfgrtunately, the trade-off in
types of nonresponse, most evident in the
Atlanta metropolitan area and presum-
ably other metropolitan areas in the
United States, will undoubtedly spread in
Fuhure years to less urbanized places. Fur-
thermore, it appears that this Increase in
noncontacts in a metropolitan ares ks not
due to a growing percentage of call at-
tempts that access AN answering machine
but instead to the growing percentage af
athernpts that do ot secess anything and
result in @ ‘no answer’ o busy” outcome™
(2001).

Taken together, these studies suggest
that, until recently, the long-term decline
in response rates was mainly due fo an
increase in refusal rates. Moreover, this
decline in response rates would have been
even more severe during this time perfod
had not greater efforts been made to
maintain contact matés at a respectable
level. In the current era, though. degplite
these efforts, contact rates are now spiral-
ing dewnwards.

It should be bome in mind too that the
trend data cited above are taken from gov-
srpment or university-sponsored surveys
which possess & high degres of perceived
legiimacy. Il anything, thersfore, these
data probably understate the decling in re-
sponse Tated in gemeral, and contact rates
in parileular, in the current time period.
within this context, it & werthwhile not-
ing that for the period 1955 to 1999 the
average response rate achleved by the
Survey of Consumer Attitudes was 65.85
percent and the coresponding rate for the
Georgia Stale poll wis 36.75 percent. Both
of these percentages are markedly higher
than the response rates fypically achieved
by surveys conducted in the comumerdial
sector. Accovding to the Council for Mar-
keting and Opimione Ressarch (2001), the
current quernge response roty (hased om 473
indpsfry survews) is 2375 peroent arid Hie
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comparnble figure for RDD surveys (hesed
om a4 sample sive of 227) s o megger 1223
percent,

There is also congiderable anecdotal evi-
dence that attests to the dramatic decline
in response rates in the peivate sector. Dis-
cusaing the rationale bebind the recent ad-
vent of Web TV polling, Michael Lewis
(2000) writes: “In the past decade, the re-
sponge rate to telephone polls has fallen
from as high as 40 percent to 15 percent. If
the 15 percent of our population still will
ing ta be palite to people who interrupt
their dinners were representative, this
wrend would not be a problem for poll-
sters. Bub they aren’t, so it is.” Echoing this
same sentiment, William Safire (2000)
comments: “The word ‘respondent’ sends
shudders through the noss-oounting oom-
raunity, The dirty secret of political sur-
veys s this: As recently as 1964, the re-
sponge rate to pollsters’ questioning was
&5 percent; that is, two oul of thoes people
reached would answer, Pollster friends
whisper to me that the responge rate s
row down to 35 percent... What does
this remarkable refusal rate tell us? It
means that twa out of three Americans ané
guarding thele privacy with answering
machines or Caller 1D, or are telling poll-
sters to “stop bothering me at dinnertime.’
Also, because we suspect thal 3 response
pruts our private opinions on & telemnarket-
er's data base, we arc now much less
likely to conperate with pollsters.” And an
interview with former presidential poll-
ster Stanley Greenberg by MNancy Folk
{20007 produces this sobering asgessment:
“Dr, Greenberg believes that the tradi-
tlonal method of polling by ulephone is
o the way cwt- Often his staff must make
20 calls to reach one human. With the ad-
vent of fax machines and answering ma-
chines, voice mail and screaning and the
strong aversion pecple have to being
called by strangess, he says, “Vote polling
ip in teouble’ - . . He predicts that intemas
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polling will become commonplace within
b to four years.”

DISCUSSION
The findings tha: have emerged in this
study can only be viewed as woubling to
telephone survey researchers. The evi-
deénce that has been adduced here polnts
clearly to major abgtacles that now im-
pede the ability of survey researchecs o
astablish contact with patential respon-
dents and to secume their cooperation. We
have found that a sizable bloc of Ameri-
cans have a dedicated fax/modem Iine
{147 percent) and that an additional quar-
ter (26.1 percent) have internet access at
home although not on a dedicated line.
We have also pbserved that two-thirds of
Americans own a telephone answering
machine and close te half subseribe o
CallerID. What is perhaps most alarming
is that of those who have either of these
cali-screening devices (77.7 percent of the
adult population), two-fifths (429 per-
cent) say they screen their calls either “al-
ways” or “most of the Hme” Moreover,
the percentage of these “frequent screens-
ers” i3 noticeably higher amaong those who
use Caller-1D as opposed to the answering
machine as a screening mechanism.
Finally, we have noted that the vast ma-
jority of Americans report being either
ambivalent or hostile woward telephone
survey participabon. MNegative attitudes
toward survey participation, though, have
not risen significantly in the last five
¥ears, These findings, which are based
upan seli-reporied atihides and behavior,
are consistent with response rate trend
data. which we have reported on above
These trend data show that refusal rates
are not continuing bo rise as stewply as be-
forehand (and may even be declining) but
that nencontact rates are trending up-
wands, The data also show that the prob-
lem of nonresponse is particularly acute

for surveys conducted in the privatg
sejar.

& multiplicity of reasons can be offered
for why the nonresponss rafe {particularly
the moncontact component) has been
trending upwards over the past ssveral
years. One explanation we have discussed
i smply mechanical in nature. Individy-
als with internet access using a dedicated
phone line are oot reachable on that ling
and those with intermet acoess on 4 non-
dedicated line are pore difficult o reach.
In accord with expectations, individwals
with intermet access tend to be of higher
socioeconomic skatus than the population
25 @ whole [see Figure 1} A second, re-
Lated explanation is the advent of tecdhaol-
ogy such as the answering machinge and
Caller-ID that facilitate call screening.
While individuals may not ke using this
technology for the express purpose of fil-
tering oub survey requests, the mene avail-
ability af this Eechagdogy makes it easier 1
dev s Alse, ag Lndiu&duﬂi become mare
accustorned to the practice of call screen-
ing (whatever their original motivation),
they may demonstrate less selectivity in
the calls they choose to screen,

Beyond these mechanlcal, technologis
cal-based explanations, thouzh, are maone
deep- sexted remsons why people arc mak-
ing themselves less accessible to sumeey-
ors. Individuals may be trying to guard
against the imtrusicns of moedern-day 1ike
that is becoming increasingly complex
and fast paced. Even though individualks
may ot ke negabvely disposed toward
Survey requests per se, the fct that sur-
veyors often interrupt the dinner hour or
that they are mistaken for telemarkeders
means thal survey requesks Frequently be-
coms defined s “imteusiang.™

In this context, it is important to note
the increasing ubiquity amd. in cerlain in-
stanpces, the guestionable practices of
tefermarketers. A stwdy conducted by the
Council for Marketing and Ogpinion Fe-
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semrch (1959 shows that the median num-
ber of sales calls rose fram & to 20 I just
the Hme span bebwesn 1995 and 199%. Per-
hops more disturbing, though, fs that half
of the respondents in this study eported
“sugging™ activity—that iz, the practice an
the part of telemarketers to make sales
calls under the pretense of conducting an
opinion or market sugvey.

Mot surprisingly, thersfore, we find thal
frequent screeners tend o ke dispropor-
Honately drawn from: (1) houssholds with
children, (Z) affiuent families, and (3] resl-
denis of densely-populated areas (se2 Fig-
ure 1), These proups are more likely 1o be
"protective” of their tirme at the dinner
howr, or @rgeted by felemarketers, or, in
general, more apt to adhere o 2 faster.
paced lifestyle.

Seill another explanation for the rising
nonresponse rate s rooled in concerns
over privacy. Increasingly. respondents
are meluctant to disciose infarmation of a
personal nature (o telephone survevors
or others) that may be used in ways over
which they have no contmol or in ways
they do not approve. Trond deta gathered
by the Council fior Marketing and Opinion
Research (September 2001) buttress this
point. The percentage of respondents whe
agree with the staterment, “Crgankzations
that conduct polls/surveys can be trusted
to protect my rights o privacy,” hag
dwindbed from 51,5 pescenlt tn 1995 Lo just
23 percent in 2001. Agaln, ir Is not surpris-
ing to find {as shown in Figure 1) that the
affluent are overrepresented amang the
vanks of both the Bequent sereansrs and
the refusals.

All in all, it appears that we are now
entering into a rancition phase in which
the telephone survey is losing Its stabus as
the most popular mode of survey dats
gathering. Just as the telephone survey it
self mclipsed face-to-face intervicwing in
peoples homs, it swems Hkely that the
telephone survey will become just another
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Nonresponse I
Noncontacts ERefusals J
| | | |
Individuals with Individuals with Frequent Individuals who
dedicated computer/ internet access without  screemers are generally
fax lines a dedicated computer/ reluctant to participate |
fax line in telephome surveys
' ' ' .
|
|College-educated College educated Younger-aged Affhent
Afflusnt Somewhat affluent, Minority Large suburb !
affluent
Three-adult house- l Mever Marrieds New England, |
holds New England census East South
region Affluent Central, Pacific
Househols with CEnsUs egions
older children Households with
children
Parific census region |
: Large city, large
subnrh, medivm city
Hhﬁd-ﬁttnnli:,
East South Central,
West South Central
CENSUS regiomns

‘igure 1 Major Characteristics of Nonrespondents

ne of the panoply of data-gathering
\echanisrms or that the intermet survey
ill gradually replace the telsphone sue-
¥ &= the dominant methodology.

In the meantime, there are @ number of

initiatives that can be taken o help pre-
vent the further erosion in response rates
in telephone surveys. Two strategies
that have been found fo be effective in
combating rising refusal rates are improv-

ing the quality of interviewing and mak-
ing several attempis by convert initial re-
fusals (Steeh et al., 2001). Since the prob-
lem of nonresponze, though, now seems
o be rooted more in the inaceecsibility
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-« « it seems likely that the telephone survey will bacome
Just another one of the panoply of data-gathering mecha-

nisms or that the internet survey will gradually replace

the telaphone survey as the dominant methodology.

of potential respondents, greater focus
reeeds to be placed on fhis component af
NS pOnse.

Ore strategy for helping to overcome
the problem of “noncontactability” is to
maks numersus callbaek attempis. Paekar-
skd and Cralley (2000), For example, report
that “significant improvement in response
rates can be achieved by utilizing a more
rigorous calling methodology that in-
cludes mare than 4 call attempts and mul-
hpie attempis at refusal convarsion® [n
thedr study, at least 10 callback atbempts
were made before reaching a final dispo-
siion. Additenally, up to five attempts
Wwere made in an effort to convert initial
refusals. A further banefit attached to this
sirategy is that the information derved
from the added callbacks can be used to
estimate with greater exactitude differ.
ences between respondents and nonee-
spondents (see Colomba, 2000),

A second strategy is 1o offer a prepaid
Incentive with an accompanying lettes
{508 Singer of al., 2000 Prepaid Incentives
Fresumably could be used to offs=t both
the refusal and noncentact compenents of
nonresponse. As Steeh gt al, (3001) ab-
serve, receipt of an incentive might not
only induce a potential respondent bo con-
sent to be interviewed but also to make
himself or herself more accessible to sur-
veyors. The problem with this strategy is
that, at present, it can only be used in sur-
veys in which sampled members’ ad-
dresses are known in advance.

Another strategy that could be imphe
mented {brought to the authocs’ attenon

by William Cook, The ARF) would be
develop the “brand awareness” of a sur-
vey research arganization’s name so that
when it appeared on a respendent’s
Caller-ID) display wnit, it would be recog-
nized and possibly legitimized, Enhanc-
irg public awareness of an organization’s
fame might help to reduce the noncentact
rate. Recall that two of the findings that
emerged in this study weare: (1) there was
no relationship betwesn frequency of call
screening and attitudes toward survey
participation, and (2) respondents were
reluctant (and increasingly so) to answesr
the phone when arunrecognized num.
ber/name appeared on their Caller.[D
display unit. Accordingly, il survey re-
search organizations, acting either indi-
vidually or collectively a5 members of a
conzortium, could increase their visibility,
this could help counter the problem of
oontacting respondents,

In additian to these measures, there is
an external development that could help
newiralize he problem of “nencontactibil-
ity." Individuals in a nurmber of states (13
st present) cam register thelr names with
state autharities or a "do not call” list that
prohibits telemarketers (but not survey re-
searchers) from contacting them (see
Fried, 200{; Siwowe, 2000), Telemarketars
that eall people an the Hst are subject o
shff fines. Thus far, hundreds of thou-
gands of ndividuals have avedled them-
selves of the opportunity to regisier their
names. Af more states enact leglsiation
authosizing & “do not eall Lze™ and the
number of regisirants continees o mli-
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ply, it Is possible that over the long mun -
wmtial respondents” concemns about ins
sion of privacy by telemarketers will be .
werwated and. in the process, responden
may e more receptive survey requess

Whatever bensiits may be derfved fro:
the implementation of the strategias ciie
abowe, it is impartant to keep in mind &
general environment in which telephao
surveys are being conducted today. Th
environment is not a hospitable one ar
poses enarmous challenges to telephon
surveyors. Unless these challenges can b
met, the continued visbility of the tsle
phone survey as a dats-gathering mecha
nisem is questionabbe.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

As noted in the discussion of the methos

clogy. the final stage of the sampling pre-
cadure congists of quots sampling at the
block level. We would have preferred
have the results of this study based upon
probability samiplisg without quedag, O
point, though, should be kept in mind

Whatever bias might enter into the analy-
si5 a4 a result of this limitation is certainly
not greater (and, most [ikely, considerably
less} than the bias Bt would have bean
attached to a thhnhﬂﬁhr-'i.'}'. Chne of the
principal objectives of this research is 1o
gauge the extent o which individuals use
the answering maching and Caller-1D 4
screen their calls, Lising a telephone SUTVEY
to gather this type of informatlon would
have had a semious deawhback Infarmation
periaindng b the practice of call BCPREring
would have been restricted pracisely to the
extent that potential respondents would
have eluded telephone surveyors througt
the use of either of these devicss. To take 2n
extreme example, corsider those Indlvidye-
als who scregn all their calls. In this in-
stance, ot is clear that the telephone survey
woilld have been less than an ideal wehicle
through which in collecl data on these
individuals, (D
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APPENDIX |

The respondents in each survey comprise a representative serriple of the population of the conbiguous Undred Seates, age 18 and over
exclusive of institutionalized segrments [military barracks, nursing homes, prisons, stc.).

Each survey employed a mulbi-stage protability sample of interviewing locations. The probabiliies of selecton at each stage wers
based an 1990 U5, Census population data, and detailed Census maps were used to identify and locate the selected areas

Al the first stage, all the countries in the 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia were rank ordered by population size withir
18 strate. The strata were constructed by classifying counties as matropolitan and non-metropolitan within each of the nine Censa:
Leographic Divisions. One hundred counties were thea selected with probabilities propesticnate to the adult population,

Al the second stage, two Census block groups were selected with prubakilitios proportonate to households after seratifying the hlock
groups by size of place in which located.

At the third stage, within each sample block group, two blocks were selected, again with probabilities proportionate to €
(househelds), from a cumulative computer Usting. The interviewer was assigned starting point and a path to proceed around esch
sample block.

Quotas for men and women over andd under age 45 were imposed, as were quotas for employed individuals, In addition, it was
required that intervigwing on half the assigned biocks be conducted after 5 PM on weskdays or on Saturday and Sunday to facilitate
fulfilling the employment quota. While the assigned quotas preduced the proper number of men 2nd women over and under 45, there
wiere small imbalances when the sample was sxamined in finer age terms, &3, too few 18 to 29 years-olds, too many 30 w 4 year-olds
Accordingly, the sampla was weighted to achisve the correct proportions of men and women 18 1 29, 30 to 44, 45 to0 5%, and &0 and
orver.

APPENDIX Il
A. Ferm_antage of Respondents in Different Sociodemographic Groups Who Have
(1) a Dedicated Computer or Fax Line or (2) Internst Access but Without a Dedicated

Computer or Fax Line: 2000 (Based on Those Who Have a Telephone)
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APPENDIX Il A. {cont’d)
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APPENDIX 11 C.
pPercentage of Respondents in Different Sociodemographic and Other Groups Who Are

Frequent Screeners: 2000 (Based on Those Who Have a Telephone)
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