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• Data collection mode 

 

• Contact mode 
 

• Cross between data collection mode and contact mode 
 

• Device mixture 
• Organization provided v. BYOD 

 

• Concurrent v. sequential 
• Order 
• When to change 

 

• Panel v. cross-section 
 

• Software limitations 
 

What does mixed mode really 
mean? 
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• Sampling and Coverage  

• Difference between population represented and target population 
• Web surveys characterizing to full population prone to coverage bias unless 

those w/o Internet access given access  
• Dual frames 
 

• Non-response 
• Value of statistics based on respondent data differ from entire sample data 
• Non-response bias (e.g. age, younger Rs complete web, older Rs complete 

FtF/phone), mode preference 
 

• Measurement  
• Mode effect – how mode impacts error (sensitive questions) (Tourangeau & 

Smith, 1996, Kreuter et al., 2008, Schober et al., 2012)3,4,5 

• Interviewer-administered minimizes item missing data (probing) 

Total Survey Error Framework 
(Groves et al. 2004) 2 
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• Unified mode (Dillman et al., 2014)6 v. affordances of mode 
 

• New or on-going survey 
 

• Mode of administration 
• Agent (self, interviewer, automated) 
• Device considerations 

 

• Definitions/QxQs/Interviewer Instructions 
 

• Answer categories (Schober et al., 2014)7 

 

• Two part questions 
 

• Length 
• Modular (West et al., 2015)8 

• Field Period (Conrad et al., 2014)9 

 

• Grids 

Instrument Design 
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• Recruiting 
• Craigslist, Google AdWords, Facebook and Amazon Mechanical Turk, (Antoun et 

al., in press)10 

 

• Prenotification  
• Varying mode + effect (Couper, 2008) 11 
• SMS text ↑ RR over e-mail or no prenotification (Bosnjak et al., 2008) 12 
• Letter ↑ RR  in survey of physicians (Dykema el al., 2011) 13 
• Letter ↑ participation, only among those providing an e-mail address (Bandilla 

et al., 2012) 14 
• Military population, SMS text may be most effective with younger/mobile; letter 

only condition had no significant impact on participation  (Holland et al., 2015) 15 
 

• Invitation/Reminder 
• SMS invitation is more efficient compared to e-mail in encouraging to survey 

completion via a mobile device (Mavletova & Couper, 2014) 16 
 

• Respondent initiated contact (inbound) 
• SMS Text, E-mail, Website, Mail, Phone, Social Media 

Contacts 
 



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan 



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan 

 
• Restarting/reasking sections due reference periods 

 

• Same instruments different data collection software 
 

• Similar but different instruments 
 

• Paradata 
 

 

Data Management and Analysis 
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