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Overview

• Previous research: who can be pushed to mail mode? as 
based on the mixed-mode experiment results

• Survey mode preference – introduction

• Description of 2 datasets

• Method – multinomial logistic regression

• Main question: Whether declarations of mode preference are a 
reliable source of information in case of creating mixed-mode 
design based on the model?



Survey Mode Preference

• Discovered by Groves and Kahn in 1979

• Relatively constant preference toward one mode at the expense 
of other

• Conscious?

• Does it even exist? – Relationship between mode of question 
and answer

• Effect on nonresponse (error), measurement error (satisficing?)



Effect of preference on response rate
Kristen Olson, Jolene Smyth, Heather Wood, 2012

OR= 1,38 



Satisficing
Jolene Smyth, Kristen Olson, Alian Kasabian, 2014
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Mode preference 
predictors

(Smyth, Olson and Millar, 2014)

• CATI

• 2008 Nebraska Annual Social 

Indicators Survey



Downsides of NASIS Experiment for 
implementation in polish context
• No face-to-face mode included

• Age – only linear relationship

• No real ‚size of settlement’ variable

• Different context: 

❖norms of hospitality 

❖attitude to strangers

❖sincerity

❖perceived legitimacy of mailed documents

❖access to post offices

❖Internet penetration



Main ways of mode preference research

• Asking about declarations – preference must be conscious, 
mode of question have impact on answer

• Registering choices – in mixed-mode parallel design survey –
giving choice significantly decrease response rate

• Comparing declaration and then response rate between 
experimental groups – panel survey

• Comparing declaration and choices – in panel survey or in two 
similar surveys
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Data

▪European Social Survey 7 Mixed-Mode Experiment in Poland 
(Sztabiński, Sztabiński, 2015) – Behavioral data

▪European Social Survey 8 in Poland (additional set of ‚national 
questions’) – Declaration data



Similarities

• Frame (PESEL – personal register)

• Sampling Design

• Research Institution (ORBS IFiS PAN)

• Main questionnaire



ESS 7 Mix-Mode experiment

• P. Sztabiński 2015 In Poland

• Parallel to main ESS Survey

• Same questionnaire as in ESS7

• Very similar fieldwork period as in ESS7

Sample size 800 ESS7 2715

Response Rate 55,9% ESS7 65,8%



ESS 7 Mix-Mode experiment

• Design:

1. Mailing of both postal questionnaire and link to web 
questionnaire – choice

2. Postal Reminder

3. Face to face Interview

4. Second postal questionnaire with persuasion letter – no web 
choice

• Mixed-mode design was not parallel (not strictly sequential 
either)



ESS 8 in Poland

• Only face-to-face mode

• Additional question in Poland (P1)

If in the future you would be offered participation in a study similar 
to this one, what form of participation would suit you the most

oIn direct personal conversation, like this one

oIn direct conversation, but by phone

oBy filling out the questionnaire sent by post

oBy completing the questionnaire on the website

oOr whether it would be indifferent to you?

Sample size 2675

Response rate 69.63%



Completed interviews

Behavioral data

Choice Frequency Percentage

Face2face 231 55,2

Mail 164 39,1

Web 24 5,7

Total 419 100
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Method

• Multinomial logistic regression

• Socio-demographic variables from frame (PESEL) included only

• Age and Urbanicity treated as categorical variables – nonlinear 
relationships?

• Two bases (declaration and behavioral) merged – variable ‚type of 
data’ included

• Number of included observations – only completed cases stating 
preference toward F2F, mail, web (1918)

• Main question: Whether declarations of mode preference are a 
reliable source of information in case of creating mixed-mode design 
based on the model?



Model (base=F2F) MAIL RRR WEB RRR

Female 2.149** 1.196

Age (base 15-19)

20-24 0.806 1.298

25-34 0.886 0.692

35-44 0.965 0.562*

45-54 1.248 0.322**

55-64 0.964 0.190**

65-74 0.730 0.0637**

75+ 0.332* 0.0464**

Urb (base village)

city <10k 1.330 0.969

city 10-19k 1.859* 2.069*

city 20-49k 1.950** 1.479

city 50-99k 2.456** 3.517**

city 100-199k 1.806* 2.744**

city 200-499k 3.186** 3.363**

city 500k+ 3.547** 7.164**

Type of data (base declarative)

Behavioral data 9.302** 0.620

Constant 0.0332*** 0.174***

** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Multinomial

Logistic

Regression

Pseudo R2=0.1824

Pseudo R2 without

data type variable=0.0938
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Probabilities of preference toward mail mode
Behavioral data
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Conclusion

• Socio-demographic predictors are significant

• But there is huge difference in declaration of mail mode 
preference rate, and mail choices rate

• It is better to gather data from mixed-mode parallel design with 
choice of mode

• To construct effective mixed-mode design with mode pushing
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