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REVISED (with revisions in red) Proposal for Possible Study to Investigate Possible Nonresponse Bias in NMR’s PM Panels 
The revisions stem from decisions by the Subcommittee on Nonresponse Bias (C. Shagrin, chair) of the Council on Research Excellence to increase sample sizes for certain types of households that are sampled in Nielsen’s meter surveys.

Need for a Nonresponse Study

This proposal has been prepared at the request of the Subcommittee of the Council on Research Excellence which is focusing on the issues of Nonresponse and Nonresponse Bias in NMR’s research services.  
This revised proposal is a second revision to an update of a proposal originally written (by Lavrakas) in 2003 about a method to investigate whether there is any meaningful nonresponse error (bias) associated with the level of response rates achieved in NMR’s people meter samples.  Compared to the 2003 proposal, this revision addresses the broader scope of work for this study envisioned by the Subcommittee – i.e., including studying nonresponding households that were “technically difficult (TD)”, not merely focusing on originally refusing households – and also reflects new thinking on my part in the past three years about how to best begin the study Nonresponse Bias.  It also reflects new data collection to investigate “item nonresponse” among cooperating HHs in Nielsen’s people meter panels, which manifests itself as so-called “faulting.” Faulting – which is the opposite of “being InTab” – keeps a HH’s tuning and viewing from being included in a given day’s ratings and therefore is a source of missing data in Nielsen’s meter data.
The need for such a study is a very high priority for the television and advertising industries, as identified by the Subcommittee and by Nielsen, and will begin the multi-year/multi-study process of closing the large gap in knowledge about whether the response rates and daily Intab rates that Nielsen achieves, and its clients appear to expect, are correlated with nonignorable nonresponse bias.  That is, do households that Nielsen samples but from which no tuning and viewing data are gathered (due to various forms of Unit-level Nonresponse) have television tuning and viewing patterns that are meaningfully different from those households that cooperate and comply by joining Nielsen’s samples? And, do households that join Nielsen’s panels but from whom tuning and viewing data are missing (due to faulting) on a daily basis (i.e., they are not Intab on a given day) have tuning and viewing patterns that are meaningfully different from those households that join Nielsen’s panels that rarely or never fault. 
Depending on what were to be found in this and subsequent studies about whether response rates are correlated in meaningful ways with the accuracy of Nielsen’s tuning and/or viewing data and whether faulting is correlated with different patterns of tuning and viewing, Nielsen and its clients can better decide how to allocate finite resources in the future to impact the accuracy of Nielsen’s ratings data.  In the absence of such information about the size and nature of possible nonresponse bias, efforts to raise response rates across Nielsen samples and to reduce faulting –   in particular for key demographic cohorts – may be misinformed, misguided, and counterproductive.
The study proposed herein should be viewed as a significant first step in gaining an understanding of the size and nature of possible nonignorable Nonresponse Bias in Nielsen samples.  Based on the results of this study, it is anticipated that additional studies will be conducted to advance understanding in this critical topic area.

Forming a Partnership between the Subcommittee and Nielsen to Conduct the Proposed Nonresponse Bias Research

It is recommended that the research proposed here, were it funded, be conducted jointly by the Subcommittee and Nielsen Media Research as opposed to having the Subcommittee contract out the research (data collection and analyses) to a third party.  It is my belief that having Nielsen take on the procedural aspects of the data collection and data analysis is the much preferred approach because of the high quality work Nielsen has demonstrated it can do on such research studies and because of the extensive and critical knowledge Nielsen already possesses regarding the issues and procedures that are required for conducting this study successfully.  
Furthermore, the cooperation that Nielsen can reasonably be expected to gain from the households in this study should be greater and at a considerably lower cost than what could be gained by some third party that has had no previous experience with the households. In addition, the cost for conducting this research with Nielsen doing the data collection and data analyses will be considerably less than the costs for a third party because (1) Nielsen already is geared up to do work of this exact nature, (2) I assume that Nielsen will not charge the subcommittee’s funding for the extensive time of the professional staff in Methodological Research and Statistical Research that will be required to plan, implement, and conduct the various stages of the research, and (3) I assume that Nielsen will not inflate any of the costs with any indirect cost charges (e.g., no G&A and/or profit inflators will be applied).
The subcommittee has discussed that it would be prudent to contract some or all of the analyses out to a third party (e.g., U. of Michigan) so as to have an independent assessment of the data. I agree that this is an approach that merits serious consideration, assuming the funding is available. However, I do not advise that the data be analyzed only by a third party, as data analysis of the same dataset can take many different paths and I believe that Nielsen has unique knowledge in this domain and thus is especially qualified to carefully and fully investigate these findings.  

Background on the Issue of Nonresponse Bias

For the past two decades, the survey research community has been challenged to reverse its often-mindless obsession with response rates and to instead focus more on whether a survey’s rate of response/nonresponse is associated with any meaningful – so-called “nonignorable” – Nonresponse Bias.
  
Professor Robert M. Groves, recognized as the top survey methodologist of this era, has put this very simply: “The nonresponse rate is not a good indicator of nonresponse error” (Groves, 1989, p. 182).
   And, it is nonresponse error that ultimately matters, not the nonresponse rate.  Groves’ most recent work on this topic in 2005 reinforces the wisdom of his early advice from the late 1980s.
  By extension, one also can question whether the amount of missing data is correlated with nonignorable item nonresponse error, as it is item nonresponse error that matters, not necessarily the amount of faulting that causes missing tuning and viewing data on a daily basis.
Signifying the continued attention to this issue by the survey research community, a 2003 article in Public Opinion Quarterly – arguably the top professional journal addressing innovations in survey research methods – contained an article on the costs and benefits of improving response rates.
   Those authors stated:

There is a prevailing [but mistaken] assumption in survey research that the higher the response rate, the more representative the sample.  However, given real-world budget constraints, it is necessary to consider whether benefits of marginal increases in response rates outweigh the costs. (p. 126)

In the past five years, three other key articles have reported solid evidence that response rates are not always correlated with nonresponse bias in varied domains, such as attitude measurement, election-day exit poll predictions, and consumer confidence.
  
These findings support what had been a highly “heretical” suggestion that was made in 1991 and 1992 AAPOR papers by Lavrakas, Merkle, and Bauman. These papers called into question whether a large number of callbacks and refusal conversion efforts to raise response rates had any meaningful effect in reducing potential nonresponse bias.  (Of note: There has been a consistent finding across most nonresponse bias studies that although there are statistically significant demographic differences between initial responders [i.e., those most “easy” to reach] and hard-to-reach responders and nonresponders, the data the groups provide on substantive variables often are very similar.  The only such study that I am aware that measured any variable related to television viewing was the Lavrakas et al 1991 paper, which reported that harder-to-contact respondents, on average, viewed significantly fewer hours of television per day than did easier-to-reach respondents.)

Thus, although many appear not to realize it, a survey with a low response rate and/or a lot of missing data does not necessarily mean that there is Nonresponse Bias present.  As I noted in my 1993 book, “If data gathered in a survey are not correlated with whether or not a given type of person responded, then error (bias) due to nonresponse would not exist” (Lavrakas, 1993, p. 3).

Survey nonresponse can occur at the item level or the unit level.  Item-item level nonresponse is what is typically called “missing data;” (in the realm of measuring television tuning and viewing via meter panels, these missing data often are termed “faulting”).  Unit-level nonresponse occurs when no data whatsoever are gathered from a sampled respondent or household.  
Nonresponse bias can also occur at both the item level and the unit level.  Nonresponse Bias is a joint function of:

(a) The amount of unit-level or item-level nonresponse, and

(b) Whether nonresponders and responders differ in any meaning way on the variables of interest.

That is:

              Nonresponse Bias = f [(Nonresponse Rate) x (Difference between Responders
                                                       and Nonresponders)]

Thus, if the unit-level response rate in a survey is 100% (i.e., there is no unit nonresponse) or if complete data are gathered from all respondents, then by definition a survey will not have any (unit-level or item-level) Nonresponse Bias.  Similarly, if sampled Respondents and sampled Nonrespondents in a survey or if those who respond to a specific question vs. those who do not respond to that question are essentially the same on the variables of interest, then there will be no meaningful Nonresponse Bias regardless of the survey’s response rate!
By implication, nonignorable unit-level Nonresponse Bias occurs only when sampled Respondents differ in meaningful ways on variables of interest from sampled Nonrespondents and the response rate is less than 100%.  And, by implication, nonignorable item-level Nonresponse Bias occurs only when respondents who provide data to a specific measure differ in meaningful ways from responders who do not.  For NMR, this means that unless sampled households that participate in meter panels differ in their television viewing behaviors compared to sampled households that do not participate in NMR panels, and/or unless households that are InTab on a given day differ in their television viewing behavior compared to those who fault on a given day then there is no Nonresponse Bias in NMR’s ratings.

Therefore, the purpose of a Nonresponse Bias study would be to investigate whether sampled responders in NMR panels differ in meaningful ways from sampled nonresponders both at the unit and item level.

A final consideration: As noted by Groves and Couper (1998)
, nonresponse is best understood by parceling out the effects associated with the reasons for the nonresponse.  In most surveys, the two primary causes of unit nonresponse are Refusals and Noncontacts.  However, in NMR meter panel recruitment, Noncontact as a cause of unit nonresponse (and thus a possible cause of unit nonresponse bias) is virtually nonexistent.  But, unlike most other surveys, Nielsen has a special cause of unit nonresponse that this proposed research would address.  That cause is what is termed “Technically Difficult” (TD) and occurs whenever a household has television-related equipment that cannot be metered by Nielsen. Thus, for the purposes of this investigatory research into whether or not there is Nonresponse Bias in the tuning and viewing data gathered via Nielsen’s meter panels, the central issues are whether or not Refusing Households and/or TD Households are different from each other in meaningful ways and in turn whether they are different from Installed Cooperating Households.
  In addition, faulting is caused by both set faults and person faults and the methods that are chosen to study whether faulting is associated with item nonresponse bias must take both types of faults into account.
Proposed Nonresponse Bias Study Methodologies

Studying Unit Nonresponse Bias

It is paramount that the study be conducted with a very rigorous methodology because it will need to achieve a very high response rate, especially among nonresponding households in the original NMR panels in order for the data to serve the purposes for which they are needed.
Although there are various other designs that could be proposed to gather the data to begin to address the issue of whether there is Nonresponse Bias in NMR meter panel data, what follows reflects my best judgment of the most cost/beneficial approach to begin this important investigation.  Furthermore, there is no other methodological approach to conducting such a study that I believe merits serious consideration for this initial study.

Sampling.  Three groups of people meter (PM) households will be sampled for the Unit Nonresponse Bias study being proposed:

a. A group of Basic HHs that has recently exited NMR’s PM panels after cooperating in their NMR panel – so-called “FTO HHs;” and
b. Two groups of Basic HHs that were sampled but not measured in NMR PM panels and whose time of eligibility to participate in an NMR PM panel has expired: 
(1)
a group of Basic HHs that refused to cooperate during the life of their respective specs in their NMR PM panel, and
(2)
a group of TD Basic HHs that could not be installed by NMR during the life of their respective specs in their NMR PM panel.  

The credibility of a unit nonresponse bias study requires that a high rate of response be achieved from those HHs sampled for the study.  We know from past experience at NMR, and from an understanding of the survey research literature, that a multimode data collection approach is most likely to achieve a high response rate at the most cost-effective price.  Multimode designs have an additional advantage over single mode designs in that the different modes often are more successful with different types of sampled households/persons, thus each mode contributes significantly and uniquely to the final response rate.

Thus, it is recommended that this study utilize a dual-mode design, starting with a mail survey stage and then deploying an in-person interviewing stage to gather the data from those households that do not respond during the mail stage.

The sample for this study should be (a) a random gross sample of 700 FTO Basic households that have recently exited an NMR people meter panel, (b) a random gross sample of 700 Basic sample households that have refused to participate in an NMR people panel but whose time of eligibility has recently expired, and (c) random gross sample of 300 Basic sample households that were TD and thus were never installed in an NMR people meter panel but whose time of eligibility has recently expired.  
By using Basic people meter households – those that cooperated in their respective panels, those that refused, and those that were TD – and considering the rate at which Basic specs in each group exit the panels, 700 of exiting cooperating and exiting refusing Basic homes and 300 of the exiting TD homes could be sampled for the Nonresponse Bias study over the course of approximately 12 months.  An advantage of this approach is that the households in the Nonresponse Bias study would be geographically dispersed throughout the nation.  But, by making the sampling truly national in scope, it also would make the in-person mode especially costly.  Thus, I would advise that the Subcommittee consider limiting the sampling to a geographically diverse but somewhat restricted number of DMAs. 
The sampling and diversity also should be planned so as to generate enough households with key demographics, in particular Blacks, Hispanics, and < 35 Age of Householder (AOH), so as to represent them adequately for statistical purposes, e.g., having at least 100 completed interviews with Blacks, with Hispanics, and with < 35 AOHs in both the previously cooperating HH group and previously refusing HH group.  

Achieving High Response Rates in the Nonresponse Study. The data collection methodology I am proposing is aimed at achieving at least a 70% response rate from all of the three groups. (That should be relatively easy to achieve with the exiting FTO and the previously TD households.)  Achieving at least a 70% response rate from each group would generate approximately 500 completed questionnaires in the previously cooperating group and the previously refusing group, and approximately 210 from the previously TD group. Those are the numbers I believe will be sufficient to support the statistical comparisons that will be conducted to determine how, if at all, the two primary groups (cooperators vs. refusers) differ.  Achieving at least a 70% response rate from each group also would be impressive to external consumers of the study findings.

The survey would commence by mailing a questionnaire (discussed below) to each household, using standard Best Practices for questionnaire design and mail survey sampling ala Dillman (2000; 1991)
.  Either the female or male householder would be the designated respondent in each household.

Included with the questionnaire in the first mailing would be a $20 noncontingent incentive in a Priority Mail envelop. The cover letter sent to the previously cooperating HHs would explain that upon return of a completed questionnaire an additional Thank You gift of $30 will be mailed back to the respondent.  The cover letter sent to the previously refusing and previously TD HHs would explain that upon return of a completed questionnaire an additional Thank You gift of $50 will be mailed back to the respondent.  After the passage of two weeks, a reminder letter would be mailed to all households that had not yet returned a completed questionnaire to encourage their response.  After the passage of two additional weeks, another mailing would go out via Federal Express to all households that had not responded. The second mailing would include a new questionnaire and an additional $20.  Table 1 shows the incentive structure.
Table 1

Incentives by Data Collection Mode and Group Type

	Group
	Gross Sample
	Noncontingent in 1st Mailing
	Noncontingent in 2nd Mailing
	Contingent for Completion

	Previous Coop HHs
	700
	$20
	$20
	$30

	Previous Refusing HHs
	700
	$20
	$20
	$50

	Previous TD HHs
	300
	$20
	$20
	$50


Table 2 shows the conservative estimate of the response anticipated for each stage of data collection by each group of sampled households.

Table 2
Estimated Response by Group Type

	Group
	Gross Sample
	Response to 1st Mailing
	Response to 2nd Mailing
	Response to In-Person
	Total Response

	Previous Coop HHs
	700
	300
	100
	150
	550

	Previous Refusing HHs
	700
	200
	100
	200
	500

	Previous TD HHs
	300
	100
	50
	60
	210


Thus, a total of approximately 600 households are expected to respond to the first mailing (35%), approximately another 250 to the second mailing (15%), and data from at least another 410 households will need to be successfully gathered via the in-person mode (24%), yielding approximately a 74% response rate overall.

The in-person interviewing mode would commence after a cadre of highly skilled interviewers is adequately trained.
  As has been done with great effect in our recent LPM Prepack Enum in-person interviewing, these interviewers would carry the contingent cash incentive (i.e., $30 or $50) with them to immediately reward the respondent upon her/his completion of the in-person questionnaire. 
The timing of the proposed data collection would be approximately 15 months.  This is due to needing approximately 12 months of exiting HHs from which to draw the samples and then needing approximately a three month field period to survey each month’s samples – six weeks for the mail stage, followed by another six weeks for the in-person-stage. 
As noted above, the sampling of exiting FTO Cooperating households and expiring Refusing and TD households would need to spread out over a year+ period in order to be able to gather data from adequate numbers of each type of HH.  Thus, the explanation (above) of how a high response rate will be achieved must be understood as a process that would be played out over time using a number of monthly subsamples of Cooperating, Refusing and TD households from NPM and LPM panels.  

Questionnaire.  I recommend to the Subcommittee that the questionnaire for this study would have four basic types of questions:

1. Media exposure/consumption, in particular television-related behaviors and attitudes
2. Lifestyle and Psychographics, in particular consumption and expenditure behaviors and attitudes
3. Demographics, including personal and family characteristics, and television-viewing equipment and technologies present in the home

4. As noted below in more detail, data should also be gathered within Cooperating households to investigate patterns of behavior associated with faulting. 

The final decision of what to focus on and include in the questionnaire, of course, will remain with the Subcommittee.  
The purpose of these measures is to have a diverse set of data to investigate how, if at all, NMR PM Cooperators differ from NMR PM Refusers and TD HHs.  This information, in turn, will offer an important first insight into whether and how the television viewing choices of Cooperators differs from those of Refusers and those in TD homes. Were such differences to exist, it would shed light of the likely nature of Nonresponse Bias in the actual NMR people meter panel tuning and viewing data.

The self-administered version of the questionnaire that is to be mailed to the household would be formatted using Best Practices standards in questionnaire design ala Dillman. This includes printing the questionnaire in an attractive and easy-to-use booklet format. It also includes printing it in both English and Spanish; two versions, not one bilingual version. A postage-paid self-return mailer would be included each time a questionnaire is mailed.
For the study of unit nonresponse bias, the questionnaire would start with a series of standard media usage questions that easily would engage the respondent and would include measures of the amount of daily television viewing, radio listening, newspaper and magazines reading, and Internet usage. It also would gather standard “Uses and Gratifications’ measures about television and newspapers (and possibly the other media types) to determine whether people are drawn to each medium for primarily for Information and/or Entertainment motives.  The series of media questions also would contain items about the type of telecommunications technology present in the home, self-reported behaviors about the type of television programming watched, and possibly some select attitudes about the role of television in one’s life.

The next section of the questionnaire would be a series of lifestyle and other psychographic measures.  This series would include leisure time preference measures, basic consumption/expenditure measures, some basic political attitude measures, and some personality measures (e.g., extraversion/ introversion, need for cognition, locus of control).

The questionnaire would end with a series of standard demographic measures about the respondent and her/his household.  In all, the questionnaire would take an average of 20-30 minutes to complete.

Other Data.  Two other types of data will be gathered/used in this study.  

One is observational data that will be gathered by the in-person interviewers about each sampled household at which a completed interview is not achieved; e.g., the type of housing unit and an estimate of the Socio-Economic Status of the household and block.  These variables also will be recorded about all households that complete the questionnaire in-person.  In addition, in all cases in which the respondent refuses an in-person interviewer, basic observable demographic attributes of the person or persons at the door (e.g., gender, race, age, language, etc.) will be recorded.  

The second type of data is block group level Claritas data that indicates the Census characteristics of the block group and zipcode in which the sampled household is located. These data will be assembled for all households that are mailed the questionnaire.
Analyses.  The primary dataset that will be created from this proposed methodology would have approximately 550 completed questionnaires from respondents in households that were recently in an NMR panel, approximately 500 from respondents in households that refused to join an NMR panel, and approximately 210 from respondents in TD households.  These data will be supplemented by block group level Claritas/Census data pegged to the block group and zipcode in which each respondent lives. These areal-level data will serve the purpose of helping to statistically control for possible differences between the various households in the dataset that are not reflected by the data gathered via the questionnaire, as well as being of interest in their own right.

The multivariate analyses that will be performed on this primary dataset are those that essentially will identify whether or not NMR panel Cooperators differ in meaningful ways from NMR panel Refusers and NMR TD homes. 

A second important dataset will be built using the entire 1,700 sampled households.  All other data that is known about the households including what the in-person interviewers recorded plus the Claritas block group data will be included in this second database.  

The multivariate analyses that will be performed using this second database will provide insights into the nature of the anticipated 25%-30% of the households from which data were not gathered in this Nonresponse Bias study.  That information will be valuable in providing further insights into (a) the differences between the three groups of NMR HHs and (b) the validity of the Nonresponse Bias Study and its execution.

Estimated Costs.   The estimated incremental cost for this study is in the range of $360K-$400K.  This does not include the NMR person-time that will be required to plan, implement, and complete the analyses and other work on the study.  I propose that I should serve as Project Director on the Nonresponse Bias study and would estimate that it will require approximately 20% of my time over the duration of the project.

The incremental costs is comprised of the following:

1,700 1st mailings (postage, incentive, materials) @ $27


  $45,900

1,100 2nd mailings (postage, incentives, materials) @ $30


  $33,000

In-person interviewing for 850 HHs @ $200




$170,000

Contingent incentives, 550 HHs @ $30 and 710 HHs @$50

  
  $52,000


Claritas block level and zipcode level databases



  $30,000


Misc. expenses (e.g., data processing reminder postcards, 
postage for mailed incentives)
  




  $30,000
Adding a 10% contingency increment puts the total estimated cost, were NMR to conduct the research, at near $400,000.  These costs do not cover any of the cost of NMR Meth Research and Stat Research professional staff, which I assume would not be billed to the Subcommittee’s budget (but that is not my decision to make).
Timing.  This project, from conceptionalization through completion of the final report will take approximately 1.75-2.0 years to carry out: 3-4 months of planning, 15 months of data collection, and 3-4 months of analyses.

If the data collection is contracted out, that likely would extend the total project time an additional four to six months.


Studying Item Nonresponse Bias

Two types of data will be used to study whether faulting is associated with nonresponse bias within cooperating/installed Nielsen people meter panel households.

Using Data from the Nonresponse Bias Questionnaire. The first type of data will be self-reported data gathered in the questionnaire used in the unit level nonresponse bias study described above.  These data will be measures of various behavioral patterns within the cooperating households thought to be associated with person faulting and other possible sources of bias associated with using a people meter (e.g., button-pushing requirements).  Nielsen has begun to conduct surveys to measure such variables and some of these questions might be chosen by the subcommittee to use in this study of item nonresponse.
These questionnaire data would be supplemented by Nielsen data about the faulting history for each household that completed a questionnaire.  Such faulting history data also would be generated for HHs that cooperated in the Nielsen panels but did not complete the questionnaire in the mail or in-person survey stages described above.  

Using Faulting History Data form Nielsen Panels.  An additional study could be conducted as part of this initial investigation into possible item-level nonresponse bias in NMR panels.  This study would use data from NMR panels and compare tuning and view from low faulting HHs with tuning and viewing from high faulting HHs.  This could be done separately within demographic cohorts, e.g., separately for Black HHs, Spanish-Dominant households, Asian households, Size 5+ households, etc. And/or it could be done using these demographic characteristics as variables in a large multivariate analysis. 
Costs.  Assuming that Nielsen agrees to support the work of the subcommittee without charging the CRE funding for the extensive staff time that would be required to conduct the research set forth in this proposal, there should be no appreciable incremental costs to CRE funds associated with the additional research into the relationship between faulting and item-level nonresponse bias.  The only costs that could be anticipated is if the extra questions that were added onto the questionnaire used with cooperating households led to the need to use higher incentives to gain the 70%+ response rate sought from this group of Basic households.  Whether this will be necessary seems unlikely as these HHs already cooperated with Nielsen as panel members and experience has shown that they usually are quite willing to participate after they exit their panel in other NMR studies. Thus, using a longer questionnaire with them may well not require any need to increase the amount of incentives or other data collection costs.
Timing. The separate study using NMR tuning and viewing data to study fault history would be such that that study could be conducted simultaneously with the main survey, and in fact should be completed while the main study data collection is taking place.  However, by adding the new data related to faulting to the dataset that will be created for the main study, 2-4 months of additional time is anticipated to conduct all the additional analyses.
� Nonresponse Bias is one of two forms of Nonresponse Error, the other being Nonresponse Variance.  Nonresponse Bias is error that is constant/directional, as opposed to Nonresponse Variance, which is variable in nature.  Non-response Bias occurs when a sample survey measure (e.g., amount of television viewing in the sample) is consistently too high or too low compared to its “true” value in the population of interest.
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� Groves, R. M. and Couper, M. P.  (1998) Nonresponse in Household Interview Surveys, New York: John Wiley & Sons.


� The Subcommittee may chose to eliminate the focus on TD households based on the expectation that with A/P metering Nielsen will be substantially reducing this as a cause of nonresponse.


� It is recommended that this first study be restricted to people meter households so as not to dilute the results with meter market households.  Subsequent studies can include meter market households if that is judged to be a priority.


� Dillman, D. A. (2000) “Mail and Internet Surveys: The Tailored Design Method”, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.; Dillman, D. A. (1991) “The Design and Administration of Mail Surveys” Annual Review of Sociology, 17, 225 - 249.


� If NMR does the data collection, these interviewers, including several bilinguals, would be the same cadre that is being used to do the LPM Phase 1 In-Person Prepack interviewing.  From my observation of these interviewers, I believe they certainly have the skill level to be very successful in the in-person mode of a Nonresponse Bias study. 





PAGE  
1
Nonresponse Bias Study Proposal v2
Lavrakas:  February 20, 2006

_1083046058

