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Gaps in the field 

“The topic of respondent burden is not a neat, clearly defined 
topic about which there is an abundance of literature” (Bradburn, 1978: 
p49)

“Response burden is not a straight forward area to discuss, 
measure and manage” (Jones, 2012: p1)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’d like to start my presentations with two quotes. One is from the an earlier research in 1978. The second one is more recent. Both quotations speak to more or less the same challenges faced with survey methodologists and survey practitioners who study burden.



Gaps in the field 

• Undeveloped conceptualization 
• Lack of good measurement 
• Lack of empirical research on

– What predicts response burden
– The impact of burden on data quality and statistical estimates
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Our review of the literature identified three gaps in the research on burden.
-the conceptualization of burden is not developed. As in the prior slide, sometimes burden is referred to as ‘respondent burden,’ and sometimes ‘response burden.’ Most of the time people just talk about burden without giving a clear definition. 
-Because it is so loosely defined in the field, there is not much development on good measurement of burden. Again researchers measure burden in a wide variety of ways, as I will show you in the next several slides.
-There is also not enough empirical research to examine what really predicts burden and what is the impact of burden on data quality and statistical estimates
-this talk follows up on our AAPOR talk, which is about what predicts burden. And here we will focus on the impact of burden. 



How is burden defined?
Perceived/Subjective Burden

• “…perceived response burden … negative feelings such as annoyance, frustration or 
inconvenience which may be experienced by survey participants” (Frankel, 1980: p1)

• “…respondent burden … the presumed hardships entailed in being a survey participant” 
(Sharp and Frankel 1983: p36)

• “…respondent’s experience…” (Haraldsen 2004: p398)

• “… perception of time and burden associated with the response task” (Giesen 2012: p1-2)

• “[T]he degree to which a survey respondent perceives participation in a survey research 
project as difficult, time consuming, or emotionally stressful…” (Graf 2008: p740)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-as I mentioned earlier, some researchers considered burden as ‘response burden’ and the key words associated with this definition is subjective and perception. 



How is burden defined?
Actual/Objective Burden

• “... characteristic of research activity intervening between the 
survey instrument and response activity which, if increased, 
will decrease the probability of the respondent providing the 
full information required…” (Corbin 1977: p9)

• “… respondent can feel burdened whenever the question
appears either threatening or difficult…” (Warriner 1991: p256)

• “the length of the interview” (Groves et al. 1991: p251)

• “the number and size of the respondent’s tasks” (Hoogendoorn and Sikkel
1998: p189)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Objective burden is defined as one or more objective task characteristic



How is burden measured?
• Characteristics of survey/tasks causing burden

– Length of interview (Groves et al. 1999; Singer et al., 1999; Hoogendoorn, 2004)

– Frequency of interview (Hoogendoorn et al., 1998)

– Difficulty of response tasks (Filton, 1981)

• Rs’ attitude towards and beliefs about surveys
– Self-reports

• Interest in survey (Sharp et al., 1983; Hoogendoorn, 2004; Fricker et al. 2011; 2012)

• Importance of interview (Sharp et al., 1983)

– Interviewer notes
• Rs’ complaint about survey burden (Martin et al., 2011)

• Effects of response burden
– Willingness to be re-interviewed (Sharp et al., 1983; Fricker et all., 2011; 2012)

– Feeling of exhaustion (Stocke and Langfeldt; 2004)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Objective burden tends to be measured through objective task features such as length of interview and frequency of interview
-subjective burden are measured as attitudes towards and beliefs about surveys either through self-reports or interviewer notes.
-sometimes burden is measured as ‘effects of burden’ instead of ‘burden’ itself.



What are effects of response burden?

• Burden measured through objective survey/task characteristics
– Leading to unit nonresponse (e.g., Groves et al. 1999; Rolstad, Adler, and Rydén 2011)

• Burden measured as “perception”
– Leading to panel attrition (e.g., Martin et al. 2001; Fricker et al. 2011)

– Leading to item nonresponse (e.g., Warriner 1991)

– Leading to break-offs (e.g., Galesic 2006)

– Leading to delayed responses (e.g., Giesen 2012)

• Burden measured as “effects of burden”
– Leading to negative evaluations of surveys (Stocke and Langfeldt; 2004)
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Objectives of this talk

• What is the impact of self-reported burdensome feelings on 
data quality?

• What is the impact of self-reported burdensome feelings on 
estimates?
– Estimates of means
– Regression estimates

• What is the cost-error trade-off? 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In this talk we specifically look at people’s self-report of feeling burdensome



Data

• Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey (CE)
– Longitudinal survey conducted by BLS

• Providing information on buying habits of American consumers
– Expenditures, income, consumer characteristics

• Rotation panel design
– Panel members are interviewed every quarter up to five times
– In each interview quarter, 5 panels in different stage of panel life

• Pooled cases who completed their 5th interviews between 
October 2012 and March 2013
– A total of 3,340 cases used
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Burden measured in CE

• 5th interview conducted between October 2012 and March 
2013

• How burdensome was this survey to you?
– Very burdensome (376)
– Somewhat burdensome (909)
– A little burdensome (1049)
– Not at all burdensome (1006)
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Impact of burden on data quality

• Three indirect indicators of data quality
– Number of "Don't Know" responses to expenditure questions 

reported
– Number of "Refused" responses to expenditure questions reported 
– Number of unedited expense items reported
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-we examined three indirect indicators of data quality



Number of “Don’t know” and “Refused” answers 
by Level of burden
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-The blue boxes are the mean number of Don’t Knows by level of budensome feelings and the red ones are the average number of refused -answers.
-It is apparent that people who reported “very burdensome” gave the highest number of Don’t Know answers and refused answers. There is a jump from somewhat burdensome to very burdensome. 
-Respondents who are burdened out provide data of worse quality thanthose who are not burdened out.



Number of unedited expense items reported by 
Level of burden 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-next we look at number of unedited expense items by level of burden. Here we adopt a ‘more is better’ assumption. That is, the more number of expense items reported, the better the data quality.
-We see that people who reported “very burdensome” also reported fewer expense items than those who were not as burdened out. Higher level of burden, again, is associated with data of worse quality.



Impact of burden on reports of expenditure

• Unweighted mean expenditure by level of burden
• Difference between estimates of mean expenditure with and 

without “burdened-out” respondents
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Unweighted mean expenditure by Level of burden
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The figure plots the unweighted mean of total expenditure amount by level of burden. Respondents who reported “very burdensome” reported the second least expenditure in terms of dollar amount. They reported less dollar amount than those who were ‘a little’ or ‘somewhat’ burdened. But surprisingly, they reported more expenditure amount than those who said that they were not at all burdened. 



Unweighted mean expenditure by level of burden 

Total number of expense categories 14
# of expense categories significantly different 
across levels of burden 11
# of expense categories with least
expenditure amount for "very burdensome" 7
# of expense categories with 2nd least 
expenditure amount for "very burdensome" 4

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We also examined expenditure amount by expense categories. There are 14 expense categories in total. For 11 of them, mean expenditure amounts are significantly different from each other by levels of burden. Those who reported the survey to be ‘very burdensome” provided either the least dollar amount or the 2nd least dollar amount.



Impact of burden on weighted mean expenditures
WITH (n=3340) WITHOUT (2904) DIFFERENCE (n=370) UCL LCL

Total Expenditure 8636 8618 19 1138 -1101
Food 1251 1235 16 173 -141
Alcoholic beverages 65 67 -3 8 -14
Housing 2678 2663 15 581 -552
Apparel and services 222 225 -3 37 -42
Transportation 1656 1660 -4 136 -145
Health care 546 546 -1 36 -37
Entertainment 400 397 3 49 -43
Personal care 50 50 0 12 -13
Reading 21 21 -1 2 -3
Education 252 246 6 104 -92
Tobacco 49 51 -2 8 -12
Miscellaneous 106 110 -4 12 -20
Cash contributions 386 391 -5 160 -170
Pensions 956 954 2 182 -178

Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Now, here we examined the impact of burden on weighted estimates.
-the 2nd column shows the weighted mean estimates of expenditure amount (again in dollars) using all respondents
-the 3rd column displays the weighted mean estimates of expenditure amount after excluding those respondents who sais the survey was ‘very burdensome.” this simulates to what happens if we didn’t collect data from burdened-out respondents. 
-the 4th column (in red) is simply the difference. As you can see, the difference is rather small. 
-in other words, excluding burdened out respondents didn’t really move the estimates much. 



Impact of burden on regression coefficients

PSU=1111
DV=log(totexppq)

Model 1 (With “Very
burdensome” cases)

 Model 2 (Without "Very 
burdensome" cases)

Model 3 (All, "very 
burdensome" indicator in the 

model)

B SE B Se B SE

Intercept 7.81 0.16 7.93 0.18 7.81 0.17
60 or older 0.28 0.16 0.27 0.17 0.28 0.16

College or More 0.66 0.14 0.64 0.15 0.66 0.14

Married 0.56 0.16 0.48 0.17 0.56 0.16
Single-person
Household 0.20 0.19 0.13 0.21 0.20 0.19

“Very burdensome” 
Indicator -0.01 0.20
R-Square 0.44 0.39 0.44
n 89 78 89

Presenter
Presentation Notes
-To investigate the impact of burden on muliti-variate relationships, we fit simple regression models to predict expenditure amount with age, education, martial status, and household sizes. This model is for illustration purpose to show what happens to the regression coefficients when respondents who were burdened-out were included vs excluded. 
-Model 1 used all cases.
-Model 2 excluded respondents where felt very burdened.
-model 3 included all cases and added an indicator to flag whether respondents were burdened or not.
-It seems pretty clear that conclusions on the relationships between various predictors and expenditure amount don’t change no matter which model is used. 
-again, it seems to suggest that removing burdened-out cases doesn’t change relationships.



Impact of burden on regression coefficients

Total number of regression models 37

# of models where regression estimates changed significance 
level 7

Presenter
Presentation Notes
-we fit about 37 regression models and only in 7 of them where regression coefficients changed significance levels. But there is no directional changes. 



If “Very burdensome” cases were NOT collected…
With "Very 
burdensome" cases

Without "Very 
burdensome" cases Differences % CHANGE

# of completed interviews 3,340 2,964 376 11.3%

Data collection effort

Total number of attempts 13,294 11,598 1,696 12.8%

Total number of Refusers converted 345 232 113 32.8%

Total number of interview hours 3,764 3,338 426 11.3%

Post-survey processing effort

Total number of "Don't know" to be 
edited/imputed 2,807 2,309 498 17.7%

Total number of "Refused" to be 
edited/imputed 301 120 181 60.1%

Presenter
Presentation Notes
-We’ve shown that very burdened respondents reported more don’t knows and refusals, fewer expenses, and lower expenditure amounts. We’ve also shown that removing ‘very burdened’ respondents doesn’t change weighted mean estimates of expenditure amounts and relationships.
-here we show cost-saving assocciated with not collecting these burdened cases…
-If we decided not to go for those cases who said that the survey was very burdensome,
  -we would get 376 fewer completed cases, a reduction of 11.3% in sample size for analysis
  -but we would also have about 1700 fewer number of attempts required, a saving of 12.8%
  -we would convert 113 fewer refusals, a saving of 32.8% of effort
  -we would spend 426 fewer interview hours, a saving of 11.3% of production effort.
-furthermore, there is also savings on post-survey processing efforts.
  -we would have 498 fewer Don’t knows answers waiting to be edited or imputed, and 181 fewer ‘refused’ answers to be edited or imputed.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
-here we plot both weighted and unweighted estimates of mean total expenditure by call attempts. 
-the differences between including and excluding burdned out cases are rather small and get smaller as more call attempts.



Conclusions

• Respondents who reported “very burdensome” exhibited 
worse response behaviors and produced data of worse quality

• Removing these cases 
– doesn’t seem to change mean estimates
– doesn’t seem to change conclusions from regression models
– could result in cost savings in terms of 

• Number of contact attempts saved
• Number of production hours saved
• Number of items to be edited and/or imputed reduced



THANK YOU!

tingyan@westat.com
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