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Abstract:

Researchers are more and more interested in th&bpibg of using mobile web for
completing surveys, because they have observed sihraie respondents already try to
complete web surveys via mobile devices, even wthenis unintended. However, there is
only little evidence of how large is the need foobite surveys nowadays (in general and,
mostly, in different countries) and what is the gutiality of using mobile web in survey
completion. This lack of knowledge is even more amant in the frame of commercial
panels that do not provide mobile devices to pedgleey do not have them at their disposal
yet. In this chapter, data from the Netquest onpiagel, collected in a wide set of countries
(Spain, Portugal and Latin American countries), ased in order to evaluate what is the
current need to offer web panellists the optiontabing part in surveys via mobile devices.
Revilla et al. (2014) studied the spread of smamgs and tablets among the Netquest
panellists and examine to which kind of devicesptedave prevalently access to. However,
they show that a large proportion of panellistsehaecess to several devices (PC and mobile).
Therefore, their participation through mobile tswvey not only depends on the access but
also on their preferences. Thus, we go one stépdiuand we evaluate how common is the
use of mobile devices in current Netquest survdlext, we look at the willingness of the
panellists to participate in surveys specificallgapted to mobile devices. Finally, we
compare the propensity of respondents to partieipat survey by computers rather than by
mobile devices, when the choice between the twmgtis available. This overview of what
is the current situation is a first important steporder to determine which strategies
commercial online panels should develop in therutar the mobile devices surveys.



1. Introduction

Online surveys in the last years had become noy anlgenerally recognized and
substantial way to involve respondents, but alsp,nbw, an increasingly unavoidable
standard method for data collection (Couper, 20@dman, 2007). Moreover, with the
recent spread of mobile access to the Internetjskeof mobile Internet for surveys is seen as
a “natural extension of the present use of onlinereys and of the trends towards self-
administration and technology use in survey methago|...] (Couper, 2008b)” (Fuchs and
Busse, 2009, p. 22). This evolution generates aflaesearch interest, proved by several
papers and books about mobile use in survey rdseamtong others, see Couper (2013), de
Bruijne and Wijnant (2013), Callegaro (2010), Fuahdl Busse (2009), Fuchs (2008). In fact,
the involvement in surveys of respondents that made of the new mobile technologies
highlights the need to study new methodology issam$ challenges, as well as the new
potentialities, advantages and drawbacks linkedhi® kind of access to the web and of
survey participation.

The main advantages of mobile access underlinegréyious research (e.g. Fuchs and
Busse, 2009Kreuter, Presser and Tourangeau, 2008; Yeager.,eR@l1; de Bruijne and
Wijnant, 2013; Bosnjak et al., 2008) are the follogv all the pros of self-administered
surveys (for example, the absence of the intervieth@at sometimes could increase the bias
of collected data, e.g. when the survey includesiiee topics), an a-synchronous mode of
interview (Hancock, Thom-Santelli and Ritchie, 2)0#he drop of survey’'s costs (if
compared to traditional face-to-face or telephoneeys), the reduction of some sampling
problems (a RDD-like random selection procedurelmamnised), the availability of tools such
as text messaging to pre-notify the survey, a lonahdependent survey completion;
moreover no significant differences were registdretiveen mobile devices (i.e. smartphones
and tablets, in the following of this paper) andsRiCe. both fixed-PCs and laptops, from here
on) surveys in terms of evaluation of questionndiféculty, interest and enjoyment of the
respondent (de Bruijne and Wijnant, 2013).

Thus, taking into consideration both the listedaadages and the increasing importance of
the use of mobile devices, the necessity to unaledstvhether traditional survey tools (such
as the questionnaire) need to be adapted to thedegiges emerges clearly. The different
characteristics of the hardware (e.g., the sizéhefscreen, or the use of mouse) used in
participating to a web survey through tablets oagphones (rather than by PCs) suggested
that at least an adaptation of the survey tootheanew devices was extremely needed. A lot
of researchers focused on this topic, comparing riees devices’ characteristics with
traditional web surveys’ tools (Peytchev and Hi2010), studying how to adapt
guestionnaires to new devices (Boreham and Wijri2013), or, more in general, evaluating
the quality of data collected through mobile desi¢¢/ells, Bailey and Link, 2014 and 2013;
de Bruijne and Wijnant, 2013; Mavletova, 2013; &tm, 2013).

The amount of research developed to study how &ptadleb surveys tools to the new
mobile mode is linked to one of the main drawbagksnobile web surveys: in planning a
survey, some additional time is needed for adagtiegsurvey tools to the mobile devices, if
one wants (or needs) to involve respondents thed abke these devices. Thus, even if,
similarly to web surveys, the new mobile mode can dost saving in comparison to
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traditional survey modes, it asks for big investtedin terms of research time and money) to
adapt web surveys’ traditional tools to new mobikeds. The large number of different
devices (and brands of devices) that can be usedrteipate to an online survey does not
help at all in reducing these investments. Moreogeen if the device is the same (e.g., two
smartphones), different answer’s options can bdabta for the respondent (e.g. depending
on the models; Maxl and Baumgartner, 2013 highdightow much the typology of mobile
devices can vary on a population of students ofGhez University). Nevertheless, the costs
of mobile web surveys need still to be further gdd

In addition to this, the involvement of mobile assdor survey participation is linked to
other drawbacks highlighted by some authors (seegkxample: de Bruijne and Wijnant,
2013; Peytchev and Hill, 2008; Zhang et al., 20@8ually low response rates are obtained
with mobile mode (Fuchs and Busse, 2009; Bech aridtdfisen, 2009) the currently
expansive mobile subscription fares (if comparethialline costs) can discourage the use of
mobile devices to participate to surveys (howewese costs are gradually decreasing); the
current lack of technological sophistication of ®uof the potential respondents that own a
mobile device can limit the participation to sursey can affect the quality of collected data
(the importance of this phenomenon is also more @uotde reducing); the respondent’s
cognitive processing and comprehension of the guestcan be affected by the location
(Peytchev and Hill, 2010); the characteristics ahbite devices (e.g. size of the screen) can
also cause some limitations (e.g., visibility, $iimg pages, zooming, breakoffs)in
comparison to other traditional modes, a lower camment of respondents is observed (and,
consequently, respondents get increasingly fatigaed distracted, as the questionnaire
progresses); the perceived and objective duratma for the survey completion is longhre
to several reasons (more effort asked to resposdémwer loading speed of web pages,
slower wi-fi connection, more difficult task hanl; see de Bruijne and Wijnant, 2013);
similarly to other survey modes, results of molsileveys can be affected by coverage error
and/or coverage bias, depending on the involvegetgropulation/ sample (Fuchs and Busse,
2009).

Summing up, it emerges clearly that the involven@nmnobile access in web surveys is
linked to important advantages, but also to noligéde drawbacks. Thus, on one hand, the
development of mobile web access and the spreatbbile devices can provide researchers
with a lot of new and mostly unexplored opportlestiOn the other hand, this also generates
a lot of new methodology issues to be faced andeawer, it asks for bigger investments in
terms of time and costs to plan and adapt sunakiag into account the new devices. Our
main research question arises from here: seematie-off between pros and cons, is it worth

! In particular, the authors attribute the low resgmrate mainly to one practical reason: many regts
directly log in to the survey questionnaire throubé link included in the invitation email, thatrizostly read
on PC. This makes it difficult for respondents, revié they are asked to, to switch to another device
Nevertheless, to solve this issue, an invitationugh a text message can be used, instead, sktoméssages
are mostly read on mobile devices.

2 Regarding the drawbacks linked to the main charistics of mobile web surveys, further informatizan
be found in the following papers: Bosnjak et aDX2); Wells, Bailey and Link (2013); Buskirk and dms
(2012); Guidry (2012); Callegaro (2010); Chae arndh K2004); Couper et al. (2004); Jones, Buchanah an
Thimbleby (2003); Watters, Duffy and Duffy (2003pnes, et al. (1999).
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it to face the bigger investments asked to adaptstirveys to the new mobile devices? In
particular, in the framework of online panels, ddopanel agencies put more effort to take
into account the “mobile web” population?

Currently, it is still not clear how important ahdw large is the real need for mobile web
surveys, and if this need is felt similarly in @ifént countries. Moreover, the potentialities of
using mobile web in survey completion are stillo® fully explored. Revilla et al. (2014)
studied the access to mobile devices using data fre Netquest panel, an online access
panel (non-probability based) that covers a wideo$ecountries: Spain, Portugal and five
other Latin American countries (for further infortica, see www.netquest.com). In the seven
considered countries, a large majority of panallisho own at least one mobile device was
observed (80.6%). Therefore, the potential respaisdey means of mobile devices are
numerous, even more if we take into account patelthat do not own a device, but have
access to it (for example, 16.3% of panellists thmtnot own a tablet has access to it; the
same percentage for smartphones is 5.7%). Moreaveéhe same study, the authors show
that a large group of panellists (78%, at the ayerievel) have access to more than one
device (considering fixed PCs, laptops, tabletssmartphones), whereas only 20.3% of
panellists own only one kind of device (and onl§%.does not have a device at all). This
means that, when they have to answer to a sunagllsts can choose between the different
devices they have at their disposal to completd suask. Thus, the need of adapting surveys
to mobile devices is also linked to the prefereatcpotential respondents for participating to
surveys through mobile devices. If everybody wquigfer to answer through a PC (fixed PC
or laptop) even when they own a mobile device watkernet connection, then there would be
no need to adapt surveys. The findings of Fuchs Busse (2009) seem to confirm this
suspect: analysing many countries, they conclutiadl it was “not clear yet whether the
accessibility of potential respondents and theralsgonous character of mobile web surveys
actually translates into high response rates” {p. 3

Therefore, in this paper, we go one step furtheingiagain data from the Netquest access
online panel: we study the current preferencesafswering surveys through mobile devices
within the agency’s panellists. In particular, wg tb understand how much these preferences
really translates to an actual choice towards repkaind, thus, to a need for providing
panellists with the possibility to answer web sys/by means of mobile devices. Our goal is
to start filling in the gap due to the current laxfkknowledge. Analysing the current situation,
our main purpose is to provide access online pawéls a more complete and detailed
description that can be useful to define their feitsirategies about the role of mobile devices
in their surveys.

In section 2, we review the literature about thefgnrences shown by potential respondents
in filling online surveys through mobile devicedoat the tolerance of panellists for these
devices and for other kind of tasks (e.g. takingyses or sharing GPS position), and about
the impact of the involvement of unintended mobdspondents on the representativeness of
a certain target population. In sections 3 newawes are provided, analysing the panellists’
preferences for completing surveys using mobil@tber devices. In section 4 we compare
the characteristics of different groups of resposiea preliminary step to evaluate the
impact of the use of mobile devices on the reprasieness of a certain survey. In section 5,
we provide some elements of discussion and comigsi
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2. Theneed for mobilein online panels: literaturereview

The mobile Internet penetration increased from 72@08 to 29% of 2013 and it is
forecasted to overtake the fixed-broadband penetrat 2017 (Statista, 2014). According to
Smart Insights (2014), the mobile usage curremhyesents 25% of the overall web usage, on
a worldwide basis. StatCounter GlobalStats (20i)stntially confirms these findings,
stating that the mobile web usage reached 29.8%¢iober 2014 (+25.5 percentage points, in
comparison to January 2011). Due to the quick as®eof the mobile Internet rate on the total
traffic, Bruijne and Wijnant (2014) expect a likes@i increase in access to online surveys
using mobile. The growing importance of the newdkof access to the web (and the new
kind of potential participation to a web surveyyshas the researchers to define a new kind of
respondent, the “unintended mobile respondetttis defined as a respondent that attempts to
participate to a web surveys using mobile deviedgn the survey is designed for PC and not
adapted for mobile browsers (i.e., for smaller ldigg).

However one should bear in mind that owning or hgwaccess to a mobile device or to
Internet does not mean using it. A Nielsen Mob26Q8) study shows that in 2008 in the US
there were 95 million of mobile subscribers (37%l& total population) that paid to have an
access to the mobile Internet, but that only 40ionilsubscribers (15,6%) were active users
of mobile Internet services (using these at leagteoon monthly basis). An analogous
situation is observed in other countries: in 2007taly the access to the web was covering
34% of the population, but the mobile web usage was only 11.9%; in Spain this rate was
also quite low (10.8%), if compared to the genémtdrnet access (35%); in France the web
usage rate was 9.6%, and in Germany it was 7.4%%) #\uhe Internet access coverage was,
respectively, 25% and 20% (Nielsen Mobile 2008)sItrue that these differences between
the two rates are becoming narrower, but it is alsar thanhot everyone who has access to
mobile devices and/or to Internet, actually usesrtto surf the web.

Moreover, actively using a mobile device does nbmnatically imply a willingness to use
it for participating to surveys. Thus, to answepto research question, we should study if the
spread of both the Internet coverage and the melsle access are also moving in the same
direction as the use of mobile devices to answeregs. Again: is it worth it to face the
investments introduced in the introduction? Or oeslents still prefer to participate to web
surveys accessing the Internet by their PCs, efighely have a mobile device at their
disposal?

3 Other synonymous are “unintended mobile respotsferfWells, Bailey, and Link, 2013) and
“unintentional mobile response” (Peterson, 201Bdr more details about the phenomenon of “unirgend
mobile response”, see the two papers listed above.
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2.1 Preferences

The willingness to participate to a web survey lybite devices is not only a question of
being a mobile user, but it is also strongly linkedather factors. Several authors, from Fuchs
and Busse (2009) to Millar and Dillman (2012), stddthe factors that could encourage the
mobile responding process. They found that the latkechnological sophistication of
potential respondents and the expensive paymens @atablished by telephone companies
could discourage the participation to surveys byieadevices. Statistics Netherlands (2012)
confirms these findings: in the Netherlands abdo4of Internet users do not use mobile
devices to access to the web because they areed@pout the connection’s costs. Also the
Eurobarometer (2012) found that about 43% of mdlbilernet users limit their access to the
web mainly due to concerns about charges. Nevedbglboth phenomena of lacking
technological sophistication and of high connectioats are recently losing their importance,
and in this field of research there is currentlgck of practical experience.

On the other hand, some other factors that canenfle the willingness to participate to a
survey through mobile devices include: the enjoyimeerceived by the respondents, the
perceived trustworthiness, the behavioural attgutlee self-congruity (Bosnjak, Metzger and
Graf, 2010), and the perceived enjoyment and use$s! (Verkasalo et al., 2010). In addition,
the possibility to participate to surveys from dmyd of location is generally considered very
important. Nevertheless, at this regard de Brugng Wijnant (2013) in a panel’s study found
no significant difference between the percentadgseople filling in a questionnaire at home
by mobile devices rather than by PC. In fact, tlagamity of respondents participated at home,
even if having a mobile device at their disposalordbver, a similar percentage of
respondents in family settings was registered @2.With no significant difference between
mobile and PC web access.

Even if the new type of respondent (unintended meoldspondent) and the factors that
push him/her to participate to web surveys throomibile devices have still to be studied in
depth, it is clear, seen the increasing populasitithe new devices, that it is also more
“necessary than ever to monitor how people accekseosurveys” (de Bruijne and Wijnant,
2014). Moreover, mobile web respondents are corsidmostly progressive forerunners in
adopting new technology, and, as technology mattinesmobile web penetration should rise
fast, helping the spreading of the unintended neolib response. So even if currently the
phenomenon of (unintended) mobile respondents eastilb considered in its early stage, we
can expect that it will soon be impossible to negiis impact.

Overall, the first findings about this topic shawat the participation to surveys by mobile
devices is indeed quickly increasing over the yastrs. In 2010, Callegaro analysed the rate
of mobile responses in a customer satisfactionesutliat involved some countries in Asia,
North America and Europe: an increase from 1.2 &@was observed. Other authors
confirmed that, in general, mobile involvement saia surveys are increasing (see, for
example, Toepoel and Lugtig, 2014). Neverthelesgjying the mobile response rate by
means of a GESIS Pilot Panel, Poggio, Bosnjak asglandt (2013) noticed a non-significant
growth between 2011 and 2012 (8 waves): the rasedafrom 2.8 to 4.2%. Bruijne and
Wijnant (2014) studied two online probability bas@dénels in the Netherlands: the
CentERpanel and the Longitudinal Internet StudsesgHe Social sciences (LISS). They found
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a stable difference of about 7 percentage poinisdmn general mobile traffic (StatCounter;
average of 6.3% increase) and mobile web respdiS& (panel; average of 5.9% increase).
Nevertheless, overall the majority of studies agneth the Toepoel and Lugtig (2014)
findings: the participation to surveys by mobilesides is indeed quickly increasing over the
last years. Just to make a further example, dejrigriand Wijnant (2014) show that in the
LISS panel the unintended mobile completion (i.empletion of surveys by unintended
respondents) of web questionnaires increased frd% 3 March of 2012 (including 0.4%
through smartphones and 2.6% through tablets) 18940n September of 2013 (including
1.6% through smartphones and 9.3% through tablés).analogous rise was observed
considering the CentERpanel data: the same pegeeimareased from 3% to 16% between
February 2012 and October 2013, mostly due toritreduction of new young panellists in
the group. The authors also found that the grovtth@® unintended mobile access rate was
mainly due to tablets, and not to smartphones.r&hnsons for this should be further studied:
is it due to small screens of smartphones, rath@onditions more similar to the PC ones
(sitting, stationary, etc.) with tablets?

Furthermore, the impact of unintended mobile respas even more relevant taking into
consideration that the switch to mobile devicesdsleaded by the researchers, but rather by
the respondents themselves; in fact, this switalidcbe done without the researchers being
aware of it, or, sometimes, without them even atiegpt. More details about the unintended
mobile respondents can be found in Peterson (281@)Nells, Bailey and Link (2013).

Besides, looking at the unintended respondent&rdgne and Wijnant (2014) also used
data from a survey where respondents were askeat &heir preferred device in order to
complete several tasks. In this paper the autstugying the CentERpanel data (year: 2012),
compared the preferred devices of respondents dib wiebsites or to complete surveys.
Among all interviewed, the fixed PC was largelyfpreed for both visiting websites (48%)
and completing surveys (47%). The laptop was tlwerse choice for both the first activity
(39%) and the second one (36%). On the other haitet and smartphone showed lower
preferences: 11% of respondents declared to pradats to visit website or complete survey
(same percentages); whereas 1% and 2% of resperatewed a preference for smartphones
to, respectively, visit websites and complete sysv@hese figures seem to show that the
preferences for participating to surveys by moldkevices are currently quite low: the
favourite devices are still PCs, but in our opinibare are several other problems and issues
connected with this topic that need to be clarified

First of all, in several studies a not negligiblwup of respondents already shows its
preference for mobile devices, even when unintendaa we really neglect this group? More
studies are needed, first to better define the adhteristic of this group and, second, to
understand if it is becoming larger, simultaneouslith the spread and the growing
importance of mobile devices. At this regard, tineiihgs of the research of Mavletova (2013)
are also interesting: the author observe a respoaige for mobile web lower than for
computer web (this could be considered a partiaficoation of the results of de Bruijne and
Wijnant, 2014, shown above); however, in the samgep it is also suggested to carefully
study the relationship between general mobile h@keusage and mobile survey completion,
because, seen the different response rate, itssilje that the two aspects are mostly linked
to two different groups (and types) of users.
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Second, some potential respondents already affithmtcthey would prefer to use mobile
devices for surveys participation, if the surveywdobe adapted accordingly. For example,
Baker-Prewitt (2013) shows that the percentagenmdirgphone respondents that prefer to
participate to surveys on a smartphone is sigmflgahigher, if the survey is adapted. Thus,
how many of this group of potential respondents ld/dne lost if we do not provide them with
a “mobile option” and/or with a mobile-adapted sy

These are all topics that should be further stydaed we will try to answer to some of
these patrtially still unexplored questions in s&T3.

2.2 Tolerance

When respondents have to participate to a web gsintbeir involvement is driven not
only by their preferences for a specific mode ovicks but also by their tolerance for a
certain mode/device. With the term “tolerance” weam that, even if the device is not the
respondents’ first choice, if the researchers eipliask them to answer the survey through
this device, they will accept to do it. At this eed, de Bruijne and Wijnant (2013) found that
sometimes it is difficult to persuade people to specific devices, even when they are
specifically requested to do so: despite askedseoauPC, around 12% of respondents used
tablets, and, although asked to use mobile devie®8p used a PC. At least part of the
unintended mobile respondents may not really redhat the switch to a different device can
affect the contents/quality of their answers or dnewering process itself. They do not feel
like they are not respecting the panel engagemges,ras long as they answer to the
proposed questionnaire. Therefore, the authorsestigp carefully monitoring the mode
actually used by respondents, for example usingnaatic way to detect the mode of
participation. In addition to this, they recommetodnot completely rely on respondents’
answers about the completion mode, because thegedptfor example, that respondents
estimated their mobile device use higher, whennteqpis done using a mobile device.

Moreover, Baker-Prewitt (2013) highlighted challeaglinked to mobile surveys,
especially when respondents are requested by Heaneghers to use a certain device: the
evaluation of the survey participation’s qualitypexience can indeed be different, if the
respondents choose to take a survey on a mobileedeather than if they are asked to do so.
These preliminary results suggest that respondeémtaot only have preference for some
devices, but that some of them can be completelyantially “intolerant” to some devices:
they can dislike the idea of participating to aveyrby mobile devices, or even that refuse to
use them, even if they have access to them, wiegnafe requested to do so.

If we want to encourage the respondents to answemabile devices, some authors
suggest providing with these devices those who aloown one (for example, this is the
strategy adopted in Peytchev and Hill, 2010, Sweeamel Crestani, 2006, and Scagnelli and
Bristol, 2014). Nevertheless, de Bruijne and Win@013) recommend conducting surveys
using respondents’ own mobile devices, and not idnog them with mobile device by
researchers. This may also be seen as a way taeethe proportion of intolerant
respondents: probably more respondents will actemnswer through their own mobile
device than through one that was given to themfjusthis purpose. In fact, the answering
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process should be much easier for them, becaugeatieeused to manage with their own
device.

Besides, mobile devices have features that allosvrdsearchers to get information in
different ways than the classic surveys methods.ifance, it is possible to track the GPS
position of panellists and get information abowithmovements. This information could be
used to survey respondents at a specific momemt arspecific space (e.g., just when they
get out of the store, such that their memory altbatexperience is still fresh) or to obtain
further information about their behaviour. For exden Giannotti and Rinzivillo (2014),
using mobility data such as the call detail recdrdsn mobile phones and the GPS tracks
from car navigation devices, studied the pattefnsolective movement behaviour trying to
identify specific subgroups of travellers. AnotHeature that generates a lot of research
interest is the possibility to ask panellists tadeictures, e.g. of the place where they are, or
of their fridge, or of the receipts of the superkesr By means of mobile devices, this and
similar tasks became very easy to do. Therefofghate new attractive features of mobile
devices could provide researchers with new intergsbols and possibilities. These are some
of the reasons why so much interest was arousedand research activity was stimulated in
the last years. However, there is still little kiedge about both these new possibilities and
the willingness of respondents to complete thes&staScagnelli and Bristol (2014), for
example, by means of a pilot research, study tinécjgation and tolerance for using mobile
devices over time to gather the consumer behavomgitudinally. The monitored activity is,
in particular, the mobile barcode scanning of comsuproducts.

2.3 Impact on representativeness

In their 2014 paper, de Bruijne and Wijnant fouhdttsome variables were predicting the
preference for a certain device to complete survegs example, the tablet preference is
mostly linked to age, gender, working status, levekducation and housing composition,
whereas the preference for smartphones is cordelatéh age and education degree.
Moreover, at a general level, those provided withae advanced interface and those using
smartphones frequently (to read emails, for examplere more likely to participate to
surveys. These results suggest that probably theacteristics of mobile respondents can be
quite different, in comparison to the group thatigre likely to participate to surveys through
fixed PCs or laptops. So a first arising questisndo mobile respondents differ from the
others? If so, how do they differ?

These questions are very important from a practpmht of view. If the groups of
respondents are different, who are we loosing if deenot allow respondents to answer
through mobile devices? What are the charactesisticthe respondents that always use
mobile devices? The answers to these questionstiacdy linked to the representativeness
issue. If allowing the mobile participation (anaifeg the connected investments), or if giving
the priority to a certain device does not preseéheerepresentativeness, this strategy should
not be suggested to online panel agencies.

The differences between the groups of mobile amdmobile respondents were studied in
a lot of papers. For example, Fuchs and Busse J2088hg European data, found that the
low penetration rates of mobile Internet devicesifity due to constraints such as costs,
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accessibility, and familiarity with technology) ddibring to an underrepresentation of some
socio-demographic groups. Even if they highlighe tepreading of the phenomenon of
switching from landline to mobile only, they alsouhd that the population of mobile web
early adopters differs noticeably from the genprgdulation. This could potentially affect the
representativeness of a survey that excludes @rishbased exclusively on) this group. In
fact, the switch from fixed to mobile is more likefor persons that have the same
characteristics as the early technology adoptéet: is, they are young, well-educated and
with high incomes (Yu, 2006). Other authors conéththese findings (e.g., Fuchs, 2002;
Arthur, 2007; Blumberg and Luke, 2007) and undedirthat the population with a mobile
device available also shows more sophisticatedntdolgical competencies (Nicolai, 2009).
The mobile web population was found also very défe from the population without a
mobile Internet access: the first is mostly madgainger people (21% between 18 and 24
years old, vs 8% in this category for the populatimthout mobile access), with a bigger
share of males (53%, vs 46%), higher degree of atug residing more in larger
municipalities (27% vs 24%) and less often maraedidowed (Fuchs and Busse, 2009).

Currently the scenery is noticeably changed. AstidStatistics Netherlands (2012), for
example, showed that, from 2007 to 2012, the mdbilernet use (and, consequently, the
probability of participating to a web survey by almie device) tripled from about 20% to
about 60%. Nevertheless, analysing the data byclgses, the percentage growth is very
different: from 12 to 25 years old the percentagawgfrom about 21 to about 85%, whereas
for 65 to 75 years old, the same percentage granw &bout 6 to about 22%; thus the different
age classes are still very differently represemtgdrms of mobile Internet usage.

Going more into details, other authors, studying, Rdblets and smartphones users,
highlighted the different characteristics of thepecific groups of mobile respondents from
both the demographic and the social behaviour pafiniew. For example, Peterson (2012),
studied the usage of the different types of mobéegices by subgroups and by respondent
characteristics: the author noticed that femalekymunger than 35 years old are more likely
to access surveys on smartphones; he also founchtthaonly other characteristics of the
respondents, but also the type of device used edinked to the willingness to complete a
mobile web survey. De Bruijne and Wijnant (2014)using on online probability based web
panels’ respondents, found a share of femalesein thobile respondents higher than in PC
users. Moreover, differences were observed betwesrtphone users (mainly young) and
tablet users (mostly working adults, between 25 &dAdyears old). But these, even if
interesting, are only preliminary results about tbpic, so far specifically focused on one
online panel in a certain country (the Netherland¥yre general findings are still needed,
thus the group of mobile respondents still havbddurther studied, taking also into account
the fast evolution of its characteristics over time

To conclude, the main aim of our chapter is to dvetinderstand the phenomenon of
mobile web respondents, trying to compensate theeru“lack of information about the
frequency of mobile Internet usage” (de Bruijne aNgnant, 2014) and, mostly, about the
propensity of respondents to participate to a suttleough a mobile device. In developing
this research, we were pulled by the belief thathkr research in this framework can be
useful to better understand if, in the followingay® the mobile surveys can become a new
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valid (or even essential) method for data collettior panel agencies as well as in general.
Seen the fast spread of mobile devices among therglepopulation, it is not excluded that,

in a close future, the mobile surveys could alsoubed by themselves, and not only in
combination with alternative modes.

3. New findings from the Netquest access panel

Netquest (www.netquest.com) is an online fieldwooknpany founded in 2001 that started
its first online panel in 2006, in Spain. Currentiyis also present in Portugal and Latin
America, with more than 450,000 panellists trulyivecand 4 millions of completed surveys
every year. Netquest panellists are recruited fdatabases of users of many websites that
agreed to receive emails. For each completed sumanyellists get points that they can
exchange for gifts. Most of the surveys sent bygNest were thought to be completed on
PCs. However, in the last years, the company staygtting requests for surveys adapted to
mobile devices. In our research, we used Netquast id order to study more in details the
preferences of their panellists for different degi¢sec. 3.1) and their tolerance both for using
mobile devices to participate to surveys and fonesspecific tasks (sec. 3.2). This is a first
research step which strategy panel agencies likgudst should adopt in the next years.
Nevertheless, the obtained results can also beaseéndings of more general interest, given
that they cover a relatively unexplored area of wetveys.

3.1 Preferencefor different devices

In this section, we first consider the preferenoéganellists for specific devices. In
particular, first we focus the analysis on the desithat a representative sample of panellists
claimed to have, when asked about it in a spesifigey (subsection 3.2.1); second, we study
the preferences of panellists observed trackingitie of device (subsection 3.2.2).

3.2.1 Claimed preference in a survey question

To determine which devices panellists prefer to, wge first surveyed a representative
sample of the panel of around 1,000 panellisteéich of the seven considered country). This
survey took place in July 2013, and the main resale shown in Table 1. The following
three questions were asked to panellists: firsiclwvkdevices they usually use for answering
the surveys proposed by Netquest (this item isessrted by the categoryysually”, in Table
1); second, which devices they are using to anshercurrent survey (categorjNow”, in
Table 1); third, which device they would use, ifttlgest would send them only surveys
adapted to mobile devicesHture”, in Table 1). Table 1 shows the percentages fier t
complete samples (first part of the table), bub dtscuses on the group of respondents that
said that they own all three devices (smartphaisdet and PC; second half of the table).
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Table 1: Percentages of respondentsthat declare they usually use (Usually), are using
(Now) or would use thedifferent devicesif the surveys were adapted (Future)

Country Use S UseT UsePC  Other Vary
Argentina Usually 4.40 1.90 88.60 0.90 4.20
(N91 o00) | NOW 490| 230/ 9150 1.30 NA
’ Future 25.20 6.50 47.50 NA 20.80
Brazil Usually 5.44 1.78 85.95 2.08 4.75
(N=1,011) Now 4.85 1.38 91.79 1.98 NA
’ Future 33.83 8.80 40.36 NA 17.01
Chile Usually 9.30f 2.70 77.60 0.60 9.80
(N=1,000) Now 14.20 3.90 81.20 0.70 NA
" ’ Future 39.40 9.50 28.80 NA 22.30
L Usually 4.30 1.70 87.21 0.70 6.09
= .
= ((l:\lo_'irgg'la) Now 330 280 9351| 040  NA
g ’ Future 34.47 13.69 34.57 NA 17.28
@ . Usually 5.99 3.99 85.63 0.40 3.99
=% Spain
g (N=1,002) Now 7.88 3.69 88.32 0.10 NA
O ’ Future 2429 12.28| 44.21 NA 19.26
. Usually 5.67 3.18 85.87 1.00 4.28
Mexico
(N=1,005) Now 5.47 3.78 89.35 1.39 NA
' Future 40.60 16.62 27.96 NA 14.83
Portuaal Usually 3.20] 4.40 87.60 0.90 3.90
(N=1 OgOO) Now 4.70 5.70 88.90 0.70 NA
o Future 19.40 14.80 47.90 NA 17.90
Usually 5.47 281 85.49 0.94 5.29
AVERAGE | Now 6.47 3.36 89.22 0.94 NA
Future 31.02| 11.74 38.76 NA 18.48
Argentina Usually 5.88/ 5.10 82.75 0.39 5.88
(,\?_255) Now 588 6.27| 86.27| 157 NA
- Future 32.94 16.08 27.84 NA 23.14
Brazil Usually 6.03] 3.27 84.67 1.26 4.77
@ (N=398) Now 4.52 2.26 92.21 1.01 NA
g Future 37.44 14.82 28.39 NA 19.35
3 Chile Usually 8.42 5.87 71.94 0.77 13.01
2 (N=392) Now 15.31 7.91 76.02 0.77 NA
s Future 43.89 17.35 16.84 NA 21.94
o Colombia Usually 5.80, 3.17 81.00 1.06 8.97
5 (N=379) Now 3.96 5.01 90.77 0.26 NA
2 Future 4354 22.96| 17.15 NA 16.36
> _ Usually 6.94) 5.82 81.80 0.38 5.07
c Spain
@) (N=533) Now 8.44 5.63 85.93 0 NA
Future 25.70 21.01 30.02 NA 23.26
. Usually 6.94 4.77 83.08 0.65 4.56
Mexico
(N=461) Now 4.77 6.72 88.29 0.22 NA
Future 46.64 24.08 15.84 NA 13.45
Portugal Usually 5.88 9.07 78.19 0.74 6.13
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(N=408) Now 711 11.52 80.88 0.49 NA
Future 26.72 26.72 25.74 NA 20.83

Usually 6.56 5.30 80.49 0.75 6.91

AVERAGE | Now 714 6.47 85.77 0.62 NA
Future 36.69 | 2043 23.12 NA 19.76

Note: S = smartphones; T = tablets; PC = fixed PCslaptbps; Vary= they would vary from one device to
another; NA: not applicable (because the option m@&soffered in the corresponding question); AVERAG
non-weighted average of the values observed idifferent countries.

Table 1 shows that most of the respondents ardlysureswering to surveys using a PC:
between a minimum of 77.6% observed in Chile toaximum of 88.6% in Argentina, with
an average of 85.49%. Relatively similar proposion respondents in the different countries
say that they are usually varying among severalcdsv(between 3.90% in Portugal and
9.80% in Chile; average: 5.29%) or that they ugualiswer with a smartphone (between
3.2% in Portugal and 9.3% in Chile; average: 5.4M®is)ally, there are very few respondents
that usually use a tablet to answer (between 1r7@oiombia and 4.4% in Portugal; average:
2.81%) and even less that use other devices thart@mones, tablets or PCs (between 0.4%
in Spain and 2.08% in Brazil; average: 0.94%). &inproportions are found when looking at
the question about the current survey. When corsglevhat the respondents mention they
would do, if in the future surveys would be adapi@enobile devices, in Argentina, Brazil,
Spain and Portugal, there is still an higher proporof respondents that would answer from
a PC (40.36 to 47.9%); whereas in Colombia thegessnilar proportion that would answer
by smartphones (34.47%) than by PC (34.57%) arMerico and Chile there are more that
would answer through smartphones (around 40%).eTaer also 14.83% (Mexico) to 22.3%
(Chile) of respondents, depending on the countties,say they will vary among devices. All
this shows that there is a real need for adaptimgeys to mobile devices, even if this need
varies by country.

In addition to this, some panellists are alreadyshg their preference for mobile devices
by answering surveys that are not intended to be dbrough these devices. But there are
even much more panellists that would prefer tomséile devices, if the surveys would be
adapted to be answered through mobile devices (amghrticular, through smartphones) or
that would prefer changing devices for differentveys. According to Table 1, the device
that would be used by a larger proportion of Nestjwespondents, if the surveys would be
adapted, is the smartphone in Mexico (40.6%) ante@89.4%). There is no country studied
where the PC would still be used as single devigeabmajority of respondents (all
proportions are lower than 50%), even if still tteice of the PC is the favourite one (in 5
out of 7 countries). Thus, it is clear that respamd would often prefer to answer surveys by
mobile devices, but surveys need to be well adafotetthis access, first.

The second part of Table 1 focuses only on theoregnts that have said that they have
all the three devices (smartphones, tablets and. RCkeed, these are the ones that can really
choose between the different devices. Therefolis, glves a more precise idea about the
devices that the respondents really prefer, whey tlave at their disposal all the options.
Similarly to the previous part of the table, thegemtages correspond to respondents that
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usually participate to surveys (categorystially”) or are currently answering Now”)
through the different devices and to those who dauiswer if the surveys would be adapted
(“Future”). We notice that for this last specific groupethercentages of respondents that use
or would use mobile devices increase, in partictdatablets. The percentages almost double
in all the countries: for example, in Chile it gréwem 2.70 to 5.87%. On the other hand, the
proportions that use or would use PC decreasein&iance in Portugal, the percentage
corresponding to the category “Usually” for PCspérdrom 87.6 to 78.19%, and the one
corresponding to “Future” from 47.9 to 25.74%. Bles, the PC option in this group
(“Future”) is the main choice only in one out ofetlseven countries (Spain, 30.02%).
However, still 15.84% to 30.02% of the respondédepending on the country) would still
prefer to answer from a PC, even if the surveyslavbe adapted for mobile and even if they
have all three devices available. This suggeststhige is also a not negligible part of the
population that really has a preference for PC ovebile (23.12%, at the average level).

Even if in the study of de Bruijne and Wijnant (3)1it was found that also for mobile
devices the main preferred location for participatio surveys was home (see sect. 2.2), we
thought that the preference for answering throughita devices (mainly smartphones) could
be linked to the fact that respondents want to anssurveys at any place (on public
transports, while waiting for someone, spendingetimpublic places, and so on). Therefore,
we also asked information about the place of pagtmn, focusing on respondents that were
answering the current survey from a tablet or argghane. Table 2 shows the results.

Table 2: Place of answer for respondents participating through tablets or smartphones

Smartphone Tablet

Home| W/S T/S | Other| N | Home| W/S T/S | Other| N
Argentina 85.71 6.12| 6.12| 2.04| 49| 95.65 0 0| 4.35| 23
Brazil 69.39| 26.53| 2.04| 2.04| 49| 92.86 7.14 0 0| 14
Chile 86.62] 5.63| 4.93| 2.82| 142 89.74 7.69| 2.56 0] 39
Colombia 75.76 21.21 0| 3.03] 33| 75.00{ 17.86| 3.57| 3.57| 28
Spain 67.09 8.86| 8.86| 15.19, 79| 67.57| 24.32 0| 811, 37
Mexico 78.18 16.36 0| 5.45| 55| 81.58| 15.79 0| 263 38
Portugal 59.57 12.77| 6.38| 21.28| 47| 84.21 7.02 0| 877 57
AVERAGE | 7462 | 1393| 4.05| 7.41| 65| 83.80 1140| 088| 392| 34

Note: W/S = Workplace or School/university; T/S = Trpags/public transports or Streets; AVERAGE = non-
weighted average of the values observed in therdifit countries.

Table 2 does not show support for our hypothesis.tl@& contrary, a large majority of
respondents that answered both from a smartphahé62%) and from a tablet (83.8%) are
answering from home. The prevalence of this locatsoobserved in all countries: for those
answering by smartphones the maximum level is ebsefor Chile (86.62%), and the
minimum level for Portugal (59.57%, where stillghs the main location), whereas for tablets
response, the maximum level of participation froomle is observed for Argentina (95.65%)
and the minimum level for Spain (67.57%). At anrage level, about 12-13% are also
answering through the two mobile devices from wa&p or school/university (13.93% for
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smartphones, 11.40% for tablets). But these pemgestvary a lot by country: if we consider
smartphones participation, the data show two peaksesponding to Brazil (26.53%) and
Colombia (21.21%), whereas we have a less-frequebderved phenomenon in Chile
(5.63%) and Argentina (6.12%); on the other harat, tAblets the participation from
workplaces/schools is very important for Spain $246), Mexico (15.79%) and, again, for
Colombia (17.86%), whereas it is not observed lainalrgentina. Few are the respondents
answering by mobile devices from other places (ataaerage level, 7.41% through
smartphones, 3.92% through tablets), but, agassphnead of the phenomenon vary a lot by
country. For smartphones, for example, a maximun2hP8% is observed for Portugal,
followed by 15.19% in Spain. All the other percey@s are under 6%. The participation from
“other places” is even less important for tabléte maximum level of about 8% is observed
for Spain and Portugal, whereas the phenomenontislyserved at all in Brazil and Chile.
Thus, concluding, what mainly emerges from previoesults is the general prevalence of
“Home” as the most-favoured place for participatitay surveys: this is still the main
panellists’ choice. This is somehow an unexpedtedirfg, but it further confirms the results
of de Bruijne and Wijnant’s (2013). It suggeststtie possibility to complete the survey at
any place is probably not the factor that is mamigtivating the respondents to participate
through a mobile device. However, 25.38% of respotgl by smartphones and 16.2% by
tablets choose to answer to surveys from placdsrdift than “Home”. Thus, even if most
respondents use mobile devices to complete sumatelgeme, this does not mean that we do
not need to adapt surveys for mobile devices.

3.2.2 Preferences observed tracking the kind of device

Besides the answer to the survey, we also trackedkind of devices used by all
respondents for which we could get this informafimeach month and country, from January
2013 to June 2014. There are two main advantagesimg so. First, this allows us to look at
the evolution through time, taking also into acdoanmuch larger number of panellists.
Second, when respondents have to report the dethegsused to answer the surveys, they
can give incorrect answers (e.g. because theyatrputting the necessary efforts in properly
answering, because they do not remember corremtl§gr other reasofis Nonetheless, by
tracking the kind of devices, we can check, in aenabjective way, which percentage of
respondents answer through a certain mobile defigrire 1 shows these percentages for
smartphones and tablets separately, in all cosntaad by quarter-year. The numbers of
observations vary a lot across time and countsieshey are provided in Appendix 1.

Figure 1. Percentages of unintended respondentsthat already answered through
mobile devices

* Recall that de Bruijne and Wijnant (2013) sugdestarefully treat responses about the completioden
and, mostly, mobile device use (sometimes overestichby mobile devices owners, as seen in segt. 2.2
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In Figure 1 we see that in Q2-2014 (last availatidea) there are differences in the
proportions of participation through mobiles degi@eross countries: e.g., Colombia, Spain
and Mexico have highest percentages of smartphesesndents (higher than 12%), whereas
in Brazil the same percentage is about 8%. Spath Mexico also show the highest
percentages of tablet respondents (more than 3%2i2014), whereas the lowest levels are
observed for, again, Brazil, Colombia and Argenffless than 1.5%). Moreover, we notice
that there are differences between smartphonesaiets. Overall, smartphones are used
much more frequently than tablets: the unweightetage across all countries and quarters is
7.13% for smartphones vs 1.78% for tablets. Thidifferent from what was found by de
Bruijne and Wijnant (2014) in the Netherlands i tihamework of two probability-based
online panels. This might be because the covelagerms of smartphones and tablets, is
different in the countries that we are studying.ewhthere are currently much less tablets
owners than in the Netherlands. Finally, the twapfs of Figure 1 show that there is a clear
trend over time: in the second quarter of 2014, ghaportions of unintended respondents
through mobile devices increase noticeably in campa to the first quarter of the previous
year, achieving, considering the smartphones amuim of 8.05% in Brazil a maximum of
17.49% in Colombia; on their side, the tablets nedcthe level of 1.31% in Argentina
(country with the lowest value), and of 4.12% iraBp(country with the highest value).

However, Figure 1 does not tell us if the respotsl@mswering through a mobile device
are always the same or if they mostly change fibergint surveys. In order to look at this, we
also tracked the information of the kind of deviagsed for a sample of about 1,000
respondents per country. In January 2014, the samas drawn randomly in each country
from the total list of panellists. The participatiof these respondents was then followed
across time, observing 1) how many surveys theye hawswered, 2) how many were
completed through a mobile device, and 3) whiclpprtions of the completed surveys were
answered through a mobile device. Table 3 showsptreentages of respondents that
completed only one survey, 2 to 5 surveys, 5 tsdi@eys, etc., without taking the device
into account (first part of the table), and by tygfedevice (smartphones and tablets: details
available in the central part of the table). Weoat®emputed the ratios of surveys that the
respondents completed through mobile device,henumber of surveys completed through
mobile device divided by the total number of sussrepmpleted. In the last four rows of the
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table, the percentages of respondents for whicketih&tios are lower than .05 or higher than

.80 are shown.

Table 3: Proportions of panelliststhat completed x number of surveys (total number
of surveys, surveys completed through smartphones, through tablets, and ratios)

Argentina| Brazil | Chile | Colombia| Spain | Mexico | Portugal

N=969 | N=984 | N=972 | N=976 | N=982| N=980 | N=954

1 433 2.85] 6.48 6.56| 0.71] 1.12 0.73

2 25 15,79 7.93| 19.75| 19.56| 3.16| 592 587
= 6-10 1455 9.96| 16.26 16.29| 6.62| 6.33 6.60
% 11-25 28.07 28.05 32.20 28.79| 22.00| 21.33| 37.84
S 26-50 28.28 32.22| 20.99 22.23| 46.84| 31.22| 47.80
g >50 8.98| 19.00| 4.32 6.25| 20.67| 34.08 1.15
~ Median 19 26 13 13.5 36 38 25
Max 92 104 70 73 90 128 59

0 80.08] 74.80| 64.81 73.67| 55.60 66.73] 79.66

Q. 1 8.15| 10.47| 10.39 11.17| 12.42| 11.94|  7.02
= 2-5 7.84| 9.76| 16.77 9.53| 15.99| 11.63| 9.75
§ 6-10 217 3.25| 5.45 3.89| 7.33] 531 2.20
© 11-25 1.758 1.32| 257 1.64| 6.21| 3.37 1.26
e 26-50 0| 0.30 0 0.10| 2.24| 0.92 0.10
0) >50 0| 0.10 0 0| 020/ 0.10 0
Max 23 66 22 27 58 51 26

0 97.52| 94.61| 96.09 93.24| 88.49] 89.39] 92.98

2 1 0.83| 213 154 2.36| 3.46| 4.08 2.73
= 2-5 1.34) 193 1.44 2.36| 3.05| 3.67 2.10
2 6-10 031 0.61| 051 0.61| 275 0.92 1.05
© 11-25 0| 030 041 0.92| 1.83] 1.02 1.05
= 26-50 o o041 0o/ o051 o041 092 010
= >50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max 9 41 23 47 37 41 28
Ratio | ratio <.05 85.76 83.13| 68.52 80.33| 67.72| 79.29] 84.80
(S'total) | ratio >.80 1.24 1.52 5.25 1.64 3.87 1.63 0.63
Ratio | ratio <.05 98.35 96.75| 96.91 9457 91.75] 94.18] 95.49
(T/total) | ratio >.80 0.1d 0.20| 0.10 0.61| 0.61| 0.71 0.21

In Table 3, we see the total number of surveys d¢eragp by the sample of panellists varies
quite a lot between and within countries. The medé& the total number of participation
varies from 13 in Chile to 38 in Mexico. Within auntry, some panellists completed only
one survey, whereas others did more than 50: famgike, in Chile 6.48% of respondents
participated to one survey only, whereas 4.32%iqypated to more than 50; the same
percentages for Mexico are, respectively, 1.12 a4@d8. More balanced proportions are
observed for Colombia (6.56 vs 6.25%). Noticealile the percentages of panellists that
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completed from 26 to 50 surveys in Spain and Patt(#6.84% and 47.8%, respectively). In
Chile, this category represents only the 20.99%ehVfocusing on the number of surveys
completed through mobile devices (second and tphad of the table), again we observe
differences between and within countries. A larggarmty of panellists did not complete any
surveys through smartphones (minimum: 55.6%, inrBpaaximum: 80.08% in Argentina),
and this majority is even bigger for tablets (minim 88.49%, in Spain; maximum: 97.52%
in Argentina). However, in all countries, thereaissmall group of panellists that answered
quite some surveys through smartphones: betweedfdl @ panellists, in Portugal, and
8.65%, in Spain, completed more than 10 surveysutiit smartphones. Only few panellists
answered more than 50 surveys through smartph@wshe other hand, a maximum of
2.24% answered more than 10 surveys through taptetSpain), whereas in Argentina no
one answered to more than 10 surveys by meandbletdaThe ratios shown in the last rows
of the table are computed as the total number vfeys completed through a device divided
by total number of surveys completed. Considerhresé data, the percentages of panellists
for which this ratio is lower than .05 vary from.68% in Chile to 85.76% in Argentina, for
smartphones, and from 91.75% in Spain to 98.35% gentina, for tablets. Thus, in general,
there are quite large proportions of panellist$ #na not using at all or that are using to a very
little extent mobile devices; moreover this phenooreis even more emphasized for tablets.
The ratios higher than .80 confirm these findirfgsithermore, it seems that Argentina is the
country with the lower participation through sméadpes and tablets, in comparison to the
overall level. Still, mostly for smartphones, thesalso a small group that shows a very large
proportion of mobile participation (more than 80%/)th a maximum of 5.25% observed in
Chile.

Overall, these results suggest that, even ifsmall, there is a group of panellists (varying
by country) that have a very clear preference fobie devices and that are using them to
answer many surveys, even if so far, most Netgsiasteys are not well-adapted for being
completed through mobile devices. The group of [hatethat have a preference for mobile
devices would be higher if surveys were adaptethobile participation (as reported in the
guestion about this hypothetical situation). Momowalthough we can assume that it is easier
to answer through a tablet than through a smarghega also notice that a bigger percentage
of respondents is using smartphones to completgegsyr both in general and only
considering the subgroup of the ones that are usioigile devices very often. However, this
might be linked to a coverage issue: as was showRevilla et al. (2014), more panellists
have a smartphone than a tablet at their disposal.

3.3. Going further: about tolerance for mobile web and for new tasks

Even if some people prefer to use another devi@swer survey, in this section we also
want to investigate what we call the “tolerancet foobile web of the panellists (for a
definition of “tolerance”, see section 2.2). Thifsthe researchers ask panellists to answer
exclusively by mobile, which level of participatiman they expect? At this regard, Table 4
shows the percentages of respondents to the sabayt mobile that stated they will accept
to participate, if they would be explicitly askey Hetquest to use a mobile device (out of the
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ones that own or have access to the correspondifgerdevice). Table 4 also shows further
interesting details. Research on mobile mentiold af potential interesting uses of mobile
devices to survey people in new ways: e.g., jusgmwthey are in a specific place, or just when
the researcher wants to reach them. For instanmapalar idea is that GPS information could
be used to follow the respondents or to track thr@mwvements, or researchers could ask them
to take and send pictures, instead of answeringtiqus (e.g., pictures of what they have in
their fridge). However, little is known about thelerance of panellists for such additional
tasks that ask more (or different) effort than tme asked to answer to a questionnaire. In
fact, privacy aspects are often mentioned as aebbdoa these kinds of usage. Table 4 reports
the percentages of respondents that expressedthbat will accept (Yes for sure’;
“Probably”; “Maybe”; will not accept, No”) to be involved in these following tasks: a)
“install an application on their mobile device”, ke pictures and send them”, and c) “share
their GPS position”. The same set of questions asled in relation to both tablets and
smartphones. These questions were only asked t@spendents that said that they own (or
can regularly have access to) the correspondingelev

Table 4: Percentages of respondentsthat would accept other tasks

Install . Share GPS
Answer survey . Take pictures .
application position
Countries Smart. Tablet | Smart. Tablet Smart. Tablet | Smart. Tablet
Argentina | Yesforsure| 5358 4257 | 3485 30.72| 37.84 26.71| 24.06 17.47
(Nt=498) Probably 21.72 31.73| 29.13 30.72| 26.14 30.32| 20.42 25.10
(Ns=769) Maybe 1378 14.46| 18.08 21.69| 18.47 22.09| 20.94 22.09
No 1092 11.24| 1795 16.87| 17.56 20.88| 34.59 35.34
Brazil Yes for sure| 53.33 50.60| 40.50 37.22| 37.53 31.73] 30.76 28.13
(NT=583) Probably 23.04 2384 | 2352 28.82| 25.06 27.96| 19.71 24.53
(Ns=842) Maybe 1449 13.72| 21.38 20.41| 21.73 21.44| 24.23 21.78
No 9.14 1184 | 14.61 1355 15.68 18.87| 25.30 25.56
Chile Yes forsure| 68.20 56.79| 50.62 43.84| 48.71 38.07| 36.84 29.80
(Nt=641) Probably 1769 2590| 23.85 31.05| 23.74 30.73| 19.26 26.21
(Ns=893) Maybe 8.51 952 | 14.00 15.44| 15.79 17.78| 17.58 18.88
No 5.60 7.80| 1153 9.67| 11.76 13.42| 26.32 25.12
Colombia | Yesforsure| 56.43 54.34| 45.10 45.38| 39.11 36.13| 29.94 26.74
(NT=703) Probably 2510 26.88| 30.57 33.00|{ 28.15 30.01| 26.62 29.02
(Ns=785) Maybe 1045 11.24| 1490 14.22| 18.34 20.20| 19.87 21.19
No 8.03 7.54 943 7.40| 14.39 13.66| 23.57 23.04
Spain Yes for sure| 50.88 5152 | 3553 37.09| 29.17 24.68| 24.23 20.63
(NT=693) Probably 2555 26.84| 27.30 30.74| 25.44 25.83| 19.41 22.22
(Ns=912) Maybe 1404 12.70| 22.26. 20.35| 26.21 31.17| 23.79 25.97
No 9.54 895| 1491 11.83| 19.19 18.33| 32.57 31.17
Mexico Yes for sure| 68.67 65.86| 57.14 53.90| 51.62 43.82| 34.45 29.97
(Nt=744) | Probably 1921 2419| 26.41 30.91| 26.41 32.39| 26.41 30.24
(Ns=833) | Maybe 7.08 6.45| 10.32: 11.16| 13.57 13.84| 17.17 21.37
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No 5.04 3.49 6.12 4.03| 8.40 9.95| 21.97 1841

Portugal Yes for sure| 44.01 5249| 30.99 3355/ 24.61 25.84| 18.88 17.01
(Nt=623) | Probably 2409 2263 27.73 3291| 26.82 27.93| 24.09 28.73
(Ns=768) Maybe 16.93 12.04| 24.87 20.87| 25.00 25.04| 25.91 25.20
No 1497 1284 | 16.41 12.68| 23.57 21.19| 31.12 29.05

From Table 4, we firstly notice that the distrilmns of the answers for tablets and
smartphones are very similar, mostly for the tweks$a“Install application” and “Take
pictures” and, in general, for “Answer surveys”,exias some bigger differences are noticed
in the distribution of the answers for the taskdigh GPS position” for some specific
countries. Nevertheless, overall the kind of mob#é&ice does not seem to play a role in most
of the cases for determining the willingness of gists to be involved in specific tasks.
However, there are a few exceptions: for instanmc€hile and Argentina, the proportions of
respondents that would accept “for sure” to congpéesurvey through a smartphone are more
than 10 percentage points higher, if comparedeaamties observed for tablets. Even if tablets
seem to be a device through which it is simpleratswer to surveys, the tolerance for
smartphones appears to be larger, in these twotreesinThe percentages of respondents
willing to take and send pictures through smart@sois also bigger than the one observed for
tablets; this happens in several countries, anticpéarly in Argentina (37.84 vs 26.71%, for
the category “Yes for sure”), Chile (48.71 vs 384)7and Mexico (51.62 vs 43.82%). For
“Sharing GPS position” the percentages for theeddifit categories vary by country, but what
is common to all the countries is a bigger williega to share this data for smartphone users
than for tablets ones.

Overall, there are small proportions of respondenéd answered “no” to the different
guestions, even if there are differences acrossitdes. Mexico seems to have the most
tolerant respondents toward these new tasks (@ates than 10, excluded the sharing of GPS
position). Nevertheless, in all countries the goasabout sharing the GPS information is the
one that lead to the highest refusal rates (ranfyorg a minimum level of 18.41% observed
for tablets in Mexico to a maximum level of 35.34ldserved for tablets in Argentina). This
is expected, since this activity is considered amame sensitive question, implying more
privacy concern, in comparison to the other taSkd, even for this question, there are about
65% to about 82% of respondents that did not reflibés means that we could expect a
relatively high participation of the panellists,oife would like to make use of some of these
new survey techniques.

4. Differencesacrossgroups

In the previous parts of the paper, we analysedth&erences and tolerance of Netquest
panellists for mobile devices and their tolerarmeaidditional tasks that the new technologies
made available. To go a step further, this sectdnthe paper studies if there are
characteristics that vary across groups of patellisat differ in their relationships with
mobile devices. We focus our analysis on the falhgumain variables (for which we have
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the information): gender (dummy variable: 1 = mesje (numeric), education (lower to
higher diploma; categories vary by country) and henof household’s members (numeric).

In Table 5 the coefficients for a logit of the readents that use only the PC to answer the
surveys are provided, comparing them with the ahes use (at least sometimes) other
devices. In its second part, the table shows tle#ficents of a logit for the respondents that
have a smartphone at their disposal, but wouldawoept to complete a survey using it
(answer “No”).

Table 5: Logits of: respondents that use only a PC to answer surveys (first part), and
respondents with a Smartphone that will not accept to complete the survey through it
(second part)

Argentina| Brazil Chile | Colombia Spain | Mexico| Portugal

Men .28 19 A2 A1 37** .18 .36*
Age .08 .18** 14* .30** .30** .03 .05
£ | Educ. 15 06 11 -19 12 04  -10
= | No. hh - 16% -.03 .06 .05 -.04 -.02 -.12*
8 OnlyPC 1.39** 42 2.27* | 1.34* | 1.76*| 2.13*| 1.72*
B | cst 1.46 1.06* -.02 1.65** 21 1.17% 2.38

PseudoR .0458 .0137 .0377 .0439 .0350 .0317 .0422
N=1000 | N=1011] N=1000| N=1001 | N=1002 N=1005| N=1000

= [Men “12 _.28 109 38 _22 52| -.45%
£ | Age 320 | 44w | 43= | 310 | Bgm | gl | ogw

E | Educ. _24% | -24¢ | 08 _.23* _17 03 _14
3 | No.hh -.02 _17* | -.08 09 _.06 08 -.03
c | cst S1.90%* | -1.65%| -4.08*| -2.70% | -2.86% | -4.92%* | -1.59%
S [PseudoR| 0269 | .0458| 0379 0241 0661 0681 0216
= N=769 | N=842| N=893 N=785| N=912 N=833 N=768

Note: ** p<.05; * p<.10; Educ. = education; No. hh =mler of members in the household; Cst = constant.

Observing the data about panellists that use oRIZ &0 complete the survey, in almost all
countries (except Brazil) we find that there isgnsicant effect of having only a PC, which
seems logical, and confirms previous results abdwtcurrent preference for participation by
means of PCs: if panellists have only a PC, thebgoly will mostly answer through it.
Besides that, education does not play a relevdat(wdhereas in previous works referenced in
sect. 1 it was a discriminant variable) and ageaagnificant effect only in four countries
out of seven (Colombia, Spain, Brazil, Chile). Genflas an effect in only two countries,
Spain and Portugal: there, men have a higher pildigato use only the PC to complete the
surveys.

Finally, the panellists that have a smartphoneamutld not accept to use it to complete the
surveys are older (significant effect of age inauntries;p< .09. In Argentina, Brazil and
Colombia, they are also less educatpd (10. Gender and the number of persons in the
household do not usually play a relevant role,anegal, but they are significant, respectively,
in Portugal < .05 and Brazil f< .10.
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5. Conclusions

Revilla et al. (2014) highlighted that a majority Netquest panellists have access to
several devices and, therefore, can choose tacjpat to the surveys using one or the other.
Therefore, in order to study if there is a realchée adapting surveys to mobile devices, it is
necessary to consider the preferences. Some rempisndlready show their preferences by
using mobile devices even when this is unintentiedvever, the group of unintended mobile
respondents is currently still relatively small time countries considered in this analysis.
Within Netquest panellists, participating throug8sHs still the favourite option (both if we
track the device used to answer and if we ask tlnectly). Nevertheless, a general
increasing trend is observed for tablets and, mo&ikr smartphones: people are more and
more likely to participate to surveys by mobile pbs. Besides, when panellists are asked
which kind of device they would prefer to use iethurveys would be adapted for mobile
participation, a larger proportion of panellistidee that they would prefer to use a mobile
device. PC still remains the preferred option,thetchoice of this device decrease noticeably.
This is a further confirmation of the need to adapt/eys to mobile devices.

Moreover, some respondents prefer to vary devibes Juggests that the preferences may
depend on the specific survey (length, topic, & slurvey is adapted to mobile devices or not,
and so on) and on the context in which they arevanag (moment, place where they are,
time available at this moment, etc.). However, gingl the places of survey participation, our
results confirm previous findings showing that hoimehe most common place where to
participate to surveys also for those who partigiday means of smartphones or tablets. In
addition, most panellists seem to have a preferdacea specific device, more than for
varying from one to the other. Smartphones areepred by much more panellists than
tablets, both currently and in the hypotheticalatiion where the surveys would be adapted to
mobile devices.

In this paper, we also studied the tolerance fotigpating by means of mobile devices
and about completing new tasks that the new teclgred make available. A majority of
respondents were at least not completely opposeldetadea of participating in other tasks,
like taking pictures or installing an applicatidn.general, the willingness for these tasks was
higher by smartphone than by tablets. Sharing tR& @formation was the task that led to
more refusals. But even for that, still a majowfypanellists seems willing to accept it. This
suggests that there is space for new kinds of ddtection. We should notice that for all the
results describes so far, even if the general srdmad, there are clear differences in the
figures from country to country.

Finally, the need of adapting depends on the chexiatics of the panellists that we will
lose in case we will not adapt the surveys to neotddvices. If this group that only accepts to
participate through mobile devices (and would giaficipating in case they would be forced
to use a PC) is similar to the group of respondémis would continue participating, then
there is no real need to “cover” it, because itsdoet affect the representativeness. Our
analyses highlight that, contrary to what expeaead to what was found by others, there
seems to be no significant effect of education singionly PC to answer surveys. These may
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be a consequence of the rapid changes of the evoloft the characteristics of the population,
the spread of mobile devices among more age-clagedsthe increased ability to deal with
the new technologies. But in some countries, theabkes “age” and “gender” are
discriminating. If we consider the aversion to gegartphone for survey participation, age is
usually significant and, in some countries, alse lkvel of education is. This supports the
idea that there is a need to adapt surveys to m@litticipation. This can be useful to reach
groups of potential respondents with different jpesf and to get a more complete coverage
of the target population.

Nevertheless, further research is still needed taimauny different aspects linked to mobile
web survey participation, and about the adaptatiosurveys to a mobile involvement. What
are the real costs to adapt a survey to mobile wetymparison to the costs of a classic web
survey? Which facilities do we lose in the adaptafprocess (e.g. format of questions that
cannot be adapted to mobile)? Is it possible tdrobthe device used by respondents (i.e.,
force them to participate to the survey by meana specific device), without losing a lot of
participants? What is the impact on the represeetadss? Which are the features that really
make the difference among devices (size of theesg¢reortability...)? How do these
differences affect the comparability of the restiNghat is the difference in the effort that we
could obtain by means of participation through nedevices, rather than through PC? What
are the consequences of the survey context foguhbty of the answers? In some situations
users can prefer to answer by mobile, rather thaR®: for example, due to availability of
the device itself (or of the wi-fi connection), digetheir personal preferences, to the contents
of the questions, to what is less time-consumiadhé availability of time in specific part of
the day, and so on. Moreover, can the preferermrd3@s or mobile be considered stable over
time? Or, will it be easier in the future to invelthem through mobile devices rather than by
means of PCs? Moreover, how and how often the relgrds switch from a device to another
one (and from mobile to PCs, or vice versa)? Andiclviare the factors that push them to do
s0?

These are just few examples of the many questibas dan be considered for further
research.
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Appendix:

Appendix 1: Unintended respondents. number of observations by country

Q1-13 [Q213 | Q313 | Q413 | Q114 | Q2-14
Argentina| 8,799| 19,529 58,535 38,247| 42,855 40,276
Brazil 9,326 69,482| 204,051| 130,296 69,618| 106,293
Chile 2,806| 17,814| 61,564| 32,827| 44,172 47,318
Colombia| 11,122| 51,042 99,747| 38,467| 35,406 33,874
Spain 75,912 206,741| 144,681| 246,786| 214,219 367,795
Mexico | 15,238 63,011] 159,598 107,608 74,145 68,392
Portugal 41 6,707| 19,979 13,411] 2,571 19,617
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