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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Thank you very much for welcoming me here today to share some recent learnings out of Australia. One of my colleagues suggested I tone down the focus on Australia in the presentation. But I’ve gone the other way and am giving you a bit of a tour instead as I share the findings. 
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I would like to acknowledge the 
Wurundjeri people, the traditional 
custodians of the land where the 
Social Research Centre is based.

I pay my respect to their elders, and 
recognise that Australia always was, 
and always will be, Aboriginal land.

Acknowledgement of country
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In terms if the study itself, there was a lot of thinking and effort that went into the delivery and we would like to acknowledge the work of all of the people listed on this slide. While many of the names you’ll see here are SRC staff, we have also benefited from input from external staff (see asterisks), both from Australia and international colleagues. Some of these external consultants are from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the body responsible for producing many of the benchmarks we rely on in our research. (ABS contributed support in the form of funding and knowledge sharing)Fun fact: our census is completed by 96% of households in Australia.This was really important to us as our aim is to inform the research community and Population benchmarksJune 2021 CensusAustralian Bureau of Statistics (ABS)96.1% dwelling RR
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Context

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Please indulge me while I provide some brief context on the research environment in Aus
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26M
(300M less than the US)

• 6th largest country in the world 
• Population comparatively small
• Concentrated in capital cities
• F2F is expensive (so is CATI)

• No geographical data for RDD mobiles
• Can send SMS for research purposes
• Scam texts have doubled in a year
• Our main telecoms provider had a data breach

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In terms of land mass, Australia is huge. We are just smaller than the US but our population is a measly 25.9 million, so approx. 1/16th the population. The other thing to note is our population is concentrated in our capital citiies so that’s where you’d get the best bang for your buck in terms of face to face. Anywhere else it’s prohibitively expensive for many projects.  Then there’s covid and Melbourne where I live was one of the most locked down cities in the world during covid so you can imagine what that’s done to face to face research.In terms of other recruitment or contact modes, we can’t access any geographical data with RDD mobiles so sub-sampling by state (e.g. Tas) costs a fortuneUnline in the US, we can send SMS’ so this is a cost-effective way of screening for geography. Even then you have to deal with non-response and the ABS has recently reported that twice as many people have received scam texts in the past year. Plus we had two major data breaches, just one of which impacted just under 10 million people. So trust is low.Concerns about CATI due to issues associated with price / quality / privacyU.S. population 336 million people in 2023
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• We established Australia’s first probability-based 
online panel (Kaczmirek et al. 2019)

Study context
• We conducted the Online Panels Benchmarking Study (OPBS)

(Lavrakas et al. 2022, Pennay et al. 2018) 
1. To provide a relative comparison of methods and improve practices 
2. To see if conditions were suitable for a probability-based panel in Australia
― The probability-based methods provided higher quality estimates than the non-prob panels

1. How does our panel compare
2. Can we stand by our claims
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Study design

Study 
design

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Please indulge me while I provide some brief context on the research environment in Aus
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Australian Comparative Study of Survey Methods (ACSSM)
• Compares 5 survey methods for general population surveys

― Contemporary and emerging
― Probability and non-probability based
― Interviewer-administered and self-completion modes

Study purpose

AIM: To explore the price and credibility gap between probability and non-probability based methods

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
With all this in mind, we wanted to compare a range of survey methods for general population surveysThese included contenporay and emerging methods, prob-based and non-prob based, and both interviewer-administered and self-completion modes
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Study methods

Mobile RDD
CATI

n = 803

Computer-assisted 
telephone interviewing 

(CATI)

Probability panel
Online / CATI
$10 AUD incentive
n = 582

Life in AustraliaTM

4 non-prob panels
Online
Panel rewards
n = 850-891

Non-probability 
panels 

Frame

Comp mode

Incentive

Base

Probability panel
VALI
$10 AUD incentive
n = 601

Video-assisted live 
interviewing 

(VALI)

Mobile RDD
Online
$10 AUD incentive
n = 586

SMS push-to-web 
(SMS P2W)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
* Various recruitment frames: dual-frame RDD, mobile RDD, A-BS (see Phillips et al. 2022)QnsHow did we decide on sample sizesSampling proceduresWeighting proceduresOPBS: standalone dual-frame RDD CATI, ABS push-to-web, CAWI/PAPI piggybacked on dual-frame RDD CATI samples with 5 non-prob panels
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ResultsStudy 
results

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Please indulge me while I provide some brief context on the research environment in Aus
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Sample profile (unweighted)

Weighting 
variables

Life in 
Australia™ CATI Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3 Panel 4

Adults in HH 6.74 5.11 3.36 6.45 3.76 3.14

Age7 5.27 4.00 1.20 4.25 3.22 1.40

Education5 7.28 5.48 4.30 3.86 4.65 4.49

Gender 6.43 0.57 0.11 6.18 0.15 2.76

Geography 0.85 0.99 1.04 1.18 1.51 1.08

LOTE 12.52 11.24 12.67 14.70 12.02 12.73

Average 6.53 4.56 3.78 6.10 4.22 4.27

• Unweighted profile is influenced by quotas and sampling approach

Difference from benchmarks for primary demographic variables included in the weighting solution (%):

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Disproportionate sample designAdjusted remindersNO_OF_ADULTS. Including yourself, how many people aged 18 years and over live in your household?AGE_GROUP. Which age group would you fall into?Highest educational qualificationGENDER. How do you describe your gender? Gender refers to your current gender, which may be different to your sex recorded at birth and may be different to what is indicated on legal documents.Greater Capital City Statistical Area (15 state / territory groupings incl. capital city / rest of state)LOTE_1. Do you use a language other than English at home?
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Bias assessment

• The questionnaire used items for which high-quality benchmarks were available across 
a range of domains

• Bias assessment involved calculating the average difference from benchmarks for secondary 
demographic and substantive items.

• Principles behind item selection included:
• High quality benchmark data available 

• Exclude weighting variables

• Exclude highly correlated variables

• Exclude scale components

• All arms used the same weighting scheme

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Benchmark data available from high quality external sourceCalibration variable from the literature, prior Social Research Centre experience or candidate itemResponse quality measure from the literature or prior Social Research Centre experienceClient domain—measures domain important to Social Research Centre clientsMode independenceOverlap with Life in Australia™ profile items to minimize duplication and respondent burdenAnalytical—useful for gaining new or extending existing knowledge in survey methodsVideo-specific—items expected to have mode effects, long response frames, requiring recallPrevalence within response categories large enough to enable reliable measurement with available sample size (e.g. ATSI too small)High quality benchmarksExclude weighting variablesExclude components of a scale Exclude highly correlated variablesWeight all arms using the same weighting scheme (no base weights, the same post-stratification solution)
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Number of children

Country of birth

Marital status

Income

Labor force status

Received age pension

Bias assessment – Secondary demographics (weighted %)

Life in 
Australia™ CATI Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3 Panel 4

1.75 1.97 5.10 2.18 0.42 3.83

0.57 0.57 0.74 1.24 1.24 1.15

3.76 1.00 2.12 2.95 3.50 2.33

1.83 0.58 4.11 4.70 2.74 2.34

3.62 2.92 2.02 1.23 2.11 2.30

1.64 3.02 7.40 5.18 2.22 3.91
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Bias assessment – Secondary demos (weighted %)

1.68
CATI

2.20

3.58
Panel 1

2.91
Panel 2

2.04
Panel 3

2.64
Panel 4

1 2 3 4

2.79Panel av.

Life in 
AustraliaTM • Life in AustraliaTM performs well after 

weighting
• Variation evident across non-prob panels
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Bias assessment – Substantive variables

Physical activity status

Smoking status

Drinking frequency

General health status

Long-term health conditions

Mental health status (K6)

Provided unpaid care

Experience of discrimination

Perception of trust

Life satisfaction

Attitude towards multiculturalism

Frequency of feeling rushed

Voting preferences

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
OutcomesACTIVITY. In general, how often do you participate in moderate or intensive physical activity for at least 30 minutes?DAILY_SMOKE. Do you smoke regularly, that is, at least once a day? Please exclude vaping, E-cigarettes and Cannabis.DISCRIM. The next question is about discrimination. Discrimination may happen when people are treated unfairly because they are seen as being different from others. In the last 12 months, do you feel that you have experienced discrimination or have been trDRINK_FREQ. In the last 12 months, how often did you have an alcoholic drink? Please choose from the options on the screen.GENTRUST. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “Most people can be trusted.”HEALTH. In general, would you say that your health is…?Derived. K6 indexLIFE_SATISFACTION. The following question asks how satisfied you feel about life in general, on a scale from 0 to 10. Zero means you feel 'not at all satisfied' and 10 means 'completely satisfied'. Overall, how satisfied are you with life as a whole theseMULTICULT. To what extent do you agree or disagree that it is a good thing for a society to be made up of people from different cultures? Please choose from the options on the screen.HEALTHCON. No long-term health conditionRUSHED. How often do you feel rushed or pressed for time? Please choose from the options on the screen.UNPAIDCARE. In the last two weeks, did you spend time providing unpaid care, help or assistance to family members or others because of a disability, a long-term health condition or problems related to old age?VOTE_PARTY_Coded. In the Federal election for the House of Representatives on Saturday 21 May 2022, which party did you vote for first in the House of Representatives?
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Bias assessment – Substantive (weighted %)

5.80
CATI

5.62

8.14
Panel 1

6.38
Panel 2

6.31
Panel 3

6.58
Panel 4

1 2 3 4

6.85Panel av.

Life in 
AustraliaTM

• Life in AustraliaTM is closest to estimates
• CATI close second
• All but one of the non-prob panels not far behind
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Bias assessment – Overall (weighted %)

4.50
CATI

6.70
Panel 1

5.28
Panel 2

4.96
Panel 3

5.34
Panel 4

1 2 3 4

5.57Panel av.

• Life in AustraliaTM and CATI perform 
best and are very similar

• Panel performance is variable4.54

Life in 
AustraliaTM
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Relative price difference (ratios)

3.9
CATI

0.3
Panel 1

0.3
Panel 2

0.5
Panel 3

0.2
Panel 4

1 2 3 4

• Compared to Life in AustraliaTM

― CATI is considerably more expensive
― Non-prob panels are at least half the price1.0

Life in 
AustraliaTM
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Where does that leave us?
Cost

Bias

12
3

4

• Life in AustraliaTM performs well overall
― Low bias
― Moderate cost

• Probability-based
― Closer to benchmarks
― More expensive

• Non-probability based
― Better sample profile does not translate into less 

biased estimates
― Substantial difference between non-prob panels
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• Still plenty more analysis to be done and presented

• AAPOR – ACSSM overview and VALI

• Social Research Centre Client Workshop – Agenda to be decided

• ESRA – SMS push-to-web and VALI, ACSSM overview

• Australian Evaluation Society Conference – Agenda to be decided

• Statistical Society Conference – Blending calibration and weighting, sample selection

Watch this space

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
To do:Historical comparison somewhat limited due to differences in analysis but useful nevertheless to show changeMulti-variate/relationship analysis (Nick offered to do the analysis and present at client workshop)Blending and Calibration  what is the best mix of samples and what gains can be made through calibrationData quality analysis yet to be done
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Thank you
anna.lethborg@srcentre.com.au
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• Lavrakas, Paul J., Darren Pennay, Dina Neiger and Benjamin Phillips. 2022. ‘Comparing Probability-Based 
Surveys and Nonprobability Online Panel Surveys in Australia: A Total Survey Error Perspective.’ Survey 
Research Methods 16(2):241–66.

• Pennay, Darren, Dina Neiger, Paul J. Lavrakas and Kim Borg. 2018. The Online Panels Benchmarking Study: 
A Total Survey Error Comparison of Findings from Probability-Based Surveys and Nonprobability Online Panel 
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