Methodology

January 2010 Millennial Survey 
Prepared by Abt SRBI
for the Pew Research Center 
January 2010
SUMMARY

The January 2010 Millennial Survey, by the Pew Research Center, obtained telephone interviews with a national sample of 2,020 adults including 830 18-29 year olds living in the continental United States. The survey was conducted by Abt SRBI in English and Spanish from January 14 to January 27, 2010. Statistical results are weighted to correct known demographic discrepancies. The margin of sampling error for the complete set of weighted data is 2.7±%.

Details on the design, execution and analysis of the survey are discussed below.
Design AND Data Collection Procedures

Sample Design

A combination of landline and cellular random digit dial (RDD) samples was used to represent all adults in the continental United States who have access to either a landline or cellular telephone.  Both samples were provided by Survey Sampling International, LLC (SSI) according to Abt SRBI specifications.   A cellular random digit dial (RDD) sample was also used for screening an oversample of 18-29 year olds.  
Numbers for the landline sample were drawn with equal probabilities from active blocks (area code + exchange + two-digit block number) that contained three or more residential directory listings. The cellular sample was not list-assisted, but was drawn through a systematic sampling from dedicated wireless 100-blocks and shared service 100-blocks with no directory-listed landline numbers.

In addition, landline and cellular samples of previously identified 18-29 year olds were obtained from prior Pew and Abt SRBI studies to over sample for 18-29 year old respondents.
Contact Procedures

Interviews were conducted from January 14 to January 27, 2010. As many as 7 attempts were made to contact every sampled telephone number. Sample was released for interviewing in replicates, which are representative subsamples of the larger sample. Using replicates to control the release of sample ensures that complete call procedures are followed for the entire sample. Calls were staggered over times of day and days of the week to maximize the chance of making contact with potential respondents. At least one daytime call was made to each phone number in an attempt to find someone at home if necessary. Interviewing was spread as evenly as possible across the fourteen days in field.
For the landline RDD sample, interviewers first asked to speak at random with either the youngest adult male or youngest adult female currently at home.  Depending on the random selection, if no male or female was at home at the time of the call, interviewers asked to speak with the youngest adult female or male. For the RDD cellular sample, interviews were conducted with the person who answered the phone.  Interviewers verified that the person was an adult and in a safe place before administering the survey.  For the cellular 18-29 over sample, interviews were conducted with the person who answered the phone.  Interviewers verified the respondent was 18-29 years old and in a safe place before administering the survey.     Cellular sample respondents and 18-29 year old recontact respondents were offered a post-paid cash incentive for their participation.                    
Weighting and analysis

Weighting is generally used in survey analysis to compensate for sample designs and patterns of non-response that might bias results. A two-stage weighting procedure was used to weight this dual-frame sample. A first-stage weight of 1 was applied to all dual-users to account for the fact that they were included in both sample frames.
 Respondents who were identified as either land line only or cell phone only were assigned a first-stage weight of 2. Respondents whose phone use status could not be determined were assigned their sample’s average first-stage weight. 
The first-stage of weighting also included an adjustment that corrected for unequal probabilities of selection based on the number of adults in the household. An adjustment factor of one was assigned to landline respondents who live with no other adults. Those who live in a household with one or more other adults were assigned an adjustment factor of two.  Cellular sample respondents were assigned the average landline adjustment factor.  Landline recontact respondents were assigned a adjustment factor of one if one 18-29 year old lived in the household and adjustment factor of two if two or more 18-29 year olds lived in the household.  
These two first stage adjustments were multiplied together to get the first-stage weight which was used as an input weight for the second stage demographic weight. 
The second stage of weighting balanced sample demographics to population parameters. The sample was balanced - by age groups, 18-29 & 30+ - to match national population parameters for sex, age, education, race, Hispanic origin, region (U.S. Census definitions), and telephone usage. The White, non-Hispanic subgroup was also balanced on age, education and region.  Then, sample was balanced based on the entire sample to match national population parameters for county density and age. The basic weighting parameters came from a special analysis of the Census Bureau’s 2009 Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) that included all households in the continental United States. The population density parameter came from Census 2000 data.  The cell phone usage parameter came from an analysis of the January-June 2009 National Health Interview Survey.

Weighting was accomplished using Sample Balancing, a special iterative sample weighting program that simultaneously balances the distributions of all variables. Weights were trimmed to prevent individual interviews from having too much influence on the final results. The use of these weights in statistical analysis ensures that the demographic characteristics of the sample closely approximate the demographic characteristics of the national population. Table 1 compares weighted and unweighted sample distributions to population parameters.
	Table 1: Sample Demographics 18-29 Year Olds
	
	

	
	Population Parameter
	Unweighted Sample
	Weighted Sample

	Gender
	
	
	

	Male
	50.8%
	51.9%
	51.1%

	Female
	49.2%
	48.1%
	48.9%

	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	

	18-21
	32.3%
	36.7%
	32.8%

	22-25
	33.6%
	31.1%
	33.4%

	26-29
	34.1%
	32.2%
	33.8%

	
	
	
	

	Education
	
	
	

	Less than HS Graduate
	16.0%
	10.0%
	15.9%

	HS Graduate
	31.9%
	30.4%
	31.9%

	Some College
	33.3%
	37.1%
	33.2%

	College Graduate
	18.7%
	22.4%
	18.6%

	
	
	
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	

	White/not Hispanic
	61.1%
	58.7%
	60.4%

	Black/not Hispanic
	13.6%
	14.3%
	13.5%

	Hispanic
	18.8%
	    15.8%
	18.6%

	Other/not Hispanic
	6.5%
	10.1%
	  6.6%

	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	

	Northeast
	17.5%
	17.5%
	17.6%

	Midwest
	21.8%
	23.4%
	22.0%

	South
	36.8%
	38.0%
	36.4%

	West
	23.9%
	21.2%
	24.0%

	
	
	
	

	Phone Use
	
	
	

	CPO
	41.1%
	45.7%
	41.2%

	Not CPO
	58.9%
	54.3%
	58.8%

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Table 2: Sample Demographics - 30 Years Old+
	
	

	
	Population Parameter
	Unweighted Sample
	Weighted Sample

	Gender
	
	
	

	Male
	47.8%
	46.8%
	47.7%

	Female
	52.2%
	53.2%
	52.3%

	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	

	30-34
	10.9%
	  8.3%
	10.8%

	35-44
	23.4%
	18.8%
	23.7%

	45-54
	25.1%
	22.2%
	23.9%

	55-64
	19.4%
	21.1%
	18.1%

	65+
	21.3%
	26.8%
	22.3%

	
	
	
	

	Education
	
	
	

	Less than HS Graduate
	13.6%
	9.7%
	13.6%

	HS Graduate
	35.5%
	26.1%
	33.5%

	Some College
	21.5%
	24.9%
	21.7%

	College Graduate
	29.4%
	36.6%
	29.9%

	
	
	
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	

	White/not Hispanic
	70.9%
	72.4%
	69.7%

	Black/not Hispanic
	10.9%
	9.0%
	10.8%

	Hispanic
	12.3%
	8.7%
	12.0%

	Other/not Hispanic
	5.9%
	6.0%
	  6.0%

	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	

	Northeast
	18.8%
	17.6%
	19.2%

	Midwest
	22.0%
	23.5%
	21.8%

	South
	36.8%
	38.2%
	36.9%

	West
	22.3%
	20.8%
	22.1%

	
	
	
	

	Phone Use
	
	
	

	CPO
	15.6%
	13.2%
	14.9%

	Not CPO
	84.4%
	84.0%
	83.8%

	
	
	
	


Effects of Sample Design on Statistical Inference

Post-data collection statistical adjustments require analysis procedures that reflect departures from simple random sampling. Abt SRBI calculates the effects of these design features so that an appropriate adjustment can be incorporated into tests of statistical significance when using these data. The so-called "design effect" or deff represents the loss in statistical efficiency that results from systematic non-response. The total sample design effect for this survey is 1.48.
Abt SRBI calculates the composite design effect for a sample of size n, with each case having a weight, wi as:

[image: image2.wmf]2

1

1

2

÷

ø

ö

ç

è

æ

=

å

å

=

=

n

i

i

n

i

i

w

w

n

deff


[image: image3.wmf]÷

÷

ø

ö

ç

ç

è

æ

-

´

±

n

p

p

deff

p

 

)

ˆ

1

(

ˆ

96

.

1

ˆ


In a wide range of situations, the adjusted standard error of a statistic should be calculated by multiplying the usual formula by the square root of the design effect (√deff ). Thus, the formula for computing the 95% confidence interval around a percentage is:
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where 
[image: image1.wmf]p

ˆ

 is the sample estimate and n is the unweighted number of sample cases in the group being considered.

The survey’s margin of error is the largest 95% confidence interval for any estimated proportion based on the total sample— the one around 50%. For example, the margin of error for the entire sample is ±2.7%. This means that in 95 out every 100 samples drawn using the same methodology, estimated proportions based on the entire sample will be no more than three percentage points away from their true values in the population.  It is important to remember that sampling fluctuations are only one possible source of error in a survey estimate. Other sources, such as respondent selection bias, questionnaire wording and reporting inaccuracy, may contribute additional error of greater or lesser magnitude.
Response Rates and sample dispositions
Table 3 reports the disposition of all sampled telephone numbers ever dialed from the original telephone number samples.  Abt SRBI calculates four component rates:
 Response rate, Cooperation rate, Refusal rate and Contact rate.
The response rate for the GP land line samples ranged from 14.5 to 21.3 percent, GP cellular samples from 11.8 to13.8 percent, cellular 18-29 oversample 19.5 to 21.6 percent,  18-29 cellular recontact 33.1 to 35.9 percent  and 18-29 landline recontact 53.2 to 56.3 percent. 
	Table 2: Sample Disposition
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	
	
	GP

Landline
	  GP

 Cell
	18-29 Cell OS
	18-29 LL Recontact
	18-29 Cell Recontact 

	Interview (Category 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Complete
	1.000
	739
	744
	181
	112
	        244

	Screen-outs
	1.100
	  0
	    409
	1273
	95
	     34

	Partial 
	1.200
	 46
	45
	11
	  2
	       8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Eligible, non-interview (Category 2)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Refusal and breakoff
	2.100
	 28
	28
	4
	 2
	       3

	Refusal                
	2.110
	 1325
	2918
	1949
	     84
	   162

	Respondent never available
	2.210
	25
	35
	24
	 3
	       7

	Answering machine household-no message left
	2.221
	   723
	2856
	2221
	13
	   130

	Physically or mentally unable/incompetent
	2.320
	  175
	137
	100
	 7
	       7

	Household-level language problem
	2.331
	93
	199
	101
	 1
	       5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unknown eligibility, non-interview (Category 3)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Always busy
	3.120
	98
	145
	133
	 0
	        6

	No answer
	3.130
	 1256
	458
	581
	17
	      45

	No screener completed
	3.210
	   583
	1780
	843
	52
	    188

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Not eligible (Category 4)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fax/data line
	4.200
	 471
	12
	30
	  1
	        0

	Non-working/disconnect
	4.300
	6987
	5054
	3673
	76
	      98

	Temporarily out of service
	4.330
	  177
	211
	106
	 3
	        0

	Cell phone
	4.420
	      8
	5
	8
	 1
	        2

	Business, government office, other organizations
	4.510
	  826
	569
	351
	25
	      17

	Other
	4.900
	5
	232
	129
	  0
	       7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total phone numbers used
	
	3565
	15870
	11738
	495
	   968

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completes and Screen-Outs (1.0/1.1)
	I
	  739
	1153
	1454
	207
	   278

	Partial Interviews (1.2)
	P
	    46
	45
	11
	   2
	       8

	Refusal and break off (2.1)
	R
	1353
	2946
	1953
	 86
	   165

	Non Contact (2.2)
	NC
	  748
	2891
	2245
	  16
	   137

	Other (2.3)
	O
	  268
	  336
	201
	    8
	     12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unknown household (3.1)
	UH
	1354
	  636
	734
	  18
	     51

	Unknown other (3.2, 3.9)
	UO
	  583
	1780
	843
	  52
	   188

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Not Eligible (4.0)
	NE
	8474
	6083
	4297
	106
	   129

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e = Estimated proportion of cases of unknown eligibility that are eligible.
	(I+P+R+NC+O)/((I+P+R+NC+O)+NE)
	0.271
	0.548
	0.577
	  0.751
	 0.823

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Response Rate 1
	I/(I+P) + (R+NC+O) + (UH+UO)
	0.145
	0.118
	0.195
	  0.532
	 0.331

	Response Rate 2
	(I+P)/(I+P) + (R+NC+O) + (UH+UO)
	0.154
	0.122
	0.197
	  0.537
	 0.341

	Response Rate 3
	I/((I+P) + (R+NC+O) + e(UH+UO) )
	0.201
	0.133
	0.215
	0.557
	 0.349

	Response Rate 4
	(I+P)/((I+P) + (R+NC+O) + e(UH+UO) )
	0.213
	0.138
	0.216
	0.563
	 0.359

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cooperation Rate 1
	I/(I+P)+R+O)
	0.307
	0.257
	0.402
	0.683
	 0.600

	Cooperation Rate 2
	(I+P)/((I+P)+R+O))
	0.326
	0.267
	0.405
	0.690
	 0.618

	Cooperation Rate 3
	I/((I+P)+R))
	0.346
	0.278
	0.425
	0.702
	 0.616

	Cooperation Rate 4
	(I+P)/((I+P)+R))
	0.367
	0.289
	0.429
	0.708
	 0.634

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Refusal Rate 1
	R/((I+P)+(R+NC+O) + UH + UO))
	0.266
	0.301
	0.262
	0.221
	 0.197

	Refusal Rate 2
	R/((I+P)+(R+NC+O) + e(UH + UO))
	0.368
	0.339
	0.288
	0.231
	 0.207

	Refusal Rate 3
	R/((I+P)+(R+NC+O))
	0.429
	0.400
	0.333
	0.270
	 0.275

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contact Rate 1
	(I+P)+R+O / (I+P)+R+O+NC+ (UH + UO)
	0.473
	0.458
	0.486
	0.779
	  0.552

	Contact Rate 2
	(I+P)+R+O / (I+P)+R+O+NC + e(UH+UO)
	0.654
	0.515
	0.534
	0.816
	  0.581

	Contact Rate 3
	(I+P)+R+O / (I+P)+R+O+NC
	0.763
	0.608
	0.617
	0.950
	  0.772


� EMBED Equation.3  ���





formula 1





� EMBED Equation.3  ���





formula 2








� Dual-users are defined as [a] landline respondents who either have a working cell phone or live with someone who has a cell phone, or [b] cell phone respondents who have at least one working telephone inside their home that is not a cell phone.


� Blumberg SJ, Luke JV. Wireless substitution: Early release of estimates from the National Health Interview Survey, January-June, 2009. National Center for Health Statistics. December 2009.


� Abt SRBI’s disposition codes and reporting are consistent with the American Association for Public Opinion Research standards.
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