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Executive summary 
 

Introduction 
This report presents the findings from the pretesting of the Norwegian LFS questionnaire programmed 

for CAWI. 21 test persons took part in combined cognitive and usability tests of the CAWI question-

naire. Participants were primarily recruited amongst groups known to have difficulty with LFS ques-

tions. The questionnaire was tested on a range of devices and operative systems. In addition, two 

small exploratory pilots were conducted; with net samples of 131 and 102 respectively.  

 

Critical questions 

25 different questions from the LFS questionnaire have been categorized as critical. The categoriza-

tion was done based on both prior tests of the CATI questionnaire and on findings from the CAWI 

questionnaire pretests. Many problems from the CATI questionnaire are reinforced in CAWI mode due 

to the absence of an interviewer for guidance and clarification. As such interviewer skills vary even 

among experienced interviewers, improvements to questions and clarifications would be beneficial 

regardless of mode. As the test participants were recruited among groups known to have problems 

with certain LFS questions, the frequency of the problems among test persons is not necessarily in-

dicative of the frequency among the general LFS sample. Some of the 25 questions were specific to 

the Norwegian LFS questionnaire. Listed below are the four main Eurostat variables that the test per-

sons found difficult. 

 

WSTATOR – Labour status during the reference week 

o Problems linking dates to weekdays, especially when the reference week is not 

last week 

o Proposed solution: Include information on weekdays in connection with days, use 

of calendar to visualize (should be tested) 

 

WISHMORE – Wish to work usually more than the current number of hours 

o Problems partly caused by Norwegian version, where the question also shall 

measure respondents’ wish to work less than the current number of hours. Word-

ing tested works better than wording currently in use, but problems persist. Also 

problems because it is unclear whether more hours in the same job, another job, 

or an extra job is meant. 

o Proposed solution: split into two questions – proper WISHMORE and “WISH-

LESS”. Include clarifying information on types of jobs meant. 
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HWUSUAL – Hours usually (or contractually) worked 

o Especially problematic for workers with non-standard contracts; business owners 

part-time and shift workers, odd-job workers and school staff. Difficulties delimit-

ing, retrieving and calculating. 

o Proposed solution: attempt to tailor questions better to different types of work con-

tracts and professions 

HWACTUAL – Hours actually worked during reference week 

o Difficulties calculating, determining what counts as work, difficulty recalling when 

reference week is not last week.  

o Proposed solution: grid question with running tally summing up day-by-day. A 

more radical solution: 7 daily questions on how many hours worked yesterday. 

 

Usability, functionalities, layout and devices 

On the topics of usability, functionalities and devices, the tests had two general aims: 1) explore how 

best to adapt the LFS questionnaire and questionnaires in general to handheld units, and 2) try out 

approaches to compensate for interviewer absence using questionnaire dialogues. Below are summa-

rized the key findings and recommendations on these topics. 
 

 
1 a) The feasibility of using a “mobile first” approach for developing questionnaires. 

The main argument in favour of “mobile first” is that whatever works on a small screen, will al-

so work on a large screen. The main argument against this approach is that it limits the 

amount of items and text visible at the same time. 

o Test persons generally preferred PC or tablets, and not smartphones, for complet-

ing the test questionnaire – regardless of which device they actually used during 

the tests 

o In the pilots combined, 13 % of the respondents used a handheld unit to respond 

o Recommendation: “Mobile first” is not always advisable. Make survey-specific de-

cision regarding whether to develop using a strict “mobile first” approach 

o Recommendation: Always make web questionnaires “finger-friendly”, to facilitate 

completion on tablets 

 

1 b) Blaise IS and C-moto style sheet as software for data collection 

Statistics Norway already uses the Blaise suite for social surveys in CATI and CAPI mode, 

and its IS module for CAWI social surveys. One of the main problems with Blaise IS is creating 

a good layout for the questionnaire, particularly for mobile phones. Therefore we utilized the 

style sheet C-moto, which is developed for use with Blaise IS. C-moto solves some of Blaise 

IS’s layout issues, and optimizes the content for handheld units. Below are summarized the 

main pros and cons for using Blaise IS and C-moto respectively for web surveys.  
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o Blaise IS pros: If using Blaise for CATI and CAPI modes, it is possible to reuse 

source code 

o Blaise IS cons: Integration with CATI and CAPI is not seamless and requires 

workarounds and/or an advanced case administration system 

o C-moto pros: Test persons found the layout pleasing and finger-friendly. Layout is 

vastly improved on mobile devices compared with regular Blaise IS. 

o C-moto cons: Some bugs connected to calculations of hours and minutes, and the 

display of entered data when navigating back and forth. Simple grids are not sup-

ported. Too little flexibility with the size of freetext fields. 

Parties considering using Blaise and C-moto should be aware that both software packages are 

currently under development, and should check with CBS and CenERdata respectively which 

features are available.  

 

2 a) Hyperlinks for initiating questionnaire dialogues 

In the tests questionnaire, we used hyperlinked words within questions for respondent-initiated 

clarification/questionnaire dialogue, rather than e.g. a “?” icon or a “Help” or  “More info” but-

ton. Clicking on a hyperlink gave access to a definition of that particular word, as well as in-

clude/exclude lists where relevant. An introductory screen explaining the function of hyperlinks 

was the first item of the test questionnaire. 

o In the 21 cognitive interviews, two test persons clicked on hyperlinks. Several 

more considered using hyperlinks, but opted not to for various reasons.  

o In the exploratory pilots combined, 48 of 233 respondents self-reported having 

clicked on a hyperlink. 39 of these were helped fully or partly by this 

o Hyperlinks are not always recognized as such, and some forget about them.  

o Help that transcends lexical definitions of single concepts should be offered in 

a different way 

o Hyperlinks should be compared to alternative ways of offering clarifying infor-

mation, and combinations of different ways, in a controlled experiment 

  

 2 b) Don’t know responses for initiating questionnaire dialogues 

In the test questionnaire, a “Don’t’ know” response triggered a questionnaire-initiated dialogue 

with the user. First, a question on why the respondent responded “Don’t know”, diagnosing the 

problem was displayed. On the next screen, clarification was displayed, followed by a repeti-

tion of the question 

o In the 21 cognitive interviews, one test person was exposed to questionnaire dia-

logue after having responded “Don’t know” 
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o In the exploratory pilots, 22 of 232 respondents were exposed to questionnaire di-

alogue after having responded “Don’t know”, on a total of 24 questions. Of these, 

11 were converted to substantial responses 

o Questionnaire dialogues in the tests were only tailored to word meaning. Ideally, 

clarification, help and other questionnaire dialogue, such as probing, should be tai-

lored to the specific problem the respondent had had with the question 

o There are limits to interviewer emulation. Writing questionnaire dialogues for all 

LFS questions, for all conceivable problems for all subsample groups, will be very 

resource-demanding and clear priorities should be made upfront. 
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Main contents 

 

1.  Background 

• The Norwegian LFS today is a CATI only survey with a sample of families. Fieldwork is pri-

marily done from Statistics Norway’s call centres, with some follow-up done by locally based 

interviewers. In 2011, a large part of the LFS was pretested using expert appraisal and cogni-

tive interviews. (Gulløy et al. 2012) Results from these tests were used as input to the ESSnet 

project.  

• The CAWI instrument was built from scratch, in general following the CATI questionnaire but 

with some modifications to better adapt to CAWI mode. Changes included turning certain in-

terviewer instructions into questions, and splitting up questions with many response categories 

into multiple questions 

• Online application in use: Blaise IS with C-moto style sheet to adapt to handheld units  

• Transfer of questions were done using a unimode approach with the original CATI question-

naire as a basis. Additionally, we attempted interviewer emulation through questionnaire dia-

logues, based on the contents of the interviewer manual. 

 

2. General aims of testing 
In addition to the testing of critical questions in the Norwegian LFS questionnaire, the tests had 

two general, interrelated aims: 1) adapting the LFS questionnaire to handheld units, and 2) com-

pensating for interviewer absence through questionnaire dialogues. The first primarily deals with 

technical solutions and usability, the second addresses survey communication.  

 

1) Investigating the feasibility of adapting the LFS questionnaire to handheld units  

The LFS test questionnaire was developed using a 'mobile first' approach. The rationale behind 

this website development philosophy is that something which works on a small screen will also 

work on a large screen, but not necessarily vice versa. Proponents of mobile first also stress that 

this approach also forces web site developers to simplify and focus on the tasks that the user must 

perform. (Wroblewski 2011). The increasing proportion of people having access to smartphones 

and tablets is one argument for designing for mobile first. A survey specific argument is the poten-

tial for sending survey links/invitations by SMS. To make the interface mobile friendly, the C-moto 

style sheet, which optimizes layout and response options for touch screen technology was em-

ployed. (See Amin and Wijnant, 2012).  This general aim can be divided into three sub-aims:  

a) The feasibility and usability of a ‘mobile first’ design,  

b) The applicability of C-moto 

c) The respondents’ preferences and response propensity on different devices.    
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2) The feasibility of compensating for interviewer absence through questionnaire dialogues   

In recent years, different attempts have been made at emulating dialogue features from interview-

er administered modes in web modes. This is partly inspired by grounding theory, which stresses 

that a common understanding of key concepts is a premise for a functioning conversation. The in-

terview is regarded as a conversational and collaborative effort rather than as a rigidly standard-

ized script. Qualitative tests of the CATI LFS questionnaire show that for certain groups of re-

spondents, interviewers need to engage in conversational interviewing and provide different types 

of clarifying information and calculations, tailoring the dialogue to the needs of the individual re-

spondent, to obtain valid responses. In these qualitative tests, a number of questions have been 

identified as being likely to be sensitive to mode effects in self-administered modes, because of 

the absence of an interviewer. In their 2007 article Bringing Features of Human Dialogue to Web 

Surveys, Conrad et al. make an argument for the potential benefits of enhancing CAWI surveys 

with features of human dialogue. They observe that the initiation of dialogue is a two-way phe-

nomenon, as both interviewer and the interviewee can initiate clarification. In their tests they try to 

provide both questionnaire provided dialogue and respondent provided dialogue. In our tests, we 

try to accomplish the same, by offering questionnaire dialogue through hyperlinks (respondent-

initiated dialogue) and after Don’t know responses (questionnaire-initiated dialogue). The general 

aim can be divided into four more specific aims:  

a) Respondents perceived and actual need for clarification  

b) Respondents’ actual use of clarification dialogue  

c) The quality and usefulness of provided clarification  

d) The need for developing further dialogue features 

The interrelation of the general aims 

When designing for mobile phones, the amount of text that is feasible to put on one screen is lim-

ited. As Conrad et al. point out, although it improves quality, respondents are often annoyed with 

large amounts of clarification text – that is often irrelevant to them – on the screen. Such a reac-

tion will likely be fortified on a small screen. If placed before the question, it may be scrolled past. 

If placed after the question it could end up never being viewed. If successfully implemented, ques-

tionnaire dialogues could therefore be an important tool in making CAWI questionnaires that work 

on mobile phones.  

On the other hand, in a multi-mode/multi-device context, one can envision a design where re-

spondents with a high probability of a minimal need for interviewer assistance/questionnaire dia-

logue are the prime candidates for CAWI as the main mode – and be less sensitive to device ef-

fects: a balance between the limitations of the device and the probable needs of the respondent. If 

the questionnaire dialogue approach is not entirely successful, such an approach is an alternative 

for conducting mixed-mode surveys. 
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3.  Methodology of testing 

Two main types of tests were conducted: 1) Combined cognitive and usability tests, and 2) exploratory 

pilots.  

 

Cognitive and usability tests 

In the cognitive and usability tests, participants were asked to complete the LFS questionnaire on the 

selected device – PC, smartphone or tablet. After completion, the moderator conducted a retrospec-

tive cognitive interview, probing specifically to investigate whether the test person had been unsure of 

any of the questions. For questions where the test person expressed doubt or had misunderstood the 

question, he/she was asked to read and review the available clarifying information. At the end of the 

interview, the test person was asked about how he/she experienced completing the questionnaire on 

the given device, and to assess which device he or she would prefer.  

 

For 5 of 6 PC tests, eyetracking data was collected, as well as for 6 tests on iPhone. However, due to 

imprecise measuring of eye movements, the iPhone eyetracking data were discarded and plans for 

using eyetracking on the remaining smartphone and tablet tests were abandoned. 

 

The target groups for the cognitive and usability tests for all rounds, barring round 3, were different 

categories of respondents that are known to have problems with the current LFS questions, and with 

whom interviewers often engage in conversational interviewing. For the third round of cognitive and 

usability tests, where we wanted to test dependent interviewing in CAWI, persons with more standard 

working time arrangements were selected. The background for this choice was a discussion regarding 

whether CAWI should be offered to all respondents, or whether it should be reserved for respondents 

who probably need minimal interviewer assistance. (See above.) 

 

Cognitive and usability tests, round 1 

Target group:  People with non-standard working arrangements. Teachers, health 

care workers and self-employed. Age group 30-60. 

Sample: Random sample based on register data, self-recruitment. 6 individu-

als, NOK 500 incentive. 

Aim of testing: General usability om PC, use of questionnaire dialogue, working-time 

questions and definitions 

Methodology:   Observation, cognitive interviewing, eye-tracking 

Platform:  Desktop PC 

Time period:  March 2013 

 

Cognitive and usability tests, round 2 

Target group: Students with part-time jobs, odd-jobs or jobs through employment 

agencies. Age group 20s. 

Sample: Self-recruitment using posters and ads at educational institutions. 6 

individuals, NOK 500 incentive. 
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Aim ot testing: General usability on mobile phone, use of questionnaire dialogue, 

working contract and working time questions and definitions. 

Methodology: Observation, cognitive interviewing, eye-tracking 

Platform: iPhone 

Time period:  April 2013 

 

Cognitive and usability tests, round 3 

 Target group:  Employees with steady jobs. Age group 20s-30s. 

Sample: Network recruiting, friends and acquaintances of Statistics Norway 

employees. 4 individuals, NOK 500 incentive. 

Aim of testing: General usability on mobile phone, use of questionnaire dialogue, use 

of dependent information in CAWI questionnaire, perceived mode dif-

ferences. 

Methodology Observation, cognitive interviewing 

Platform: CATI (initial interview), Samsung Galaxy SII smartphone  

Time period: May-June 2013 

 

Cognitive and usability tests, round 4 

 Target group:  Primary school employees. Age group 20s-30s. 

Sample: Network recruiting, one specific school. 5 individuals, NOK 500 incen-

tive. 

Aim of testing: General usability on tablet, use of questionnaire dialogue, profession-

tailored questions on contractual working hours. 

Methodology Observation, cognitive interviewing 

Platform: iPad & Asus Tablets 

Time period: March 2014 

 

 

 

Exploratory pilots 

During the cognitive and usability tests, we came to the conclusion that little could be inferred about 

how and to what extent questionnaire dialogues would actually be used by ordinary respondents, due 

to selection effects and the test situation. We also wanted to gather information on which devices ac-

tual respondents would use. In the pilot, we added questions on whether the respondents used the 

hyperlinks to access clarifying information, and how helpful the clarifying information was. We also 

added questions on causes of response burden. Information on actual use of hyperlinks and devices 

used was collected from paradata. For the first pilot, we used a general population sample. For the 

second pilot, we used 8th wave (the final wave) nonrespondents from the 3rd quarter of 2014. This 

was the most realistic sample in terms of actual LFS data collection, and was also used for input to 

WPIII on the organization of mixed-mode data collection. 
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Pilot 1 – general, first wave full interview 

 Target group:  General population age 18-65 

Sample: Random sample of 1 500 from population register. 131 responses 

Aim of testing: Use of questionnaire dialogue, perceived response burden of CAWI 

questionnaire, use of different platforms 

Methodology: LFS questionnaire, added response burden questions, paradata 

Platform: Users’ choice 

Time period: June-August 2013 

  

Pilot 2 – nonresponse follow-up 

 Target group:  LFS nonrespondents 

Sample: 8th wave nonrespondents from the 3rd quarter of 2013. Gross sample 

of 599. 102 responses. 

Aim of testing: Dependent interviewing, use of questionnaire dialogue, perceived re-

sponse burden of CAWI questionnaire, use of different platforms, sur-

vey communication and multi-mode design (for WPIII) 

Methodology: LFS questionnaire, added response burden questions, paradata 

Platform: Users’ choice 

Time period: October 2013-January 2014 

 

 

 

4. Detailed aims of testing, findings and recommendations 
The detailed aims of the tests carried out by Statistics Norway are documented in two different 

templates: an Excel template for an overview of critical questions (4.1), and a word template for 

issues dealing with usability, functionalities, layout and devices used for responding (4.2). The fol-

lowing issues are described in the templates:   
 
4.1 Critical questions – see separate document 

 

4.2.1 Login functionality 

4.2.2 The “Mobile first” approach 

4.2.3 Blaise IS and C-moto software 

4.3.4 “Don’t know” responses for initiating questionnaire dialogue 

4.3.5 Hyperlinks for initiating questionnaire dialogue 
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4.2.1 – Login functionality 

 
 
 

 
 
Research topic:  Login functionality 

 
Specified aim of testing:  The feasibility of an individual login approach. Although the 

LFS is a household survey, Statistics Norway sends out indi-
vidual information letters to all sampled persons. We also did 
this our second mini-pilot, where several multiple-person 
households received invitation letters.  

 
Findings: During the pilot, a respondent sent us an e-mail informing us 

that his household had received two letters. By mistake, he 
had completed the questionnaire assigned to his wife.  

 
Frequency of the problem: 1 documented occurrence in pilot. Verification questions on 

age and gender does not indicate more occurrences. 
 
 
Problems by scope & 
Severity:   
 
Scope: Problems can be classified by local and global problems. 

• Local problem only related to login screen 
 

Severity: Problems can be classified by severity and different levels. 
• Less serious: Not expected to have a big effect. 

 
 
Feasibility:   Please state by: 

• Probably feasible as tested, but can be further researched 
 

Recommendation: We have two suggestions for further assuring that the actual re-
spondent is completing the questionnaire: 1) prefilling the name 
of the respondent on an introductory screen, with a confirmation 
button. 2) a two-phase login where you first login for the house-
hold using a household password, and then click on your name 
and enter a personal password. 
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4.2.2 The “Mobile first” approach 
 
 
 
 
Screenshot on tested design 

 
 
Research topic:  The feasibility of using a “mobile first” approach for develop-

ing questionnaires. 
 

Specified aim of testing:  A “mobile first” approach implies adapting questionnaire lay-
out and content to make it work on a small screen. This limits 
the amount of text and respondent tasks per screen, and only 
one question should be presented per screen. It consistent 
with the survey methodological principle of singling out re-
sponse tasks, and prohibits the use of matrixes. A drawback 
would be that context and overview may be lost. However, 
the linear question-by-question approach where e.g. follow-
up questions are not known by the respondents closely re-
sembles the CATI interview process.  

 
 The aim of the cognitive tests were to assess the usability of 

the “mobile first” questionnaire on different devices and plat-
forms, and the test persons’ own preference. In addition to 
iPhone and Samsung smartphones and two brands of tab-
lets, the questionnaire was tested on regular PCs. 

 
 Among the aims of the mini pilots was gathering paradata on 

which types of devices respondents would actually use in 
practice, and compare this to how the survey invitation was 
administered: by mail or e-mail. 

 
Findings: The cognitive tests indicated that mobile phones are not per-

ceived as attractive platforms for responding to surveys.  Us-
ers generally expressed a preference for PC or tablet. One of 
the reasons expressed for not preferring mobile was a con-
cern with the data quality – it would typically be used in an 
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“on the go” situation, with insufficient attention given to the 
questions. 

 
  

No test persons asked for an overview page, although some 
said they wanted a progress meter. 

 
In the first mini-pilot, 11 % of the net sample responded using 

handheld units. In the second mini-pilot, 16 % did. In the se-
cond mini-pilot, 7 of 19 respondents who received the first in-
vitation by SMS responded on a smartphone. Including a 
sentence on the survey’s smartphone adapted design 
seemed to have an effect on smartphone pickup rate. 

 
Frequency of the problem: Although most of the participants in the cognitive tests ex-

pressed their preference for responding on an ordinary 
computer or a tablet rather than a smartphone, few actual 
problems connected to responding on a smartphone were 
detected. Such problems had as much to do with the re-
spondents’ not being familiar with the smartphone model on 
which the test was conducted than the questionnaire itself. 
It is difficult to determine whether there are any device ef-
fects but, the situation in which a respondent is using a 
smartphone or other device to respond may play as much a 
part as the device itself.   

 
 The results from the pilots indicate that opting for a “mobile 

first” design is justified from a usability point of view – as 
some respondents will (want to) use smartphones. Perhaps 
more important is the importance of developing question-
naires that are finger friendly, for completion on tablet com-
puters – which is the type of device that recently has had 
the greatest increase for questionnaire completion (de 
Bruijne and Wijnant 2014).  

 
Problems are connected to the need for adapting clarifying 
information and certain technical limitations of the C-moto 
style sheet.  

 
 
Feasibility:    

• Feasible as tested from a usability point of view, but should 
be tested for ‘device effects’ in a pilot with e.g. comparison 
of a “tablet first” version and a “mobile first” version (see be-
low). 

 
 

Recommendation: Make survey-specific decisions of whether mobile first is suita-
ble for a specific survey. If a questionnaire is not suited for mo-
bile, a warning should be issued as the first screen if the re-
spondent is using a mobile phone.  
 
Make sure that questionnaires are sufficiently “finger-friendly” 
so that they can be completed on tablet devices. 
 
Existing and under-development software will be able to adapt 
questionnaires to different types of handheld devices based on 
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screen size rather than the handheld/non-handheld dichotomy. 
(Wijnant and de Bruijne 2014) questionnaires can thus be de-
signed so that more information will be displayed on bigger 
handheld screens, and less on smaller handheld screens, with 
links to additional information. (This is analogous to websites 
with PC, tablet and mobile versions of their content). If different 
sub-samples will be in need of clarifying information to different 
degrees, one could envision e.g. a “tablet first” questionnaire 
version for those with more extensive needs, with login infor-
mation distributed by e-mail or letter, and a “mobile first” ques-
tionnaire version for those with less extensive needs.  
 
SMS invitations should always be linked to mobile first ques-
tionnaires. 
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4.2.3 Blaise IS and C-moto software 
 
 

 
 
Research topic:  Pros and cons of using Blaise IS and the C-moto style sheet 

as software for data collection  
 

Specified aim of testing:  Statistic Norway currently uses Blaise for CATI and CAPI in-
terviewing. For CAWI, the related Blaise IS is used. The nov-
el C-moto style sheet adapts Blaise IS questionnaires to the 
mobile format, but also has some limitations. Only one re-
sponse field per page is possible. Hence, it is also not possi-
ble to display tables. 

 
 For the questions on contracted and actual working hours, 

both hours and minutes must be reported. We wanted sepa-
rate fields for hours and minutes in the CAWI questionnaire, 
but because C-moto was implemented, this was not possible. 
Instead, we wanted to test a possible way of bypassing this 
by instructing respondents to use the “hh.mm” format for re-
sponding.  

 
 
Findings: The instruction was difficult to comprehend for respondents, 

and the “hh.mm” format cannot be expected to be understood 
by everyone. Also, the size of the response field that expands 
with screen size is confusing for respondents. It is much wid-
er than necessary, and this led to one test person writing “12 
hours”. 

 
 Further, a bug causing in-questionnaire numerical data to 

disappear was discovered when navigating back and forth in 
the questionnaire. Although the data remains stored in the 
Blaise database, this will not be visible to the user, and if the 
question is mandatory, the user has to input the data again.  

 
Frequency of the problem: 4 of the 12 test persons in the first two rounds of testing had 

problems understanding the instruction and/or experienced 
difficulties. Because of this, we decided to abandon the in-
formation request for minutes in the tests, and changed the 
instruction to “round off the nearest full hour” in the remain-
ing tests plus the two mini pilots. 

 
 
Problems by scope &  
Severity:   
 
Scope:  

• Global problem for Blaise users in the sense that the 
one-response-field-per-page limitation is generic to C-
moto.  

• Local problem in the sense that it affects 6 key ques-
tions in the LFS questionnaire 



 16 

 
Severity: Problems can be classified by severity and different levels. 

• More serious: C-moto should be improved to handle 
more than one response field per page, before it is put 
to use for surveys that require it in practice.  

 
 
Feasibility:    

• Not feasible with current version of C-moto and information 
request for hours and minutes.  

 
Recommendation: C-moto fulfils its main task well: optimizing Blaise IS’s layout for 

mobile devices. However, for table questions and calculations 
of hours improvement is necessary to use it for LFS. There is 
also need for more flexibility in the layout of response fields for 
characters and figures. 

 
Provided C-moto remains freeware, we recommend Blaise us-
ers trying out and giving feedback to CentERdata, to advance 
their developing of C-moto. As of April 2014, CentERdata are 
working on C-moto 2.0, which is intended to address the tables 
issue, as well as offering more complex layout adaption for dif-
ferent types of questionnaires. (Wijnant and de Bruijne 2014)  
 
Further, it is expected that Blaise 5 will solve some of the issues 
currently solved by C-moto. Institutions considering using the 
Blaise and C-moto software packages are recommended to 
seek contact with Statistics Netherlands and CentERdata for 
updated information. 
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4.2.4 

“Don’t know” responses for initiating questionnaire dialogues 
 
 
Screenshots on tested design  

                   
Screenshot 1: intermediary screen   Screenshot 2: Clarifying information followed by                 
on reasons for responding “Don’t know”  repeated question 

 
Translation, screenshot 1: 
You responded ‘Don’t know’ on the previous question.  
What made it difficult for you to respond to the question? 

Difficult or unclear terms in the question 
Question not clearly formulated 
Do not have the information requested 
Difficult to remember 
Response categories do not fit 
Other 

 
 
 
Research topic:  Use of “Don’t know” responses for initiating questionnaire dia-

logue. (See also use of hyperlinks for initiating questionnaire 
dialogue.) 

 
Specified aim of testing:  For some groups of respondents more than others, certain 

questions will require clarifying information and explanations. 
(Conrad et al. 2007, 2008) In the LFS, the information need-
ed is often very specific for e.g. certain professions and cer-
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tain types of work contracts. (Gravem 2013) In CATI inter-
views, and in the LFS in particular, the interviewer and the 
respondent often engage in conversational interviewing to ar-
rive at a response which is in accordance with the LFS Inter-
viewer manual. The aim of testing was to investigate whether 
“Don’t know” responses can be used as a starting point for 
questionnaire-initiated dialogue.  
 
“Don’t know”  questionnaire dialogue was triggered on 13 of 
the questions, and consisted of two screens: 1) An intermedi-
ary screen asking about the respondent’s reasons for re-
sponding “Don’t know”, based on the cognitive phases of 
question response, and 2) a screen with clarifying information 
placed above the question initially responded  “Don’t know” 
to.   

 
Findings: As with hyperlinks, using “Don’t know” for initiating question-

naire dialogue will not always be effective for initiating ques-
tionnaire dialogue when necessary, and should be supple-
mented with additional measures. The test persons’ assess-
ment of the clarifying information revealed that sometimes it 
is perceived as contradictory to the question stems, and does 
not address all issues experienced. 

 
Frequency of the problem: In the 21 cognitive tests of the CAWI questionnaire, only one 

respondent was exposed to clarifying information after hav-
ing responded “Don’t know”. In the exploratory pilots com-
bined, 22 of 233 respondents were exposed to clarifying in-
formation after having responded “Don’t know”, in a total of 
24 instances. 11 of these 24 “Don’t knows” were converted 
to substantial responses. 

 
 
Problems by scope &  
Severity:  The problems connected to using “Don’t know” for initiating 

questionnaire dialogue must be divided into two: 1) Is using 
“Don’t know” responses a good way of initiating questionnaire 
dialogue? 2) Does the questionnaire dialogue assist the re-
spondent in providing a substantial response? Largely, the first 
problem can be considered a global one, whereas the other 
primarily is a local one connected to individual questions. 

 
Scope:  

• Global problem – “Don’t know” used for initiating ques-
tionnaire dialogue. The cognitive tests demonstrated 
that respondents will not always respond “Don’t know” 
when they are in doubt. Therefore, “Don’t know” ques-
tionnaire dialogue must be supplemented with other 
ways of initiating dialogue and/or convey clarifying in-
formation.  

• Local problem – Does the questionnaire dialogue assist 
the respondent in providing a substantial response? 
Although the questionnaire collected information on the 
pilot respondents’ reasons for not knowing, the clarify-
ing information was general and not tailored to the spe-
cific reasons: only definitions of terms were offered. 
This was particularly evident on the questions on con-
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tracted working hours, and contracted working hours in 
the reference week. The lexical definitions and exam-
ples provided did not address this issue. Here, 8 and 6 
pilot participants initially responded “Don’t know”.  Re-
call problems were the most reported reason for not 
knowing: 3 for each of the two questions. Correspond-
ingly, only 2 out of 8 and 3 out of 6 of the final respons-
es were substantial. 

 
Severity: Both the global and the local problems with using “Don’t know” 

for initiating questionnaire dialogue should be assigned the sta-
tus of More serious: Improvement is necessary, else the fea-
ture cannot be applied.  

 
 
Feasibility:    

• Feasibility should be tested after revision 
• Further research needed for some issues 

 
Recommendation: When implementing any kind of questionnaire dialogues, thor-

ough care should be taken in finding the best place for all the 
relevant clarifying information the survey encompasses: Which 
clarifying information be converted into (filter) questions? Which 
clarifying information should always be visible to all partici-
pants? Which clarifying information should always be visible to 
certain groups of respondents, (based on e.g. filter questions, 
register information)? Which questions require other means of 
help than clarifying information (e.g. a calendar)? And finally, 
which clarifying information should be available through ques-
tionnaire dialogues? 

 
  

Whether by using “Don’t know” responses or other ways of trig-
gering questionnaire-initiated dialogue, we recommend asking 
about the reasons why the respondent responded “Don’t 
know”. This will gather information on the nature of the prob-
lem, and perhaps why the help offered is inadequate. Ideally, 
the help provided should try to address the reported type of 
problem(s): there is not much help in a dialogue if the ques-
tionnaire doesn’t really listen to you. This essentially local prob-
lem should be looked at for each question, and ideally each 
type of problem. This will likely be very time-consuming. 
If no problem-specific help is available, a soft probe such as “we 
know this question may be difficult, please try to answer it as 
best you can”, would be preferable. 
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4.2.5 Hyperlinks for initiating questionnaire dialogues 
 
 
Screenshots on tested design 

 
Screenshot 1: Question   Screenshot 2: popup window with additional  
with general clarifying    clarifying information and “close” button (“Lukk”)  
information and hyperlink                  

 
 
Research topic:  Use of hyperlinks for initiating questionnaire dialogue. (See 

also use of “Don’t know” responses for initiating questionnaire 
dialogue.) 

 
Specified aim of testing:  For some groups of respondents more than others, certain 

questions will require clarifying information and explanations. 
(Conrad et al. 2007, 2008) In the LFS, the information need-
ed is often very specific for e.g. certain professions and cer-
tain types of work contracts. (Gravem 2013) In CATI inter-
views, and in the LFS in particular, the interviewer and the 
respondent often engage in conversational interviewing to ar-
rive at a response which is in accordance with the LFS Inter-
viewer manual. The aim of testing was to investigate whether 
hyperlinks to key terms can be used as a starting point for re-
spondent-initiated questionnaire dialogue.  
 
Hyperlinked explanations were available on 13 of the ques-
tions. (The same ones as for “Don’t know” responses.) The 
questionnaire dialogue consisted of two elements: 1) An in-
troductory screen informing about the availability of help via 
hyperlinks, stressing the importance of a common under-
standing of key terms. 2) Popup screens with definitions and 
explanations. 

 
Findings: As with “Don’t know” initiated dialogue, using hyperlinks for 

initiating questionnaire dialogue will not be effective in all in-
stances. The cognitive tests revealed that the threshold for 
clicking on a hyperlink to obtain help is high. The test per-
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sons’ assessment of the clarifying information revealed that 
sometimes it is perceived as contradictory to the question 
stems, and does not address all issues experienced.  

 
Frequency of the problem: In the 21 cognitive tests, only two respondents were exposed 

to clarifying information after clicking on a hyperlink. In the 
mini pilots combined, 46 of 233 respondents were exposed 
to clarifying information after having clicked on a hyperlink 
according to paradata. According to the respondents’ self-
reporting, 48 of the 233 respondents clicked on hyperlinks. 
These 48 got follow-up questions on the usefulness of the 
hyperlinked information. 29 reported having gotten the help 
they needed, 10 partly got the help they needed, and 6 did 
not get the help they needed.  

 
 
Problems by scope &  
Severity:  The problems connected to using hyperlinks for initiating ques-

tionnaire dialogue must be divided into two: 1) Is using hyper-
links a good way of initiating questionnaire dialogue? 2) Does 
the questionnaire dialogue assist the respondent in providing a 
substantial response? Largely, the first problem can be consid-
ered a global one, whereas the other primarily is a local one 
connected to individual questions. 

 
Scope:  

• Global problem – hyperlinks used for initiating question-
naire dialogue. The cognitive tests demonstrated that 
respondents will not always use hyperlinks, even 
though they are unsure of certain issues. Nor are the 
hyperlinks always recognized as such. Therefore, hy-
perlink initiated questionnaire dialogue should be sup-
plemented with other ways of initiating dialogue and/or 
convey clarifying information. Specifically, for clarifica-
tion that transcends key terms other solutions should be 
found – such as turning instructions into questions. 

• Local problem – Does the questionnaire dialogue assist 
the respondent in providing a substantial response? 
Results from the 21 cognitive tests indicated substantial 
problems with much of the clarifying information that 
ought to be corrected before proceeding. Results from 
the self-reporting of usefulness from the two pilots are 
promising, but also indicate that there is room for im-
provement. However, even for those that self-reported 
that they got the help they needed, we do not know the 
validity of the resulting responses. 

 
Severity: The global problem of using hyperlinks for initiating question-

naire dialogue should be assigned the status of More serious: 
Improvement is necessary, else the feature cannot be applied.  

 
 The local problem needs revision for each question. 
 
Feasibility:    

• Feasibility should be tested after  revision 
• Further research needed for some issues 
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Recommendation: For general recommendations on clarification and questionnaire 
dialogue, see the appendix describing the “Don’t know” for initi-
ating questionnaire dialogue. The use of hyperlinks for re-
spondent-initiated questionnaire dialogue compared to other 
ways of initiating it should be the research subject of a pilot 
study.  
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