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Introduction

• Linking established methods with technological innovations
• Voice communication channel in the form of open narrative answers

• However, voice answers struggle with missing data (e.g., item nonresponse)

• Revilla and Couper (2021) varied voice instructions but found no differences

• Revilla and Couper (2023) showed that voice answer provision is higher for …
• … respondents using voice input in daily life

• … respondents trusting that their answers are treated confidentially

• We go beyond prior studies and provide extra incentives
• We focus on respondent varying in their likelihood of giving voice answers: low, medium, & high

• In particular, we expect extra incentives to tip the scale in the medium likelihood group
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Defining Likelihood Groups
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Likelihood groups Descriptions

Low Respondents who report not being aware of the existence of voice recording 
or never using it in their daily life and not completely trusting that their 
answers are treated confidentially

Medium Respondents who report not being aware of the existence of voice recording 
or never using it in their daily life, but completely trusting that their answers 
are treated confidentially

Respondents who report using at least sometimes voice recording in their 
daily life, but not completely trusting that their answers are treated 
confidentially

High Respondents who report using voice recording at least sometimes in their 
daily life and completely trusting that their answers are treated confidentially



Study and Push-to-Voice Design

• Web survey lasted 10 min (N = 2,259)
• Respondents got an incentive of 12 points – 2,000 

points equal 100€

• Cross-quotas on gender and age plus education

• 2 follow-up probes on 2 closed questions
• We used the WebdataVoice tool (Revilla et al. 2022)

• <-- Example screenshots (PC screen)
• If respondents refuse to answer the probe through 

voice, they receive a text option

• Sample characteristics
• Mean age (48 years), female (52%), medium (25%), 

and high education (34%), and smartphone (72%)
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1st probe with voice + 
text answer option

1st probe with voice 
answer option
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Experiment & Likelihood Groups

6

Assigning respondents to voice likelihood groups based 
on their answers at the beginning of the web survey

Low
likelihood group

Medium
likelihood group

High
likelihood group

Extra 5 points 
incentive

No extra 
incentive

Extra 5 points 
incentive

No extra 
incentive

Extra 5 points 
incentive

No extra 
incentive

Randomization

Important: Respondents only receive the extra 5 points if they answer both probes through voice

n = 247 n = 219 n = 791 n = 805 n = 87 n = 110



Results I
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Note. We only consider respondents reaching the first probe 
question in the analyses.

Note. We only consider respondents reaching the second 
probe question in the analyses.



Results II
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Note. Z-test. *p < 0.05. We only consider respondents reaching the first probe question in the 
analyses.
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Results III
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Note. Z-test. *p < 0.05. We only consider respondents reaching the second probe question in the 
analyses.
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Discussion and Conclusion

• We face an imbalance across experimental/likelihood groups
• The low and high likelihood groups are under-represented

• Although not reported, breakoff and item-nonresponse are about 20%

• We did not find support for our pre-registered hypotheses
• Extra incentives do not appear to increase voice answer provision – Medium likelihood group

• Data quality beyond item-nonresponse
• Testing our pre-registered hypotheses on text-based quality metrics (e.g., length and topics)

• Testing transcription quality of Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) systems for voice answers

• Take home message: It seems that extra incentives do not increase voice 
answer provision and missing data remains a concern
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Many Thanks for your Attention!

• As the paper is under review in PlosOne, we have some questions 
for discussion:

• Why did the extra incentive backfire?

• What are theoretical approaches that can we learn from?

• How can we encourage respondents to use voice (or can’t we)?

• Do you have any ideas on further variables for defining likelihood groups?
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Appendix: Results I
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Note. Z-test. We only consider respondents reaching the first 
probe question in the analyses.
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Note. Z-test. *p < 0.05. We only consider respondents reaching 
the second probe question in the analyses.
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Appendix: Results II
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Likelihood Low Medium High Total

Extra incentive Yes No Diff Yes No Diff Yes No Diff Yes No Diff

OQ1

… Voice answer 

rate (%)

44.3 41.4 2.9 55.5 64.2 -8.8** 66.7 70.9 -4.3 53.9 60.7 -6.8**

… Breakoff (%) 15.0 20.6 -5.6 11.5 18.8 -7.3*** 11.5 11.8 -0.3 12.3 18.4 -6.2***

… Item 

nonresponse (%)

10.9 7.8 3.2 11.9 5.6 6.3*** 12.6 10.0 2.6 11.7 6.4 5.3***

… Overall answer 

rate (%)

74.1 71.7 2.4 76.6 75.7 1.0 75.9 78.2 -2.3 76.0 75.1 0.9



Appendix: Results III
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Likelihood Low Medium High Total

Extra incentive Yes No Diff Yes No Diff Yes No Diff Yes No Diff

OQ2

… Voice answer 

rate (%)

38.4 40.6 -2.2 52.8 64.4 -

11.6***

63.0 72.5 -9.5 50.6 61.0 -

10.5***
… n 159 138 566 562 54 80 779 780

… Breakoff (%) 2.7 3.1 -0.4 2.0 2.3 -0.3 0.0 1.1 -1.1 2.0 2.3 -0.3

… Item 

nonresponse (%)

13.2 11.7 1.5 12.0 7.0 5.1** 21.7 9.0 12.8* 13.0 8.1 5.0**

… Overall answer 

rate (%)

84.1 85.2 -1.1 86.0 90.8 -4.8** 78.3 89.9 -11.6* 85.0 89.7 -4.6**
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