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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine differences be-
tween the results of an in person or face-to-face direct
spending survey and a post-event online direct spending
survey. Participants in a large annual marathon held in the
Mid-Atlantic Region of the United States were used as sub-
jects for the study. The research methodology selected for
this study included an in person survey instrument adminis-
tered to out-of-town marathon participants prior to the start
of the event during the race number and race timing chip
pick-up period. The same survey instrument was adminis-
tered online four days after the conclusion of the marathon
to the same group of out-of-town marathon participants who
did not previously respond to the in person survey. Analysis
of data and results revealed that average direct spending for
the online respondents was consistently and significantly
higher than spending for the in person respondents on direct
spending questions. Spending on lodging for both groups
showed no significant differences. It was recommended that
the use of online survey methods be considered when con-
ducting direct spending studies for participant oriented sport-
ing events when adequate e-mail addresses are available
and the potential respondents have a certain level of com-
puter literacy.
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Each week there are many economic impact studies being conducted at
sporting events throughout the world. Sport commissions often hire consul-
tants to conduct economic impact studies in an effort to show a "return on in-
vestment" when communities host sporting events. In the past, a number of
sport researchers have focused their attention on analyzing the direct spend-
ing from out-of-town visitors on lodging, food and beverage, retail shopping,
tourist attractions, entertainment and leisure, etc. Economic impact studies are
important to event organizers and sponsors because they measure the mon-
etary "impacts" that sporting events have on a community. Economic impact
studies also provide, in a number of instances, justification for financing and
hosting future sporting events. 

Over the years, sport economic impact studies have examined spectator
oriented events (Baade & Matheson, 2000; Baade & Matheson, 2001; Baade,
Baumann & Matheson, 2008; Crompton & Lee, 2000; Gibson, Willming &
Holdnak, 2002; Porter, 2001; Preuss, Seguin & O'Reilly, 2007; Rosentraub,
2000). These events have hundreds and sometimes thousands of spectators
who travel long distances to see their teams play. The "new money" that is
brought into a local economy is extremely beneficial. Normally, spectators are
surveyed as they enter or exit a sporting event. These in person or face-to-
face surveys have been a fixture at sporting events for many years. They are
the lifeblood of direct spending and economic impact studies. The overall eco-
nomic impact that a sporting event has on a particular community is further
analyzed through the use of multiplier coefficients that help to determine the
overall economic impact.

Economic impact is generally separated into three categories. The first cat-
egory is total direct spending. According to Mondello and Rishe (2004), “this
is the total dollar amount spent at games or events, as well as the amount
spent for an entire stay (hotel rooms, food, rental car, etc.)…Generally speak-
ing, only money originating outside the local economy and spent within the lo-
cal economy is considered economic impact… (p. 332). The second econom-
ic impact category involves indirect spending. Mondello and Rishe (2004)
describe indirect spending as the money that recirculates in the local econo-
my as a result of the direct spending. This is spending that accrues to busi-
nesses that are indirectly impacted by the sporting event through their asso-
ciation with one of the directly impacted businesses. The third economic
impact category is induced spending. This type of spending occurs when em-
ployers and employees at directly and indirectly impacted businesses receive
money from out-of-town visitor spending. As a result, they will spend a cer-
tain amount of their new income in the community (Mondello & Rishe, 2004). 

During the past twenty-five years, a growing number of economic impact
studies have concentrated on participant oriented sporting events (Case,
2008; Chhabra, Sills & Cubbage, 2003; Cobb & Olberding, 2007; Crompton,
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2001; Gratton, Dobson & Shibli, 2000; Mondello & Rishe, 2004; Wilson,
2006). Marathons, half-marathons, 5K and 10K races, cycling events,
triathlons and duathlons are examples of the many sporting events where
spending by the participant is the primary focus of economic impact studies. 

Regardless of the type of sporting event, selecting the correct survey da-
ta collection methodology is vital to the success of the study. In particular,
questions about when to collect data, where to collect data and how to collect
data must be answered before conducting an economic impact study. Under-
standing the advantages and disadvantages of using “in person” or face-to-
face paper and pencil survey methods versus online survey methods is very
important. In the past, the most common approach to collecting sport eco-
nomic impact data was to develop a survey instrument and then collect data
"in person" at sporting events.

The "mall intercept" survey collection approach has been commonly used
to randomly select potential survey respondents as they enter and exit sport
facilities and/or events. Sometimes data is collected at the sporting event
while the event is in progress. In a number of instances, survey data has
been collected from spectators and participants at the end or conclusion of a
sporting event through in person or face-to-face survey methods or through
the mailing of survey instruments to the homes of potential respondents. Tele-
phone surveys have been another post-event option that has been used with
success. 

In recent years, computer technology has changed the face of survey re-
search. Many online survey computer programs are now commercially avail-
able for use. Online surveys are convenient and accessible to a large number
of homes because more people have access to the internet through personal
computers than years ago. As a result of the changing landscape of home
computers and increased access to the internet, some basic questions in-
volving economic impact research methods have surfaced. First, if given the
choice, is an in person or face-to-face survey method better to use than an
online survey method when collecting sport direct spending data? Second, are
the results derived from in person surveys different from the results obtained
from online survey methods?

Common sense would suggest that online survey methods are the best
way to collect direct spending data associated with participant oriented sport-
ing events because respondents, after the event is concluded, have a chance
to gather receipts and look over credit card statements when responding to
an online survey. Many sport researchers still collect economic impact data
through the use of "in person" survey methods (Chhabra et al., 2003; Cromp-
ton, 2001; Gratton et al., 2000; Mondello & Rishe, 2004; Wilson, 2006). Some
researchers find the "in person" approach to be more personal and convenient
since access to an e-mail list of event participants and/or spectators for an
online survey may be difficult to obtain. 
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Literature Review

A number of studies (de Leeuw, 1992; Dillman, Sangster, Tarnai & Rock-
wood, 1996; Hochstim, 1967; Schwartz, Strack, Hippler & Bishop, 1991; Schu-
man & Presser, 1981) have examined the effects that different survey
methodologies have on the quality and quantity of data that is collected via
survey methods. For example, Hochstim (1967) reported that survey respon-
dents are more likely to give socially acceptable responses when completing
surveys face-to-face with an interviewer being present than when the inter-
viewer is not present. Dillman and Bowker (2001) and Kehoe and Pitkow
(1996) point out that using an online survey approach has the potential to in-
crease the overall number of survey responses. Miller and Hogg (2000) found
that online survey respondents were more likely to respond to sensitive ques-
tions than telephone survey respondents. Mann and Steward (2000) state that
online survey methods offer considerable advantages when compared to oth-
er survey methods because online methods allow for a greater survey re-
spondent reach by collapsing boundaries of time and space. 

In one of the few studies conducted in a sport setting that looked at dif-
ferences in survey methods, Olberding and Cobb (2007) found that the online
survey approach is at least as effective as the telephone method when there
is strong evidence that the population of interest utilizes a computer and e-
mail. In a recreation and tourism setting, Dolnicar, Laesser and Matus (2009)
found that online respondents have a lower dropout rate and produce less in-
complete data when compared to traditional paper surveys that are mailed to
potential respondents. They emphasize that survey format can dramatically in-
fluence the results of surveys and that multi-method survey approaches
should be used whenever possible. 

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to examine differences between the results
of an "in person" or face-to-face direct spending survey approach and an "on-
line" direct spending survey approach for the same sporting event while using
the same survey questions. The first survey method focused on responses
from "in person" respondents and the second survey method focused on re-
sponses from "online" respondents. As mentioned previously, online surveys
are becoming commonplace and it is important to examine their usefulness
when compared to more traditional survey methods such as the "in person"
approach. Very few sport direct spending studies have examined the use of
different survey methodologies for the same sporting event.
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Methodology

Groves (1989) points out that the results of surveys can be impacted if pre-
cautions are not taken when designing survey research studies. He describes
four different sources of survey error. The first source relates to coverage and
this occurs when all subjects in a particular sample do not have an equal
chance of being selected or included in the group of potential survey respon-
dents. A second source of error is sampling error and this takes place when
the characteristics of the sample population are different from the population
of interest. The third source of error is measurement error and this occurs
when incorrect or inaccurate responses are received due to the poor wording
of survey questions, interview bias, incorrect choice of survey method or a
problem related to the respondent's behavior. The final source of survey error,
according to Groves (1989), relates to non-response error which takes place
when individuals who did not respond to the survey might have answered sur-
vey questions differently than individuals who actually completed the survey.

Competitors in an annual marathon event were used as participants for this
study. The marathon event is one of the largest marathons conducted on the
East Coast of the United States and it is held each year during the month of
March. Participants in the marathon event also had the option to run shorter
distances (e.g., half marathon). 

A total of 12,400 out-of-town runners participated in the 2008 event. The
total number of registered participants in the event was 18,646. The marathon
event additionally sponsored a Sports Expo and a number of charity activities. 

A sporting event direct spending survey instrument developed by one of
the authors was selected for use in this study. The instrument has been used
in over thirty sport direct spending and economic impact studies. Selected
questions on the survey instrument were modified to fit this study. Over the
years, a number of experts who conduct direct spending and economic impact
studies have reviewed the survey instrument and provided feedback that was
used to refine the instrument. The 26-question survey instrument includes a
variety of questions that are aimed at direct spending and economic impact
information. Additional questions on the survey instrument are used to collect
demographic information. Seven specific categories of direct spending associ-
ated with a marathon event were measured. The types of questions on the
survey instrument ranged from questions about participant spending on lodg-
ing and retail shopping to questions about food and beverage expenditures
(see Table 5). 

In this study, great care was taken to avoid the sources of survey error
that were previously described by Groves (1989). The same survey questions
were used for both the in person and online surveys. Also, surveys were ad-
ministered for the same event and involved the same sample population with
the same demographic characteristics for the in person and online respon-
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dents. The only difference was that the online survey was administered after
the sporting event rather than just prior to the start of the event. 

Participants for the In-Person, Face-to-Face Survey

Participants for the "in person" survey were individuals from out-of-town
who participated in a large marathon event. "In person" survey data was col-
lected at the race number and timing chip pick-up period prior to the start of
the race. Trained survey collection staff were positioned outside the race num-
ber and timing chip pick-up area that was located inside a large convention
center. The convention center also served as the location for a Sports Expo.
Participants were required to pick-up their race number and timing chip at the
same location and access to the pick-up area was limited to one entrance. 

Trained survey collection staff randomly selected potential race participant
respondents as they entered and exited the race number and timing chip area.
The survey instrument took approximately five minutes to complete. Respon-
dents to the survey were provided with the survey instrument, a clip board and
pencil. They had the option to sit at a table or stand while completing the sur-
vey. No names or identifying information were required on the survey instru-
ment. Survey data collection continued right up to the start of the race.

Participants for the Online Survey

Wording of questions for the online direct spending survey was identical to
the wording used for the "in person" survey. It should be noted that the po-
tential online survey respondents appeared to have an adequate level of com-
puter literacy as the marathon organizers communicate with the race regis-
trants on a regular basis via e-mail. The event organizers also ask the race
participants to complete online forms and race information requests. The sur-
vey instrument was sent by e-mail to all marathon participants four days after
the conclusion of the marathon event. A four day waiting period was selected
in order to give event participants time to return home. Studies from previous
years showed that the event participants, on average, traveled over 700 miles
and most traveled to the event by personal automobile. A six day waiting pe-
riod would have moved the reception of e-mails into the weekend where the
e-mails might not have been opened. The four day waiting period was calcu-
lated to be the optimal amount of time to send out the survey via e-mail. Po-
tential respondents to the survey were asked to complete the survey only if
they were considered "out-of-town" participants for the event and they did not
complete the "in person" direct spending survey that was administered during
the "in person" race number and timing chip pick-up period. Respondents
were considered to be out-of-town if they traveled at least 120 miles (one
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way) to the city where the marathon was being held and/or they stayed
overnight at an area hotel/motel while participating in the race.

Analysis of Data and Results

The average age of the out-of-town "in person" respondents was 38 years
and the average age of the out-of-town "online" respondents was 40 years of
age. Gender of the out-of-town “in person” respondents was listed at 54% fe-
male while the online respondents were 60% female. The size of the immediate
travel party was rounded to 3 for both the in person and online respondents.
95% of the out-of-town "in person" and 90% of the "online" respondents select-
ed Caucasian as their race. Both groups of respondents reported a middle to up-
per middle class family income level with an above average education level. The
“in person” out-of-town respondents indicated that they traveled, on average, 754
round-trip miles to the event while the online respondents traveled an average
of 706 miles round-trip. Most in person and online respondents reported that
they stayed in a hotel or motel in Virginia Beach for an average of two nights
while occupying, on average, just over one hotel/motel room per night. 

Part I. Comparison of average spending per party for in person and online sur-
vey methods

Average spending per party was calculated for the "in person" and "online"
group respondents for the seven direct spending questions on the survey. The
plot involving profiles of the two groups (Figure 1) shows that the average
spending per party for the "online" group is consistently higher than the av-
erage spending for the "in person" group except for question 8. 

Figure 1: Profiles of "In Person" and "Online" Direct Spending for Group Re-
sponses.
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Figure 2: Profiles of "In Person" and "Online" Direct Spending for Individual Re-
sponses.

There are 7 dependent variables (Q2-Q8) in this data, so both multivariate
analysis (MNOVA) for the mean vectors and univariate analysis (ANOVA) for
the mean responses for each question were applied to the data set. Once the
hypothesis of equality of the mean vectors is rejected, the univariate test will
allow the researchers to identify which question has a difference.

In order to see if significant differences exist between the “in person” and
“online” groups, the equality of mean vectors and the equality of the means
for each of the seven questions were tested. All hypothesis testing was done
by SAS. A total of 1,020 useable surveys (816 online and 204 in person sur-
veys) were collected and analyzed during this study.

A. Test for the equality of mean vectors per party for the two groups
H0: Mean vectors are equal vs. H1: Mean vectors are not equal.

Table 1. SAS Output of Multivariate Analysis for Mean Vector Per Party

MANOVA Test Criteria and Exact F Statistics for the Hypothesis of No Overall Group Effect
H = Type III SSCP Matrix for Group

E = Error SSCP Matrix

S = 1 M = 2.5 N = 505

Statistic Value F Value Num DF Den DF Pr � F

Wilks' Lambda 0.96194636 5.72 7 1012 �.0001
Pillai's Trace 0.03805364 5.72 7 1012 �.0001
Hotelling-Lawley Trace 0.03955900 5.72 7 1012 �.0001
Roy's Greatest Root 0.03955900 5.72 7 1012 �.0001
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Table 1 provides the SAS output of the multivariate analysis. P-value is
less than 0.0001, so the null hypothesis H0 is rejected at significance level
α= 0.05, which implies that the mean vectors are not equal and the two
groups are significantly different from each other.

B. Test for the equality of means per party for each of the seven questions
H0: The means at Question i are equal vs. H1: The means at question i

are not equal where i = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8.

Table 2. SAS Output of Univariate Analysis for Each Mean Per Party

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F Value Pr � F

Q2 1 7899.182887 7899.182887 0.38 0.5367
Q3 1 2445.467888 2445.467888 0.05 0.8270
Q4 1 47939.24919 47939.24919 5.91 0.0152
Q5 1 61558.9033 61558.90333 4.80 0.0287
Q6 1 7496.058652 7496.058652 5.02 0.0252
Q8 1 39007.36549 39007.36549 6.81 0.0092

Because the mean vectors differ, it is necessary to determine at which
point the groups differ. The results of a univariate analysis are provided in
Table 2 which gives the test results for all seven tests. As can be seen, the
p-value of Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7 and Q8 are very small (less than α = 0.05), so the
null hypothesis for these questions is rejected (see Table 2). For these five
questions, the responses of the two groups are significantly different from
each other. But for Q2 and Q3 (p-values are larger than α = 0.05), the two
groups have about the same response levels so the differences are not sig-
nificant.

Part II. Comparison of average "individual" spending for in person and on-
line survey methods

The average direct spending per individual was calculated for the respons-
es to the seven questions (Q2-Q8) for "in person" or face-to-face and online
respondents. Figure 2 shows the profile for the two groups. The profile of the
individual respondent is very similar to the group respondent profile (see Fig-
ure 1).

A. Test for the equality of mean vectors per individual for the two groups
H0: Mean vectors are equal VS. H1: Mean vectors are not equal
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Table 3. SAS Output of Multivariate Analysis for Mean Vector Per Indi-
vidual

MANOVA Test Criteria and Exact F Statistics for the Hypothesis of No Overall Group Effect
H = Type III SSCP Matrix for Group

E = Error SSCP Matrix

S = 1 M = 2.5 N = 504

Statistic Value F Value Num DF Den DF Pr � F

Wilks' Lambda 0.94125338 9.01 7 1010 �.0001
Pillai's Trace 0.05874662 9.01 7 1010 �.0001
Hotelling-Lawley Trace 0.06241319 9.01 7 1010 �.0001
Roy's Greatest Root 0.06241319 9.01 7 1010 �.0001

Table 3 gives the SAS output for this test of multivariate analysis. P-value
is less than 0.0001, so the null hypothesis HO is rejected at the significance
level α = 0.05, which implies that the mean vectors are not equal. The two
groups are significantly different from each other.

B. Test the equality of the means per individual at each of 7 questions
H0: The means at Question i are equal vs. H1: The means at question i

are not equal where i = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8.

Table 4. SAS Output of Univariate Analysis for Each Mean Per Individual

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F Value Pr � F

Q2 1 16598.3066 16598.30668 4.05 0.0445
Q3 1 19980.26782 19980.26782 2.06 0.1520
Q4 1 25571.68985 25571.68985 8.40 0.0038
Q5 1 31384.06251 31384.06251 14.40 0.0002
Q6 1 2506.793499 2506.793499 24.54 <.0001
Q7 1 7369.409504 7369.409504 38.73 <.0001
Q8 1 1686.956528 1686.956528 1.91 0.1677

Table 4 shows the SAS output for the univariate test. As can be seen, for
Q2, Q4, Q5, Q6 and Q7, the p-values are less than the 0.05 significance lev-
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el, so the two groups are significantly different on these five questions. How-
ever, Q3 and Q8 exhibited very similar responses and the differences were
determined to be not significant. 

Summary and Conclusions

As Sport Commissions and Convention and Visitor Bureaus strive to bring
sporting events to communities, direct spending and economic impact studies
will likely continue to provide a necessary service by collecting valuable data
for local communities. Data from direct spending studies is used to help de-
termine if the event was a financial success or failure. The methodology used
to survey spectators and participants at sporting events should be valid and
reliable. In the past, a majority of direct spending and economic impact stud-
ies have been conducted "in person" while using paper and pencil survey in-
struments. 

With advances in computer technology over the past twenty years, the use
of online surveys has become convenient and widespread. In this study, "in
person" and "online" survey methods were examined. Common sense sug-
gested that the online survey approach would be the best approach for gath-
ering survey data. 

Results of this study showed that direct spending patterns for online sur-
vey methods were higher when compared to “in person” survey methods. If
the two survey methods were truly similar, then the overall results of this
study would have been identical or very similar. However, the results of this
study revealed that significant differences did exist. It is likely that part of the
reason for the differences between online and in person survey data collec-
tion methods was that "in person" survey data is collected prior to and during
the sporting event. Therefore, the researcher must rely on estimates from the
respondents for some of the direct spending categories as the event is still in
progress. Online survey methods, on the other hand, are conducted after the
event and allow respondents to review receipts and credit card statements in
the comfort of their home and respond to the survey on a personal computer. 

Lodging was the category that exhibited similarity for both group and indi-
vidual respondents when using online and in person survey methods. Hotel
reservations are made weeks in advance and hotel prices are usually known
prior to the trip. Whether someone answers the lodging question prior to the
race or after the race, the results will likely remain the same. Registration was
the other category where spending patterns appeared to be similar. This is
another area where respondents (both in person and online) know the costs
prior to taking the trip. Most event registrations are paid weeks in advance. 

Data from the online surveys reflected significantly higher individual spend-
ing patterns for questions 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7. It appears that data derived from
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the post-event online survey is more accurate. In person surveys, for the most
part, provide estimates of expected spending just prior to and during the
event. Sometimes the spending is not known until the participant leaves the
event and heads home. Post-event online surveys, on the other hand, allow
the participants to return home and look at receipts and credit card state-
ments in order to report more accurate responses online. In person surveys
force the respondent to estimate on certain categories as the final bills have
not been paid. In some situations, very good estimates are possible for in per-
son surveys as many people tend to budget ahead of time. 

When collecting data for spectator oriented sporting events, the best ap-
proach to data collection may be to use a combination of “online” and “in per-
son” survey methods. Dolnicar et al. (2009) recommended multi-method sur-
vey approaches in the findings of their study. Participant oriented sporting
events usually have comprehensive e-mail lists of participants that can be ob-
tained from event organizers. However, spectator oriented sporting events do
not have access to such lists unless the researchers are looking at lists of
season ticket holders and tickets purchased through various online vendors
(e.g., Ticketmaster). In person and mall intercept approaches may be of par-
ticular value to spectator oriented economic impact studies.

In conclusion, it is recommended that future direct spending studies of par-
ticipant oriented sporting events consider the pros and cons of using "in per-
son" and/or "online" survey methods. Again, the results of this study suggest
that the post-event online approach is likely the best choice. Obviously, ac-
cess to a group of subjects who have a computer and e-mail is essential for
an online survey to be successful. Some groups appear to be more computer
literate and “savy” than others. The sport organization must be willing to
share the e-mail addresses with the sport researchers. As computer technol-
ogy continues to expand, online survey programs will likely become more
"user friendly" for both the researcher and the respondent. The future looks
very bright for the use of online survey methods to collect direct spending da-
ta involving participant oriented sporting events. 

Table 5. Sporting Event Direct Spending Survey

This is a survey of participant spending associated with this marathon event. No
names and identifying information are required. All responses will be kept confidential.
Please give estimates for your entire stay.

For questions 2-9, please estimate (in even dollars, U.S.) how much money you
and your immediate travel party will spend during your entire stay.   

Please note: If you have already answered this survey in person at the marathon
event, then please do not answer it again.  
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1. Is this sporting event the reason you are visiting Virginia Beach? (Circle one)

a. Yes     b. No

2. Food and beverage $___________
(e.g., restaurants, fast food, convenience stores, groceries,...)

3. Lodging $____________
(e.g., hotel/motel, condo, camp grounds, time share, cottage, ...)

4. Retail shopping $___________
(e.g., clothing, event souvenirs, t-shirts, event merchandise, ...)

5. Transportation $___________
(e.g., local rental car, gas, taxi, parking, chartered bus, tolls, shuttle, ...)

6. Tourist attractions $___________
(e.g., boat tours, science museum, bus tours, Battleship Wisconsin, ...)

7. Entertainment and recreation $___________
(e.g., movies, dancing, night life, water park, golf, tennis, go cart racing, ...)

8. Registration and fees $__________
(e.g., registration for this sporting event, ...)

9. Other (specify) $_______________________________
(e.g., list other major expenses not identified previously…)

10. The dollar amounts listed for questions 2-9 were for 
a.  Myself and my immediate travel party
b. The team or sport group travel party 
c. Other (specify)__________________

11. What is your connection to this sporting event?  (Circle one)

a. Coach                c.  Parent           e.  Participant or athlete in this event

b. Team manager         d.  Spectator          f.  Other (specify)__________________

12. Please provide the 5-digit zip code of the location that you are traveling to the
City of Virginia Beach from? ____________________ If you are from another
country, then please list the name of the country._______________________

13. What is your total estimated round-trip mileage to the City of Virginia
Beach?____________

14. What type of transportation did you use to travel to the City of Virginia Beach?
(Circle one)

a. Personal car or van        c. Out of town rental car or van      e. Chartered bus

b. Local rental car or van       d. Airplane                     f. Other (specify)_______
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15. In which city are you staying overnight during your stay for this sporting event?
(Circle one) 

a Virginia Beach   c. Hampton   e. Chesapeake   g. Portsmouth   i. Other (Specify____

b. Norfolk          d. Suffolk     f.  Newport News   h. Williamsburg

16. Including yourself, how many people are in the travel party that came with you
to this sporting event?____________                   

17. During your visit to the City of Virginia Beach for this event, how many nights
are you and your travel party staying in the City of Virginia Beach or the Hamp-
ton Roads area?________________

18. During your stay, where are you and your travel party staying? (Circle one)
a. Hotel or motel                                  d. Camp grounds

b. Condo/cottage/rental property/time share    e. Other (specify)_____________

c. Family, relatives, or friends

19. What is the name of the hotel, motel, condo or rental where you
stayed?_________________

20. If staying in a hotel or motel, how many rooms per night are you and your trav-
el party using?  ________________

21. How many times (including this time) have you attended this event?__________  

22. What is your age?_________                    

23. Gender?  _____Male      _____Female

24. With which racial group do you most identify?  (Circle one)
a. African-American     c.  Caucasian        

b. Asian                   d.  Hispanic          e.  Other (specify)___________________

25. Your highest educational level? (Circle one) 
a. HS                  c.  4-Year College                  

b. Jr. College         d.  Graduate School         e.  Other (specify)______________

26. Your yearly household gross income range before taxes?   (Circle one)
a. Under $25,000            d. $75,000-$99,999              g. $200,000-$249,999

b. $25,000-$49,999         e. $100,000-$149,999            h. $250,000-$299,999

c. $50,000-$74,999          f.  $150,000-$199,999          i. Over $300,000

Thank you and enjoy the sporting event!

18 SMIJ  –  VOL. 5,  Number 2,  2009



References

Baade, R., & Matheson, V. (2000). High octane? Grading the economic im-
pact of the Daytona 500. Marquette Sports Law Journal, 10, 401-415

Baade, R., & Matheson, V. (2001). Home run or wild pitch? Assessing the
economic impact of major league baseball's All-Star Game. Journal of Sport
Economics, 2(4), 307-327

Baade, R., Bauman, R. & Matheson, V. (2008). Assessing the economic im-
pact of college football games on local economies. Journal of Sport Eco-
nomics, 20(10), 1-16

Case, R. (2008). An examination of direct spending patterns and economic
impact figures associated with the 2007 XTERRA World Championship.
The Virginia Journal, 29(4), 3-4

Chhabra, D., Sills, E., & Cubbage, F.W. (2003). The significance of festivals
to rural economies: Estimating the economic impacts of Scottish Highland
Games in North Carolina. Journal of Travel Research, 41, 421-427

Cobb, S., & Olberding, D.J. (2007). The importance of import substitution in
marathon economic impact analysis. International Journal of Sport Finance,
2, 108-118

Crompton, J.L. (2001). A guide for undertaking economic impact studies: The
Springfest example. Journal of Travel Research, 40, 79-87

Crompton, J.L. (2006). Economic impact studies: Instruments for political
shenanigans. Journal of Travel Research, 45, 67-82

Cromption, J.L., & Lee, S. (2000). The economic impact of 30 sports tourna-
ments, festivals, and spectator events in seven U.S. cities. Journal of Park
and Recreation Administration, 18, 107-126

DeLeeuw, E.D. (1992). Data quality in mail, telephone and face-to-face sur-
veys. Amsterdam: TT Publications

Dillman, D.A., Sangster, R.L., Tarnai, J., & Rockwood, T. (1996). Under-
standing differences in people’s answers to telephone and mail surveys. In
M.T. Braverman & J.K. Slater (Eds.), New directions for evaluating series,
70: advances in survey research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass

Dillman, D.A. & Bowker, D.K. (2001). The web questionnaire challenge to sur-
vey methodologists. In Reips, U.D. & Bosnjak, M. (Eds.), Dimensions of In-
ternet Science. Lengerich, Germany: Pabst Science Publishers

Dolnicar, S., Laesser, C. & Matus, K. (2009). Online versus paper: Format ef-
fects in tourism surveys. Journal of Travel Research, 47 (3), 295-316. 

Gibson, H., Willming, C., & Holdnak, A. (2002). We're Gators… not just Gator
fans: Serious leisure and University of Florida football. Journal of Leisure
Research, 34, 397-425

Gratton, C., Dobson, N., & Shibli, S. (2000). The economic importance of ma-
jor sports events: A case-study of six events. Managing Leisure, 5, 17-28

A STUDY TO EXAMINE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN IN PERSON AND ONLINE SURVEY DATA 19



Groves, R.M. (1989). Survey errors and survey costs. New York: Wiley
Hochstim, J.R. (1967). A critical comparison of three strategies for collecting data

from households. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 62, 976-989
Kehoe, C., & Pitkow, J. (1996). Surveying the territory: GVU's five WWW user

surveys The World Wide Web Journal, 1
Mann, C., & Steward, F. (2000). Internet Communication and Qualitative Re-

search: A Handbook for Researching Online. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications

Miller, J., & Hogg, A. (2000). Internet vs. telephone data collection: Does
method matter? Burke White Paper Series, 2(4). Retrieved March 2, 2009
from www.burke.com

Mondello, M.J., & Rishe, P. (2004). Comparative economic impact analyses:
Differences across cities, events, and demographics. Economic Develop-
ment Quarterly, 18(4), 331-342

Olberding, D., & Cobb, S. (2007). Online and telephone surveys: The impact
of survey mode on spending estimates by participants in a major urban
marathon. ICHPER-SD Journal of Research, 2(1), 27-32

Porter, P. (2001). Super Bowl impact figures a super stretch. Street & Smith's
Sports Business Journal, 5, 7

Preuss, H., Seguin, B., & O'Reilly, N. (2007). Profiling major sport event vis-
itors: The 2002 Commonwealth Games. Journal of Sport & Tourism, 12(1),
5-23

Rosentraub, M. (2000). The economic value of the Indianapolis Motor Speed-
way to central Indiana. Report to the Indianapolis Motor Speedway Corpo-
ration, Indianapolis, IN

Schwartz, N., Strack, L., Hippler, H.J., & Bishop, G. (1991). The impact of ad-
ministration mode of response effects in survey measurement. Applied
Cognitive Psychology, 5, 139-212

Schuman, H., & Presser, S. (1981). Questions and Answers in Attitude Sur-
veys: Experiments on Question Form, Wording and Context. New York:
Academic Press

Wilson, R. (2006). The economic impact of local sport events: Significant, lim-
ited or otherwise? A case study of four swimming events. Managing
Leisure, 11, 57-70

Address for correspondence:
Robert Case
Sport Management Program
Old Dominion University
SRC Room 2025
Norfolk, VA 23529

20 SMIJ  –  VOL. 5,  Number 2,  2009




	A Study to Examine Differences Between In Person and Online Survey Data Collection Methodologies
	Original Publication Citation

	Layout 1

