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Motivation

• Extension of the set of long-duration surveys

• Contrast to the urbanised context of the Mobidrive and 12 
week leisure survey

• Improve our understanding of

• Human activity spaces
• Rhythms of daily behaviour
• Activity scheduling
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Project team

Funding by ASTRA via an SVI project

Team:

• R. Schlich (IVT)
• M. Löchl (IVT)
• T. Buhl (Büro Widmer)
• P. Widmer (Büro Widmer)

• H. Machgut (IVT)
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Context

Small town: 
• Frauenfeld (20‘000 inhabitants)
• Freestanding, but increasingly in the commuter belt of Zürich 

and Winterthur

Various villages north of Frauenfeld; just south of the Rhine 
(Seerücken)
• Mostly commuters to Frauenfeld and beyond
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Protocol

Elements:
• Announcement letter (ETH stationary)
• Recruitment call
• Face-to-face interview (about 60 minutes)
• 6 times: 

• weekly forms sent to be received Saturdays
• Return of the forms by the respondents
• If necessary, call backs to check problems and 

addresses
• Payment of incentive
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Quotas
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Recruitment experience (All addresses)
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Recruitment experience (Base: those eliglible)
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Recruitment experience (Base: those eliglible; Mobidrive)
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Selectivity (262 recruitment interviews)
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Selectivity analysis: Logit model of participation
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Flow of returns
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Units collected

• Households 99
• Persons 247 with six weeks

• Wege 36783
• Ausgänge/Reisen 13642

• Personentage 9960
(8385 mobile days in the region)
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Form and new variables (1)
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Form and new variables (2)
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Form and new variables (3)
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Geocoding
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Distribution of number of trips
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Share of trips by purpose (weekdays)
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Share of trips by mode (weekdays)
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Vicinity of family and friends
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Planning and innovation
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Mean trip rate by week of reporting period
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Mean trip rate by week of year

Week of year
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Mean trip rate by start of reporting period

Starting week of reporting period
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Interviewer effect by week of reporting period
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Interviewer effect by week of year

Week of year
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Fatigue: Assumptions

Fatigue due to:

• Loss of commitment
• Boredom

Learning due to:

• Feedback
• Improved relationsship with interviewer
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OLS results: hypothesis 1 (linear and ln terms)
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Poisson results: hypothesis 1 (linear and ln terms)
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Conclusions

Plus:

• New, well coded datasets
• New insights into planning and innovation
• No fatigue

• Comparison with Mobidrive possible

Minus:

• Need for weighting


