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Digital Advertising Results

o An;glladvErtiser?ent using a form of electronic media (Internet, social media,  How [s ACS self-response affected during Census advertising and activities? Can we reach survey households who are not likely to
MOoDlie pnones 1 = om o
* Includes display ads, video ads, social media ads, related content ads, 2010 Census 2015 Census Test Se|f'resp0nd with dlgltal PrOmOtlona| meSSﬂQES?
retargeting adS! etc. Differences in the ACS Mail Check-in Rates from Prior Year by ACS Differences in the ACS Check-in Rates from Prior Year by ACS Panel (Savannah, GA area)
 Targets specific populations based on geography or on information Panel (National Level) Propensity to Self-Respond by Presence of a Digital Profile =~ Addresses that did not Self-Respond by Presence of a Digital Profile
T P ‘e . (2016 ACS Content Test Addresses) (2016 ACS Content Test Addresses)
0oL £ IMelElal's e aCtIVIty 10 Internet and Mail Responses 10 Internet Responses

 Also provides the ability to reach individual households in a survey sample
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Decennial Census Advertising Campaigns

Motivational Phase
Mailout of Census

Super Bowl Ad

 Census 2000 - For the first time, used a paid advertising campaign 80 36.9

including print and broadcast media and outdoor advertising (e.g. billboards)
e 2010 Census — Added digital advertising in the form of a 2010
Census website and used social media (YouTube, Facebook, Twitter) to get

messaging out L RN —\
[ 201 5 Census Test (Savannah, GA) —_ InCIUded targeted d|g|ta| adver“Slng Dec%Q Jan2010 Feb2010 Mar2010 Apk2010 May2010 Jun 2010 0 Aug.ﬁ) Sep2010 Oct 2010 0 Jan 2015 Feb 2015 Ws Apr 2015 May 2015 un 2015 Jul 2015 Jan 2015 Feb 2015 Mar 2015 Apr 2015 May 2015 Jun 2015 \UIZOIS
to reach hard-to-count populations
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+ Statistically significant difference « Statistically significant difference 0

e Focused on the American Community Survey (ACS) Digital Profile No Digital Profile
e Broad-based advertising is cost-prohibitive

» Digital advertising provides the opportunity to deliver promotional messages ~ Are the characteristics of survey households with digital profiles significantly different from those with no digital profile?
' individual households Yes, we found statistically significant differences in the distributions' of the 2016 ACS Content Test addresses With'digital'profiles and those with no digital profiles.

 This research provides information on who the ACS could reach with
digital advertising if we were to consider it
 For more information on the ACS, visit www.census.gov/acs

Age of Householder Household English Proficiency Types of Households by Age of Members Conclusions

18 to 24 years* 57 I1-6 Speaks English very well* 84.1 _89.3 With a member(s) under 5 years 13.0 , o o -
Methodology e Census advertising and activities positively affected ACS self-response

25 to 44 years* 33.7 I 25 1 Speaks English less than very well* 55|23 With a member(s) under 17 years™ 28.1 leading up to ‘Census Day’ in 2010

To show how the ACS is affected by decennial census advertising,
computed ACS self-response check-in rates S - 1 | o After ‘Census Day’ in 2010, ACS self-response was negatively affected

. 45 to 64 years* 33.3 i All household members under 30 years* 12.2
* Used 2009 and 2010 ACS paradata at the national level rorese 104 s e About 63 percent of the 2016 ACS Content Test addresses with a digital
profile self-respond to the ACS

e Used 2014 and 2015 ACS paradata for the Savannah, GA area
e About 43 percent of the 2016 ACS Content Test addresses with no digital

65 years and over* 26.7 N 227 All household members 65 years and over* 19.9

Computed as: Number of self-responses * 100

Sample addresses e“glble No response 0'5|O'4 Total H hold | All other households*  43.7
for mail delivery otal Household Income

profile self-respond to the ACS

- derstand wh d h with digital ad i tod Educational Attainment of Householder Under $10,000* 74 20
o understand who we could reach with digital advertising, compute .
o o _ J J P $10,000 to $14 999" ‘o s e Of the 2016 ACS Contest Test addresses that did not self-respond, about
dlgltal advertlsmg metrics Nursery to 12th grade* 10.2 Was ’ ' Units in Structure
e Used unedited 2016 ACS Content Test data for operational and >15,000 t0 524,999 9.7 et 25 percent had a digital profile
P : : * $25,000 to $34,999* 9.0 B s - : . :
logistical reasons | - | High school diploma 24.1 I o3 I, detached* 594 e s Characteristics of 2016 ACS Content Test addresses without a digital profile
e Used third-party vendor to link sample addresses to digital profiles $35,000 to $49,999* 11.1 R 93 | o |
e Computed propensity to self-respond and response distributions of Some college 215 I 20 £50,000 to $74,099 138 I 1, attached D O (compared to those with a digital profile):
selected characteristics for addresses to which we could digitally $75,000 to $99,999* 8.9 I 117 * Householder is more likely to be aged 18 to 44 or 65 and over
advertise and thOSG we COUld nOt Associate/Bachelor/Graduate degree* 37.6 _50,9 $100.000 to $149,899* 01 _15.6 2 or more apartments* 32.9 .11.4 . Houseqo der iS IeSS Ilkely to have . CO”ege degree
All metncg welghtgd by the ACS sampling weights * $150,000 to $195,999" P _ s log
Used replicate weights to calculate standard errors and performed No response 6.6 [ 47 200,000 andl over® I e More likely to
statistical testing at the 0.10 significance level ' | ) _
J J Year Householder Moved Into Unit No response*  19.2 I 5 0 Mo response B — Have members who speak English less than very well
Limitations 2015 or later* 21.3 D 103 — Be renters
: : : * . D 22 ] Owner/Renter Status — ' '
e Some differences in the self-response check-in rates are due to factors 201010 20147 311 224 Number of Persons in Household / Live in an apartment
other than Census advertising 2000 to 2009* 21.0 ke Owner occupied® 54 _ 4 — Have moved into unit in 2010 or later
e To protect confidentiality, special processes were used in communicatin 1 person® 335 ' | |
P y .p P , _ J 1990 to 1999* 10.4 D 176 — Be one-person households
sample addresses to the third-party vendor which may have resulted in »
fewer addresses being linked to a digital profile 1980 to 1989* 5.5 [0 s 5 2to4persons®™  57.7 renter occupied ©e - — Have household incomes less than $50,000
 We were restricted to using only one third-party vendor to link sample 1075 and earliar R— N — Consist of members all under 30 years or 65 and over
addresses to digital profiles 5 or more persons* 8.8 o response 20(|17
 Data weighted only for probability of selection; not adjusted for No response™ 3.1 21
unit-nonresponse or population controls * Indicates a statistical significant difference

T All distributions are percent of households

CUnltEd States” U.S. Department of Commerce This poster is released to inform interested parties of

Economics and Statistics Administration ongoing research and to encourage discussion. Any views
e nsus U.S. Census Bureau expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those

s Bureau census.gov of the U.S. Census Bureau.




