














Table 14
Reasons for Changes in Membership Level: Total and 1998 Membership Groups
(In Percent)

‘ 1998 Membership Group
Total
Reasons 1998 | Individual Double Family
Level has NOT changed 69.2 74.8 63.0 65.5
Change in household financial circumstances 45 | 4.8 4.3 4.3
Change in size or composition of household 16.2 11.9 20.4 20.0
To get additional membership benefits 8.8 6.9 11.4 9.0
Dissatisfied with membership benefits 1.3 1.6 0.9 1.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9
Table 15
Membership in Other Washington Area Cultural Organizations:
Total and 1998 Membership Groups*
(In Percent)
1998 Membership Group
Total

Member of Other Organizations 1998 Individual Double Family

Yes 538 52.8 54.0 56.0

No 462 47.2 46.0 44.0

Total 100.0 L 100.0 100.0 100.0
*Not asked in 1988.

Table 16
Attendance at Activities Sponsored by Other Cultural Organizations:
Total and 1998 Membership Groups*
(In Percent)
‘ 1998 Membership Group
Total

Attended Other Organization Activities 1998 | Individual Double Family

Yes 53.8 | 54.7 54.9 50.0

No 462 45.3 45.1 50.0

Total 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Not asked in 1988.
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Table 17
Use of RAP Member Benefits by RAP Households Since Joining: Total and 1998 Membership Groups.*

(In Percent)
‘ 1998 Membership Group
Total

RAP Member Benefit 1998 | Individual Double Family
Smithsonian magazine 85.3 ‘ 82.9 88.0 86.5
The Associate 76.1 73.7 80.1 75.3
Museum Shop discounts 70.2 ' 66.4 73.3 74.8
RAP activity registration discounts 354 34.3 38.9 32.5
Smithsonian catalogue discounts 25,5 23.9 279 25.2
Smithsonian publication discounts 3.7 29 4.7 3.9
Paid member only activities 42.0 40.3 441 42.6
Commons Dining Room 41.1 38.1 45.2 41.8
Free member only activities 27.0 ‘ 24.1 30.6 28.1
Cooper-Hewitt Museum free admission 50 | 5.0 54 4.5
Local, U.S., and Canada tours 7.6 8.1 8.2 5.3
Foreign Study Tours 2.8 | 2.9 | 22

Used at least one benefit 97.2 | 96.7 98.1 97.2

*Not asked in 1988. Totals add to more than 100% since more than one benefit may be used.
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Table 18

Aspects of Memberships to be Stressed in Encouraging New RAP Memberships:
Totals and 1998 Membership Groups

(In Percent)*

' 1998 Membership Group
Total  Total
RAP Member Benefit 1988 1998 f Individual Double Family
Attending RAP Activities 68.2 72.3 722 75:5 67.2
Smithsonian magazine 73.9 55.8 53.3 58.7 57.2
RAP activity discounts 39.3 40.3 39:7 41.6 39.5
The Associate 52.8 34.6 35.6 35.2 30.8
Free member only activities 34.5 20.5 18.6 20.3 254
Involvement in the Smithsonian life 211 200 | 204 194 19.6
Support Smithsonian outreach N/A 193 | 18.2 17.7 24.7
Opportunity to meet community member. 9.2 10.5 L 14.6 7.0 59

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could select up to three responses.
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Table 19
Satisfaction with RAP Administrative Procedures: Totals, 1988 and 1998

(In Percent)
Level of Satisfaction
Somewhat Somewhat ‘
1988 Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied . Total
Content of The Associate , RAP's bulletin 87.4 9.3 25 0.6 99.8
Cost of membership 75.9 16.6 5.2 2.3 ‘ 100.0
In-person assistance at RAP office 80.0 13.2 4.6 21 99.9
Memberhips renewal process 84.6 11.4 2.7 13 100.0
RAP programs 74.8 19.9 49 0.4 100.0
Registration fees for activities 52.2 28.0 13.9 5.8 99.9
Registration process 65.5 20.4 8.7 54 | 1000
Responses to my/our phone calls 73.1 15.4 49 6.6 | 100.0
Level of Satisfaction*
Somewhat  Somewhat |
1998 Delighted Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied | Total

Activity registration process 18.1 69.6 7.8 32 1.3 100.0
Cost of membership 11.6 69.7 12.9 44 1.3 99.9
Fees for activities 6.9 54.7 235 10.3 46 100.0
Memberhips renewal process 13.6 74.0 7.7 2.8 1.9 100.0
Service when buying tickets 18.4 68.6 9:1 2.8 1.1 100.0
Variety of activities 30.7 54.7 11 24 1.2 | 100.0
Variety of activity subjects 30.8 543 11.1 2.7 11 | 100.0
Variety of times activities scheduled 9.3 49.1 23:9 125 5.2 100.0
* Note different categories from 1988 (cont.)
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Table 20
Willingness to Participate in RAP Planned Giving: Total and 1998 Membership Groups*

(In Percent)
1998 Membership Group
Total
Willingness to include RAP in will 1998 Individual Double Family
!
RAP already in will 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1
Expect to include RAP in will 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
Would consider including RAP 6.1 6.6 5.4 5.8
Not sure 35.4 ‘ 36.1 34.5 35.2
No, definitely not 58.3 57.0 59.8 58.7
Total 100.1 | 99.9 99.9 100.0
*Not asked in 1988
Table 21

Willingness to Participate in RAP Planned Giving: Total and Age Groups*
(In Percent)

T

Age Group
Total
Willingness to include RAP in will 1998 Under 51 51-60 Over 60
RAP already in will 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Expect to include RAP in will 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1
Would consider including RAP 6.1 9.0 4.8 39
Not sure 35.4 40.2 34.6 31.4
No, definitely not 58.3 ’ 50.5 60.3 64.6
Total 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0

*Not asked in 1988
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Table 22

Willingness to Support RAP Outreach: Totals and 1998 Membership Groups*

(In Percent)
| 1998 Membership Group
Total
Willingness to make voluntary contribution 1998 | Individual Double Family
Over $1000 yearly 0.0 ‘ 0.0 0.0 0.0
Between $250 and $1000 yearly 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3
Between $100 and $250 yearly 0.8 0.7 0.6 1.0
Less than $100 yearly 3.0 ‘ 3.2 2.6 3.2
Yes, but uncertain amount 13.8 13.6 13.7 14.8
Not sure 38.1 38.6 38.4 36.1
No 442 43.9 44.5 4.7
Total 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.1
*Not asked in 1988
Table 23
Willingness to Support RAP Outreach: Total and 1998 Age Groups*
(In Percent)
Age Group
Total
Willingness to make voluntary contribution 1998 Under 51 51-60 Over 60
\’
Over $1000 yearly 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Between $250 and $1000 yearly 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1
Between $100 and $250 yearly 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.7
Less than $100 yearly 30 | 3.4 3.0 2.8
Yes, but uncertain amount 13.8 13.4 15.2 13.5
Not sure 38.1 39.4 37.3 38.1
No 44.2 43.0 436 449
Total 100.0 | 100.1 99.9 100.1
*Not asked in 1988
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Table 24
RAP Household World Wide Web Access: Totals and Membership Groups

(In Percent)
1998 Membership Group
Total |
World Wide Web (WWW) Access 1998 | Individual Double Family
Does Not have Web access 19.7 24.6 19.3 8.0
Has Web access 80.3 i 75.4 80.7 92.0
100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0
Web access site*
Home 57.8 46.7 62.3 78.2
Work 56.1 52.8 53.5 69.0
Library 142 | 11.8 13.3 22.0
Somewhere else 24.4 ‘ 28.8 16.2 22.7
Access frequency
Daily 57.9 | 54.5 60.0 61.7
Weekly 231 | 232 226 23.8
Less often 11.6 12.5 11.3 9.5
Never 7.4 9.5 6.1 5.0
100.0 99.7 100.0 100.0

*Total columns equal more than 100% as individuals could mark more than one response.
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Table 25
Main Internet Service Provider (ISP) and Portals Used: Totals and Membership Groups

(In Percent)
1998 Membership Group

Total
Internet Service Provider 1998 | Individual Double Family
AOQOL 28.7 | 26.8 29.7 31.0
Erol's 18.6 16.5 183 23.3
Mindspring 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.1
ISP at work 16.0 19.6 14.9 105
Other (specify) 238 | 22.8 243 25.3
Not sure 11.6 | 13.0 11.5 8.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Most Fr?gu enhy?sed Web Portals* - ‘T N - B o

|

Yahoo! 64.7 | 64.0 65.3 64.9
Alta Vista 30.2 27.7 31.4 33.3
washingtonpost.com 27.4 28.5 27.8 24.4
Infoseek 24 | 229 21.1 23.4
Excite 214 | 20.4 21.4 23.4
Webcrawler 7.7 7.4 6.7 97
sidewalk.com 5.6 71 5:5 2.7
Other 33.5 31.8 34.8 34.7
None 79 8.4 7.8 7.1

—_—

*Column totals equal more than 100%, as respondents could mark up to three portals.
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RAP Household Visits to Smithsonian Home Page: Totals and Membership Groups

Table 26

(In Percent)
1998 Membership Group

Total

1998 Individual Double Family
Visited Smithsonian Home Page
Yes 271 24.7 26.7 33.7
No 473 43.5 49.1 53.8
No access to Web or never access Web 25.6 31.7 242 12.5

- 100.0 - 100.0 7 100£ 100.0

Visited Resident Associate Programs Home Page
Yes 12.6 11.4 13.3 14.4
No 61.8 56.9 62.5 73.1
No access to Web or never access Web 25.6 31.7 24.2 12.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 B 1_00.0
Frequency visiting RAP Web site*
Daily 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0
Weekly 45 4.7 45 4.3
Less often 55.8 53.5 60.9 52.5
Rarely 39.4 41.2 34.6 433

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Based on those who have visited the RAP Home Page.
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Table 27
RAP Household Use of RAP Web Pages: Totals and Membership Groups*

(In Percent)
] 1998 Membership Group

Total
Use of RAP Web Pages** 1998 | Individual Double Family
To book tickets for tour or activity 15.3 ’ 15.3 121 213
To get information about specific events/activities 73.6 729 76.4 70.0
To get general information about upcoming activities 61.6 ’ 62.2 62.6 58.8
To keep track of what is going on 36.2 33.9 36.8 40.0
Nothing special, just visited it 27.1 27.7 241 31.3
Is the RAP Home Page bookmarked? ‘
Yes 58.2 | 58.2 59.2 56.3
No 41.8 41.8 40.8 43.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Interested in receiving e-mail Announcements? ‘
Yes 27.3 285 245 28.8
No, the information on the TSA Web pages is adequate 10.5 9.7 10.7 12.0
No, printed information is adequate 41.5 40.6 44.0 39.8
No, I do not like e-mail announcements 14.2 13.9 14.6 14.1
Not answered-Household has web access 6.5 74 6.1 53

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* Based on RAP respondents who access the RAP Web site more often than rarely.
** Columns total more than 100% as respondents could mark more than one response.
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Table 28

Satisfaction with RAP Web Site: Totals, and Membership Groups*
(In Percent)

Level of Satisfaction
Somewhat Somewhat
1998 RAP Web Aspects* Delighted Satisfied Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied  Total

All Members

Comprehensiveness of information 12.0 72.3 11.1 2.9 1.8 100.1
Correctness of information 13.4 751 8.7 2.5 0.3 100.0
Doing business with RAP 11.8 69.1 13.3 3.6 2.2 100.0
General appearance 11.8 723 11.8 25 1.5 99.9
Timeliness of information 10.8 70.1 13.9 4.0 1.1 99.9
Overall satisfaction 10.3 76.1 10.8 2.3 0.5 100.0

Individual Members

Comprehensiveness of information 15.4 68.6 9.6 5.1 1.3 100.0
Correctness of information 15.3 73.9 9.6 0.6 0.6 100.0
Doing business with RAP+A54 15.3 67.8 11.9 4.2 0.9 100.0
General appearance 14.7 71.3 9.6 2.6 1.9 100.0
Timeliness of information 13.5 66.7 14.1 4.5 1.3 100.0
Overall satisfaction 12.0 74.8 10.1 3.1 0.0 100.0

Double Members

Comprehensiveness of information 10.3 72.4 12.8 1.9 2.6 100.0
Correctness of information 11.8 77.0 6.6 4.6 0.0 100.0
Doing business with RAP 6.6 72.6 14.2 3.8 2.8 100.0
General appearance 9.9 72.4 11.8 4.0 2.0 100.0
Timeliness of information 7.5 75.3 13.7 3.4 0.0 100.0
Overall satisfaction 9.6 76.3 10.9 1.9 1.3 100.0

Family Members

Comprehensiveness of information 8.2 79.5 11.0 0.0 1.4 100.0
Correctness of information 12.2 74.3 10.8 2.7 0.0 100.0
Doing business with RAP 13.2 66.0 15.1 1.9 3.8 100.0
General appearance 9.6 74.0 16.4 0.0 0.0 100.0
Timeliness of information 11.1 68.1 13.9 4.2 2.8 100.0
Overall satisfaction 8.1 78.4 12.2 1.4 0.0 100.0

* Based on RAP respondents who access the RAP Web site more often than rarely.
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Table 29
RAP Member Households and Selected Characteristics, by Life Style Groups

(In Percent)

Life Style Groups

Condominiums Homes &
& Apartments Yards Metro Mall Total

RAP Member Households 33.3 48.7 17.8 99.8

Individual 40.0 38.2 21.8 100.0

Double 28.0 53.0 19.0 100.0

Family 179 65.3 16.8 100.0
Regional Households* 16.7 23.5 59.6 99.8
RAP Penetration Rate* 3.6 41 0.5
Visiting Museums* 23.0 26.0 13.0
*See Appendix tk for definitions.

Table 30
1998 RAP Participation: Total and Life Style Groups
(In Percent)
Life Style Groups
Condominiums Homes &

RAP Activity & Apartments Yards Metro Mall Total
Lectures 48.2 40.1 35.1 41.1
Lecture courses 252 20.6 18.4 21.3
Studio arts classes 4.5 2.8 2.6 3.3
All-day seminars 15.0 13.3 11.7 13.0
Foreign tours 0.9 12 0.8 1.0
Films 12.9 6.9 7.3 8.8
Free member activities 11.5 9.4 8.9 9.8
One-day tours 10.4 9.4 9.8 9.6
Overnight tours 14 0.9 0.9 1.0
None of the above 35.0 43.1 48.9 41.1
Adult paid activities (avg.) 2.08 1.49 1.35
Adult free activities (avg.) 0.59 0.41 0.33
Youth paid activities (avg.) 0.68 0.48 0.42
Youth free activities (avg.) 0.29 0.21 0.25
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Appendix E.

Technical Information: Survey Design and Implementation
Introduction

This 1998 Resident Associate Membership Program Study (1998 RAP Study) was designed by
the Institutional Studies Office, working closely with The Smithsonian Associates. From our
initial discussions, we all felt that we should replicate the 1988 Resident Associate Membership
Program Survey (1988 RAP Survey) as much as possible. We also wanted to be able to
compare the new data with a recently conducted study of the Contributing Membership
Program. At the same time, we wanted to be responsive to new concerns and interests of TSA
staff.

Sample Design and Response Rates

The data for the 1998 study were collected from a random sample of 10,000 RAP members as
of August 1, 1998. This procedure paralleled the 1988 study sampling procedure. In 1998, data
collection began in late-September so the study was defined as a survey of memberships which
had been in effect for at least two-months at the time of data collection; i.e., the individual
members can be assumed to have be familiar with RAP. Usable responses were received from
5,623 members or 56.2%.

Table 1 in Appendix D shows a comparison of the 1988 and 1998 RAP membership by
membership category, together with the number of questionnaires received for each
membership category. Members who belonged to RAP as a consequence of being a member of
the Smithsonian Institution Contributing Membership Program (CMP) were excluded from
the sample. As of August, 1998, RAP had 51,244 member addresses on file of which 4,124
were CMP members. Overall, the data in Table 1 shows minimal over or under-representation
of any RAP membership category. Individual and Double membership categories each have
one-percent fewer respondents than members. The Family membership category has two-
percent more respondents than actual members.

In comparison to general mail surveys of memberships, the response rate for the
present survey, 56%, is considered very respectable. For a survey which was designed,
in part, as a vehicle for identifying program problems and for providing guidance for
program changes, an even larger response would be desirable. The implications of the
response rate for the analyses are discussed below. It should be noted that, after the
end of data collection, an additional 15 questionnaires were received. However,
examination of these questionnaires indicates that their inclusion in the data set would
have, in no way, altered any of the results.

The sample selection procedures for this survey meant that, if everyone had responded,
each response would have represented nearly four RAP households. In order to discuss
the total RAP population then, each questionnaire would require a "weight." In
addition, since not everyone responds to a survey, general survey procedures require
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weights to adjust for variations in response among different groups of the population,
i.e. weights are developed to adjust for non-response. The end result of these
adjustments would allow us to discuss the RAP population as a whole.

To minimize, possible bias, we weighted the survey responses to match the distribution
of membership categories.

However, while weighting for non-response adjusts the data on known characteristics,
e.g. membership type and residence, it cannot adjust for unknown characteristics that
may differentiate between those who responded and those who did not. With the
exception of membership category, RAP could not provide additional information
about members to test for response bias.

Survey Administration

In both 1988 and 1998, a mail survey was conducted by a survey processing contractor,
using questionnaires suitable for optical scanning.

In mid-September, 1998, the contractor mailed a “It’s In The Mail” postcard to the
selected households alerting them to the survey and encouraging participation.

One week later, the contractor mailed each sampled household a survey package
containing: (1) an introductory cover letter signed by Mara Mayor, Director of The
Smithsonian Associates; (2) a questionnaire with a lithocode to identify the sampled
household; and (3) a franked return envelope addressed to the contractor.

One week later, the sampled households were sent a “Heads-Up” reminder card.
Returns were monitored closely and, after four weeks, a second survey package,
identical to the first except for the enclosed letter content, was sent to non-respondents.

Data collection officially ended on and a complete data file was received by ISO on
December 8, 1998.

The Questionnaire

Contents. The questionnaire was based on a review of the 1988 RAP questionnaire, new
requirements defined by the RAP staff, and a need to coordinate this survey with a
related effort, the 1997 Contributing Membership Program (CMP) Survey. A draft
questionnaire was developed by the Institutional Studies staff and reviewed with RAP
and other Smithsonian staff. After several iterations, the questionnaire was reviewed
by the survey processing contractor.

The final questionnaire, reproduced in Appendix A, consisted of two double pages, or
four sides, divided into topical sections. In the first section, we asked eight questions
about the scope of the household's participation in RAP activities. The second section
deals with household involvement with current RAP benefits, satisfaction with RAP
activities and procedures, and willingness to voluntarily contribute to RAP. The third
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section contains questions about household involvement with the World Wide Web.
The fourth section includes questions about the respondent's (and spouse's, if
appropriate) demographic background characteristics. The questionnaire concluded
with a request for comments about RAP.

Data Processing. Inspection of the questionnaire (Appendix A) shows that it has been
formatted for processing on optical scanning equipment; i.e., its appearance is quite
similar to that of standardized tests used in academic institutions. This technology was
selected for its efficiency in both data collection and processing. Respondents, when
filling out the questionnaires, are not encumbered by writing answers or circling
numbers. Instead, they simply darken a "response bubble" next to the answer that
corresponds to their specific situation. Processing such questionnaires is cost efficient,
timely and avoids human error of data entry. Respondents sent completed
questionnaires to the data processing contractor and a raw data tape was prepared for
our use. Our office prepared the analysis files, e.g. data "cleaning,” variable creation,
reformatting, etc.
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