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|nter net-Based Survey

Jack C. C. Li
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Abstract

The present paper investigates the questions about Internet-based
surveys and attempts to explore the possible solutions by discussing some
basic methodological concepts such as sampling, sample
representativeness, and externa validity. In order not to unduly extend
the applicability of the Internet as a survey tool and consequently threaten
the external validity, the present paper suggests that the target population
for any Internet-based survey should be strictly limited to Internet users.
The research topics for conducting any Internet-based survey should also
be related only to Internet use. In addition, to reduce the possible bias
caused by volunteer sample, certain post-survey weighting procedures
must be performed, based on demographic as well as attitudinal and
lifestyle variables.

Keyword: Internet-based surveys, sampling,
sample representativeness, external validity, weighting



