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FOREWORD

This volume is concerned with sources of error in studies that depend
upon interviewing as a method of data collection. While basically it
presents the findings from a program of empirical research extending
over more than five years, it attempts, on the one hand, to assimilate
these findings into an adequate theoretical system and, on the other
hand, to assess their practical iJriplications, given the context of
actual limitations within which research procedures are employed.
The prospectus governing this program of research from the beginning
set forth two general objectives:

1) To isolate the various types of error-producing factor
operating within the interview and to determine, as
far as possible, the extent to which, and the ways
in which, these variables bias respondents' behavior
and interviewers' observations and reporting of it;

2) To test the amenability of these variables, to control
through selection, training, assignment, and super­
vision of interviewers; through questionnaire con­
struction; through improvement of interviewing meth­
ods; or other means.

To attain these objectives, it was proposed, first, to collect or to
construct a complement of hypotheses concerning the nature and mode
of operation, under varying circumstances, of error-producing factors.
This involved, not only a thorough, critical search of the speculative
and research literature, but also an assessment of materials in the
files of research agencies and consultation with research personnel
to discover any hunches that had arisen out of their experience.

It was further proposed, next,to test these hunches and hypotheses
in quasi-experimental projects done in connection with studies under­
taken for other and substantive purposes. It was hoped that these
quasi-experimental projects would in some cases be fairly.conclusive.

The findings from these first two procedural steps,--at least those
findings pertaining to error-producing factors that seem to operate
quite generally with weighty effects--would finally be tested, veri­
fied, and ,evaluated in specially designed experimental studies.

Although these original objectives and procedures were adhered to,
they were supplemented and refined under Herbert Hyman's imaginative
direction. Most motable among his contributions, in my opinion, have
been, first, his assimilation of sources of error in survey methodology
to the larger context of general social-scientific method; and, second,
his careful scrutiny and analysis of the interview situation reflective­
ly--and also empirically by clinical interviews with both interviewers
and respondents,--a procedure that yielded highly significant new in­
sights.
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As is noted in footnote references throughout the volume, the detailed
findings of many of the specific studies undertaken in the course of
this program have already been reported in journal articles. In ad­
dition, occasional publications of a more generic nature have previously
appeared. A list of these is given in Appendix D.

I would like to emphasize two precautionary statements made repeatedly
in the text that follows. Research inevitably reflects the reality
conditions--some of them highly institutionalized--that obtain at the
moment. This is particularly true in the survey field, for the very
nature of any survey undertaking requires the cooperation of large
numbers of people working within more or less arbitrary budget limi­
tations. Under these circumstances, an attempt to reduce or eliminate
interviewer effect merely by trimming research objectives and procedures
to fit the competence of interviewers who are presently available would
almost certainly operate to impoverish research. Any such attempt must,
therefore, be balanced by efforts to modify reality conditions.

It should also be clearly borne in mind that the reduction or elimination
of interviewer effect is only one of many considerations which the de­
signer of a survey must bear in mind in defining his objectives and
setting up his pI'ocedures. Obviously one would not wish to impose re­
straints upon interviewers which would so impair their effectiveness as
to make the interview relatively sterile. One certainly would not forego
using a type of question which, though it increased the likelihood of
bi.as, provided the only available means of gauging, .even roughly, the
dimensions of a certain variable. In this area, as in sampling and all
other areas, a doctrinnaire attitude is to be avoided. The important
considerations are, first, that the researcher make every effort con­
sistent with his larger purposes to secure results that are valid and
reliable; and, second, that he know what risk of bias he is taking and
recognize willingly and clearly the limitations it imposes on his en­
deavors. There is reason to believe that many aspects of current study
design are amenable to improvement in this respect without in any way
limiting efficiency in other respects.

Clyde W. Hart
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CHAPTER I

A FRAME OF REFERENCE FOR THE STUDY· OF INTERVIEWER EFFECT-ll-

-1. The SettinE! of the Problem.................- ..... ......

Interviewing as a method of inquiry is universal in the social soiences.
The literature of anthropology is a product of the interviewing of in­
formants. Sociologists have made wide use of the method. The writings
of psychiatrists, clinicians, and psycho-analysts about man'and society
had their beginnings in an interviewing situation--diagnostic and thera­
peutic interviews with patients. The periodic censuses of the United
States and other countries are monuments to the interview method, and
the thousands of students making use of these historical archives, whether
conscious of it or not, cannot ignore their ultimate dependence on interview
data. Now applied fields cutting across the classic disciplines--hmnan re­
lations, industrial relations, communications research, area studies--all
make use of intervielv data. Public opinion research, as a common resource
of the political scientist, public administrator, social ps,ychologist, and
historian is built upon the foundations of interviewing.

It is clear therefore that fundamental inquiry into the problem of inter­
viewing may have wide ramifications and general value far beyond the spe­
cific context of survey research within which this study was initiated.
Yet the very universality of interviewing as a method and the infinite
variety of the procedures subsumed under the term create a difficulty.
No single investigation--not even a score of investigations--could bear
directly upon all the concrete forms and manifestations which interviewing
takes. Inevitably, some of the principles to be developed, some of the
quantitative findings that will be generated, particular procedures to be
recommended after examining the weight of our evidence may not be appli­
cable to the interviewing problems of readers in particular fields. Note
how contra~ to our rules and experience in modern survey research the
following prescription for proper social research interviewing is: 1

1 D. K. Lieu. "Collecting Statistics in China," Americ9n Statistician
(1948), 12-13. (Reprinted from the Statistical neporter, Division of
Statistical Standards, Bureau of the Budget, 1948,\#130.)

tiThe interviewer must have a very good memory. The information
has to be obtained in the course of general conversation••• Usu­
ally the interviewer has to remember all the answers he ha,s ob­
tained and write them out afte~ he has returned to his own place
••• Usually he has to talk a good deal about general topics,
partly to show that he understands the conditi.ons in the region
and partly that he is interested in acquiring new knowledge. It
will not do for him to make it plain that his interest is to obtain
statistical information•••It will not do for the interviewer to ask
one question after another even when the respondent has shown a

=

* This chapter was written by Herbert Hyman.
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willingness to talk •••Sometirnes several questions worded dif­
ferently have to be asked in order to obtain one answer, if
the first or first few answers are not satisfactory. In such
cases these questions ••• niust not follow one after another, but
other questions or general discussion should intervene in order
to take the respondent off guard, or to make him understand ex­
actly what information is wanted••• ln same cases some sort of
pressure has to be exercised on the respondent. The pressure
must not be so great as to make the respondent feel he is under
compulsion to supply information, nor should it be so slight
that he may disregard it entirely. tI

Yet who is to say that there are not particular conditions under which this
prescription is appropriate.

The above quotation is from a descriptio~ by the Chinese Representative on
the U.N. Statistical Commission of the interviewer's task in collectins in­
formation, developed out of the difficulties of initiati.ng statistical in­
quiries among the Chinese people. Lieu even commends to the interviewer
such bizarre behavior, arising out of the requirements of his research
situation, as the falIm·ling: "In the production of polished rice" he
must know the quantity that can be obtained from a picul of paddy,lI and
"the interviewer must choose his respondents, which sometimes makes random
sampling very difficult."

Inevitably, any empirical research on intervietoTing method can only sample
a fragment of so vast an area; yet we seek findings of some generality.
Even if 'tole 'torere to limit the area to that of public opinion interviewing
within America we would still encompass such a diversity of procedures,
topics, prablenls, respondents" and interviewers that a single methodologi­
cal inquiry would seem to be gravely inadequate. There is one solution
that is available. It is that while we operate within a narrow realm in
the concrete sense we shall focus on fundamental processes within the in­
tervIew that transcend our specific resea::.~ch"setting. That is why a sur­
vey specialist seeking specific and elaborate prescriptions and remedies
will not find them. in this report. They might be inappropriate to his own
current interviewing problems; they would certainly be obsolete by 1970;
and they would have little relevance to the larger social science audience.
As Roethlisberger and Dickson state in their discussion of intervie'todng
method: 2

2 F. J. Roethlisberger' and W. J. Dickson. Management and the Worker,
(Harvard University Press, Ninth Printing,-i949J" 286.

"It is evident that the interviewing of a child, a psychoneurotic"
a native of a primitive comm1ll1ity, or the normal adult of a civi­
lized community involves different modifications in the way the
interview takes place ••• There is always the danger for the beginner
that he attach a significance to the rules of performance that they
do not have. He tends to treat them as absolute prescriptions which
should never be violated and he tends to multiply them without end•••
rules for conducting the interview are substituted for understanding."
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In order for us to increase our fundamental understanding, we must in­
quire for example into the social and psychological meaning of an inter­
view for the two parties involved. We shall explore some of the cognitive
and motivational processes operating within the interviewer. We shall
ask how his behavior is molded by these processes but in turn modified
by the nature of his task. We shall examine some of the reactions of
the respondent when he is confronted by an interviewer. Then, 'tie shall
elaborate on the relation of errors in the data to ongoing processes with­
in the humans who operate in interviewing situations of various types.
By the elaboration of data and theory about such more general and abstract
features of any interview we shall hope to achieve some degree of general-
ity. -

The concrete materials on which this study is based will, of course, have
immediate relevance to the activities of current survey agencies, and
data on the magnitude and control of error will be presented in detail.
Implicit in that presentation is the limitation that the quantitative
findings relate only to the current operations of some public opinion
agencies. But it is our hope that no such 1:i.nlitation will affect the
larger and more theoretical features of this report.

In presenting any detailed research report on one phenomenon, one natu- .
mlly excludes from discussion many other phenomena 't--rhich may be relevant
to the problem. Thus in concentrating on understanding interviewer effect,
we may run the danger of narrowing our vision too much. In order that the
reader should have what we Wffil1d regard as the appropriate perspective for
interpreting our ultimate findings, we shall first discuss some broader
matters.

2. The Evaluation of Error--Quantitative Evidence,

The present report is in the nature of a dangerous confession. Research
workers using the survey method are wi.11ing1:r exposing themselves to criti­
cism by reporting on a most comprehensive study and demonstration of errors
in their findings. This is dangerous,for the natural reaction may be to
damn the method summarily because of its fallibility. It is therefore of
the utmost importance to evaluate the study and demonstration Of error in
a proper manner.

Let it be noted that the demonstration of error marks an advanced stage
of a science. All scientific inqui~ is subject to error, and it is far
better to be aware of this, to study the sources in an attempt to reduce
it, and to estimate the magnitude of such errors in our findings, than
to be ignorant of the errors concealed in the data. One must not equate
ignorance of error with the lack of error. The lack of demonstration of
error in certain fields of inquir,y often derives from the non-existence
of methodological research into the problem, and merely denotes a less
advanced stage of that profession.

We are here stUdying those errors which occur in survey research as a
result of the method of personal interviewing. We shall find many in­
stances of error, which might make the reader regard the interv).ew pro­
cedure developed in the survey field as inferior to the interview pro­
cedures used in other types of scientific research. Yet in some of
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these other fields the errors committed by interviewers may conceivably
far exceed those we will demonstrate.

Social anthropology rests in great measure upon information collected
through the interviewing of informants. That such interviewing is not
free from un.re1iabi1ity is clear from occasional discrepancies between
the published reports of different ethnologists who have happened to
study the same society.

For example, Murdock's observations of the Tenino of Central Oregon
differed from earlier reports by other anthropologists. 3 Different

3
G. P. Murdock. Social Structure (New York: Macmillan, 1949), 11l......,;.;;;,;;;;;;;....;"..;;-_.;;:;;-,,,,..

anthropologists have offered sharply discrepant accounts of Pueblo
culture despite obvious lack of independence in the observattons. 4

4 Bennett reviews this entire literature and shm-rs the stri.king con­
trasts in the accoun'l;,s of a large number of different observers.
It should be noted, however, that Bennett emphasizes not errors
in the original field work but errors in the manipulation and
handling of data during the analytic stages. See Southwestern
~ourna1 of A~~hropology, 2 (1946), 361-374. - --

other more elaborate instances present themselves. The Village of
Tepozt1an as described by Lewis is quite different from the same village as
it was described earlier by Redfield. In summarizing the differences
between the two studies, Lewis remarks: "The impression given by
Redfield's study of Tepozt1an is tha.t of a relatively homogeneous,
isolated, smoothly functioning, and well-integrated society made up
of a contented and well-adjusted people. His picture of the village
has a Rousseauan quality which glosses lightly over evidence of vio-
1ence, disruption, cru.elty, disease, suffering and maladjustment. We
are told little of poverty, economic problems, or political schisms.
Throughout his study we find an emphasis upon the cooperative and uni­
fying factors in Tepoztecan society. Our findings, on the other hand,
would emphasize the underlying individualism of Tepoztocan institutions
and character, the lack of cooperation, the tensions between Villages
within the muniicipio; the schisms within the village and the pervading
quality of fear, envy, and distrust in inter-pe rsonal relations." S

5 Oscar Lewis. Life in a 1I1exican Village: !epoz~~stu~~~(Urbana:
UnIversity of Iilinois, 1951), 428-li29. We are indebted to Professor
Milton Singer for bringing this comparison to our attention.

Despite their cornmon experience with the same society, Fortune contradicts
Margaret Meadfs account of the Arapesh:
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itA theory has been e.dvanced that this social culture 'works,
selecting one temperament, or a combination of related and con­
gruent types, as desirable, ar.d embod:ving thj.s choice in every
thread of the social fabric'. According to this theory the en­
tire Arapesh social culture has selected a maternal temperament,
placid and domestic in its impltcations, both for ITlen and women.
The theory has been applied to the cultural analysis of Arapesh
warfare, and has led to conclusions that 'warfare is practically
unknown among the Arapesh--the feeling tO~lards a murderer and that
towards a man who kills in battle are not essentially different-­
abductions of women are not unfriendly acts on the part of the next
community'. These conclusions we, of-course, must reject on the
basis of our preceding evidence." 6

6
Reo Fortune. "Arapesh Warfare," ~erican An~hropologist, 41 (1939), 36.

Such reports clearly demonstrate the existence of the problem. Yet one
can find no single published methodological inquiry where the reliability
of anthropological field interviewing is systematically estimated through
the delibera.te procedure of assigning different field workers to make
parallel studies. More than this, one finds only rarely in specific
studies any careful description of the procedures by which the data v~re

obtained, which would permit some inference as to error. Thus Stavrianos
examined all articles based on field research appearing in one of the pro­
fessional anthropological journals over a period of 15 months. In five of
the seven studies evaluated the method used in the collection of data was not
even described. 7

7
B. Stavrianos. "Research Methods in Cultural Anthropology in Relation to
Scientific Criteria," Psychological Review, 57 (1950), 334-344.

This is not to say that anthropologists are unawa.re of the problem of in­
terviewer effect or objectivity of data in general. As Lewis points out,
restudies of the same community are hindered by practical considerations
such as "limited funds for field research, the time pressure of studying
tribes who were rapidly becoming extinct, the shortage of field workers." 8

8 L . .ewJ..s, ODe CJ..t.--
Linton, Radin, and others have also stressed the problem and have suggest~

ed specific field procedures to insure scientific data. 9 Mead has alluded
very recently to the need for training anthropology students "to form an
estimate of their own strengths and weaknesses as observers" and has made
some brief suggestions for studies of the conditions affecting errors of
observation. 10 Kluckhohn in a monograph devoted to the use of the inter­
view and other personal documents in anthropology repeatedly stresses the

9 Ralph Linton. The Cultural BaCkground of Personality (New York: Appleton,
1945). Paul Radin. The Method and Theory of Ethnology (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1933). .

10 Margaret Mead. "The Training of the Cultural Anthropologist," Amer.
Anthro., 54 (1952), 343-346.
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importance of the problem and laments the neglect of it in the past.
He remarks:

"The limited extent to which ethnologists have been articulate
about their field techniques is astonishing to scholars in
other disoiplines •••Few interviews are printed and almost none
in their entiret;)r. Circumstances are but partially sketcr.ed
•••The role and participation of the observer is Iitt.le de­
tailed~ one is not consistently told •••how lTl8ny questions and
what ~lestions the interviewer asked1 whether notes were taken
in the presence of the subject and others ••• somel'lhat comparable
interviews under somewhat. standardized conditions are not pre­
sented and analyzed•••Particularly neglected in the past has
been the responsibility of the anthropologist to report upon
himselfo ••Anthropologists must realize that the 'contradictions'
between various personal documents from the same tribe may arise,
not from different periods or different degrees of acculturation
or from personal idiosyncracies of the several infonnants 1 but
from the varying approaches of the investigators."

And he urges the developriJent of experiments on interviewing effect--

liThe a't1thropological mode must become more objective both as re­
gards gathering and analyzing data. This will be much facili­
tated by a number of needful experiments. Anthropology, in gen­
eral, stands on the threshold of an epoch when the coarseness and
crudeness of its work requires the refinement which can only be
brO'ught by a partially experimental approach." 11

11
Olyde Kluckhohn. "The Personal Document in Anthropological Science,"
in Social Science Research Council Bulletin No. 53 (New York: SSRO,
1945).

Bartlett in the course of an interdisciplinary symposium with anthropolo­
gists and other social scientists has similarly stressed the importance of
reliability of observation under field conditions, and recommended the
joint application of a test approach for the prediction of efficiency of
observation" and an experimental approach to the factors affecting goodness
of observation in complex social situations. 12 However, these suggestions
in the literature have not been accompanied by empirical work on the problem.

12
Bartlett, et al. The Study of Society (Fourth ed.; London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul; 1949). !

Psychiatrists have also shown a relative lack of inquiry into the quality
of the data collected by psychiatric interviewing. Yet, psychiatric diag­
nosis rests essentially upon interviewing. Kempf remarked thirty years
ago: 13

13 E. J. Kemp!. Psychopatholo~y (St. Louis: Mosby, 1920).
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"If each important institution can be induced to give, sealed,
toa central committee, its actual working system for classify­
ing cases as dementia pra.ecox, manic-depressive, paranoia,
hysteria, and neurasthenia, illustrated by cases, the differ­
ences would probably be so varied that the whole system would
have to be abandoned because the faithful assumption that symp­
toms are similarly applied and evaluated throughout psychiatry
would be brut~ly discredited."

That such differences in classificatory systems would in turn lead to inter­
viewer differences is patent, and concrete evidence vJi11 be presented later.
Here again there is critical awareness of the prob1e~m, but too little ac­
companiment in the way of massive empirical study of ert'or.

There is no intention to disparage the intelligence of scholars in these
other disciplines by remarking on this situation. The intention is merely
to set the proper framework for the reader in evaluating the data to follow.
As a matter of fact, the most plausible explanation of the difference in
critical attention to interviewer error would seem to lie not in any greater
natural sophistication of the survey researcher, but in the differing social
organization of research in the respective sciences. Psychiatrists, anthro­
pologists, and scholars in many other disciplines traditionally work by
themselves, whereas the systematic coverage of large populations and the
manipulation of masses of data in survey research require the use of many
scientists working cooperatively. It is this difference in the circumstances
of work which affects the saliency of the problem of interviewer error and
the ease of measuring it. Merton brings this interpretation forcefully to
our attention in a discussion of the difference between the European scholar
in the Sociology of KnOWledge and the American researcher in Mass Communi­
cations. Of course, the generality of his remarks goes far beyond these
two specific fields. 14

14 R. K. Merton. Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe: The Free
Press, 1949), 214. .

"The lone scholar is not constrained by the very structure of
his work situation to deal systematically with reliability as
a technical problem. It is a remote and unlikely possibility
that some other scholar, off at some other place in the academic
community, would independently hit upon precisely the same col­
lection of empirical materials, utilizing the same categories,
the same criteria for these categories and conducting the same
intellectual operations •••There is, consequently, very little
in the organization of the European's work situation constraining
him to deal s;vstematical1y with the tough problem of reliability
of observation or reliability of analysis."

By contrast in survey research, men work in a group situation, and as Merton
puts it:
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"With such research organization, the problem of reliability
becomes so compelli.ng that it cannot be neglected or scantily
regarded. The need for reliability of observation and analysis
which, of course, exists in the field of research at large, be­
comes the more visible and the more insistent in the miniature
confines of the reBearch team9 Different researchers at work
on the saree emptricaJ. materials and performing the same oper­
ations must pre.sumably reach the same results... Thus, the very
structure of the immediate work group with its several and di­
verse collaborators reinforces the perennial concern of science,
including social science, with objectivity; the interpersonal
and intergroup reliability of data."

Merton's argument takes on added plausibility when we consider the fact
that the few instances where we find an elaborate treatment of interview­
er differfnces in other fields are those where the normal isolation of
the individual worker has been altered in the direction of group organi­
zation of work. Thus, four of the major studies in psychiatry which we
shall report shortly involved many military psychiatrists screening large
numbers of troops in the last war. Several of the Studies in Clinical
Psychol0I;Z come from milita,ry settings. Under wartime conditions, the
availability of many observations by many clinicians made salient the
problem of variation in diagnosis and provided a natural opportunity to
design experiments.

What makes the interview method in all fields singularly exposed to criti­
cism is the fact that the data collected are so clearly derived in an inter­
personal situation. In other methods where the 'same sort of indeterminacy
may actually operate, the visibility of the problem may not be so marked,
and criticisms are unfairly reserved for the interview method. Thus experi­
mentation with animals is the basis for much of our lmowledge in physiology
and psychology. But when criticism of such experiments occurs, it is rarely
if ever on the ground that the data are in part a product of the peculiar
interpersonal relations between animal subject and human experimenter.
Such an argument seems too far-fetched. While such sources of indeterminacy
are no doubt small in magnitude, it is not beyond the realm of possibility
that "interviewer effects" do occur. Liddell, whose classiC research on
conditioning in animals extended over many years, remarks:

"Another fundamental characteristic of the method is the inti­
macy which develops during training between animal and experi­
menter. In the course of months or years this intimate relation­
ship alters infallibly, first in the direction of dependence and
solicitation, but later toward avoidance or hostility. We believe
that this feature of Pavlov's method differentiates the study of
conditioned reflex action from investigations in essential phy­
siology. In chronic psychological experiments of long duration
the cooperation of the animal must be secured; but, within the
limits which the physiologist i!'S2.0ses uEon his thin~ing, intimacl
between animal subject and investigator is taken for ranted and
does not: enter into the appraisal 0 the results of the experi­
ment. 1.5

15 S. Tomkins. Contemporary Psychopathology (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1943)J~48.
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More recently Christie has raised the issue 1n most general tems of the
neglect. by animal experimenters of such "extra-,xper1mental" conditions
as the previous experiences ot the rats used. 16 (We might well add to -16

R. Christie. "Experimental Naivete and Experiental Naivete," Psycholo-
gical Bulletin, 48 (1951), 327-339.

this class ot oonaitions the interpersonal relations~) He argues and even
demonstrates that these factors affect the results observed, but are rarely •
used as a basis tor the selection ot the animals or the evaluation of the
findings. The indetemin&nCy is present. but neglected here because it is
not so patent as in the survey interview. 17

&

17
For another instance of a method subject. to indeterminancy due to the
interpersonal nature of the data collection procedure" but one in which
the .inde;enainancy is again not patent and often neglected" the reader
is referred to the discussion of the self-administered questiomaire
in chapter IV.. Of course, the best example of indeterminancy
is the classic Hawthorne Study" in which the experimenters' behavior
turned out to be the crucial factor in producing changes in the workers.
However, in this instance what would normally have been a hidden liabil­
itl in the research was converted into an asset and made the central
finding of the study. The writers describe the study as follows: "In
the endeavor to keep the major variables in the situation constant and
the girls' attitudes cooperative" the investigators inadvertentl.z altered
the social situation of the group ••• They were trying to maintain a
controlled experiment in which they could test for the effects of single
variables while holding all other factors constant•••By Period XIII it
had become evident that in human situations not only was it practically
impossible to keep all other factors constant, but trying to do so in
itself' introduced the biggest change of all; in other words" the investi­
gators had not been studying an ordinary shop situation but a socially
contrived situation of their own maki.ng. The experiment they had
planned to conduct was quite different from the experiment they had
actually performed. They had not studied the relation between output
and fatigue" monotony" etc." so much as they had perfonned a most in­
teresting psychological and sociological experiment. In the process
of setting the conditions for the test" they had altered completely
the social situation of the operators and their customary attitudes
and interpersonal relations." See Roethlisberger and Dickson, 2l?. E:1.,
182-183.

Granted the possibility of interviewer effects on the data in all social
sciences making use of the interview, we might raise the specific issue
as to the actual occurrence and relative magnitude of interviewer effects
in the survey and other fields.

While it is impossible to estimate the magnitude of error typical of these,
fields because of the scarcity of empirical data" it can easily be estab­
lished from the few studies available that interviewer effects do occur.
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For example, in psychiatry we have a number of large-scale studies re­
vealing considerable variation in the results obtained by different
milita~ psychiatrists. 18

18 'For a unique and striking instance to the contrary, the reader is re­
ferred to Newman, Bobbitt and Cameron who obtained exceedingly high
reliability in ratings by different interviewers screening U.S. Coast
Guard Officer Candidates. See "The Reliability of the Interview Method
in an Officer Candidate Evaluation Program," American Psychologist, 1
(1946), 103-109. .

Thus Star presents data on the frequenoy of rejection for general psychi­
atric reasons and the specific psychiatric classification applied for a
group of 107,000 recruits screened by different psychiatric examiners
during the month of August, 1945 at U.S. Army Induction Centers. 19

19
S. StOUffer, et ale Measurement and Predictions, Vol. 4, !heAmeric~

Soldier (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1950), Chap. 14.

Since the interviewers used were not all of the highest professional train­
ing and the brief screening interview was hardly sufficient time for com­
prehensive examination, the results may overstate the general seriousness
of the problem of reliability in psychiatric interviewing. Nevertheless,
they demonstrate clearly that there is such a problem.

The range in proportion rejected for psychiatric reasons was "from .5% at
Camp Beale, California, to 50.6% at Manchester, New Hampshire ••• Not only
was there wide variation in the psychiatric rejection rates, but also there
was wide variation in the specific diagnoses given for these psychiatric
rejects. vlliile in the nation as a whole, 39.9% of all psychiatric rejects
were diagnosed as psychoneurotic, the percentages varied among stations
with at least 50 rejects, all the way from 2.7 to 90.2 •••• It might be
argued, by way of explaining such enormous variability in diagnosis, that
the ~tatistics•••represent a faithful picture of the actual incidence
among the populations dralID into these induction stati<ms. This argument
would be easier to support if the stations within a given region had some­
what the same rates and if the variability within regions was much less
than the variability between regions. But when Pittsburgh had 3 times
the proportion of psychiatric rejects of Philadelphia, when Detroit had
3 times the proportion of Chicago, New Orleans 3 times the proportion of
Dallas, and Seattle-Portland 3 times the proportion of San Francisco, it
is difficult to believe that the standards were the same in all places." 20

20
Elsewhere Star presents other evidence against the interpretation that
these differences represent real differences between the soldier popu­
lations of the different centers. She reports that the variability in
results among different stations on a standardized test of disability
(Neuropsychiatric Screening Adjunct) was amall, suggesting that the
populations truly did not differ so markedly. For example, while the
Detroit examiners rejected three times as many candidates as the Chicago
examiners, the proportions screened in the two centers by the test were
26.9% and 24.1% respectively.
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Similar evidence is available in the experiences of the American Navy in
the past war. Hunt and vJittson in discussing sources of error in neuro­
psychiatric statistics of World War II remark:

"A further source of erroneous diagnoses enters with the
prevalence of local fashions or biases in diagnostic practice.
A specific psychiatrist or local psychiatric unit may be pre­
disposed toward the use of certain diagnostic categories and
the neglect of others. Thus the final diagnosis in any particu­
lar instance may be a function of the diagnostic prejudices of
the particular psychiatrist examining the patient rather than
a direct function of the specific symptomatology present••••
In surveying the relative incidence rate for the various neuro­
psychiatric disorders in numerous Naval installations, one is
struck by variations which appear to be impossible for expla­
nation in terms of a genuine variation in the nature of the
samplings involved, and seem plausible only in terms of differ­
ing local diagnostic cus toms. One of the authors has already
pointed out differences of 800% in the relative incidence of
psychoneuroses in random samplings of medical surveys from
various Naval hospitals. Such differences also appear if one
examines Naval training station selection figures. If we look
at the figures for special order discharges from training stations
for the month of April, 1943, we find that only 30% of the dis­
charges from Great Lakes were for constitutional psychopathic
state, but 60% of those from Farragut fell in this category.
The incidence of psychoneurosis among total discharges at Great
Lakes, however, was 24% compared with 10% at Farragut••• Another
sampling from the training stations (for the month of May, 1945)
shows that at this time only 2% of the discharges from Great
Lakes were for psychoneuroses, while this diagnosis was given
in 60% of the discharges from San Diego••• It does not seem
that these differences can plausibly be explained wholly in
terms of genuine differences in the recruit population sampled.
Diagnostic preferences must be operating to distort the real
picture." 21

21
W. A. Hunt and C. L. v.Jittson. "Some Sources of Error in the Neuro-
psychiatric Statistics of World T,1ar II," Journal of .Clinlcal Psy­
chologz, 5 (1949), 350-358.

An elaborate experiment conducted by the British in 1945 yields further
evidence on the reliability of psychiatric interviewing. 22 The same

22 P. E. Vernon and J. B. Parry. Personal Selection in the British
Forces (London: University of London Press, 19W),126. It should
be noted that this demonstration of unreliability does not adequately
represent the high level of validity obtained by the British generally
through the application of such selection processes. Elsewhere in
their report Vernon and Parry present olear and striking evidence of
the reduction in failure rates during training for various army per­
sonnel following the institution of such ps,ychological selection
methods.
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125 army officer candidates 'Vlere examj.ned by two different Wa.r Office
Selection Boards composed of highly experienced staff. In the process,
a number of different psychiatrists WllO were members of the Seleotion
Boards conducted independent interviews lasting from 20 to 60 minutes
and appraised both the general suitability of the candidate and his
specific standing on 14 to 18 carefully defined traits. While quite
high agreement wa.s demonstrated between the Eool~ judgments of the two
Boards, and between certain pairs of examiners, the agreement between
psychiatrists was not high. The reliability coefficient obtained for
the appraisal of general sUitability was .65, and the median coefficient
for all the traits was only .47.

Another demonstration, based on a large number of observations but only
on two interviewers, is available from the psychiatric services of the
BAF dUring the last war. 23 This demonstration was based, however, on a
carefully designed experiment, in which each psychiatrist assessed the
general predisposition to break-down and the occurrence of ten traits
on the basis of the three-quarter hour interview he conducted with an
equivalent half of a total group of approximately 1350 pilots. Agreement
in the ~neral assessment of predisposition in the sample was exceedingly
high. H01-leVer, the specific symptoms recorded were quite different for
the two psychiatrists. Thus, for example, Psychiatrist I found 23% of
the pilots "under training" to show morbid fears or anxiety, while Psy­
chiatrist II found 39% of his interviewees to show such symptoms.

23
Great Britain Ai.r Ministry. fsychBlogicalDiso~d~rsin Fllinfsp~tson­
~:I; of the Royal Air Fo~ce, Invest::\.gated during the War 1939... • Air
Publication 3l311. (Condon: H.l'I. Stationery, 1947).

Studies in the civilian setting have been few and the observations are
4generally limited in number. But they demonstrate the problem. Ash 2

reports data on the reliability of diagnosis for a series of 52 patients
examined at a psychiatric clinic connected with a government agency. In­
dependent judgments were made by three psychiatrists, and disagreement by
major diagnostic categories occurred in at least one-third of the cases.

24
P. Ash. "The Reliability of Psychiatric Diagnoses," Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 44 (1949), 272-276.

In a much larger study, Mehlman reports data on the diff§rences in diag­
noses assigned to patients in a state mental hospital. 2~ Patients were

25 B. Mehlman. "The Reliability of Psychiatric Diagnoses," J. Abn. Soc.--
--------------------------------
allocated in an unbiased fashion to one of a series'of psychia.trists for
diagnosis. Significant differences among psychiatrists were demonstrated.
Depending on the specific categories studied, the comparisons are based
on from 597 to 1358 patients examined by from 9 to 16 different psychia­
trists, making the evidence quite impressive.
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Putative evidence of intervi.ewer differences in psychiatric procedures
is available from a study by' Grayson and Tolman in which a group of 37
clinicians gave their definj~ions of a series of standard terms in com­
mon use. 26 The wide variati.on in the definitions dHferent clinicians
__________-_',.....-..·~--..N. _ ..-...'_. , _

26
Harry M. Grayson and R. S. Tolman. "A Sematic Study of ConcelJts of
Clinical Psychologists and Psychiatrists," J. Abn. Soc. Psychol., 45
(1950), 216-231. ---- - .-

_____________•• -_....tW -- --- _

gave to such common terms as lIaggressiol1," "anxiety," "compulsive," or
Itdefense" suggests that there would be considerable unrelie.bility in
the application of such terms to actual patients.

Data on invalidity in diagnosis following psychiatric examination, rather
than the mere reliability between interviewers, is available from a study
by Masserman and Carmichael of 100 patients in which they found that
"during only a year of follow-up study a major revision in the diagnosis
had to be made in more than 40% of the patients. 27

27
J. H. Masserman and H. T. Carmichael. "Diagnosis and Prognosis in
Psychiatry," l:J!e1'ft.al Sciences, 84 (1938), 893-946.

---------_._.-_._--_..._---------------
Qualitative evidence of error in psychiatric interviewing is available
from one stud~ where the actual content of the interview was electrically
transcribed. 8 The authors conclude:

_. 1 ••

28 E. B. Brody, R. Newman, and F. C. RedJ.ich. "Sound Recording and the
Problem of Evidence in Psychiatry," Science, 113 (1951), 379-380.

b ._

.II· .V , t!' .• ,I

"Even the most proficient note-taker misses critical materiaL ••
Perl1aps more important in the recording of psychiatric interview
d,ata is the influence of conscious and unconscious screening in
the therapj,~·t h:irnse;I,.,f. The incoming sensory material often is
ne;Lther ad,equ9-tely nor c;omplete.::Ly recorde<;l~ The author~ found
by comparing memories 1 notea, and ~C"G~flJ.. tpfP19Qpiptic;ms that 1m­
porta.!'lt material often was omit.te.c;i. At 1;.~eB reQor.d~d. int~pvi,ews

El;L~cited re~ponses of stf!,pt::L~ and s~rpqli!~" as ~pou€h the thepa­
pist had not previ9~sly been in ~he ~ctu~l si,~u~t~qn and had not
pr.ev1ousl,y ht?li1rd the p~t:j.ent's and h~~ own verb~::L Produc~ions.

Omissions, diF3tori:,ion~, e;L.abOIlat:i;ons, congensations, and ot:.l~l!lr.

modJ,f:i.qations of th,e d~taoccur, ~nd these all contribute to 1;.he
difficulty of evaluating what reaJ.ly happened~"

Differences between psychiatrists in the subtle d}~&~ics of their inter­
viewing behavior, differences that are possibly relevant to the variations
in results reported earlier, have been demonstrated through the appli­
cation of instruments previously developed to describe social interaction
processes. 29 Using such instruments, Chapple found significant

29 E. Chapple and C. Arensberg. III-leasuring Human Relations: An Intro­
duction to the Study 0 f the Interaction of Individuals," Genetic
Psychology Monographs, 22 (1940).

-------------------~-------------
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differences in the degree of "activity" (ratio of talk to a fience) of
two psychiatrists, each of whom interviewed equivalent samples of 250
patients. Similar differences were found within another sample of 40
men interviewed by two psychiatrists 'tv.l th respect to an index of "tempo,"
another formal dimension of verbal behavior. 30

30 E. D. Chapple. "The Interaction Chronograph: its evolution and pres­
ent application," Personnel, (1949).

If we turn from psychiatry to the related disciplines of c1lnical psychol­
ogy and counseling, we find a similar state of affairs. In counseling the
great concern with the actual nature of the therapeutic procedure has led
to a series of studies :where an accurate description of the entire content
of the interview is available from electrical recordings. Seeman compares
the character of the interview technicpe of the six counselors he u.sed
with the techniques of couselors employed in an earlier study by Snyder
and demonstrates that the. incidence of given types of behavior is strikingly
different in two studies. 31

31 Julius Seeman. "A Study of Preliminary Intervie107 I1ethods in Vocational
Counseling," Journal of Consulting Psychology, 12 (1948), 321-330.

vl. V" Snyder. !IAn Investigation of the Nature of Non-Directive Psy­
chotherapy," ~<?urnal of General Psycho1ogz, 33 (1945), 193-223.

Covner by comparing the counselor's written report of interviews with an
electrical transcription demonstrates that there are large and significant
omissions of content in the written record, alterations in the time se­
quence of remarks, and lack of precision in the notes leading to ambiguity.32

ill

32 B. J. Covner. "Studies in Phonographic Recordings of Verbal Material.
IV. Written Reports of Interviews," Journal of Apnlied PSyChology, 28
(1944), 89-98. ·

Such findings were conservatively stated since the counselor was aware that
a transcription was being made and wrote his report immediately following
the interview. (Both these factors are absent from normal counseling in­
terviews.)

Presumptive evidence of differences in counseling behavior is available
from studies of the attitudes of counselors towards given intervieloring
practices. Whether these different attitudes carry over into actual
behavior is, of course, unknown from such studies. McClelland and
Sinaiko, for example, report that among a group of 13 expert counselors
with relatively homogeneous backgrounds there was considerable disagree­
ment on the correctness of 24 of the 64 specific interviewing practices
on which they were queried. 33

33 W. A. McClelland and H. W. Sinaiko.
Attitude Questionnaire, II Educational
(1950), 128-134.

"An Investigation of a Counselor
and Psychological. Measurement, 10
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For another evaluation of clinical interviewing involving the application
of a standardized procedure, we again turn to the military situation.
The work of nine different clinicians who administered approxL~ately 500
Rorschach tests to soldiers in the course of the Aviation Psychology Pro­
gram in the last war was compared. All examiners received the same rigor­
ous course" and had the same standardized instructions to give to their
subjects.. While detailed data on other features of the responses are not
presented, significant differences were observed in the average number of
responses obtained. 34

34 u.s. Army Air Forces, Aviation Psychology Program.
#5, Printed Classification Tests.

Research Report

In a similar experiment in the civilian setting a comparison was made of
the results obtained by 15 different examiners administering the Rorschach
to a total of 633 veterans 1-100 were patients in a clinic. 3~ The subjects

35 E. Baughman. "Rorschach Scores as a Function of Examiner Difference,"
Journal of Projective Techni9R~s, 15 (1951), 243-249.

were presumably assigned to particular examiners merely on the basis of
the current work load, and the assumption is made that initial differences
in the type of patient seen by a particular examiner could not account for
the findings. The examiners were a fairly homogeneous group all having been
trained in the same methodological approach on the Rorschach test. In the
aggregate for all examiners" significant differences in the results were
obtained for a large number of the categories used in scoring the responses.
The writer notes, however, that some of these differences may be due not to
the actual behavior in the interpersonal situation but to the ways in which
the scoring system was later applied, since each examiner scored his own
protocols.

One final study demonstrates how intractable the problem of interviewer
effects can be. Three clinicians working in close cooperation with a
given group of children over a period of s even years in the Cal if'Orn1a
Growth studies ra12d the presence of certain needs. Although there was
considerable agrl:;;ement in the ratings of single needs" there were marked
differences in the degree to which each clinician found sets of needs co­
existing in the subjects. ,36

,36 Else Frenkel-Brunswik. "1'1otivation and Behavior," Gen. Psychol. Mono."
26 (1942)" 121-265.

We shall return in Chapter III, under the heading of: IIAttitude Structure
Expectation,," to this interesting phenomenon demonstrated both in the
Brunswick study and in the RAF study of psychiatric interviewing--namely
the variations among interviewers in the structure or constellation
or patterning observed for separate traits.
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It is clear that interviewer effect is a fundamental problem faced by all
,the social sciences which make use of the interview method in the collection
of data. It is in no way exclusive to "the survey f1<31.1. But more tha.n
this" :i.nterviewer effe'cts in all these fields have tliloir parallel in the
errors of observation and measurement or interpretation found in other
sciences. 37 When we note that there are observer differences in rl:lading

h--~1--:fit certai.n- ri"eTds" there is rio process -of collection' of pr~'d~~; .
by definition.. therefore no lIinterviewer" error. The scientist selects

-. and linte1l:'pxets preV'iOl,lsu-y etistd.Jhg:mnformamon';', In auc,h instances·,c the
an~;:Logy to errors of interviewing Oil1· csllection would be"errors :U1 se­
leotion or interpretation or inadequacies in the original body of mater­
ial. For the prevalence of such errors in economics" the reader"is re­
ferred to O. Morgenstern. On the Accuracy of Economic Observations
(Princeton: Princeton University Press" 1950). For a detailed case
study of such errors among historians" the reader is referred to Howard ..
K. Beale. t"What Historians Have Said About the Causes of the Civil War, If

in Theory and Practice in HistEric~ Study: A Report of the COmInittee
on Historiography (New York: Social Science Research Council" 1946)"
Bulletin 54.

chest X-ray films, or in interpreting the results of laboratory tests for
syphilis" or in rating the state of repair of telephone poles" or in cate­
goriZing short segments of observed behavior" or in noting the transit of
stars in a telescope, we must acknowledge the fact that interviewing is not
uniquely vulnerable. 38

38 J. Yerushalm,y. lIStatistical Problems in Assessing Methods of Medical
Diagnosis" with special reference to X-Ray Techniques" If Public Health
Reports" 62 (1941), 1432-1449; -

J. Ne~nn. Remarks from a paper read before the American Statistical
Association, Cleveland, Dec. 1948, wi.th reference to League of Nations
Publication C6 ~ 1924 III and personal communication;

W. E. Deming. "On the Sampling of Physical Materials" II (Paper read at
the meeting of the International Statistical Institute~ Bern, Switzer­
land, Sept. 1949) (ditto);

R. Lippitt. "Social Psychology as Science and as Profession" (Presi­
dential Address, Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues ~

Denver" Colo., September 5" 1949) (mimeo);

R. S. Woodworth. Experimental Psychology (New York: Henry Holt, 1938)"
300-)01.

Bertrand Russell's well ...known and penetrating oomment on animal psychology
illustrates the problem: 39

.39 Bertrand Russell. Philosop& (New York: Norton~ 1927), 30 •

•
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liThe manDer in which animals leamhas been much stu4ied in recent
years. with a great cit.l ofpatieilt obseryation and _iper:tinenUtion
•••One 'lft1J.1 say br~4~ that all the 'animals tha.t have been carefully
observed have beh.aved 80 as to confirm the philosop~ in which the
observer beliewd before his observation began~ l~aY'~ more they
have all displayed th~'national characteristics of the observe%'4
Animals studied b7 Am'ticans Nsb about frantically I with an irtcred.
ible display of hustle and pep, and at last achieve the desired re';'
sult by chance., Animals observed by GermafiS sit still and think,
and at last evolve the solution out of their inner consciousness."

This brief review suggests that one basic issue is simply the magnitude of
errors in the collection of data by ditferent methods of inquiry, efficient
ways of estimating their presence in any research, and the safeguards or
checks upon such error. Further.. it suggests that any fundamental study
of interviewer effect in a given field such as survey research~ make a
14r«er contribution, since the resu!ts have relevance to the improvement
of methods in many scientific fields.

,. The Evaluation of Error.-Larger Considerations*

The demonstration of error in the :interview must not only be weighed against
the prevalence of error in other scientific methods for the collection ot
data. In addition.. whatever crudities and disadvantages characterize the
method must be weighed 1n relation to the gains to be detived through its
employment. Some crudity may be the price willingly paid in order to obta1ft
essential information. This practical consideration furnishes one appropri­
ate context tor the evaluation of our later findings.

Murray states this calculation eloquentq in discussing how the scientist
should orient his research into personality. 40 His remarks are eminently

to H. A. Murrq, et ale ~lorations in Personalit;r (New York: Oxford
University Press,1938~.22.

pertinent to our problem.

"It he continues to hold rigidly to the scientific ideal.. to cling
to the hope that the results of his researches wil~ approach in
accuracy and elegance the formulations of the exact disciplines,
he is doomed to tailure. He will end his days in the congregation
of tutUe men~ of whom the greater number, contractedly withdrawn
from critical issues" measure trines with sanctimonious precision."

And elsewhere in describing his choice of methods, he states:

"We tried to design methods appropriate to the variables which we
wished to measure; in case of doUbt, choosing those that crudel,y
revealed significant things rather than those that precisely re­
vealed insignificant things. Nothing can be more important than

* Il1ch of the material in this section has been ~esented in a previous
publication ot the project, "Interviewing. as a Scientific Procedure.. "
in D. Lerner and H. D. Lasswell. The Polier Sciences (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 19S1), 203-216.
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an understanding of man's nature" and if the techniques ototl1er
sciences do not bring us to itJ then so much the worse tor them."

The interview, by definition, belongs to a class of methods which yield
subjective data...-that iS J direct descriptions of the wprld.of experience.
The interest of many social scientists in the phenomenal wdrld calls tor
such data" no matter how crude the method of collection may have to be.
For example" three of the most prominent emphases in social psychology
today--the emphasis on desires, goals, values" and the likel by students
of personality; the current interest in social ~rceptionj and emphasis
on the concept of attitude--all imply subjective data. While not unique"
the interview method has certain advantages for the collection of such
data.

Methods exploiting other personal documents such as diaries" life-histories"
or letters do yield an elaborate picture of the individual's world, his
desires, and his attitudes. They have many advantages. 41 However, these

Is b

41 For discussion of personal ~ocuments see KluckhobnJ ~ • .ill.

sources are relatively i.nf'1exible or inefficient for certain scientific
problems. They may not exist for the particular population of individuals
we need to study, or they may be available only for some self-selected and
possibly biased sub-sample of that population. 42 In addition" such docu-

42. ..
One study in the literature based on samples of captured uncensored
German mail demonstrated empirically that the estimates thus obtained
agreed with independent data for the entire population" writers and
non-writers combined. Consequently" this limitation may not always
hold" .although in the absence of an empirical demonstration, one has
no way of knowing whether bias is present. See United States Strategic
Bombing Survey· of Germany. (\rJashington, Government Printing Office,
1946), II, Chap. II. It should be noted that this limitation does not
apply to idiographic science. See G. Allport. The Use of Personal
Documents ,in PS~holoSical Science (New York: Soc. Sci~ Res. CounCil,
1942), Bulletin 49. .

ments may not contain information on particular significant variables"
since they are generally spontaneous in origin. It is true that even total
life histories have been commissioned for a particular scientifically se...
lected sample of individuals who were requested to cover given areas in
the document, but this calls for an act of cooperation far greater than is
required tor many problems and greater than can be required in most in­
stances. 43 In addition" the new applied role of the social scientist·

43 G. Allport, J. S. Bruner~ and E. M. Jandorf. "Personality·Under Social
Catastrophe: Ninety Life Histories of the Nazi Revolution," Character
an~Personality" 10 (1941-42), 1-22.

as an adjunct to policy-making requires continual fact...finding or research
as events occur or are anticipated" and the interview method in conjunction
with sampling is uniquely adapted to such time pressures.
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The selt-administered questionnaire method pravides subjective reports hy
the respondent and has the advantages of cheapness because of the reduction
of interviewer co.sts and the possibility of group administration, plus
applicability on a systematic sampling basis.. However, it has limitations
which are not characteristic of the personal interview method. Most obvious
is the fact that theinterv1ew permits the study of illiterates or near­
illiterates for whom the written questionnaire is not applicable, and this
may be an important limitation for; studies involving the national population.
So the Research Branch of the Army, which made the most extensive use of
self-administered questionnaires, found it necessary. to interview all ~lasses
of recruits with less than fourth grade educaUen·. !t4

GIl S. S~ffer, et al. ~'rearr ~:~i<1l:.(4 vpls.J Princeton. PrinCe-
ton Un1versity Press, 194'. ..

Secon~,.mce· it is, always .possible for the respondent to read through
the entire questionnaire first" or to edit earlier answers in the light
of later qJ:1est:ions" the advantages of saliency questions become dubious
and it is difficult to control the contextual effects of other questiPgs
upon a given answer. 45 Such effects have been found to be sizable. 4

4, For a discussion of the' use of saliency questions, see D. Krech and R.
Crutchfield. Theory and Problems of Social Psychology (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1§J;8); 279.

46
H. Cantril. Gauging Public Opinion (Princeton: Princeton University.
Press, 1944).

In the interview situation it is obvious that later quest1bns cah be hidden
from the knowledge of the respondent and can have no effect on the results
of an earlier quest-ion.

Thirdly, a variety of gains result from the fact that the interviewer,
Whlle he might be a biasing agent" might conceivably be an insightful,
helpfUl person. Thus he may be able to make ratings of given characte.ris­
tics of the respondent, he might be able to explain or amplify a given
¢ii~s:tion, he might probe for clarification of an ambiguous anstrer or elabor­
a~:ton of a cryptic report, he might be able to persuade the respondent to
answer a question that he would otherwise skip. All such advantages in­
volving the insightful and resourceful interviewer are lost in the self­
administering situation where the mistakes of the respondent have a quality
of finality.

A whole class of supposedly objective methods has been applied to these
p~obJ.ems• Inferences can be drawn about the inner world of the individual
fran one or another item of behavior. For example, the individual's be­
havior mq be observed under relatively natural cOllditions" the observations
being made covertly as in studies involving eavesdropping lipon conversations"
or merely in an intomal and unobtrusive manner as in classic participant
obsenation. Or very molecular aspects of behavior may' b. measured by
specialized instrwn.ents,. these aspects being regarded as indicators of
some intervening variable as illustrated in the use of a physiological in­
dex. Or indiCes of attitude may be abstracted from statistical records of
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past behavior or from the concrete products of past behavior, as illus­
trated by the analysis of voting records, expenditures or time budgets,
or subscription figures or as illutrated by content analysis of media.
Such methQds seek to avoid the errors created by the artificiality "or
non-spontaneous character of a formal interview, and to free us from
dealing with purely verbal materials. All have in common an aversion
to the subjective, and a reliance on inference.

While the methods have this advantage, they also have certainl:imitations
not eharacteristic of the interview. Great ingenuity is required if the
investigator is to find appropriate indicators of particular intervening
variables, and errors may well arise in the process of making circuitous
inferences about attitude from very remote behavioral indicators. Vernon
states the limitation well when he remarks: lilt is largely owing to the
indefiniteness of the behavioral content of traits, attitudes and interests,
that verbal methods have been so extensively developed." 47 .

41 P. E. Vernon, The Assessment of Psycho~ogicalQualities by Verbal
Methods Medical Research Council, Industrial Health Research Board~
Report #83 (London: H. M. Stationery Office, 1938).

"

How circuitous the inference from behavior can become is easily illustrated
by selecting from the literature such bizarre researches as an analysis of
subscription figures to the "Nationll as an indicator of radical attitudes,
or an analysis of the characterization of unmarried women in a sample of
novels as an indicator of popular attitudes toward the role of women" or
the measurement of sweat secretion as an indicator of the impact of adver­
tisements. 48

48 G. Eckstrand and A. R. Gilliland. lithe Psychogalvanometric Method for
Heasuring the Effectiveness of Advertising,1l J. ApE. pay., 32 (1948),
415-425.

R. R. Willoughby.. ilLiberalism, Prosperity and Urbanization, II Journal
of Genetic PsychologY, 35 (1928), 134-36.

G. Seward. "Sex Roles in Post War Planning," Journal of Social Pwchol..
~, 19 (1944), 163-85.

The informal observation of behavior under natural conditions is generally
not a flexible method, in that the environment may simply not provide any
avenue for the expression of the behavior which is relevant to the particu­
lar problem, and then a really tremendous act of inference is necessitated.
To find out a person's thoughts one must sometimes ask him a question! This
is axiomatic in the case of studies concerned with the past. For example,
one of the most lavish governmental social. research projects in recent years
involved the study of the reactions of the German and Japanese populations
to strategic bombing, but these investigations were not undertaken until
after the end of hostilities. 49 It is obvious that the natural setting

49 u.s. Strategic Bombing Survey, £E. ~.
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of the post-war world was not appropriate to observing the reaction to the
bombing of three years earlier. Here' it was ne~ess~-r to reconstruct the
past either through the memories of the respondent reported in the course
of interviewing or through historical records.

Just as research may be oriented to a past situation whioh ,was not, and
cannot now be, currently observed, so, too, researCh may be geared to a
future and not yet existent situation. Peoplets wishes, plans, desires,
and anticipations about the future may be central. Here again observation
at some point in tim\! permits only bare inference as to tre perspective on
the future, and it is only through personal documents such as the interview
that this dimension of man's thought is revealed•

.\

For other problems, it is theoretically possible to use observational meth­
ods. If one could wait around indefinitely, the natural environment would
ultimately liberate behavior relevant t.o a given inference. Hmvever, practi­
cal limitations preclude 'such lengthy procedures. As Vernon pu:ts it: ''Words
are actions in miniature. Helice b:f the use of quest/ions and answers we can
obtain information about a vast number cf aotions in a short space of timej,
the actual observation and measurement of which would be impracticable." Su

so .
Vernon" 2E". ~.

It should be noted" however" that observational methods were developed in a
very efficient and massive form in at least two places and were found flexi­
ble to a host and constant flux of policy problems of an attitudinal sort
when handled on a continuing basis. In the United States, for a period of
years, the Office of War Information operated what was mown as correspond­
ence panels. 51 A nationwide network of correspondent observers reported

51 E. Herzog. UPending Perfection: A Qualitative Complement to Quantita­
tive Methods," International JoUrnal of inion and Attitude Research,
I, No. 3 (l947)" 32- •

periodically on the concerns" remarks, attitudes, etc." of people in their
communities. To give focus to the reports" these panels received periodic
briefings as to what to look for in the way of relevant material. Similarly
in England, Mass Observation's national panel of voluntary observers pro­
vides a wideflung network of covert observers reporting periodically to
headquarters on their observations of behavior, conversation, and the like.

An observational approach to attitudes can sometimes achieve fleXibility by
placing the subject in a specially contrived experimental or laboratory situ­
ation in which the behavior relevant to a given inference would appear.
Here one can escape the unpleasantness of dealing with mere words, and one
can study many problems not amenable to observation under natural conditions.
However, it should be noted that the behavior exhibited here is as much
bound by the unstated conventions of the contrived situation or laboratory,
and by the explicit instructions which are characteristic of all experi­
ments on humar,(sJ as is the verbal report by the nature of the formal inter­
view. Moreover, the ability to obtain the participation of ordinary people
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as experillental subjeo~s is limited. Censequently" generalizations trom
such procedures may have an inadequate sampling basis.

It should also be noted that the exponents of observation under natural
conditions neglect to realize· that the behavior observed in real life is
confij.tioned by a host of unknown momentary factors operating in the en­
vironment just as the verbal report of an individual is bound by the
formal interview situation. In brief" one is always playing some role in
relation to some situation-..whether the situation be that of the laboratory"
the arena ot everyday life, or the interview, and the real issue is the
kind of situation in which the attitudinal findings are liberated and the
ability to relate the findings to that situation. 52

52 The lack of realization that observation under natural conditi~ns may
be bound by situational factors is vividly demonstrated in one study
involving the covert observation of "natural" conversations. The
themes of the conversation were cross-classified by the sex and esti­
mated age and class ot the speaker, but not by the characteristics ot
the listener, which would have been perfectly easy for the observer to
record. Surely what a woman may say in everyday conversation would be
expected to vary when she talks toa man rather than to a woman, just
as the respondentls remarks in a formal interview might vary with the
group membership of the interviewer. While the factor is not taken
into consideration in the tomer case" it is often used as a basis of
criticism in evaluating the tormal interview. See J., Watson, W. Breed,
and H. Posman. "A Study in Urban Conversation," J. Soc. Psychol." 28
(1948), 121-)).

There are many research problems which merely require data that, by defi­
nition, are objective. Consequently, there need be no reoourse to inter­
viewing. Even here the interview method has had widespread use because of
certain practical advantages. The decel'Ulial censuses of the United States
deal in great measure with data as objective as the presence of "inside
plumbing," and such infonnation could be collected by mere observation of
the building. Yet the census enumerates such characteristics by interview.
Many other interview surveys for governmental purposes have been conducted
on household possessions, the state of repair of given equipment, the job
record of the individual, etc. Here again theoretically the infomation
could be collected by observation or by the examination of records. How­
ever, the facts may not exist in any set of records, or it may be less ex­
pensive and unwielcly to enumerate a whole series of such needed facts in
the course of a single interview. In addition, the interview enables one
to relate the given datum to other characteristics of that same individual
which can be measured simultaneously. For example, insurance company records
in the aggregate contain objective data on every health insurance policy
covering any member of the population l but they do not permit one to analyze
such coverage in relation to health needs and experiences I medical expenses,
family income, and other significant variables. Similarly, voting records
reveal the political behavior of individuals but the ballot does not have
any place tor the social and psychological characteristics of the voter.
Consequently, beyond a certain gross ecological level l it is impossible
to analyze the correlates of such behavior merely by the employment of such
sources.
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All of this sug~ests that there is an~pqrtant function which the inter­
view method performs in the collection of subjective and even objective
data whiCh should not be forgotten in drawing conclusions from any findings
on error. 53 How well the method ~erforms this function is, of course, a

53 By extension, the same conSide~ation should be kept in mind in evalu-
ating specific alternative foms of :interviewing. Even though a given
interviewing procedure may be demonstrated to be more precise and re­
liable than another method of inter-vieWing, one might nevertheless re­
ject the precise method in the interest of obtaining infonnation.
Accuracy is desirable but not at the price of triViality.

legitimate question. One cannot use the argument of essentiality as an ex­
cuse for perpetuating errors .and crudities that are remediable. If anything,
the reduction of error becomes all the more crucial in the instance of a
method that is widely used and essential in scientific research.

4. _The Evaluation of Error--Some Normative Considerations

The evaluation of error is fraught with complications. The demonstration
of error in social research interviewin~ should be weigh~d against the prev­
alence of error in other fields of interviewing; the appropriate starting
point being that we deal with a universal problem. The damaging effect of
error in the interview should further be weighed against the fact that the
method provides easy--and possibly unique--access to comprehensive data on
realms of experience wh1clt are important topics for scientific study. But
the complexity is further multiplied1 As we seek to apply our specifiC
findings on error to the general betterment of interviewing within social
research, we must interpret the nature of error: broadly. Otherwise we
shall evaluate the problem badly. The very concept of error requires dis ..
cussion and clarification.

If interviewer error were unitary and easy to determine, there would be no
need for such discussion, but this is not the case. Error is of two major
types, arid in certain instances in social researcn most difficul t to measure.
In social research the measuring :instrwnent is the interviewer. We use many
such instruments for a large scale -survey and our aim is to insure that the
instruments are reliable--that the results do not change with the accident
of which particular interviewer is employed. Insofar as there occurs inter­
interviewer variation, different interviewers obtaining variable results
when applied to the same or equivalent respondents, our over~al1 measure­
ments are subject to one type of error, which it would be desirable to esti­
mate or reduce. Moreover, in the usual survey since interviewers are fre­
quently assigned to different types of respondents, such variation in their
behavior reduces our ability to establish functional relations between
variables, leading to general laws, since uncontrolled factors present in
one interview and absent in another might obscure or distort the relation-
ships. 54 .

54 In the rare instance, where our purposesm"e experimental, differences
be,tween interviewers might be deliberately enhanced if the effect of
such factors were a central subject of study. Such deliberate intro­
duction of interviewer effects could be regarded as an experimental
equivalent of larger social forces and an easy method for studying cer­
tain social psychological problems. See H. Hyman. "Ineonsistencies as
a Problem in Attitude Measurement," Journal of Social Issues, 5(1949),
38-42.



-24-
While variation between iftterviewers is a IIlOst legitimate aspect of error
and worthy of attention, it does not exhaust the nature or error in the
interview. Whether or not interviewers differ in the results they obtain,
there isa1eo the problem of whether any or all of them obtain accurate
results~ results that approximate some true value. 55

55 The full technical treatment of these types of error is presented in
Chapters VI and VII, under the hp.edings of "Gross and Net Effects vs.
Inter-Interviewer Variation." The distinction is old and described
variously as bias vs. variance, validity va. reliability, variable
vs. constant error, etc. Here we will not dwell on the formal problem,
since we wish to discuss rather its larger implications.

The twin goals of a reduction of inter-interviewer variation and an increase
in the validity of the results must always be kept in mind. While this would
seem obvious, there are circumstances that readily lead to the neglect of
one component of error, and a consequent false evaluation of the total prob­
lem. Much past research into interviewer error in the social survey, and
much of our own research has been limited to inter-interviewer variations
because of the relative ease of studying the problem. As indicated in
Chapter VI, the number of studies of interviewer effects on validity is
negligible. While upon reflection, validity seems so obvious a problem,
given these partial data, there is always the danger in practice of making
decisions and evaluations purely in terms of the restricted concept of
error as being synonymous with inter-interviewer variation. Thus, one
might well institute a certain procedure which has been shown to reduce
variation among interviewers at the expense of some loss in the validity of
the aggregate results. Or one might well maintain a given procedure which
has been shown to produce uniform results among interviewers and accidently
perpetuate uniformly invalid results from all of them. Thus, in later
chapters we discuss the reduction in inter-interviewer variation that ac­
companies the use ot certain types of questions. However, insofar as such
<pestions are inadequate to the revelation of certain attitudes or certain
dimensions of attitude, one must balance the gain in reliability against
the loss in validity in the answers of given respondents" and one would
seek some compromise or optimal solution.

Evaluations oriented purely to the reliability problem also run the danger
of conservatism because the standard against which any interviewer's per­
formance is appraised is that of another current interviewer, or that of
all current interviewers. Since our discipline over interviewers is bound
to have some small effect, we consequently rule out as a norm any aberrant,
radical forms of interviewing that are outside of our current practice. We
ultimately approximate to a uniform and smoothly operating staff all en­
gaged in the best current practice, but perhaps far from ideal practice.
It is only as we have as a norm a form of interviewing that approximates
close to valid results, that we become radical and experimental. It must
be the neglEjct of this latter concept of interviewer error that accounts
for the rarity of innovation. Note how bizarre Kinsey's cross-examination
approach to the research interview appeared to us in social research or how
recent it is that public opinion workers have begun to exploit the procedure
of group interviewing of a number of respondents. Why has no one, emphasized
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the rever~e, ha'ril'lg the single respondent internewed by a group of inter­
viewers?;}o The lack of emphasis ontne validity aspect of error has led

,6 We are indeb~d to Robert O. Carlson f:: suggesting this procedure, which
he has . been using experimentally. This same procedure of "tandem inter­
views" was found to be the most effective means of getting investigations
sponsored by the Markle Foundation. See their Annue.1 Report. (J.952),
36. ~

to orthodoxy in procedures~

The problem of gross effects on the 'Validity of results must be brought
into context in evaluating our later findings. Our diffieulty lies, how­
ever, ineetermin:iJ:l?; the presence of gross effect or invalidity. Certain
surveys are made with the objeeti"..e of eliciting from the respondents an
answer Whieh would describe accur~te1y some factual characteristic such as
age or formal education or some item of future or past behavior such as
voting in an election or cashing a bond. In such instances, it is easy to
define a true value, and theoretically possible to obtain criterion data
against which to evaluate interviewer error. However, even in such in­
stances, the EEactical problems of obtaining such criterion data have limited
the study of gross effects and led to all sorts of approximations for criter­
ia.

But what of the problem in surveys of an opinion or attitudinal type , sur­
veys J f or example, concerned with such matters as the public's general
sentiments about Russia or taxation or socialized medicine? Under such
conditions, the direct estimation of gross effects is complex since there
is little or no agreement on the nature of "attitude, II and consequently a
criterion may neither be accepted nor even exist. Insofar as the objective
of such a survey were specifically defined in terms of some particular social
8ituation within which such opinions would be expressed or acted upon, the
problem would logically not be different from that of the factual survey.
It is in this direction of greater specifioation of the situational setting
of opinions that one might easily solve some of the problems of validating
opinion surveys, and also approximate to .greater validity of interviewing
procedures. One would then aim to simulate within the narrow environment
of the interview the very conditions that characterize the larger situ'"
ation. 57 Unfortunately' it is most rare to find a study which is so precise

, - . - .

57 For a discussion of suCh situational factors within the interview, see
Hyman, .2£. cit.

as to concern itself, for example, with the opinions of Negroes about dis­
crimination as these would be expressed in a Negro-White social setting
or in the context of immediate reactions on specific Army policies in World
War II. Generally, opinion surveys concern themselves with the general
structure at sentiments in a given area; these sentiments being regarded
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as internal states underlying but different from behavior. ,,58

58
One can resolve this problem of validity by operational definition,
and regard attitude or opinion as the answer revealed to the question.
In such instances, it is not necessary to specify any other setting
within which one tries to predict the expressed attitude, or to -be
concerned about the underlying state.

How then shall we decide that our interviewers are obtaining truthful and
adequate reports from respondents of their inner feelings? Apart from
traditional procedures of accepting the appraisal of some judge as a
criterion, we ultimately decide that certain reports are more valid repres­
entations of inner states than others, or rather we decide that descriptions
given under particular conditions are bound to be more valid. In the end
analysis, such decisions are predicated on some model or conc0ption of the
nature of attitudes and upon some theorizing as to the nature of the inter­
viewing procedure under which attitudes are best revealed. Such models ob­
viously function as criteria for evaluating the validity component of inter­
viewing error. A moment Is reflection convinces us of this fact, Why is
rapport almost univ~rsal1y accepted as essential to a good interview and
why is the interviewer who obtains more of it regarded as better? Simply
because of the assumption that people talk better in a warm, friendly at­
mosphere, and the additional assumption that attitudes are somehow complex
and hidden and a lot of talking is essential before the attitude is elicited.
Why is probing regarded as desirable in attitude research? Because of the
conception of attitude as many-faceted, equivocal, subject to qualification
and shading and the like, and the conclusion therefrom that a simple initial
answer cannot convey the total structure.

Why do we generally regard an interviewer who obtains a great many "don It
know" responses as bad? It is because of the simple assumption that people
have beliefs abou'f, most everything, and the corollary view that the inter­
viewer who does not elicit the answers must be doing something wrong.

With many such specifics there is no problem. They would be accepted by
reasonable people. Probably no one would contest the fact that the inter­
viewer should not provide the answer himself, since the attitude we seek,
whatever its real nature.l is the property of the respondent. However, as
a general problem, we must turn to the critical examination of such models 1

since they underlie the evaluation of our specific findings and affect the
larger question of improvement of interviewing. While we cannot hope to
establish the definitive model for attitudes or opinions, we can modify
certain extreme past views in the light of reason. More particularly, we
can examine whether past theorizing about the interviewing procedures most
appropriate for the revelation of attitude, howsoever defined, has been
adequate to the total problem. It will be evident upon such examination
that many suggested interviewing procedures either bear little logical re­
lationship to the validity problem, or merely cope vlith the problem of val­
idity to the neglect of reliability. We gain little if we adopt procedures
which maximi§e the validity of reports from a given respondent at the ex­
pen~e of ~great ~nc:rease in inter-interviewer variation. Re1iabi-J.ity must
nQt ,be sC!o·)rificed in social research.
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A proper balancing of these desiderata is essential in developing good
interviewing procedure in social research. The neglect of the problem
of inter-interviewer variation has been especially characteristic of
developments of interviewing methodology for research purposes which
originally stem from the clinical fields. There" the elements of the
model having to do with the uniqueness of the individual case and the
depth and complexity of mental processes, plus the traditional orientation
to treatment rather than the collection of comparable research data, com­
bine to yield the model procedure of a highly trained and insightful in­
terviewer operating with maximum. freedom who explores the respondent I s
attitudes through depth in a setting of great rapport. For the moment
we shall grant a gain in validity in the reports of some respondents.
However, it is obvious that the absense of some form of standardization
may well lead to greater inter-interviewer variation, and the neglect of
this problem in certain writings makes one question the over-all wisdom
of the recommendation.

Occasionally there is also a certain dogmatism about sueh extreme state­
ments which makes one pause. They seem too certain of their conception
of the phenomenon under study, of the procedure that is best, and too
convinced of the s1<;ill of the field worker. One can adopt the position
that freedom gives play for the skilled worker to exercise his judgment
and insight and that one should not put a Freud into a straitjacket of
specific rules of procedure which would allow him to interview no more
skilfully than the most Irtediocre worker. However" one must also keep in
mind that the number of Freud's in our midst is limited, and that there
is grave difficulty in determining in advance which particular interviewers
should be given freedom to exercise their genius.

Such views may also go too far in emphasizing the requirement of rapport.
Interviewers can be encouraged to the point of great chumminess with the
respondent. While friendliness is fine, and rapport important" a certain
degree of formality may be superior to maximum rapport. Where the relation­
ship is too warm and intimate, the respondent may react excessively to the
interviewer. The materials in Chapter II illustrate this danger well.

In addition" while one must also grant that there is complexity in social
attitudes" certainly the truth does "not always lie in the tortuous" com­
plex" hidden process. One can go too far in postulating such a model in
social research. In the deserved popularity of such conceptions one can
vulgarize them. The belief prevails too widely that the richer and deeper
and lengthier the remarks of the respondent" the more likely is this to be
the genuine picture of the atti:t;!lde. Interviewers are encouraged to keep
probing and to question the validity of a thin anSlver. Certainly there is
much truth in this point of view, and we may miss the full complexity of a
deep" tortuous attitude structure in a given respondent by not pursuing
the answer far enough. But conversely... we may distort the situation just
as much if we forget that there are some people in this world with no hid­
den depths and only superficial attitudes on certain issues. In such in­
stances repeated probing may only suggest dimensions that were never oper­
ative in the first place. The intemewer unconsciously "salted the mine H

as the confidence man used to do deliberately!

Murray remarks on the dangers of such extreme views in discussing the
proper balancing of emphasis on the manifest and the latent in personality
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research. 59

59 '
Murray, .2E.. ~.

IlA psycho-analytic case history seldom portrays the patient as
an imaginable social animal. Even in describing normal people
the psycho-analysts put emphasis upon the aberrant or neurotic
features, because these are the things which the practice of
their calling has trained them to observe. It is as if in giving
an account of the United States a man wrote at length about acci­
dents, epidemics, crime, prostitution, insurgent minorities, radi­
cal literary coteries and obscure religious sects and made no mention
of established institutions: the President, Congress and the Supreme
Court. II

Such categoricalness about the model of the phenomenon, and the model pro­
cedure as well as an unbalanced emphasis on the validity component of the
larger problem can be illustrated in a quotation from loJoodside. In suggest·­
ing what is proper intervie~~ngprocedure for research inquiries into sexual
behavior and fertility problems, she states:

"As most of us know, while the itemized questionnaire or the
doorstep interview may be adequate to obtain infonnation on such
things as--say--individual preference for radio programmes or break­
fast foods, these methods are totally unsuited where the questions
touch on involved personal and emotional reactions, inevitably assoc­
iated with sexual and contraceptive behavior.u60

toJoodside. liThe Psychiatric Approach to Research Interviewing," in
F. Mair; ed. Studies in Po ulation Proceedings of the annual meet­

Princet.on: Princeton Uni­
The following quotations

The assumptions underlying this specific model are of the general order
previously described and can be explicated from other portions of the text.
The depth character of the processes is revealed in:

"There is -more to it thaD. this, l1Then you. ar.e o.ealing with -a sub­
ject as emotionally charged as sex. The interviewer needs to know
something of people, and to have an awareness of psychological
mechanisms such as ambivalence, repression, rationalization, when
he encounters them not in the text-book but in the individual • • •
Though one I s subject cooperates in -all good faith, he or she may be
unable to free themselves of the inhibitions arising from their own
inner conflicts • • .or escape from giving the approved answers im­
posed by outer cultural standards."

The emphasis on uniqueness of the respondent, on the requirement of warmth
of rapport, and on the skill of the investi~ator is seen in:
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IIAlways we have to remember that they are not ciphers or anonymous
'subjects,I but they are human beings, each with individual per­
sonality make-up and an individual life situation. If we want
them to talk to us, to reveal something more of themselves and
their attitudes than appears on census sheets, we have first of
all to be sincere ourselves, sincerely interested in them as per­
sons, yet at the same time being alert to their reactions and
their interview behavior. • • • We will probably only get the
information we want by allowing and even encouraging our Isubj ect 1

to talk in what may seem an irrelevant manner about himself. The
experienced observer sometimes picks up his most important clues
from a chance remark."

As Murray implied, such extreme conceptualizations are bound to distort the
phenomenon and redu,ce validity. Kinsey erred similarly but on a limited
aspect of the probi'em: when he started trom the assumption that false report.'
from his respondents would tend always to reduce the correct estimates of
sexual behavior, and not to inflate them. He then designed his interviewins
methodology in this light, but in this instance, it can even be shown by
analysis of his own data that the assumption is unwarranted. 61

61
H. Hyman and P. B. Sheatsley. "The Kinsey Report and Survey Methodology,"
International Journal of Opinion and Attitude Research, 2 (1948), 183-195.

That the phenomenon, attitudes about sex, is inevitably associated with in­
volved, emotional reactions and totally unsuited to the straightforward,
standardized research inquiry seems questionable simply on the axiomatic
ground that people differ and there are some people somewhere for whom
si.nq>le questions under standardized conditions would be adequate. Further­
more, the empirical evidence of many past inquiries of a quantitative sort
also calls into question such a view. We need only look at sexual inquiries
in the United States, Puerto RiCO, or England to note that relatively stand­
ardized procedures at the least cannot be totally unsuited to the problem.
Thus Mass Observation in commenting On a survey of sex attitudes in Great
Britain re!ltal'ked that I '~In t,ltiss' survey., as was the <rase W1th Itrhattbn birth
contr.ol,; man, peopUie ·sctJopped a:trandom in the st.reetwere &ager to talk t.o
perfect s'tiNngel'-S W'ho they were 11O"b'1~ly to see again. 62 ..

62 This quotation is from L. R. England, "Little Kinsey, An Outline of Sex
Attitudes in Britain," Public Opinion Quarterly, 13 (1949-50), 587-600.
For a study of the national urban population in United States see
J. W. Riley and Matilda White. "The Use of Various Methods of Contra­
ception," American Sociological Review, 5 (1940), 890-903.

Similarly, Finger, who conducted an inquiry into sex beliefs and practices
among 138 unmarried male students via a standardized questionnaire admin--'
istered under careful conditions, remarks:
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"The nature of the responses at least sur;gests general lack
otinhibition in answering••••The reliabilitY' figures leave
little to be desired" it they can be taken at 'face value ••••
One is tempted to compare the figures obtained in this study
ldth those resulting from interview studies of other popu­
lations ••••The findings of approximately 93% masturbators
checks reas onably well with Ramsey's" Kinsey 1 s , Hamilton's"
and Merill f s ••••Ramsey found 30% of 17 year-olds reporting
homosexual experience, whi,le the present study reveals 27%.
ApprOXimate agreement is found in most of the other comparable
items." 63

..
63 F. W. Finger. "Sex Beliefs and Practices among Male College Students" II

J.,Abn. §oc. Psychol." 42 (1947)" 64.

In addition, there seems to be an essential illogic about the argument.
If emotional reactiorts are inevitable, does it not follow that the inter­
viewer as well as the respondent must have difficulty, and that the lack of
standardization might conceivably-provide less control over the interviewer's
difficulties?

Finally" one must note in th~ illustration trom Woodside that the problem ot
reliability is completely neglected. Admittedly, she is speaking ot the
small scale" qualitati"lie inquiry; n~vertheless there is still some compara­
bility.

It is axiomatic that no model of an extreme nature can be regarded as gener­
ally ideal. The nature of attitudes, apart from formal definition of the
concept" will vary with the subject matter under study. Some will be affect
laden, others not. Some will be deep and tortuous" others superficial. The
same attitude will vary in its character in given cultural and sub-cultural
settings. The purposes and conditions of social research are so various
that we must be flexible in our conception of what is appropriate interview­
ing methodology• More than this, any model procedure must somehow compromise
between the requirements ot reliability and va11dity•

Apart from such logical considerations" one questions the authority of most
traditional conceptions of proper interviewing procedure, when one notes
the wide variation in the recommendations of different investigators on the
same problem., Where there is so much disagreement, one might well be tenta­
tive in his views. The lack of concensus can be demonstrated for an earlier
era trom a study by Cavan. 64 She tabulated the suggestions in the literature

64 Ruth Shonle Cavan. "Interviewing for Life History Material # II American
Journal of SocioloSZ" 35 (1929-30)" 100-U5.

of the twenties as to the proper intervieWilig procedUres in gathering life
history materials. Some of the results are reproduced below in Table 1,
and indicate that past concensus is so poor that such conceptions in totality
afford little guidance.
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TABLE 1

HOW TO HANDLE THE INTERVIE1.J

(THE CONCEPTIONS OF THIRTY-EIGHT DIFFERENT INVESTIGATORS)

No. of Times
Mentioned

Control 0,£ the Interview:

Provide ample time and appearance of leisure. • • • • 7
Interviewer should control the interview and adapt it

to the particular case • 0 • 0 0 0 • • • 0 0 0 • 6
Explain the purpose of the interview to interviewee • 5
Make appoint'uent with the interviewee ahead of time. I
Keep the interview to the main isaue 0 • 0 0 .0 0 0 0 I

Comfort of Interviewee:

Use informal and natural manner, tact •• 0 • 0 0 0 • 4
Avoid distr'lGt.ions 0 0 • • • 0 0 • 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 2
Make interview agreeable and entertaining • 0 0 0 0 0 2
Avoid fatiguing interviewee •• 0 0 0 • • • • 0 I
Put interviewee at ease •• • • • • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • • I

Making friendly contact, identifying oneself with the
Interviewee:

e-

Open the interview with the interviewee's interests, e.g.,
with adolescents, vocational interest; with mothers,
their children, etc 0 •• 0 • • 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 •• 0 •

Use the L.'1terviewee' s language, dialect" slang • 0 0 ••

Refer to some common past experience, or relate personal
incident similar to one interviewee has related,
particularly when interviewee is embarrassed or
inhibited •••• 0 0 • • • • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0

Get confidence, rapport • • • • • • 0 • • 0 • 0 • 0 0 •

Agree with interviewee whenever possible • • 0 • • 0 0 •

Avoid urging frankness • , • • II 0 • • • 0 0 0 0 • 0 • 0

Explain interview as a way of becoming acquainted or to
help the interviewee • • • • • • 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 •

Intimacy needed to obtain complete statement • • • 0 0 •

Occasional physical contact, such as touching the arm
of the interviewee • • • • , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0

Do something together" such as having lunch •••• 0 •

Giving Interviewee Confidence:

II
6

6
3
2
2

2
I

I
I

Give interviewee feeling of security, "transference" in
psycho-analysis • 0 • 0 • • 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 • 0 • 2

Promise confidential use of material from the interviewee 2
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

No. of Times
Mentioned

Securing spontaneous response:

Make interview optional • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3
Do not grill, coerce, give advice, show authority. • • 7
Avoid antagonizing interviewee ••••••••• • • • 2
Avoid direct questioning ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • I
Permit interviewee to "pour everything out" • • • • • • 1
Wait until interviewee is ready to talk • • • • • • • • I

To secure veracity, avoid leading questions or suggestions 5

To overcome inhibitions:

Use another approach ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1
Speak of experiences the interviewee might have had I

Incentivesto induce interviewee to talk:

Flatter interviewee, "his experience is unique," "only
the best in his profession are being interviewed,"
etc. •.•.•...•.............• 4

Appeal to pride, vanity, through giving him a part in
a research project •• • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • 2

Appeal to interviewee t s desire to help others, that his
experiences will help others ••••••••• • • 2

Let interviewee feel he is leading the interview •• • I
Promise that no punishment will follow the interview. I

Apart from the variability that characterizes the table as a whole, the
examination of specific suggestions is revealing. One notes that concrete
types of behavior are recommended for the interviewer. Such recommendation~

are an essential for standardizing the behavior of many interviewers and
thereby coping with the problem of inter-interviewer variation. Yet one
senses that in specific instances, some of the suggestions are more "common­
sense ll opinions, or that they are presented at too concrete a level of des­
cription. They are too categorical and not befitting the wide variety of
situations and phenomena under research study. For example, it is not clear
that "occasional physical contact" is necessarily a good means of achieving
the larger goal of Ilfriendly relations." It might well be undesirable for
circumstances involving a male interviewer with a strange and reserved female
respondentt Nor is it clear what ultimate end in terms of data the goal of
friendly relations serves and exactly how well it serves that end.

Therefore, while concrete prescriptions serve to standardize procedure, they
may suffer from too great specificity in relation to the wide variety of
interview problems. Some resolution of this dilemma is required, and can
be found in providing concrete rules, but also providing some larger frame­
work of principles which allow for altering the rules under given circum...
stances. Thus, for example, Roethlisberger and Dickson in the course of
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their classi: investigation ot industrial workers developed an elaborate
interviewing method. 6$ They make a significant distinction between "rules. .
6$ Roethlisberger and Dickson, em. cit.,,' Chapter 13.

of orientation" and "rules tor conducting the inkrview."

The rules of orientation embody a conception of the nature of attitudes plus
a theory of the interview as a social situation affecting the adequate ex­
pression of attitude. These rules are intended as a general framework of
principles to guide the interviewer's specific behavior. The rules of con­
du.ct, by contrast, involve very concrete suggestions for the behavior in
which the interviewer should engage to elicit valid information.

By this distinction, Roethlisberger and Dickson are suggesting that the
concrete behaviors or performance of the interviewer may well change with
given circumstances" and that the real measure of the goodness of a pro­
cedure is its appropriateness to some larger objective. They remark:

"The rules of performance fdlOuld play a secondary role to the
rules of orientation. If the interviewer understands what he
is doing and is in active touch with the actual situation, he
has extreme latitude in what he Can do. Whether or not the
interviewee faces the light is not of first importance. • • •
The rules of performance must address themselves to the situ­
ation."

'While the general logic of the Roethlisberger approach is impeccable--a set
of procedures that are concrete and yet fleXible" and derived from some
larger conception of the phenomenon--here again one senses a slightly dis­
proportionate emphasis in the model of attitude advanced. While these
authors caution against complete disbelief about the manifest remarks of a
respondent, they too suggest an identity of the deeper with the more genuine.
"The interviewer would not have been misled by the manifest content of the
statement"; "It is necessary to treat individual responses as symptoms,
rather than as realities or facts" of the personal situation which gradually
is disclosed as the interview progresses"; "Most omissions that occur in an
interview involve not only things about which the speaker does not wish to
talk but also things which lie so implicitly in his thinking that they have
not yet become conscious discriminations." This excessive emphasis upon the
hidden subtleties of attitude leads them to give the interviewer great free­
dom to exercise his judgment with consequent danger of error.

In developing a model interviewing procedure" one must somehow balance the
gains in reduction of inter-interviewer variability that come from standard­
ization, against the possible loss of validity due to the inflexibility of
the procedures for the range of circumstances, the constraints placed upon
the interviewer's insight, and the loss of informality. One can array var­
ious approaches in the literature along the continuum of the freedom allowed
the interviewer. Depending on the position on this continuum" one notes
that the validity component has presumably been maximized through the exer­
cise of great freedom in interviewing, or that the reliability component
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has been maximized through standardization of procedure. One can also
note whether or not alternative procedures are developed to treat which­
ever component has been neglected. Thus~ Kinsey made a choice in some
degree like that of Woodside. 66 He recognized that an interviewer given

66 A. C. Kinsey, W. B. Pomeroy and C. E. Martin. Sexual Behavior in the
Human Male (Philadelphia: Saunders, 1948).

freedom to conduct an inquiry in his own way might well use a biased word­
ing or order of questions, or that two interviewers might at least exercise
their freedom in different ways and thus make the data non-comparable. He
also realized that verbatim. recording of the answers was not subject to
interviewer bias in coding, and that subsequent coding in the office could
be more 'standardized and would permit easy checks of reliability. Never­
theless, the interviewers were given no standard question wording or order
of questions" on the grounds that the insightful" highly trained interviewer
would find the unique procedure that was most suited to obtain a valid re­
port from the particular respondent. Similarly, by coding in the field
situation the insightful ~nterviewer could take into account minor nuances
of gesture, emphasis" and the like and perhaps make a more valid (although
less reliable) judgment than the office coder confronting the bare words on
a page. Thus Kinsey sought greater validity at the price of a possible loss
in reliability.

Yet, there was not complete neglect of the problem of inter-interviewer
variation. The lack of procedural standardization was presumably compensated
for by the development of long and intensive training of the small crew of
interViewers, testing of them in advance of field work to determine the
agreement in their coding behavior, and ultimately by the application of
empirical tests of agreement in their colh~cted data.

Hamilton's decision, although he was working in the same area of human sexu­
al behavior represents a complete oontrast with Woods ide t s or Kinseyt s
approach. 67 He recognized not only the possi.bility that the interviewer

67 G. V. Hamilton. A Research in Marriage (New York: Boni" 1929).

might use a biased wording and order of questions" but that even minor changes
in inflection from interview to interview would jeopardize the c omparability
of the data. More than this" he believed that the distance in feet and
inches between interviewer and respondent and the position of the respondent
vis-a-vis the interviewer could affect the results. Consequently, each
question was printed on a little card and the interviewer merely handed it
over to the respondent who was seated in a chair roped to the floor at an
exact and unchangeable distance from the interviewer. Here we insure com..
parability, but the interviewer cannot make his full contribution. And it
is possible that the extraordinary safe-guards of reliability might well
operate to make the general situation so bizarre that any gains deriving
from an informal chat in a homey atmosphere are also lost.

As one contemplates these contrasted studies, it might appear as if one
were driven to the unpleasant choice between interview data that are com..
pletely reliable but also completely sterile as contrasted with interview
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data potentially full of validity but with a high order of unreliability.
Actually, the choice is not this difficult. Under certain circumstances ~

it is possible to have maximally fiexible procedures, and approximate some
degree of reliability by elaborate training and selection of personnel.
Such is the possibility in a study with small field staff and long operating
schedule as was the case with the Kinsey report. In other instances, where
research involves a massive staff, one can adopt reasonable procedures which
involve considerable standardization and yet fiexibility within a framework
of general principles. In public opinion research, ideally one notes such
an orientation to the validity and reliability problems. The order of ques­
tions and their specific wordings are standardized~ but the interviewer is
permitted to make certain innocuous changes in the procedure to suit the
needs of the respondent--such as repeating the question, stressing a word
that was not attended to, or introducing the question with some parentheti­
cal remark which might clarify some element of confusion. He is also in­
structed to probe beyond the initial answer so as to clarify ambiguous
answers, provide an elaboration upon an inadequate report .. or to show the
reasoning behind the attitude. Training in non-directive, i.e., unbiased,
probing is provided for the interviewer.. and written instructions in ad­
vance of the given survey provide a list of "don'ts" and also a uniform
interpretation of the questions, objectives, and procedure for the inter­
viewing staff so as to maintain reliability.

In such large scale social research projects, one can also compensate for
the apparent loss in validity attendant upon the standardized procedure by
alternative instruments. Instead of trusting to the wisdom of the inter­
viewer to probe in the proper place, to be insightful, to sense a distortion,
and the like, one can develop §:;stematic procedures to deal with these prob­
lems.. The great mistake of these who advocate the extreme in freedom is '
to identify the solution of these aspects of attitude measure~ent solely
with the interviewer. In social research, interViewing is only one small
part of a larger system which includes research and questionnaire design,
pre-testing and analysis. If rapport is desirable to elicit real attitudes,
one does not entrust it entirely to the devices of the interviewer. One can
standardize the interviewer ts behavior, and rely on gaining optimum rapport
by careful planning of the procedure and the pre-testing of the questionnaire
to determine empirically whether rapport has been gained. Thus, what might
appear to have been lost through the constraint upon the interviewer is re­
gained through systematic exploitation of some other feature of the research
process. The practice of obtaining interviewer report forms wherein the
interviewer comments on the motivation, interest, hostilities, etc., of
the respondents gives the analyst the benefit of the interviewer's insights,
'Without their biasing the actual field data to the point ~ere respondent's
report and interviewerts insight are inextricably mixed. 8 Here again,

68 P. B. Sheatsley• "Some Uses of Interviewer Report Forms," Pub. Opin.
Quart., 11 (1947), 601-611.

what is apparently lost in one phase of the research process is regained in
another stage.

The needs to be covert, to dissemble the research purpose, to describe the
richness of a complex attitude structure do not have to be entrusted to the
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whiins of the interviewer. Such requirements can be met within the frame­
work of standardized procedure by systematic attack upon them. Projective
questidtlS and covert approaches can be adopted routinely and solve the
problen\ that the lack of disguise is not conducive to reports of private
feeling. Open-ended questions or complex batteries of polling questions
can be used systematically by every interviewer and provide insurance that
neither validity nor reliability will be sacrificed.

This false location of such problems in the interviewer's realm is illus­
trated clearly in Roethlisberger and Dickson's account. Their conception
of attitudes as indicated ea.rlier is that of deeper and complex structures.
But they place the full burden of treating this complexity upon the inter­
viewer. They promulgate as one rule of orientation that "the interviewer
should not treat everything that is said as being at the same psychological
level." Let us grant the conception of levels of functioning, but let the
analyst treat of this problem systematically, rather than the interviewer.
Are there not devices for the analyst to discriminate the conviction from
the lightly held attitude, the self-dec~ption from the real? They postulate
another rule which suggests that the in.terviewer should treat the responses
as indices with some deeper personal meaning. Does not this admonition
apply equally, if not better, to the analyst? Then if one developed syste­
matic research designs to cope with such problems of attitude measurements,
one could constrain the interviewer without any loss in validity.

5. The Evaluation of Interviewer Error--The Ultimate Perspective

Our aim in these introductory sections has been to provide a broad per­
spective on the problem of interviewer effects. We have suggested that
such error needs to be evaluated in relation to other methods, and must
be balanced against many other considerations. But nowhere have we raised
the ultimate consideration that interviewing--good or bad--is only one of
the problems requiring methodological consideration in social research.
This study concentrates on interviewing, and treats it at great length
because of its complexity. However, it would be a great mistake if the
exclusive focus o:f this report were to be matched by exclusive attention
to problems o:f interviewing. The problem must come into prominence, but
so must other problems o:f theory and method if we are to make real advances.
It was in this spirit that two related projects were commissioned by the
Social Science Research Council to parallel ours. Those reports read in
conjunction with this provide a far more rounded view of current methodo­
logical problems.



CHAPTER II

. -to ••

THE DEFINITION OF THE INTERVIEW SITUATION*

\

1. ,Qua1itet;i.ve Data on the Defin~

of the. Interview 5ituation
>t •

All research into the nature of interviewer effects is guided by some
model or image of the interview situation. A particular image of the
interview directs us to study certain features as the sources of error;
other significant features of the interview may never be examined simply
because our image or model fails to recognize them. The adequacy of the
m04e1 is obviously of great impot't.ance. How shall it be deri'Ved? If we
turn to the explicit or implicit model of an earlier investigator., we have
no assurance of wisdom on his part. His model may well have been based on
too narrow a conception or a wholly false view of the interview.

Thus, if the influential writing of Simme1 or the texts of Park and Burgess
and other leading sociologists are our guid~s, our attention will be directed
to one important aspect of the interview; we will see it as a "circular re­
sponse, II in which "there is stimulus and response, with e'Very response be­
coming a stimulus for another response (and) inter'Viewer and interviewee
generally stimulate each other in new ways as the interview proceeds step'
by step." 1 But such a conception may lead us to neglect non-interactional

1 E. S. Bogardus. ''Interviewing as a Social Process," Sociology and Social
Research, 19 (1934), 70-75. See also, Nicholas Spykman. The Social Theory
O..CGeo_rg .~;ti~mfll (Chicago: University of ChicagoPre~s, 1925')" .

sources of effect, such as an interviewer's lack of skill in recording quick­
ly or accurately. Or it may cause us to overlook the residues of earlier
interactions, such as persistent autistic influences on the interviewer 's
perceptions" or the effects of the sponsorship of the inquiry upon all of
the responde~t's answers.t in favor of observing the minor dynamic process
of question and answer.

If we turn instead to the classic study by Rice 2 of "Contagious Bias in

2 S. A. Rice. "Contagious Bias in the Interview,lI Arner. J. Sociol., 35
(1929), 420-423.

the Interview," we are infonned by the title and the subsequent interpre..
tation that "this bias was in both cases communicated, no do,!!bt unconscious­
ly, to the interviewed, and appeared in their own ansWers ll and by the sum­
mary description that "an inquiry•••disc10sed a transfer of investigators'

. 5 .
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individual bias to applicants" and a corresponding distortion in replies
given by t.ne la1i'ter 1io scneetul.ed ques1iions. It 3 Here we are again directed

3 Italics ours.

to focus on interviewer 'effects that operate 'ria the communication of cues
to which the respondent is presumed to be alert .. Rice's findings are un­
deniable, but there is no support whatever for his particular explanation
of them. The findings reported are perfectly compatible with the notion
that the interviewer simply distorted the recording of given answers in
accordance with his own pr~judice, or that he interpreted ambiguous answers
in autistic ways.. It is Rice's conception of the nature of an interview
that forces his explanation.

Wisdom would dictate that our conception of the interview--fundsmental to
our entire program of research--be predicated on some sound basis. And
when we con~ider the origin of earlier conceptions of the interview, we
realize that they represent essentially .! priori 'riews based on some particu­
lar social science orientation. They may have little empirical basis; and
more, they may not even stand up to logical examination. Thus the Young
or,Bogardus view conveys the notion of reciproci~ between respondent and
interviewer--hardly an appropriate description of a situation in which one
of the parties is often an "aggressor ll with a: prepared course of action and
a definite goal while the other is an unprepared "victim." Rice's view sug­
gests that the respondent is keenly oriented to the mental processes of the
interviewer--hardly in accord with the common experience of the SIl:rvey in­
terviewer, who finds many respondents completely detached or apathetic and
answering qUestions in the most perfunctory way.•

Winds of doctrine in social science may well be responsible for enthroning
an oversimplified view of the interview, which in turn is the basis for re­
search into interviewer effect and its control, but which sadly neglects
many important factors. Thus, perhaps the most influential point of view
about interviewer effect in public opinion research has been that the in­
terviewer's own opinion or ideology is the most decisive factor. A de­
tailed study of this particular factor is given prominence in a classic
work on methodology in public opinion research, and an elegant mathemati­
cal proof is accordingly presented that the best solution to the problem
of bias is a proper balancing of the ideological composition of the field
staff. 4 Dedicated to the control of interviewer bias in its election

4 Hadley Cantril. Gauging Public Opinion (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1944). Chapter VIII and Appendix II.

surveys, the .Atnerican In~t;itute of Public Opinion followed the lead of such
studies and attempted to balance the political structure of its staff in its
1948 surveys. 5

5 Frederick Mosteller, et. a1. The Pre-Election Polls of 1948 (New York:
Soc. Sci. Res. Council, 1949). Chapter VII.
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But such a mathematical proof and such an administrative procedure have
relevance only on the assumption that the primary source of bias l1es
in the interviewer's ideology. It may be, for e::::"l.Il1ple, that the inter­
viewer's ideology is far less important in producing bias than his~
lie!! about the true sentiments of the pOPUlation. If this were so,
one might have used a 1948 staff which was perfectly balanced ideologi­
cally.. but which would nevertheless have biased the results because of
the widespread belief that Dewey would win in a landslide.. A letter
from one interviewer at'ter the 1948 election implied this possibility:

"The last political poll I did October 25 was overwhelmingly
for Truman. I didn't feel entirely satisfied when I sent my
work in. I felt that perhaps I hadn't filled rrr:r quota properly."

Consideration of such a plausible source of bias--the interviewer's be­
liefs about the opinions of his respondent--seems to have been wholly
neglected in more than a decade of methodological work on the problem.
Why, when it is so obvious? lofu.st it not be because we remained blind
to the obvious so long as we stuck narrowly to our pre-conceptions?
And these pre-conceptions about ideological factors operating within
the interview possibly received prominenence because they were part
of a one-sided theoretical emphasis on motivational constructs. We
over emphasized the interviewer's motivation to alter the results"
the influence of his wishes on his perceptions" and the respondent's
motivation to conform to the interviewer's opinions. Cognitive factors
in the interviewer detiving from other sources, such as his belief about
the respondent's true sentiments, were not noticed because such concepts
were less prominent in infiuential bodies of theory. Prevailing theories
and conceptions of the interview fIlUst be at least temporarily suspended
while we go about examining the situation in its true complexity. Lundberg
rightly remarks in discussing the Interview Method that "it is not possible
here to enter into a detailed consideration of the intricate interstimu­
lation and response which are the structure and content of the interview.
The fact is that there are very few scientific data available on the sub­
ject, although research in this field lies at the very foundation of
sociology." 6 A sound conception of the interview, which in turn would
e-···· -

6." G. A. Lundberg. Social Research (New York: Longmans Green~ 1946)" 368.

guide future research on interviewer effects into appropriate directions,
would seem best achieved through empirical study. Then we might check
whether the interview actually oonforms to our preconception of it, and
broaden our views, where necessary" to accord with reality.

Such an approach has been the startini point for much of our experimental
wO.rk on interviewer effect. With many fragments of data obtained by a
variety of means we have tried to reconstruct at least a portion of what
actually goes on in the survey interview. However, we have been less
interested in the overt actions within the interview and concerned more
with subtle implicit pziocessesgamg on in the minds of interviewer and
respondent. We have sought an account of the interview as it appears
to the individuals experiencing the situation, on the assumption that
it is the way the situation is defined to the respective parties which
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is most important. There may be significant aspects of the interview
which are not readily observed--private experiences which the indi~idu­

als will not or cannot articulate to us, behavior of which the parties
are not aware. These realms unfortunately are inaccessible to our
methods but we shall gain considerable knowledge of the situatioh.
MacLeod has stressed how much phenomenological inquiry revolutioni~ed

research on perception. 7 So too, a phenomenology of the interview may

7 R. B. MacLeod. "The Phenomenological Approach to Social Psychology.,"
Psychol. Rev., 54 (1947), 193-210.

-----------------------------------.....-----
radically change research on interviewer effects and even the broader
field of survey research.

Towards a description of the interview we now present the fragmentary
beginnings. We shall examine several "case histories" 8 of interview

8 Ruth Cooperstock analyzed the data on which these case histories were
based and wrote the initial descriptions of the situations.

situations, and see what leads, they can furnish us in our research, what
alterations they require in the traditional conceptual scheme. -a"e tematic
discussion of principles and presentation of quantitative evidence of their
operation will be postponed until Section 2 of this chapter, and in later
chapters experimental evidence of the biasing effects of these phenomena
will be presented. The reader is referred to Appendix A for a detailed
report of the methods used in collecting these data. It is sufficient
here to state that, in each case, the interviewer was asked about his (or
her) experiences and reactions directly following the interview, and that
the respondent 1 s description of the same interview situation was obtained
through a special interview conducted a few days later•

. ':." , .• .J ~

~tachmeI!t of Responden~ all:.<!_In:terviewer from

the Social Impact, of the Interview

The first case reveals an interview situation in which the interviewer
defined the respondent as "a creep" toward whom she felt intensely hostile.

The woman interviewer, in describing her feelings about the
male respondent" remarks: "I just didn 1t trust the guy."
Later she adds the comment, "He made me creep." When asked
what movies she thought the respondent preferred she suggested
"something sadistic." Her image of the respondent was that of
an unscrupulous, untrustworthy person" as evidenced by her
statement: "When I came to the factual questions and discovered
that he was occupying a home in a veteran's housing project it
annoyed me because I doubt very much that he is a G.I." This
general attitude existed notorily with respect to his person­
ality, but also with regard to the specific answers he gave.
In answer to the question as to whether she felt annoyed or
irritated by any of the respondent's opinions, she said:
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flYes, nearly all of them with the exception of his state­
ment on why he was a liberal, but even that I mistrusted."

And while all this is going on in the mind of the interviewer l
the respondent's image of the interviewer is that of a pleas-

. ant" polite" attractive person, and he answers that she was
"suitable to my idea of an interviewer." When asked about it,
he says "I'd like· to know her better" and adds flI wouldn't mind
to discuss a few things with her." The respondent even thought
the interviewer "liked" him and added very cautiously, "I had
such a feeling, I don't know why."

Despite the intense hostility on the part of the interviewer
there was none expressed by the respondent. The only suggest­
ion of any disturbing element for the respondent is given in
answer to the question, "Did you have the feeling that the
interviewer was surprised at any of your answers?" He said"
"Yes, she was surprised that I didn't know about the Better
Business Control. I hope you don't fire her on this account."
Apart from this, there are no overt indications of any effect
from the interviewer operating on the respondent. He reports
no such influences, and examination of his answers fails to
suggest any.

The direct observation of such an interview and some of its peculiarities
stimulates us immediately to think in new ways about the interview situ­
ation and the process mediating intervieWer effects. Whether this particu­
lar situation is common is beside the point. It is the unusual event that
may be the very basis for new theoretical developments.

Here is one example of an interview situation which by all the rules ought
to be an extremely poor situation for the collection of valid data. In
addition to the intense hostility of the interviewer, she reports that
she "was particularly worried and depressed" that day and "in a special
hurry to complete the interview" and the interview was conducted in the
street. FUrther, the interviewer was in definite ideological disagree­
ment with the respondent.

The case hardly is in accord with a conceotion of the interview which sees
both parties reacting strongly to one another, with the respondent attuned
tothe ideology of the interviewer" and responsive to it. This respondent
is apparently unaware of the interviewer1s feelings. Yet, this is not be­
cause of any intellectual deficiencies on his part or apathy about politics
since he is a well educated, middle class person who says about himself:
flI'm highly interested in political questions and I'm fully aware that the
relations between this country and Russia is the basis on which my own fami­
ly could live or die. I'm a Catholic and I firmly believe that what Russia
is doing does not have God's blessing." He then expanded upon Soviet­
American relations for a while longer.

It is clear that the content of the responses may, under given conditions,
be completely unaffected by strong undercurrents of hostility and ideologi­
cal disagreement on the part of an interviewer. And this is paradoxical
only in relation to the pre-conception which sees the interviewer's senti­
ments being transmitted to a sensitive receiver, which is exactly what this
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interview situation was not like. The respend~nt seemed to have as his
motive for being interviewed the des ire to "sound-off." He had well
formed political opinions and his main interest was irl the actual ques­
tions. In addition~ his ideology seems well supported psychologically
and he therefore feels no insecurity in expressing his own view. Thus,
when asked if he was concerned about whether his opinions were like
others~ he remarked, "Yes, but I feel that I expressed the feelings of
the major part of the American public--even in the delicate Negro ques­
tion." This despite the fact that there was no "delicate Negro question"
in the interview. The respondent essentially remained detached from the
social features of the interview situation, showed no insight about the
other party and thus was not influenced by the undercurrent.

Just as the respondent may be insensitive to the attitudes and feelings
of the most vital interviewer l there is also the good possibility that
Some intervietvers are not responsive to the most nagrant behavior of _
a respondent. Interviewers may well develop a professional attitude
toward their work so that they seldom become fully ego-involved in the
situation. It is only when we conceive of the interview as equivalent
to a natural conversation in which both parties initiate or break con­
tact or react to each other for reasons of personal whim or preference l

that it seems strange to think of the interviewer as being able to with­
stand such experiences. The physician reacts to illness differently from
the layman. It is part of his day's work. The psychiatrist is accustomed
to reports that might horrify the ordinary man. So, too, the professional
interviewer may be task-oriented and treat peculiar and annoying respond­
ents as part of the hazards or nomal experiences of his job.

Let us turn for additional evidence to a somewhat different type of data.
The mutual experiences of respondent and interviewer within a given in­
terview was one avenue to revealing the phenomenology of the interview
situation. Another avenue was the reconstruction of one side of the
situation--the interviewer 1s--through long narrative accounts of the
totality of his experience. 9

9 For a detailed report of the procedure the reader is referred to Appendix
A.

Note the objective way in which another interviewer--G--describes her feel­
ings during what must have been a hair-raising day even for a survey in­
terviewer:

"I remember one day when I ran into a woman with a beard-­
she looked as though she might be a freak in a circus. But
when I got in she was terribly cordial and really better in­
formed than the average. And that same day I ran into- a
household with an idiot child" and the woman just said"
'Well, come in, t and she explained about the child and we
went on with the interview. I was kind of nervous though.
I didn't know what he t d do. Every once in a while the child
would make sounds I didn't honestly like. And wasn't it in­
teresting--The same day I ran into a couple who were quarreling.
But she was perfectly lucid. She'd answer the questions calmly
--then turn and resume the personal quarrel with her husband.
Once in a while he'd try to answer--but she'd cut him off."
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Or take the report of K, another experienced woman interviewer. When
asked how she felt when she ran into people who were prejudiced, she
replied:

"I'm extremely interested. Prejudice interests me--to see
how much of it occurs" ••• When asked if it depressed her, she
answered: "It depresses me at times--but I don It need a psy­
chologist--it doesn't get me dot..m. It interests me enough to
discuss it ~th friends--it's a topic of conversation •••• I
frankly think on that, it disturbed me very much when I started.
I've done it so long now, I know what to expect. I'm horrified
it (people's understanding) is as low as it is, but I must accept
it as such, because I can't raise it. It's more to me, on your
surveys, a complete and total lack of interest in the questions
we ask •••But as creatures of habit, after you're accustomed to
it, it doesn't hit you in the eye any more. It does momentarily
incite you."

While there may well be many intervieloo1ers whose feelings remain outraged
by the behavior of their respondents, it is perfectly possible that they
may be able to control their conduct. Feelings are one thing--overt con­
duct another. It is purely an assumption, based on little fact, to con­
ceive of the interviewer's feelings spewing forth in all directions. Let
us for the moment accept the testimony of these interviewers at its face
value. A highly experienced woman interviewer--KO--describes her strong
feelings about some respondents:

"We deal with political polls, what people think of national
and international events. It concerns every damn person so
acutely. The fact that a woman wouldn't be interested in ex­
pressing such opinions angers me. It's annoyance with that
section of my sex which hold themselves above such things. I
recall an interview with a young, very nice woman. The inter­
view went beautifully. Then I got to the question on atomic
energy, and she pointed to her small son and said, '.How can I
pay attention to such things, I have more important things to
take care of.' My unspoken reaction, naturally, was 'No matter
how well you take care of him, if you don't take care of atomic
energy, all your care may be wasted•••• '"

Yet she then goes on to say:

"Of course I simply smiled--I don't think I,:.showed my reaction.
That bothers me--the necessity of remaining sweet as pie all the
time •••• I'm not a blank thing. I'm a person with very strong
opinions of my own. I have to make some sort of effort to keep
myself out (of the interview). I have schooled myself. When
the person expresses an opinion, no matter what it is, I look
like I approve. You can't remain blank--that Is impossible •••"

And she implies a kind of fragmentation between conduct and affect:

"I get sick over the answers. But the part of me that gets
sick and bothered is the socially conscious part •••One part
of me gets disgusted, but the other wants to find out as a
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basis of action. Statistics on anti-semitism disturb me-­
but you've got to start from some point. You need to know
what your points are••• "

She further indicates how a "task orientation" intervenes. Thus, when
asked whether that part of her rebels while she interviews, she replies:-

"Yes, but afterwards. While getting the interviews you're
also engaged in a lot of dru9gery--the basic drudgery of
getting the job done. The other part gets lost: Ve2.'Y often
people will aSk, 'What do people say?' I don't know 0 I can t t
remember at that mom.ento ..Ti~e actual opinions d.0r' t register
from one to the next interView. Only at the end, when I look
over all of them, the pattern hits me in the eye. Then I get
unhappy."

Another high+y experienced male interviewer--MA--reports the same Violent
affect over the answers of respondents:

"There's something gnawing at my faith in democracy. I'm no­
where nearly as sure as when I was in college that the pe0ple
are fundamentally right. :Herb likely, the people are '[r.!I'(>ng o ••

I can't say any more, 'Give the people their head, and all will
be well.' People are much too pliable--they will act strongly
on issues on which they have only the vaguest understanding •••
Itt s all a cause for profound disheartenment."

Yet when asked what he does about this, he again stresses the separation
between conduct and affect:

"I lay it on the side. I think Pm fairly successful as an
objective interviewer in presenting a front of complete im­
partiality. I've learned not to be surprised or shocked.
For example, when I've worked in the South and run into
Mississiopi farmers who launch into a diatribe about New York
Jews 10•••What do I do about it? I neither agree nor disagree.

10 This interviewer was Jewish.

If I'm pressed into expressing an opinion, I try to be as vaguely
noncoI111littal on their side as I can. The few times I've worked
on surveys with basic social meaning, I've tried to get as accu­
rate and objective a picture as possible of what the person thought.
No matter how disagreeable the medicine is, you have to take it.
There's no point in attempting to start any attitudinal interplay.
It would have an influence on the respondent's opinion. I try
as hard as possible not to influence them--I don't really know
if I achieve it."

And later he indicates'tt~t such affect can find its issue in more radical
ways than in the conduct within an interview. Thus, when asked why he
continues to be an interviewer in the face of this disheartenment, he re­
plies:
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"Who says I doH That's one of the basic reasons I left
the field. For a while it was a very serious thing with
me. I was profoundly disaffected•••1 was very upset by
it•••but I was naive •••l still had hopes. It didn't really
become serious till after I had done a great deal of inter­
viewing."

Thus we should, at least provisionally, admit the possibility that some
interviewers, despite violent reactions to the ideology of the respondent,
may not reveal this in their conduct toward him. Their orientation to the
task may intervene to disrupt such feelings. They may be strongly aware
of their volatility but in the light of long experience and admonitions
about bias they may be able to control their conduct toward the respondent.ll

11 For more evidence of such a discipline over conduct particularly within
the experienced interviewer, the reader is referred to H. Smith and H.
Hyman. "The Biasing Effect of Interviewer Expectations on Survey Re­
sults," Pub. £pin. Quart., 14 (1950), 491·506 and to J. Feldman, H.
Hyman and C. W. Hart. "A Field Study of Interviewer Effects on the
Quality of Survey Data," Pub. Opin. Quart., 15 (1951),734-761.

Such control, such temporary fragmentation of the personality of the inter­
viewer, is possibly a function of the degree of intensity of feelings
aroused in the interviewer, or of his habituation to the experience, or of
his training. That indignation or disagreement may be communicated and may
bias the interview under other conditions is of course not to be denied,
but this must be regarded as a function of specialized factors. We are
indebted to the writer, James Stern, for his incidental revelation of his
experiences as an intensive interviewer during the U.S. Strategic Bombing
Survey of Germany. 12 As an individual with no previous interviewing

12 James Stern. !be Hidden Dam~e (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1947), 230.

experience and great sensitivity of feeling, he was not hardened to the
following interview:

II 'It is difficult for me to tell you how I'm getting along under
the Occupation. You see' --and promptly like a pricked balloon all
the life that was in the meagre dress under the ancient cloche hat
seemed to collapse. Only the arms like a drowning person's arms,
as they quickly rise before disappearing f or the 1 ast time--came up
to hold the dropped head while the words gurgled out as from a body
saturated in water. 'Oh, I'm sorry and ashamed, I really am, but
you see, all my men, all I still had to live for, my husband, my
boys, my husbandts brothers and all their boys--all my men, you see,
are killed or missing,' then, 'killed or missing,' she repeated sev­
eral times like a chant, like a chant that had stamped itself indel­
ibly and forever on her brain from having seen it too often in the
newspapers or in the dreaded official telegrams."



And he reports his reactions:

"Well, what do you do and say, you damned Gallup poller?
You, with your fatuous Fragebogen, its questions about
prices and taxes, about wartime domestic problems, the
military and political leaders already dead or jailed,
about what plans she and her family have for the future,
that channing rosy little hell called the future? What do
you do and say with all that Galluping nonsense on the
table to be answered and across the table the forlorn
life with nothing to live for and not the courage to take
it because as long as the heart goes on beating life is
dear or because someone said long ago that this in the
eyes of almighty God is the greatest sin. What do you
do and say, you who are no physician or priest or psycho­
analyst but a human worm with a full stomach and a wife
and home and future and friends next door and a nervous
system like a coil of taut and quivering copper wire?
What do you do and say?"

But that he was not typical is clear--Stern continues:

"I. once' summoned up the courllge to' .ask a tough" squat'e...faced
sergeant that, after he'd been knocking what he called 'the
bull-shit outacrying Krauts.' I asked, not because I knew
he was a psychologist by profession but because I knew he
was a different kind of a worm and I wanted to try and
learn a lesson. ''What did I say,,' he said, as though what
he said was all there was to be said. 'Why, I said" "Madam,
you better quit that blubbering quick, we gotta long way to
go yet and they ain't gonna keep my dinner warm on accounta
you," that's what I said, and Jesus, was my dinner cold, no
sirree.' "

That an interviewer such as Stern may flagrantly bias results by the most
direct communication of sentiments is clear from his running account of
another interview:

"'Did I blame the Allies for the airraids? Ha, why naturally,
we never once raided America. England? England started them.
England. '

'''England started the airraids,' I repeated, dropping the smile
now and barely asking the question. 'England started the bomb­
ing of open cities and villages? England, I suppose, started
that before the Germans flattened Guernica in' •••

'''I don't know anything about Guernica •••and••• t

"'No, of course, you wouldn't.'

" 'I know England started the air warfare against Germany by
bombing Freiburg and Karlsruhe in 1940, in May 1940 and••• '
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'''And Germany, of course~' I said, managing the smile again,
'bombed Warsaw and Rotterdam in 19411 And, of course, Germany
never declared war on England---:r-

" 'Of course not, the English declared war on us.'

Il'Well, well,' I said, 'That's very interesting, just why did
England declare war on Germany? f

"'Why? Why, how would I know? (Aus Feindschaft gegen uns)
From hatred of us, I suppose.'

"I let the laugh out and said, 'Did you ever listen to the
Allied radio?'

'''The ••• Never' was spat out like venom striking tin.

II 'Never?'

"'Never~ I said.'

"'Oh, well, I I said calmly, smiling, 'Oh, well, that explains
a lot. '" 13

13
p. 236.

Perhaps we have gone too far in thinking that the danger from the inter­
viewer's strong feelings is that they might be communicated to the respond­
ent and affect his replies. Experienced interviewers may be well aware of
this. All the primers warn about i.t. The greater danger might be that
such feelings affect the perception or judgment of a given answer or the
private decision as to the validity of the answer and cause bias in such
areas of the interview as the recording or probing operation. Here there
has been little admonition to the interviewer~ probably in all likelihood
b~cause our basic eonception of the interview directs us to the communi­
cational feature~ and not to these other components.

Let us tum now to another interview, illustrative of different principles.
In our first case~ "The Creep~" despite great hostility on the part of the
interviewer, there was no perceptible effect on the respondent. He was de­
tached from the social impact of the interview, because of a firm orientation
to the issues involved. In this new situation, we perceive somewhat differ­
ent processes at work. The particular interviewer manifested no strong feel­
ings about the respondent, but even if she had, it is unlikely that there
would have been any biasing influence, because the pattern of behavior of
the respondent predisposed against it.

This proprietor of a liquor store in Brooklyn had been interviewed by a
female interviewer. Here is the reconstructed pattern. The orientation
of the respondent--a self-defined "tough ~"--seems to be a compound of
cynicism, generalized hostility and detachment from the social process be­
cause of egocentrism.

Here is his orientation to the interview situation as such:



He began the session with s Cllie negative comments to the inter­
viewer about public opinion polls. When asked later why he
wanted to be interviewed, he said: "I didn't want to be inter­
viewed. Naturally" if she's walking her feet off I'll help her
out." But he added: "Not that I saw any point in the interview."
This apparent note of sympathy for the interviewer is the only
suggestion of any positive response to her as a person.

The cynicism and hostility and complete detachment may be best
indicated in his summing up of the experience. He said: "This
here interview thing's a bunch of .----. I think it is a back­
door way of getting information for a commercial outfit--A con­
gressman is still going to vote for whoever he wants to."

What about the impact of the experience:

This is best indicated by his answer to the question asked of him
several days later, as to whe~er he remembered the interview pretty
well. He replied: "Almost forgotten it" and comments--"I don't
know--it was in one ear and out the other--a conversation like any
others. I wouldn't be imp1'Qving my mind any to try and remember."
'When asked what impressed him most about being interviewed" he re­
plied" "Nothing about it impressed me at all. She came at a ti.nl:l
when we were a little busy and :r had to answer between customers ..
on questions I'd have to think six months about."

As to the impact of the interviewer:

In reply to a question as to whether the interviewer created an
initial favorable or unfavorable impression.. he says: "Neither..
no impression" and remarks.. "I wasn't concerned. I've seen better
lOQl<:i.r!&_~~~_S•'_I

With respect to any biasing influences from the interviewer.. there is no
evidence from examination of the entire protocol that his responses were
at all affected. Conceivably, one might argue that the respondent's hos­
tility represents the biasing influence of the interviewer's personality,
but it seems entirely as'likely that his hostility is ditfuse and would
have asserted itself with any other interviewer.

There are occasional bits of evidence of an orientation to the interviewer..
and a concern about her.. but this is mixed with other patterns which pre­
dominate. He says that he thought the interviewer "lilted" him and that
"she seemed to be satisfied that I was giving her the proper answers."
But this is contradicted by other blustering remarl<:s to various questions.
For example" when asked whether he was concerned if his answers were like
most other peoples t" he replied" "Never thought...-I know my opinion is dif­
ferAnt. It's no news to me. II And when asked in what way he thought the
interviewer might have found him different from most of the People she
talked with" he said, "I don't know these things--I'm not interested in
what people think of me." And later he remarked in answer to the explicit
question as to whether the interviewer seemed satisfied with his answers ..
uYes" she had to be. I'
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While this hostility is operating within the respondent, what is the view
of the situation in the mind of the interviewer?

The interviewer reported that he expressed "some hostility"
when he was first approached and that the main reason he
submitted was that he "was being courteous, found it hard
to say no."

The interviewerts reaction to his initial tirade about sur­
veys was "he let me have it about opinion (surveys) in gen­
eral. He did this but was very pleasant--so I went ahead
and I was glad. He seemed a very decent sort."

In relation to the generally negative attitude of the respondent to the
entire situation, the undercurrent of hostility and cynicism and contempt,
the interviewer seems to show a strange lack of insight.

A variety of conjectures suggest themselves in relation to this case. It
woo.ld seem that just as a respondent may be untouched by an undercurrent
of activity on the part of an interviewer, so too may an interviewer be
oblivious to the affect within the respondent. And perhaps it is just
as well. Insight under either of these conditions would disrupt rapport
even further and perhaps touch off effects that would distort the answers.

It seems suggested also that a respondent with this type of personality
and orientation to the interview would be untouched by biasing tendencies
on the part of any interviewer" assuming they were operating. In addition.
to the hostility and cynicism, he was detached from the social features
of the interview because of egocentricity. Thus to. one question in the
actual survey: t'What do you think of the problems facing the U.S. today,
which one comes to your mind first?" he answered, "My own problem," and
in reporting about his experiences in the interview, he never mentioned
a single question that had been asked, and seemed to show no interest in
the original questions.

"Good" Rapport in Relation to the Opinion-Giving Process

The first two cases reported depart from the traditional conception of the
way in which the interview situation is structured and from our assUmptions
as to the process by which bias is mediated. Despite poor.rapport and hos­
tility on the part of one of the parties, there was no bias. Let us examine
now a case which is the prototype of the good interview situation, and ob­
serve whether bias operates. The general interpersonal atmosphere of the
situation can be quickly conveyed:

The respondent invited the interviewer into her home" offered
to take her hat and coat and even offered her sorne food" a
rather unusual occurrence. The atmosphere seemed very relaxed
--the respondent was so folksy, it couldntt have been otherwise.
The high point in rapport was typified by the respondent tslater
remark about the interviewer: "She had a headache and wasntt
afraid to ask me for some aspirin. I was glad she felt like
she could ask me."
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The affection was definitely reciprocated. Both parties re­
ported that they would like to know each other better. The
interviewer said of the respondent, she "was so sweet and
friendly she had no impulse at all to refuse a chat with a
stranger. " She als 0 commented about the re spondent : "While
not mentally stimulating, her innate kindness and optimism
is most attractive.• " The respondent.. in describing her initial
reaction and motives in being interviewed, said, "Just because
she came to the door and seemed like a nice person and had
some ~estions to ask me .. "

A further bond between them was found in the fact that the in­
terviewer and the two sons of the respondent had attended the
same local university, and this acted as a basis for a kind of
class solidarity. And there was in fact no marked class dis­
parity or difference in ideology.

The whole interview situation seemed to be in the nature of two women
friends having a "~ party." There was no note of any dominance in
the situation.. nor was there any evidence of hostility. Although the
respondent definitely saw this as a social situation and reacted strongly
to the interV'~, this was not to the exclusion of the survey content.
There was a nice balance of interest in both the social situation and the
questions. The orientation of the respondent to the interview per ~ was
satisfactory. She was matter of fact about it, but nevertheless definitely
interested and highly conscientious. Thus:

She reported a real interest in the questions, and felt a great
responsibility to answer correctly. She commented on the use
of the survey results: "I didn't think it would make much dif­
ference--unless they might bring it up in Congress. That I S wrw
a person should be very careful about answering so as to give
the right one." The interviewer's evaluation is of the same
order, "She tried hard to get the real meaning of each ques­
tion." The respondent's sincere approach is conveyed by her
last comment: "I figure somebody has started something to try
to better things and I think that's fine."

But this conscientious devotion to answering the questions never reached
any dangerous intensity. The situation was not felt to be a test, and
there was no terrible need for the respondent to do well. While the re­
spondent was not very knowledgeable, this did not make her feel inadequate:

The interviewer reported that she "felt her lack of knowledge
was common to woman, so was not embarrassed," and the respond­
ent said, "I was wishing my husband was here to answer the ques­
tions--he knows more about it than I do." This remark did not
seem to reflect any feeling of personal inadequacy, but would
seem more an expression of what she accepted as her culturally
defined role. It was all right for women to have inadequate
knowledge since this is not their proper domain. There was no
sign that the woman interviewer expected any more or resented
the respondent on this account.

Yet what mars th~s ideal picture is the . intrusion of an interviewer effect:
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According to the interviewer'lS remarics there was no bias: "She
asked me what I thought of sending food to Russia. I did not
reveal my opinion." But while the respondent said" "She didn't
~ 14 to change my opinion," she also said: "Once in a while

14 Italics ours.

I asked her how she felt and we seemed to agree on our ways of
feeling." She also reported that the interviewer agreed with
her opinions" as indicated by II just her way of talking. Now. .
it may be that she didn't but she didn't let on that she didi1't~"

Let us speculate about this case .--n;re- was a situation which by the tra­
ditional view of proper interviewing had all the desirable elements--no
marked disparity in group ~embershipJ excellent rapport" no hostility or
sharp divergence in ideology" considerable social interaction" willingness
of the respondent to assume her role and the requirements of the survey
seriously yet no special insecurity about her opinions" no explicit communi­
cation of biasing tendencies" and insightful handling by the interviewer.
What then is wrong with it? It was too goodl The identification with the
interviewer was too great; the rapport was too much a.nd the respondent seems
to have been biased in the direction of compatibility with the interviewer t S
sentiments. However, this case is only paradoxical in relation to our pre­
conceptions about the proper interview conditions for the revelation of atti­
tudes. We have oversimplified the picture. We have assumed that great rap­
port and friendship patterns and a lot of social interaction are requirements
for good interviewing" without ever observing the precise operation of those
factors upon the behavior of a respondent. Carried away by the emphasis on
rapport" we have perhaps vulgarized the concept and have mistaken "love" for
rapport. And interviewers may have followed suit" and striven for great
chumminess with their respondents. A certain degree of businesslike for­
mality" of social detachment" may be preferable. 15 When rapport transcends

15: D. Riesman and N. Glazer" in a most provocative discussion of public
opinion research" based on characterological and structural concepts"
subject the concept of rapport to a somewhat similar critical treatment.
They suggest that the emphasis upon rapport may distort the true picture
of lower-class political attitudes. Insofar as the lower class person's
real life situation does not contain the elements of consideration and

. warmth characterist.ic of the interview" and these very elements are likely
to enhance the :report of political involvement" an artificial picture may
be obtained. See IfThe Meaning of Opinion," Pub. Opin. Quart." 12 (1948)"
633-648.

a certain point" the relationship may be too intimate" and the respondent
may be eager to defer to the interviewer's sentiments. This would seem es­
pecially the ease when the respondent has little real involvement in the
task. When be is not particularly interested in the issues or has no strong
views of his own. he may not mind or even prefer to take over the coleration
of a very friendly interviewer. Perhaps" where the issues are of such a
character as to create real task involvement" tbere is a counterbalance to
the deleterious effects of excessive rapport. 16

16 In the instance of issues of an intimate and deep-lYing nature it may be
that rapport in the extreme is an essential, but such issues seem outside
the usual domain of social research. .



MA--a highly trained interviewer, in describing his experiences, clarifies
the problem ver.1 nicely:

"A neighbor gets a friendly hello. It may make the opening
easier, but the respondent may be less truthful to the
neighbor. There are two factors involved. The interview
may be friendly but invalid, or less friendly but more
valid. Even in city interviewing, if I get too friendly,
they may want to make an adaptation to me •••When there's
too much friendship" when the interview is too cozy, they
may conform....If the barrier is too high you get false
answers. If the barrier is all the way down, you also get
a false answer--there's too much identification with you,
too much courtesy."

Interviewer effects deriving from an excessive orientation to -the inter­
viewer seem also to be related to another factor besides the ease with
which high rapport is obtained. In describing their views about and
their experiene.e:s,:in interviewing situations, different interviewers varied
in their reports of respondent orientation to the social features of the
situation. This seemed in no way related to impressionistic estimates of
their ability to obtain optimum rapport. For example" here are the facts
according to K--a highly experienced woman interviewer:

When asked if respondents were interested in her or the ques­
tions" she replied, "It's pretty equally divided. There's a
great interest in you--in what you're doing, what it's all
about •••There's also a great deal of sympathy offered an in­
terviewer for having a very tough job." When asked if the
re.spondents lolere interested in her personally, she answered:
"Yes, unfortunately. (They ask) do you make a lot of money
at this? Do you like to do it?" 'When asked if they ogled
her or examined her clothes she replied: "Not too much, but
you expect a certain amount of it." When the question was put
as to whether she felt they were interested in her opinions,
she replied: "Very definiiel~! They ask me mine~ before they
give theirs--only too often 17•••They also ask after giving

17 Italics ours.

their answer--'Am I right,' 'Do you agree with me?"'.

Note the difference in the report of MA, a highly experienced male inter­
viewer:

When asked whether the respondent's focus of interest was on
him personally or on the questions" he replied: "They're
interested in all those things in varying degrees. I don't
think there's nearly as much interest in me as in what it's
about •••The focus of interest" I think" is ver.1 rarely on
the interviewer--on me as such. I never feel self-conscious"
or been made to feel self-conscious. I'm not aware of per­
sonal scrutiny after the first minute or so. Beyond that
point there's not too much curiosity." When the matter was
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pursued, and he was asked what types of respondents evinced
an interest in him, he was vague: lilt's hard to give an
accurate answer, I should say, and it's almost always momen­
tary. (It occurs) at the beginning of the interview. It
occurs when I'm not native to the area where I'm working. II

Or take the report of M--a highly trained male interviewer with at least
equal ability in making rapport who works in the same city with K:

When asked if respondents look to him for guidance, he re­
plied, "You mean do they say 'what do you thinka' •••It doesn't
happen often. I'd say oPY with one per cent 1 of the cases,

18 Italics ours.

one per cent or less." He does remark later in another context,
"Often times when you've finished the questions, the person will
say, 'Well" how did I do--did I answer about the way most every­
body else did?'" But when the matter was pursued by the question
as to whether this reaction was characteristic of special situ­
ations" he was not very certain: "I would say that it's the
people of the more intelligent sector who ask that. I seem to
.!!!! 18 that it's more apt to be men than women." To the question

18
Italics ours.

as to whether this reaction varied with the subject matter of the
survey, he replied: ttl can't give ,anything on that. Wait a min­
ute--You see some surveys--it sticks in my mind that sorne surveys
ask what people think more than others do. But that doesn I t make
sense, since they're all opinion surveys. I guess I haven't an1­
thing sensible to say."

The tentative guesses to be made from these protocols about the factor with­
in the interviewer responsible for this difference in the orientation of the
respondent is that it lies in part in a kind of intrusiveness of the inter­
viewer" a tendency to want to enter deeply into the respondent t s affairs"
which naturally increases the orientation of the respondent in the direction
of the interviewer. In part it may also derive from an emphasis in the in­
temewer upon the prestige-value of possessing opinions and othe.r things.
Perhaps this latter concern increases the feelings of respondents that they
must voice opinions, even when they have none" and they may try to absorb
them from the interviewer.

Note the continual thread running through HiS report about her experiences
as an interviewer. Among her early remarks, prior to any inquiries about
it, sre comments:

"If your second question was about Russia or Japan, or Greece or
Turkey, they'd fold up (terminate the interview). They were
afraid to show their ignorance." Then later on, she says, "Then
also the question's asked-- 'Did I say the right thing? I You get
a lot of that. They take it as an IQ." And again later, she
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reports: "Others, I believe give an opinion that means ex­
actly nothing to them...and they're ashamed to say 'I don't
know' despite the fact that it's quite all right." And later
on with respect to a discussion of probing in the interviews,
she says: "You can't be too persistent•••otherwise there'll
be too much embarrassment, and they'll discontinue the inter­
view. People have a great deal of ego as far as the lack of
opinion or knowledge on a subject. They don't like even be­
fore a stranger to show they don't have an opinion on it.
You frequently find they'll become arrogant--or assume a
disinterested attitude."

She does at another point in the interview mention this con­
tradictory note: "If they really don't know 'and say so, that's
all right--that t S part of your job. My reaction is just as
satisfactory as if it's fiuent. I've had people tell me after
a 'donlt know' answer t so that you're convinced of their sin­
oerity, that 'I'm going to learn about these things' •••That's
satisfactory because you're completely convinced that you've
had a genuinely good interviewt even though most of the answers
are 'don't knows .. '"

Now while it is certainly true that many interviewers report encountering
this reaction of shame when a respondent appears ignorant, and it must
occur in realitYt the pervasiveness of this theme in K's experience must
have something to do with her own particular behavior. For example: in
the report of Mon his experiences--a lengthy 17tOOO word account, there
is hardly a mention of the problem. Perhaps K liberates this atmosphere
in her interviews because of the prestige-value of opinions in her own
mind.. 19

19 It is of some significance that a social scientist not associated with
this study with long clinical experience discussed interviewing with
both K and M and ventures this very interpretation. "K reported•••

. that many people are ashamed not to know what they feel they ought to
know about political questions. M also encountered this but I would
guess to a much lesser extent. For K lives in a world where it matters
very much what we 'know l •••Is it not likely that such a person will
give respondents even more of a feeling that they ought to mow than
they would have anyway?" (Private conununication from David Riesman.)

Note also in the two reports the difference in the personalities of the two
interviewers and the gratifications they obtain from the experience. K
remarks:

"I'm a very friendly soul. I never go anywhere without someone
speaking to me. I enjoy it ....If I had to go out and get me a
job, I'd try to get into personnel work. I like to speak to
people--hear their ideas--analyze the different types ••• I'm just
genuinely interested in human nature--human beings--their be­
havior--what makes them think as they do.
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"When you live in ~ you travel in a certain sphere ~

and they bore me to tears after a while. There's a certain
sameness and this is a perfect interlude. My husband saysl
'You sure know sCIIle screwballs.' That's rightl You can't
take the same thing for a steady diet. There's something
interesting in an intelligent screwball •••.1 can give you a
concrete example. I met a kid, 20 j'ears old, •••a cultured
smart boy. He was working as a bank clerk, but he was giving
it up. He was going to learn to be an embalmer--it intrigues
me why this kid was going to be an embalmer and I found out.
I don't want to listen to these same damn people with the
same ideas all the time. I would never meet a kid like that
socially--or if" I did, it would be a rarity." 20

•
20 Riesman independently remarks about this interviewer: "She

wants to establish an animated ul tra-interview transference
state with the respondent. fI

But M describes his gratification in interviewing differently. He says
about himself:

"Every fresh person encountered is a new experience. I say
this as though I was a person terribly interested in people,
but I'm not. I don't know what the answer is. I'm fond of
peoplel but also strangely capable of getting along without
them." When asked at another point what was gratifying in
the interview, he replied: "I think that's epitomized in
the hosiery survey where, good God~ asking 3000 women a
stupid question like that would be the most routinized in­
quir.Y. In that case, I'm a theoretical enough guy so that
I became terribly interested in what the pattern of stocking
buying was." At another point, he remarks: "Apropos of that,
I'm not ver.Y much interested in people--though I'm conscious
that isn't altogether faithful to the truth. I just can't
tell you about myself. I haven't the bubbling interest in
people that many an extrovert has. I seem to enjoy people
most when I come to, what we might call, intellectual grips
with them."

Not.e also how this interviewer has either no intense desire to intrude him­
self too deeply into the respondent, or at least is highly guarded against
this tendency:

In recounting a certain interview, he remarks: "She was a
little embarrassed to have me come upon her in what seemed
to be almost her living quarters. But at such a moment, I
think I probably have a quality of disarming simplicity--at
any rate I try to convey to the person•••a sense of my com­
plete unawareness of surroundings" •••Later 011-, he expands on
this theme: "I realize 'that if" I'd been int~rested in any­
thing other than getting their attitudes, I would have also
been less objective •••No one ,.,hom I've interviewed has ever
been aware of my eyes wandering to their surroundings of their
home.n
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Similarly~ MA shows no strong interest in the respondent or tendency to
be intrusive, and he guards against the dangers. Thus at one point he
says:

tlOne thing I have found with the Jewish group--whenever I've
come into a Jewish household" and come into contact with some­
thing familiar" and identified myself as Jewish--I've invari­
ably noticed extreme and strong reactions. You get snatched
up. It's so obvious that there's a strong chance of coloration
of the response that itts something I'm wary about. I try to
keep that out of the interview till the interview is over."
And while this interviewer does describe a very strong interest
in his respondents" this interest is of a very specialized sort.
Thus when asked if he was interested in the respondent himself"
he replied: "Yes" but how interested can you be. I'm inter­
ested in his attitudes and combinations of attitudes. The aver­
ave middle class city home bores me."

This third case history of an interview and related material from the inter­
viewers again suggest some modification of the usual view. Some degree of
sociability on the part of the interviewer is obviously needed. Some de­
gree of rapport is obviously called for. But there needs to be some clari­
fication of dimensions and types of rapport and of desirable forms of soci­
ability. Sociability tbatis predicated on intrusiveness may increase the
orientation of the respondent to the interviewer" to the point, where bias
is more likely.

Modification of our usual pre-conceptions ultimately leading to better theory
was one product of the case study of the interview situation. Established
concepts were re-examined and a more refined view of their relevance to the
interview was obtained. This" in tum", led to systematic empirical work
on iJiterviewer effect which will be reported in later chapters.

In addition, in conjecturing on the diverse phenomena already reported from
the case materials" we were led to recognize the larger significance of
concepts previously neglected. The recognition of these concepts" in tum"
sensitized us to new phenomena implicit in the case studies" and led to
further theoriZing.

Role Prescri\'tions and Interviewer Role Conceptions

in Relation. to Interviewer Effects

Again we shall temporarily defer any elaborate discussion and listen to
Mts remark in the course of recounting his experiences. Prior to this
point in the narrative account" he had dwelt on the tensions and alter­
nation of elation and depression that occurred during his field work,.
He had then been asked whether such affect interfered with his actual
work. He remarked:

"You'd suppose that the tension would influence the char­
acter of the worl,{ done by an interviewer. I mean specifi­
cally the way the interview i tsel! is carried through.
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But I am inclined to feel that once started on Question l,
the interviewer falls promptly again into a rather set way.
I don't mean that he interviews like a machine, though per­
haps I do mean this. He is doing a routine, and from the
moment of initiation till he's through, he's pretty largely
controlled by the more automatic mentaJ. processes •• .You see,
when you're interviewing a. person you're rather an automaton
--you're back in your routine,J and you're caught up in it.
You aren't an independent person, a free agen~. 21 You I re

21 Italics ours.

not that till you've left the presence of the person, and
embarked on the wide sea of searching for the potential next
person."

In part, M is merely repeating what we have already reported in the other
interviewerS--he reports what we have labelled a "task-orientation" or a
"fragmentation" between conduct and feeling, but he emphasizes as the
explanation esomething generally neglected, when he says he is not "inde­
~ndent,II not "!!!2." when he interviews. It is prescribed that he behave
J.ll certain ways simply because he is an interviewer,J and it is this pre­
scription of the "interviewer's role" which intervenes between his con­
duct and his own private feelings or ideology, between the stimulation
from the respondent and his more natural reaction.

Upon consideration, it is quite obvious to anyone that all survey agencies
define in a fonnal way what is the proper behavior of the interviewer, and
the case studies were not required in 0 rder for us to know this. However,
the case studies do stress that such roles are accepted and this has been
too often neglected in the attention we have given to the "natural" pro­
cesses within the interviewer which presumably operate to cause bias.

Yet the maintenance of the prescribed role is not always easy. The in­
tensiva interviews indicate that at times conflict is felt between the re­
quirements as set down by the agency and what the interviewer feels is a
legitimate deviation required to meet certain problems. Bias then occurs
not out of ignorance, but because the interviewer decides he has to flout
the rule. Thus, M, the very interviewer quoted above as accepting the pre­
sc~ibed role, remarks on a hidden crime while conducting an i1.lterview with
a foreign person:

"I felt qualified to paraphrase with strictest faithfulness to
the sense. I real ize that this is indefensible 22 80 will make

22 Ital"loCS ours.

no attempt to defend it. Yet, I feel in doing as I did that I
performed conscientiously as an interviewer in a public opinion
survey. It

The pressures of given situations in causing deviations from the accepted
role is also demonstrated in the remarks of KQ in discussing the unpleasant
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respondents she periodically encounters. She was asked hew the unpleasant­
ness affected her:

"When the respondent lets you in on sufferance, you feel a
sort of obligation to get the interview over as quickly as
possible--with the least bother to the respondent. You have
a sense of pressure..-it's pretty unconscious. On the other
hand when you're received cordially, you have a more leisurely
feeling--you're not afraid to keep repeating the question if
you have the slightest suspicion that the respondent doesn't
understand. You probe more completely."

The impact of a variety of situational pressures on the interviewer's normally
accepted role is seen most clearly in another type of phenomenological data
collected. For reasons to be described later, the interviewer listened to
an electric transcription 0:£ a completed interview, was asked to imagine
himself in the· actual 5ituation, and was given the task of recording the
answers on the appropriate questionnaire. He was also asked to report any
thoughts or reactions he experienced while doing the task. 23 Pieces of

23 For a detailed discussion of the procedure, the reader is referred to
Chapter III, and Appendix A.

B's narrative show the difficulties he faces in maintaining his prescribed
role.

After Q. 1: "I feel this is one of those interviews where
I'll have to record cp.icklyand copy it over. 1I

"I hope he'll stick to the questions. I'll
probably get venr bored and that may interfere
with my I2roper 24 interviewing technique with
him."

24 Italics ours.

After Q. 6: "The interviewer didn't have to oontinue p1t'obimg
••••He feels he has answered it and you don t t.
Rather than ask him again and antagonize him (the
third time you ask it" it is really dangerous be­
oause he t s liable to ge1; very armoyed) I would
have coded it."

After Q. 8A: "I started to get that helpless feeling. He did
not answer the question and I was forcing the ans­
wer out of him. You have to force him, but as you
force him" he reacts' by feeling more strongly."

After the very lengthy Q. 11:

"These long ones give me trouble. Since it's
such a long question, I wonder if their answer
relates to the question as a whole and I have
to quickly read it over again. 11
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After the very lengthy answer to Q. 17:

til feel irritated. I have no room 25

25 The form on which the interviewer recorded the answers con­
tained the questions and allowed only a limited amount of
space for the free answers.

I have to write allover the place. How can
you write verbatim if there's no place to
write verbatim. I get very irritated. I
don't feel I oan get it down this way (ver­
batim) • If I have to s tart interpreting
what's important, what's relevant and
what's irrelevant, I do it in terms of
what I think. Here there is no time to
detennine it in objective fashion. Here
you have to come to a decision in terms
of your own likes and dislikes. I get
doubtful. Am I writing down the things
which really are important? I may not be
objective in that I'm picking out certain
things and leaving out others."

The case studies -thus ·not only r~veal the' importance- of' the role Eresc:ribed
for the interviewer by the agency in inhibiting natural biasing tendenciesj
they also reveal the importance of situational pressures in shattering the
nomal role with consequent bias. And what is suggested is that as such a
role is shattered, the interviewer is forced into certain types of biasing
behavior as a tltask aid,," as a means of coping with the problem.

Beyond this, they reveal the importance of idiosyncratic definitions of
the role of the interviewer in producing bias. While the role is prescribed
by the agency and usually maintained by various enforcement measures or by
the interviewer's sheer acceptance of it on the basis of knowledge of the
agency's demands, there may well be conflict with other definitions of the
role p:roceeding from a variety of sources. For example" the interviewer
may have views as to what other interviewers, or his imediate field super­
visor.. or particular respondents regard as proper interviewing behavior.
While we have no evidence as to such direct social influences on the defi­
nition of the role" we do have considerable evidence that the definition
may often proceed from certain beliefs the interviewer has as to the nature
of attitudes" the nature of respondent behavior, or the quality of the sur­
vey procedures.. although there is the possibility that they may also -provide
gratification for various needs.

Note tm recurrent report by F of a certain kind of probing behavior while
interviewing and the reasons for this behavior:

"I'm not satisfied with a 'yes-no' answer. I probe into it to
make sure they understand the qJ.estion. I often get 'no; it's
not really a 'no'answer--it m3¥ be a 'yes' answer. Frequently,
the naswer is due to misunderstanding--lack of knowledge. I
probe just a bit even though the interview doesn't call for
probing on 'yes' and 'no' answers•••n
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The issue was later pursued by asking her why she probed beyond 'th~ uYes ll

and flNol!:

"The ·Yeses' are all shades, some 'Yeses' are close 'to 'Noos.'
You read a sentence to the respondent--he's only catching the
essential words--it' s difficult to know what he considers es­
sential--you'll never know his interpretation. So" I probe."

And she continues:

liOn Survey 152, on question 1 (can Russia be trusted?)~6YoU
usually get what he'd like to see--that Russia should-
26 Italics ours toindicate emphasis in interviewer's speech.

be trustworthy. That's not the question--when I get such a
'Yes' answer, and then l'robe, I may get that it's impossibe
(to trust her)--the 'Yes' may change to 'No.' Also on the
question on whether they eXfect a war, you also get wish
fulfillment at first. If you're going through it qUickly"
you may not uncover his real opinion on the given question."

She was then asked how she knew that the question was misunderstood:

ttl read the questionnaire before I get started. I could readily
see that the question was colored by political factors. Respond­
ents will frequently become excited--you'll get a lot of wish
fulfillment. On the whole I probe wherever possible. It isn't
a matter of selecting certain questions in advance to probe on.
I see in the course of the probing and interviewing the diffi­
culty--the specifications give you a lead on that."

She reiterates the basic point:

"I usually try to veer away from 'don't know' answers. I
probe especially hard. I usually feel the 'don't know' is
a cover up for inadequate infonnation. I want to know why
they say 'don't know'--is it because of disinterest, inade­
qJ.ate information? Sometimes you get an automatic routine
interview and not the true picture •••It' s not that the per­
son really doesn't know--people may' have attitudes."

And later she remarks:

"They're apathetic--they're fulfilling their obligation.
They get through the questions quickly-.they don't listen
and it's easiest to say 'DK.' The minute you accept the
'DK' it makes it easier for them to continue•••You take
a question like U:e expectation of war. A large proportion
will have a feeling about whether a war is coming. When
I get a 'DK' to that, I probe."
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F's definition of he:' role in the interview, of the behavior that is most
desirable, includes probing extensively, even where the instructions do
not re~ire it. It is interesting to note that, in relation to the tra­
ditional view of ideological sources of bias~ the interview results she
might conceivably obtain would appear paradoxical. With respect to one
of the very examples she discusses" the question on whether Russia can
be trusted, it is amusing that while she herself thinks Russia can be
trusted (her general ideology might be loosely labelled pro-Russian),
she would not be prone to accept a upro-Russian" answer from a respondent
because of her belief that respondents often answer in terms of their
wishes" and that the interviewer should probe to clarity the issue..
Such peculiar behavior can only be understood by acknowledging the
operation of certain role definitions which intervene between the inter­
viewer's own political sentiments and his behavior.

Now whether F's tendency to probe is rea~ly desirable is not at issue.
It might well be that probing yields more valid pictures of respondent
attitudes, and this question will be discussed elsewhere.

'What is clear m that the differing roles that interviewers define for
themselves with respect to probing, rapport building, recording,' etc.
will account in part for differences in the results they obtain. 27

27 Similar evidence on variations in the role assumed by interviewers is
available from studies in other fields. For example, in the study cited
in Chapter I on the reliability of psychiatric assessments in the RAFJ
the two psychiatrists reported the way in which they had conducted their
interviews and defined the procedures prescribed for them. While con­
siderab>1e latitude was allowed them, they had been instructed as to
what factors should enter into their assessment, the nature of the
interview procedure had been schematized, and they were required to
score a series of 10 presumably pre-disposing traits. Nevertheless"
from their reports, it was clearly seen that each adopted an indivi­
dual method of interview. For example" "one established rapport by
talking about service life and then proceeded to obtain a detailed
account of performance in the service before enquiring into the per­
sonality before service, while the other did just the opposite, ob­
taining .a chronological life story which ended with the service ex­
periences • \I See Air Ministry, 212.. 2ll., 225. In anothe r study of
interviewing procedures used in classification of American naval
personnel, from inspection of the mechanical transcriptions of the
total interview process, it was clear that the 8 interviewers observed
gave their own individual definitions to a common assignment. With
respect to structuring of the interview, there was no consistency among
the interviewers. For example, some explained the purpose--others did
not. There were large differences in the acceptance of the interviewee
as an individual. Some interviewers misused their authority. Some saw
the situation as tedious and tiring; others did not. The analysts con­
cluded that the original interviewers had worked out no clear conception
of their role ?Jld function. See E. Ingraham and A. Sheriff. ''The Use
of Proficiency Tests in Classification of Personnel," Office of Scienti­
fic Research and Development Memorandum (Microfilm).
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It is also clear that there could be fruitful inquiry into the interview­
er's general view of his job to determine the variability in the defini­
tions given by interviewers. The interviewer has to engage in a variety
of behaviors during an. interview and while the role may be prescribed in
certain respects, there may well even be aspects of his performance for
which no definitions at all have been established by the agency, and other
aspects where the prescription is ambiguous. Where there is no comprehensive
standardized definition in the first place, it is only natural for inter­
viewers to vary. Thus MA remarks:

"I think more emphasis should be given in non-directive inter­
viewing to setting up the levels to which the study director
wants the material to be explored. There is a tremendous lack
of consistency in this business of different levels of probing.
Many good interviel"1S are wasted on that account. It would be
a very good job if they determined at the planning stage just
how far the probing should go--just how much can be handled :in
the analysis."

Here certainly there is opportunity by training or field instructions attached
to the survey to standardize these definitions or to provide new ones.

In addition to clarifYing existing theories of the interview and of inter­
viewer effect, the phenomenological studies had even more radical impli­
cations. for theory and research on interviewer effects. It led not only
to a more complex view of the processes we had been concerned with earlier;
it brought to our attention features of the interview situation we had not
previously been aware of. In the discussion of idiosyncratic roles as a
source of effect, we noted that often the reason a given interviewer assumed
a certain role was because of given beliefs as to the nature of attitudes.
F believes that the initial answers are superficial, that the truth lies
deeper, and therefore probes. The cognitive world of the interviewer thus
assumes importance. Let us tum to a striking demonstration of this:

Bias-Producing Cognitive Factors Within the Interviewer.28 Again, let us
defer any discussion of principles, and :insert ourselves into the experiences
of interviewers. Listen to this theme running through the narrative account
by G:

She spontaneously remarks in the beginning of her account:
liThe average woman thinks only of her job, or if she's a
professional woman, of her profession. I just don't think
the average woman has as much social consciousness as the
average man." Later when asked if she can ever tell how
a respondent will answer, she remarks: IIYes, you can

28 Much of the theorizing about such cognitive factors has already been re­
ported in previous publications of this project. See for example:
H. L. Smith and H. Hyman" ££. ill. H. Hyman. IIIsolation, Measurement,
and Control of Interviewer Effect," SSRC Items, 3 (1949).
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pretty much tell. From the way they start olf--right with
the first question (you can tell) whether they'ra going to
be a 'don. 't know' respondent." And then she continues,
"Yes, usually you know the garrulous type right from the
first." And when probed about predicting attitudes, she
remarks: "No, I can't tell too well how they'll stand-­
except that if you look about the household, or at certain
types of men, you can tell they're staunch Republicans."

Or take this report from another interviewer, N, clearly a somewhat mixed
picture, but suggestive of certain cognitive dimensions operating within
the interview situation:

When asked if she could make guesses about the attitudes
of respondents, she replied: "I often get fooled. On
Russian questions I perhaps unconsciously make such
guesses. But if I do that I'm likely to write down what
I think. Therefore I try not to. 1I But when the issue
is pursued by asking her whether there were any character­
istic types of respondents, she says: "Once they start
talking, I can predict what they'll say--by an attitude
you see they have, unless you don't have continuity in
the questionnaire. I could just about tell which people
would say they hadn't heard of the Marshall Plan--lower
income housewives. Very rarely you get a lower income
housewife who is well aware of things--they don't have
the time." And when asked what attitudes housewives
exhibited, she said: "On a series of questions about
approving sending food to Europe, if she'd said earlier
that she didn't know about the Marshall Plan, she will
be one who wants to take care of her own family and no
one else." When the matter was pursued by asking her
what constellations of attitudes they exhibited, she
replied: "Ignorant" narrow, uninformed. They remind
me that they're people who could be easily led.. Their
thinking is superficial and on the surface. I always
hope that a variety of questions will make them feel
that they need more understanding--will stimulate them."

Such reports from interviewers were vivid demonstrations that special be­
liefs and perceptions about the respondent might operate upon the inter­
viewer to produce expectations about how his respondents will answer ques­
tions. These expectations might well be a potent source of bias if they
were to guide the interviewer at various choice points and affect his de­
cisions on probing, recording, classification of answers, etc. This sug­
gestion from the phenomenological data was elaborated into a detailed
theory about the types of such beliefs and corollary expectations, and
the biasing effects that might follow. The empirical research generated
from such findings will be reported in Chapter III.

Attitude-Structure Expectations. Certain of these expectations seem to
be predicated on the belief that the attitudes of any respondent are uni­
fied, are bound together in some organized structure. Consequently, the
interviewer would expect the respondent to answer later questions in a
manner consistent with the early answers. As N remarked, "Once they
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start talking, I can predict what they'll say." This particular phenome­
non might be labelled an "attitude-structure expectation," and it would
seem that interviewers, like most other human beings, would be prone 'to it.
Thus, Ichheiser' has stressed the frequency of this belief, the "tendency
to overest.j.znate the unity of personalitY"fI in accounting for misunderst.and­
ings between people. 2? He also suggests that th~ operati::>.:l of such a be-

29 o. Ichheiser. "Misll.""lderstandings in Human Relations: A Study in False
Social Perception," ~._~. Soc., 55 (1949).

lief might well influence the behavior not only of the perceiver but also
of the other person, in our case the respondent. He suggests that there is
a "tendency of other people, whether consciously or l.L.Tlconsciously, to antici­
pate and to adjust their behavior in some degree to the expectations and
images we hold in our minds about their pe14 sonalities."

Many psychologists have stressed the universal tenQency of humans to organize
and make meaningful their perceptions. 30 For example, Bartlett talked of

30 D. Krech and R. Crutchfield" Tb.eory and Problems of Social Psychology
(New York~ NeGraw-Hill, 1948r;~"'E4.

---------_._----------------------------
an "effort after meaning" 31 and Asch 32 showed experimentally how funda-

31 Frederic C. Bartlett. Remembering (Cambridge: University Press, 1932).

32 S. Asch. "Forming Impressions of Personality," J. Abn. Soc. Psychol.,
41 (1946), 261.

mental it is to develop an organized, unified impression of others from
only discrete bits of information. Upon presenting subjects with only half­
a-dozen adjectives. characterizing some Unknown person and asking them to give
their impression of the person, he always obtained an organized picture. He
reports:

"When a task of this kind is given, a normal adult is capable
of responding to the instruction by forming a unified impression.
Though he hears a sequence of discrete 'terms, his resulting im­
pression is not discrete. In some manner he shapes the separate
cpalities into a single., consistent view. All subjects in the
follouing experiments, of whom there were over a thousand, ful­
filled the task in the manner described. 3'J

33 Italics ours.

That such expectations might well persist even in the face of contradictory
reports from a respondent during the interview is also supported by exten­
sive psychological literature on the influence of an initial perceptual
organization on subsequent perceptions. 3.1 One of Asch I s experiments

34 Krech and Crutchfield, op. cit., especially Chapter IV.
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demonstrates this process in a way most relevant to our discussion of
interviewer effect.

Two lists of adjectives characterizing some unkrotrn person were identical
in content, but the order of the words in the second list was reversed.
And the picture of the person reported by his subjects varied with the
order. This could only mean that the perception was dependent not on the
mere content but on the initial impression. Asch remarks:

"When the subject hears the first tem, a broad uncrystallized
but directed impression is born. The next characteristic comes
not as a s~arate item, but is related to the established dir-
ection." 35 .

35 Aschls finding that the initial tem sets the direction for
the organization of the perception, and the intrinsic feature
of an attitude-structure expectation, that subsequent answers
are expected to be consistent with the first answers rather
than with s orne basic prior characteristic of the respondent
are worthy of special note. They suggest the general signi­
ficance of situational determinants in liberating interview
effects, for the effect is clearly seen to be dependent on
tbe accident of what question is put first, or what type of
answer might be casually mentioned at the beginning of an
interview. This foreshadows and supports the general theory
of Situational Factors to be presented in Chapter V.

Direct evidence of this very· sort is available from a phenomenological
account given by an interviewer--B--as he listened to an electric trans­
cription of a synthetic interview.. which pictured a rather bJ,igo:ted pe­
spondent but contained occasional answers that were inconsistent with
the totality of attitudes. His running account of his feelings shows
the immediate fomation of a picture of the respondent and the dynamics
by which the expectation was maintained despite contradictory answers.

After hearing the answer to question 1" he spontaneously reported:

"I do have some impressions.' The respondent seems very
doubtful about giving his opinion--a little suspicious.
I don It have too much respect for this particular respond­
ent. My immediate impression is that he's one of those
types of individuals who thinks in very personal terms."

After question 2, he remarks:

"I was right- ..immediate1yhe's going off on tangents. He's
not really interested in the survey--he' s interested in
getting rid of any personal feelings he has. I feel he's
an old geezer••• "

After 2A:
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"Evezythin« he s &JIS revolves around himself and is increasing
my dislike of this respondent •••I feel hypocritical that I
have 'to encourage him even though I don't like him."

After question 3:

"That whole thing just confirms my opinion. My dislike grows
•••1 already know what this guy is like. I just have to get
it down. I feel he's hypocritical--he doesn't give a damn
about the rest of the .Americans, he's just covering up. He
just cares about himself--it's guys like him who cause all
the trouble."

At question 7 the answer on the record was contradictory of the previous
answers.. Howevar, the _intervieweI'. i.nstead of changing, ,.his belief',. ,main­
tained his original impression and rationalized the contradiction:

"He's still wary about giving his real opinions. He started
to backtrack. It gives me a nice insight into his character."

At question 8:

"I feel foolish. I know the handwriting on the wall. I know
what this guy is going to say. He jus t doesn't know anything
about these things. I feel what's the use of asking these
people these questions. It isn't much use asking them--after
a while I can guess the answers. This guy just doesn't approve
of anything outside the United States and doesn't know anYthing
outs:ide of the U.S."

After question 11 to which the respondent gave a long and mixed answer:

"It occurred to me that I didn't have to listen actively to
his remaIks. I would know what he would say. Wait a minute.
r coded the wrong response •••I almost guessed that answer in
terms of what opinion I've formed of the person. fI

After question 13, which asked whether the respondent had heard anything
about a current issue:

IfI was just thinking as he said that, 'you're a damn liar' •••
I'm sure he's covering up--he' s trying not to show his ignor­
ance. I was amused--he hasn't heard a damn thing about it.

"Then I think, 'well, what validity has this question got?' He
says he's heard of it. I have to put down that way, then I
wonder how valid this survey is. Is my impression of what
he's heard better than his own impression of it? Halfway
through I have the impression I know what his answers are
and the way he answered this helped me confirm my judgment.
I've no way of testing it, of asking him--'Are you sure you've
heard of it?' I just feel skeptical about the response; I
really feel the correct answer is 'no,' but not to appear
dumb he would answer 'yes.' I could almost have predicted
this answer.. He wouldn I t admit his ignorance."



-67-

After question 15:

til could almost have predicted this answer to some extent.
He wouldn't admit his ignorance. I feel that's true--I can
write down his answers fairly well, yet I'm not allowed to;
I'm limited by interviewing procedure; I'm a little sore about
interviewing procedure, I feel he's justified when he says,
'I've answered that already.' It's true, I do know what he's
thinking. "

Role Expectations. The phenomenmiliogical data also suggest another' type
of belief operating upon the interviewer in setting up expectations about
the answers of the respondent. We might conceive of role expectations to
denote the tendencies of interviewers to believe that certain attitudes
or behaviors occur in individuals of given group memberships" and there­
fore to expect answers of a certain sort from particular persons. 36

36 J. J. Feldman first noted this phenomenon in the data and coined the
term llro1e expectations."

Some of these beliefs might well occur because of traditional role pre­
scriptions characteristic of all societies as illustrated in G's remark:
"I just don't think the average woman has as much social consciousness
as the average man." Some role expectations might well be posited on the
basis of an oversimplified belief, a stereotype about some ethnic group.
In either case, at the initial moment of interaction in the interview, the
respondent might be pigeon-holed on the basis of some membership cue and
the structure of his attitudes would be expected to correspond mth that
role.

One of the case studies of a particular interview situation shows clearly
the development of a role-expectation, in a somewhat stereotypic interviewer,
and is suggestive of the actual biasing effects on the results. MM, a mid­
dle-class, middle-aged white female interviewer in the course of her work
interviewed a working class Negro girl of 23. The respondent had completed
high school, and was now married to a fireman in a commercial laundry. They
resided in Chicago in a furnished apartment for which they paid $9 a week
in rent. Within this situation of obvious class and racial disparity, a
role expectation quickly developed. It is interesting to note that the
questionnaire opened ldth a traditional saliency question on "the biggest
problem facing the U.S,," to which the respondent replied" "there are a lot
of places in the U.S. where there is segregation of the Negro. That's a
problem for the U.S. tI It might well be that accidental factors, such as
an initial response being "racially oriented,1I would contribute to the
speed with which an interviewer would organize the experience in terms of
the well-institutionalized roles of social groups. We shall return in
Chapter V to the significance of such "si tuational determinants" of inter­
viewer effect. It is clear nevertheless that the interviewer quickly organ­
ized the experience around the theme of the Negro respondent!:

When asked what impressed her most about the interview" she
replied: "The shabbiness of the building" the low IQ of the
rp,spondent." In response to a question, as to the activity
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the respondent was engaged in" MM in a gratuitous attempt to
paraphrase Negro speech" noted" "just a settin'''. She returns
to the concept of "low intelligence" in a number of places in
her report. Thus, in answer to the question as to whether the
respondent was embarrassed by any of the questions" MM remarks:
"Because of her lou IQ she felt embarrassed by most, of the ques­
tions "" And in a number of other places ~ s he remarks that the
respondent "felt inadequate~II and "felt she could not answer
the cpestions. II The interviewer structured the situation so
much in this way that she felt it necessary on the original
interview blank" after the respondent commented on a-!1 information
question, "That one's slipped my remembrance,," to maki3 the paren­
thetical note" "colored girl" 23 years old." 'When &.s~(ed later
to rate the level of information of the responden-::';l the entry
"not at all" informed was checked" and when asked to guess l-lhat
sort of movies the respondent would prefer" MM writes, "some
light musical comedy or story."

There is suggestive evidence that this role expectation did operate to af­
fect the behavior of the interviewer.

While one cannot deny the possibility that this respondent truly had little
information and few attitudes" the magnitude of the ignorance seems exception­
ally great. On 3 out of 4 questions on recent major politieal events" the
respondent was recorded as IIDK." In six instances on opinion questions" she
recorded as "DK." Free answer comments were sparse throughout the bal'lot.
That this seems spurious is suggested by the contrasting pattern of response
recorded by a second interviewer who obtained the reactions of the respond­
ent to the experience of being interviewed. The re-interviewer obtained
very full answers. In addition, while the respondent did tell the re-inter­
viewer periodically that "she didn't know very much~" she also remarked that
she found most of the questions "very interesting. II And as long as six days
after the interview, she remembered the contents in sufficient detail to re­
port with respect to a question on the occupation of Germany that it was
difficult and that the interviewer had named "3 or 4 countries that had
troops stationed in Europe. She said if all the others pulled out" should
U.S. troops stay there. II Certainly to remember this rather remote political
question so faithfully seems to contradict the overwhelming pattern of ig­
norance and lack of opinion that the first interviewer recorded. It seems
very likely that the initial interviewer did not pursue the issues very
much and may have accepted inadequate answers because of the general view
of the respondent as unintelligent.

All "this would be perfectly natural in the interviewer as a human being •
Psychologists have stressed the prevalence of stereotypes in a population
and the persistence of these over time, and this migl?t be the prepared
framework for role expectations in the interviewer. 31 But even the many

37 For a discussion of findings on stereotypes the reader is referred to
O. Klineberg. Tensions Affecting International Understanding (New York:
Soc. Sci. Res. Council, 1950)" Bulletin #62, Chapter III.

interviewers without ethnic stereotypes might have role expectations.



-69-

Psychologists might conceive of the role expectational process as an
illustration of the more fundamental law that perception of a part is
determined by the properties of the whole in which it is contained.
Thus Krech and Crutchfield in an application of this principle to the
perception of individuals state, "when an individual is apprehended as
a member of a group, the perception of each of those characteristics of
the individual which correspond to the characteristics of the group is
affected by his group membership."38 Sociologists argue for a funda-

38 Krech and Crutchfield, Ope cit. 96

mental character to such expectations, in seeing regularities of behavior
corresponding to group memberships, and expectancies about the behavior of
persons in given positions or groups, as part of social reality, almost as
a precondition for society. 39 The interviewer as a member of SOCiety has

39 N. S. Shaler. The Neighbor (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co." 1904), quoted
in R. E. Park and E. W: Burgess. Introduction to the Science of Sociol­
2U.. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1921),294-298.

See also .. William Graham Sumner. Folkwals (New York: Ginn & Co." 1906).

some framework of role expectancies built into him.

An experimental demonstration of the way in which role expectations arise
out of racial stereotypes and the regularities of social life is available
in the work of E. L. and R. E. Horowitz. 40 The experiment by analogy

40 E. L. Horowitz and R. E. Horowitz. "Development of Social Attitudes
in Children," Sociometry, 1 (1937), 301-338.

shows how such expectations could create errors in the perception of an
interviewer. The fact that the demonstration is based on young children
underscores the fundamentalness of such processes.

White children from the first to the tenth grade living in a community in
a "Border State" which was characterized by highly institutionalized pat­
terns of segregation were shown pictures for very brief exposure times.
After seeing a library scene containing only four white boys reading.. the
children were asked "What is the colored man in the corner doing?1l There

.was an increasing tendency with age for the children to report the non­
existent Negro as engaged in some menial activity. There was a similar
increase in the tendency of the children to answer the question .. "Who is
cleaning up the grounds, II asked with respect to a picture containing nothing
but a building and grounds, by saying that it was a Negro. On a third
picture of a beach pavilion with tables, the children were asked, "What
is the colored girl doing at the table at the right?" There is a regular
decline with age in the report by the children that the Negro girl is en­
gaged in non-menial activity.

Such demonstrations show by analogy that a strong belief about the role
that a given group will assume may well influence the cognitive or perceptual
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processes of an interviewer.

Probability Expectations. The demonstration of expectations led to theori­
zing about a third t;ype of belief operative within the interviewer which
might set up expectations about the answers to be obtained. The expecta­
tions mentioned thus far develop during an actual interview" on the basis'
of early answers or group membership characteristics of the respondent.
However" 2rior to any such cues in the given interview, interviewers might
well have less differentiated and less rigid, but nevertheless real" ex­
pectations about the attitude of any respondent on the basis of some belief
about the prevailing sentiments ~the population on prominent issues.
This phenomenon might well be labelled a probability expectation to denote
its statistical content and also its tentativeness in relatiop to subsequent
specific expectations developing within the given interview. 41 Unfortunate-

L1
The term was coined py Herbert Stember and the concept originally devel-
oped by him in the course of this project. See Herbert Stember and ...
Herbert Hyman. ITHow Interviewer Effects Operate Through Question FOI1ll, tr

Internat. J. Opin. Attit. Res. 3 (1949)" 493-511.

ly, no example of this process is available in the qualitative materials
on the phenomenology 0 f the interview. The concept developed too late to
be explored by these means. However" statistical data bearing on this will
be reported shortly, and from other published sources there are suggestions
at least that such beliefs about the distribution of sentiments have psy­
chological reality. Clark" for example" asked students in a course in pub­
lic opinion research to predict the percentage results to certai.n questions.
While there was great variability in the predictions made in the class" all
students essayed a prediction. Moreover" with reSpect to such instituion­
alized attitudes as social distance toward Negroes" there was considerable
uniformity in the predictions. Thus two-thirds of the students predicted
that less than 25% of the population would answer "Yes" to the question,
"Would you be willing to have a Negro family in your own social and eco­
nomic class move in next door to you?"; and over half the students pre­
dicted that less than 25% would assent to club membership for a Negro. 42

42
K. E. Clark. "A Note on the Meaning of Poll Results IT Internat. J. Opin.
Attit. Res., 3 (1949), 109-112.

Similarly" in the course of an actual field study of the biasing effects of
probability expectations on survey results, Wyatt and Campbell asked 223
student interviewers to make predictions of the percentage distribution of
replies to various poll questions. 43 Such predictions were proffered, and

43 The summary findings of this study are reported in D. Wyatt and D.
Campbell. ITA Study of Interviewer Bias as related to Interviewers'
Expectations and Ovm Opinions," Intern~~. J. Qein. Attit. Res., 4 (1950)"
71-83. For the part.icular statistic cited above the reader is referred
to Wyatt, Unpublished M.A. Thesis, Ohio State University Library.
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in the case of such a public issue as political party affiliation in May
1948 in Columbus, Ohio, over one-third of the field staff predicteq. that
the Republicans would receive at 1e ast 60% of the major party vote.

Another demonstration of such expectations is available as a by-product
of one of the experiments cited in Chapter III. The NORC national field
staff was asked to esti.rnate which answer would be the majority position
with respect to the question:

"In general, do you feel the United States is now spending
too much on our program for European recovery" about the
right amount, or not enough?1I

%of Field Staff

IIToo much" would be majority position .. • • •
"Right amountII would be majority posi tion ••
"Not enough II would be majority position •••

37
63

100%

Such expectations operating upon the interviewer, whatever their specific
cognitive content may be, would seem to be obvious sources of error~ but
it is interesting to note that cognitive factors at this type, underlying
the objective interviewing situation, had never been examined in prior
methodological research on the survey interview.. We had been preoccupied
with the ideological factors within the interviewer, with his motivation
to influence the results, and had neglected his perception and beliefs
(or construed his beliefs as simply mirroring his motivations). We had
been concerned with what he communicated of his point of view to the re­
spondent, and not with the way he saw the respondent. This omission must
derive from our historic emphasis on the immediate communicational aspects
of the interview" and our theoretical leanings toward motivational determin­
ants. Because we never entered upon any direct examination of the interview
situation we could not correct our view. Out of this emphasis upon the
communicational process in the interview, we saw the interviewer as asking
questions and recording answers, in the process of which he perhaps communi­
cated information, and 'we neglected the many judgments he made in the process.
By contrast, in all research on "evaluational interviewing, II where the in­
terviewer assesses a candidate for some purpose, methodological attention
has been focussed on judgments and the cognitive processes underlying them
which might lead to error. There we find a classic literature on "halo
effect" in judgments, and on the influence of stereotypes in judging appli­
cants, stressed in relation to interviewing of this type. 44

44 See for example, the discussion of first principles of interviewing in
W. Bingham and B•. Moore. How to Interview (.3rd. ed.; New York: Harper,
1941). It is interesting to note that the only reference to such cog­
nitive factors by these authors is in their discussion of interviewing
to appraise candidates. In their chapter on public opinion interview­
ing no reference to such sources of bias is made. Again this suggests
the fact that we thought of the survey interview as involving essentially
the cQmmurr}cat,ion of question:;; and answers and neglected the subtle
judgmental processes involved.
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It is interesting to note that the one published investigation we have
found which emphasizes the centrali~ of cognitive processes in the
interview is by Oldfield. 45 And this investigation was based in part

45 .
R. C. Oldfleld. The Psycholoq of the Interview (2nd. ed.; London:
Methuen" 1943).

on the direct observation of appraisal interviews and inquiries among
interviewers.. The main theoretical influence apparent was Bartlett's,
whose classic contribution was to the study of cognitive processes.
Oldfield also emphasizes that interviewers obtain an immediate im­
pression of a subject J and he expands on the biasing potentialities of
such impressions:

lilt is characteristic of the first impression that it may
be stable and persistent in a degree which often appears to
be out of keeping with the length and nature of that part
of the encounter which gave rise to it. It may remain"
sometimes in a recognizably compulsive form" when further
evidence regarding the candidate thoroughly belies it.
To such an extent is this sometimes the case that the in­
terviewer may be constrained to make the most vigorous
conscious efforts to discount i t .. 11 (p. 103)

Detection and Control of Biasing Expectational Processes. The phenome"!
nological interviews are also suggestive of the possibi1:'ity that certain
interviewers may be less prone to such expectation effects. For example"
MA reports very little of it" and in his case this seems to be a function
of his system of generalized beliefs. He does not accept easily the
notion of consistency or unity of attitude and he does not seem stereo­
typic. Thus, in the context of a remark he made about the prejudiced
attitudes he encountered" he was asked whether such attitudes were more
characteristic of certain groups J to which he replied:

"Yes" I'll say this--you find it more in certain parts of the
country. But you find it in every area" in every class J in
Brooklyn or Atlanta. OhJ it's true that in Atlanta it's very
rare to find a radical. II The matter was pursued by asking
him if he could tell in advance which people would be like
thatJ and he said: "Rarely. You get used to being surprised.
You never can tell. If you knew what people would say in ad­
vance J you'd be out of business. I've never been able to tell
in advance. Dress" features J manner" income is never an indi­
cation of attitude. Sometimes you can make a generalization"
but you have to be careful •• •It you're talking on a political
issue and you come into a solidly Republican sectionJ you will
find conformityJ but you always find exceptions."

In a later discussion of the gratifications he derives from interviewing
he reports:
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"I get continuing gratification from the simple realization
that people are different from one another. I've run into
such peculiar combinations of attitudes. vJhen you find
apparently varying sets of opinions within the same indi­
vidual" i t l s apt to jar you enough to realize once more
that you never can tell. I find it a continuing wonderful
thing. You don't run into groups or patterns. It may be
true in some basic attitudes that large groups are influ­
enced by the same things" but in many other attitudes" you
find inconsistencies. 1I

In the unrelated context c;>f a discussion of how he lmows
when an answer is invalid" he states: "I don't know un­
less it's the tone of voice or the manner. If it's a
long and overlapping type of questionnaire" you can de­
tect outright inconsistencies. But the most honest indi­
vidual in the world gives conflicting answers unless he's
an extremely lr1ell integrated person and has all his atti­
tudes thought out. II

And M in discussing his behavior and experiences suggests that a strong
task ori.entation, an attention to the required detail, prevents his form­
ing such expectations. It is suggestive also that M was the interviewer
with relatively little intrusiveness or social orientation toward the
respondent and perhaps this prevents him from synthesizing impressions.
Thus, in the context of a discussion of his probing behavior, when asked
whether certain types of probes were more effective for given types of
people, he replied:

"All I can say is I haven't discriminated. I can't contri­
bute anything on that. It takes a person of different
mentality than mine. In general, I can say this of inter­
viewing, I don't generalize consciously about the reactions.
If you were to ask me at the end of a survey how most people
answered I couldn It tell you. I couldn't discriminate" for
example, that younger women answered such and such away.
When I'm with a person, you're pretty absorbed in getting
what they say. I'm a tabula rasa. I don't give a damn.
I'm not thinking. I'm just a--re'Cording machine. It helps
me in my objectiveness. 1I

Granted that we find in our later experiments that expectations are potent
sources of bias, the ~alitative material on individual differences among
interviewers in their susceptibility to expectations will lead to an im­
portant area of research. If there are such biasing tendencies, varying
among interviewers and related to given factors, it may be possible to
detect them by a variety of means and select interviewers who would be
less susceptible. While such a testing approach goes far beyond the
present project, existing psychological tr.eory gives some guidance
in a search for the non-susceptible interviewer. The voluminous studies
on stereotypes about ethnic groups might provide clues .that would differ­
entiate interviewers less prone to role expectations. With respect to
attitude structure expectations, literature from experimental work on
perception is most useful. Thus, in Thurstone t s factorial analysis of
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perception" 46 one of the radical factors inferred was that of "speed and

46 L. L. Thurstone. A Factorial Study of Perception (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press" 1944).

strength of closure" II certainly akin to the attitude-structure expectation
phenomenon, and many writers have talked of such:polar approaches to per­
ceiving the world as the synthetic VB. the analytic type, the former some­
what akin to the pure attitude-structure prone interviewer. 47

47 For a summary of .such theoI'izing see Else' Frenkel-Brunswik. "Intoler­
ance o:f Ambiguity as an Emotional and Percept-o,al Pel"sOrnUity Variable,,"
Journal of Personality, 18 (1949)" 108-43.

More recently FrGnkel-Brunswik 48 has argued that "intolerance of ambi-

48 Ibid.-
guity,,11 the inability to accept the existence of conflicting or contra­
dictory or complex elements in some object and to be flexible in perception,
is a highly general :formal characteristic of the individual, rooted in the
personality. Those who are intolerant of ambiguity would obviously be prone
to attitude-structure expectations as intel"11iewers" and if this truly is a
pervasive characteristic of the individual, it could be more easily located.
We might well find certain simple perceptual tests of this general tendency. 49

49
For one demonstration of such tests the reader is referred to M. RoKeach.
"Generalized Mental Rigidity as a Factor in Ethnocentrism,." J. Abn. Soc.
Psychol." 43 (1948), 259-278.

2. Quantitative Data on the Definition of the

Interview Situation

The case study material was rich in suggestions of new ways of looking at
the interview situation and led toward fruitful theory about the mechanisms
underlying bias, the barriers to bias, and the correlates of bias. These
theoretical insights were ultimately tested by a variety of experimental
means the results o:f which are reported in later chapters.

The reader may have :felt that some o:f the phenomena described were exotic-­
existed only in occasional deviant or exceptional interviewers and respondents
or in the few we selected :for presentation. r,yoreover, even i:f such theory
about the correlates of bias is verified experimentally, this would provide
no evidence on the generality of the process. The experiment would simply
prove the precise operation o:f such :factors on bias, but could not establish
the generality of such e:ffects in the usual survey. Therefore" it would be
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desirable to have some notion of the usual~ess or unusualness of these
processes in the intervi8wer and respondent.

In this section we present data on the frequency among interviewers and
respondents of some of the phenomena already reported.. In some instances,
cross-tabulation of the reported phenomena also provides some prelimihary
test of a theory about the biasing effects of such phenomena.

General :Detaebment of Respondents, FI'~,:, -:..be '

Opinion Giving Process-
The evidence from some of the case history material was that :past writers
may have overemphasized the intensity of the experience for the respondent
of being intervievJed on many current public opinion surveys. The material
suggested that a respondent may be so non-involved in the opinion-giving
process that he is not concerned about-giving the "right answer" or pleasing
the interviewer or anyone else. This would not preclude other kinds of bias"
e.g." the biasing effects of expectations on the interview'er's handling of
the data, but it would reduce the sensitivity of the respondent to the in­
terviewer's opinion" and the communication of cues about the interviewer's
atti tudes.

It may appear perverse to argue that such phenomenon is a good thing. It
is not a good thing from the point of view of long-term public support of
the institutions of interviewing" survey research" and democratic decision
making, or from the point of view of the seriousness of the sentiments ex­
pressed in surveys. It is not a good thing in terms of the value-systems
of human beings. It may even point to the larger fact that we are studYing
the wrong problems at times. Certainly there are many problems about which
respondents must be intense, and perhaps we have neglected these for the
study of the very kinds of issues that do not concern people. But it may
well be a good thing 'from the narrow point of Vie'lrl of the reduction of cer­
tain types of interviewer effects in current surveys. Some quantitative evi­
dence that this is truly a widespread phenomenon, somewhat uninfluenced by
transient events, is available.

Thus, Sheatsley reports data on the attitude of respondents toward the polls
and to the experience of being interviewed as revealed in a special question­
naire administered by NORC to a national sample of Americans. 50- While he

50 P. B. Sheatsley. liThe Public Relations of the Polls,," Internat. J. Opin.
Attit. Res., 2 (1948), 453-468.

shows clearly that there is little in the way of strong criticism or hPitility
to public opinion polls among those who consent to being interviewed, :;J

51
Sheatsley also presents data on refusals and the attitudes of the non-
cooperative to complete the picture of public sentiments, but sinQeour
purpose is simply to describe the attitudes of those who are interviewed"
this group is here omitted from discussion.



-76-

he also shows that the general reaction of a considerable portion of
the public might be loosely described as "luke-1I'1arm. tl Thus "while two­
thirds of the public expressed the view that polls are a "good thing for
the country," 18% of the sample said public opinion polls don t t make any
difference one way or the other~ and 10% had no opinion at all about the
polls. And among the favorable individuals, there was little clarity in
the rearo ns for their sentiments. Ten per cent of the favorable respond­
ents could proffer no reason at all why they regarded polls as a good
thing" and 35% could only remark that "they show how people feel" or "it t S

nice to know what people think." And those who were not favorable essen­
tially revealed a pattern of indifference, as indicated in the main reasons
they gave for their sentiments--"Politicians, leaders pay no a.ttention to
them" or "They're just opinions, don't settle anything." While three­
quarters of the public reported that they would be favorable to being
interviewed again~ most of those expressed no enthusiasm; 54% merely saying
that they had "no objections." This sample was also asked if they had ever
been approached for an interview on a previous survey. And among those who
reported a previous experience~ certainly the most "favorable" group to the
process since they have doubly consented to be interviewed, 38% described
their reaction to the previous experience as "no criticism, but no special
enthusiasm. "

These data had been collected in 1947, and comparable data were again col­
lected on a national sample in 1948, shortly after the widely publicized
failure of the polls to predict Truman t s victory. While Sheatsley clearly
shows that this event did reduce support for the institution of polls, from
our point of view he also shows that "lukewarmness" is a characteristic
pattern. Thus, while tl'B proportion of the public, who expressed the view
that polls are "a good thing" dropped from 66% to 47%, those who frankly
said polls are a "bad thing" rose only to 6%, and the major increase was
in the indifference category. Certainly one might have expected that the
public would show widespread hostility or derision following such a failure,
but by and large this did not occur. People don't get that excited about
the institutionl

In 1950, the reactions of a national sample to an NORC survey were again
ascertained. 52 So that respondents would feel easier in reporting their

52 This study was desigQed by Marshall Brown in coo{>eration with members
of the NORC staff. The complete report was subl111.tted in the form of
a doctoral dissertation under the direction of Prof. Lester Guest at
the Pennsylvania State College.

genuine feelings, a written questionnaire was handed to the respondent at
the end of the interview, completed by him, and returned to the interviewer
in a specially prepared sealed envelope. One question asked whether the
respondent thought that obtaining people's opinions in puplic opinion surveys
was useful. While this general procedure and the particular question wording
were different from Sheatsley's, the data support the view that "lukewarmness"
is a stable and Widespread pattern. While 60% felt it was very useful to
obtain people's opinions, 10% said it was of little or no use, and the re­
maining 30% said it was "somewhat useful." These results run quite parallel
to Sheatsley's 1947 findings.
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The t'e-interviews with respondents, used,as a basis for constructing the
case histories previously reported, also provide some meager evidence
on the frequency of detachment among respondents. While this sample
contained only 50 cases in selected cities, it is noteworthy that about
one-quarter of them said either that the questions were of no interest
at all to them" or that only some questions were interesting. With re­
spect to the point made previously, that respondents may not feel any
embarrassment about their partiCular opinions or lack of opinions, the
re-interview procedure is unique in affording some quantitative state­
ment of the magnitude of such equanimity. A battery of questions :in the
re-interview related to this problem, and an overall reading of the entire
protocol was used as the basis for rating the respondent's attitude toward
his own answers. Over half of the respondents were rated as "not se1f­
conscious" about their opinions, this despite the fact that many had given
uninformed answers or no answer at all in the original survey.;

By w~of documentation of this latter point, among fifteen respondents
who were at best able to answer correctly only one of three simple in­
formation measures, dealing respectively with ACheson's appointment as
Secretary of State, a nationwide address by President Truman, and the
Dutch-Indonesian conflict, 53 8 of them were rated by their :interviewers

53
This survey was done in January, 1949 when these events had just oc-
curred.

as "satisfied with their answers, II and 5 of them reported that they
"understood all the questions."

Detachment of the Respondent from the Social Aspects

of the Interview

The case material suggested that, because of the lack of strong rapport,
sheer apathy, egocentrism, violent hostility, or cynicism, the respondent
may remain rather detached from the interview experience. Thus he may
not have too much interaction with the interviewer and this would reduce
the operation of one kind of bias. Some evidence on the frequency of
such detachment from the interviewer is available from a mail question..
naire administered to the nationwide staff of interviewers of the National
Opinion Research Center. 54 If we can regard the interviewers as accurate

54 This questionnaire and the general project were p1an.fled by Paul B.
Sheats1ey, and analyzed with the assistance of auth Blumenstock.
A more complete report of the findings will be published as a sepa­
rate journal article.

informants about their respondents, and certainly in this area there would
be no conscious reason for them to report in a biased way, they suggest
that respondents are not very interested. The question asked of them, and
the marginal resu!ts are reported below:
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TABLE 2

ORIENTATION OF RESPONDENTS TO THE INTERVIEWER AS REVEALED

IN THE REPORTS OF THE NATIONAL NORC FIELD STAFF

"In general; thinking of most of the respondents you interview,
wou1<:i yOu say they are very interested in you yourse1f--your
opinions, your work, your background, your fami1y--or are they
only mildly interested in you yourself, or don't they take any
personal interest in you at all?"

Per cent of Total
Field Staff

Host respondents very interested
in interviewer • • • • • • • •

Most respondents mildly interested
Most respondents show no interest

at all •••••••••••

• •
• •

• •

17%
63%

20%-100%

Additiona1 evidence on the indifference of resp ondents to the social aspects
of the situation is available from the re-interview study reported earlier
in this chapter. In their replies to a direct question as to whether they
liked the. interviewer, twenty-one of the fifty respondents said they "had
no feeling about him at a11"--they neither liked him nor disliked him.

The self-adIninistered questionnaire given to the national sample of re­
spondents in 1950 to determine their reaction to the interview experience
also provides data on the detachment of respondents from the interviewer.
Respondents were asked whether they thought the interviewer had any opin­
ions, and if so, whether his opinions were the same as, or different from,
their own. Over three-quarters of the answers were that the interviewer
"didn't seem to have any opinions of his own." One interviewer even re­
ported the bizarre reaction of a number of his respondents who, after read­
ing this cpestion on the form" asked him if he was supposed to have opinions
and if he had neglected to tell what his opinions were. In part" this find­
ing reflects the general ability of interviewers to conceal their own opin­
ions from the respondent, but it also must reflect to some extent the de­
tachment of respondents--since one would expect that respondents who are
keenly concerned about these matters would sense the existence of opinions
in the interviewers.

Even where the respondents were aware of the existence of interviewer opin­
ions by and large, they showed little insight, into the actual nature of
these opinions. This is not to say that this aware group may not be orient­
ed to what they conceive to be the interviewer's opinion" but simply that
they have not sensed his real opinion, or that the interviewer has masked
his real opinion. This can be demonstrated by cross-tabulating their ans­
wers as to whether the interviewer's opinions were the same as, or different
from" their own against objective evidence as to the disparity between inter-­
viewer and respondent opinion. Since the interviewers had completed the same



·79-

questionnaire as was adntinistered to the respondents in the survey ~ it
was possible to sort out two groupsJ those respondents interviewed by
interviewers who actually agreed with them on a general question on the
survey, and those where the interviewers disagreed. The evidence is pre­
sented in. Table 3.

TABLE 3

RESPONDENT BELIEFS ABOUT INTERVIEWER OPINIONS AS

RELATED TO THE OBJECTIVE DISPARITY IN OPINIONS

Per· cent replying
Interviewers had:

Same Opinion • • • • • • • • • •
Different Qpinion • • • • • • •
No Opinion • • • • • • • • • • •

Among Respondents who were
intervieweq. by interview­
e~s with .opinions: that

were actually:

Same Different

19% 23%
2 1

79 76- -100% 100%

N=472 N=446

It is clear that there is no relationship between the actual disparity in
opinions, and the perception of disparity. It is interesting also to note
that among the small group who sense the existence of interviewer opinions"
there is overwhelming belief that the interviel>ler is not in disagreement.

Detachment of Interviewers from the Situation.
The case material reported earlier suggests that past theorists may have
overestimated the intensity of the motivation of the interviewer to in­
fluence the respondent, or the intensity of his reaction to the sentiments
expressed by the respondent. Interviewers may well be highly involved in
their job and very concerned with the issues studied, but this interest is
not focused, on ,the ·specific interplay with a given respondent. Quantitative
support for this revision of theory is available from the results of the
mail questionnaire administered to the nationwide field staff.

Thus with respect to a question asking the interviewers to rate for a
variety of purposes the importance of public opinion surveys, the purposes
emphasized by about two-thirds of them were "institutional," service to
scientists, or service to the democratic process, and not the value of the
interview to the respondent. It is true, however, that one-third of the
total staff stated that the use of polls "to educate the people who are
interviewedll is a "most important" function. But over half of the staff
felt that it was not the interviewer's responsibility to educate an un­
infomed respondent, even when the respondent desired to continue the
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discussion after the formal interview was terminated, 80% of the staft
felt it wasli7)ttheir responsibility to enlighten a prejudiced respondent~
even if he wished to continue the discussion after the j.nterview. Two­
thirds reported that they do not feel privately irritated by a respondent's
opinions. That the general orientation of the interviewer might be des­
cribed as a "Task Involvement,ll and not a "social orientation lt to :the re­
spondent or an affect-laden experience is also clear from other data. A
majority report that they only occasionally or hardly ever would enjoy
staying on to chat with their respondents. Only a tiny minority report
that they have fre~ently made friends with a respondent. About half of
the staff reports that there were no particular questions on past surveys
which they would have preferred not to ask--despite the fact that NORC's
past su rveys have covered questiOiiS ranging from personal financial matters
to experience with mental illness and questions about sex.

With respect to the question as to whether they would object to asking cer­
tain hypothetical questions of respondents J most interviewers report that
they would not strongly object to inquiries into the most sacred areas.
They seem to regard the interviewing process as a job--no matter what the
content. Thus only tiny minorities report that they would strongly object
to asking the respondent" "Has anyone in your family been in a mental hos­
pital?" or "Do you thirlk masturbation can cause mental illness?" J and only
about one-quarter report strong objections to the bizarre question" ItHave
you provided for the Salvation Army in your will?".

In this connection" it is most interesting to note that interviewers occasion­
ally reported as their chief failing the fact of their social "over-involve­
ment" in the interview situation. They were asked early in the mail ques­
trOiinaire" the open question "What would you say are your chief failings as
an interviewer?" Certainly nothing in the literature of interviewing would
have suggested that this would be regarded as a failing--if anything the
notion of high social involvement would have appeared to be an approved
trait. Yet" 10% of the interviewers spontaneously report that their chief
failing is "over-involvement." They say:

ItI'm too sympathetic," "I like people too much,," "Too many people
open up to me about personal problems,," "A disinclination to keep
the respondent precisely to the subject."

And~ of them suggests that their failing lies in their~ of social
involvement. It must be that interviewers have learned the wisdom of being
somewhat detached as a basis for carrying on their work efficiently and as
a preventive against bias. But this wisdom from experience has been ne­
glected in the prevailing body of theory about interviewer effect.

Further evidence of an inferential sort on the detachment of interviewers
is available from the questionnaire administered to all interviewers.
Certain questions were intended as indicators of personality traits.
Among these was a question specially designed to measure the general
IIsociality" of the interviewer. As in all personality inventories" such
measures take on clearest meaning in relation to statistical norms. In
this instance norms were constructed by administering the same questions
to a national sample of respondents. In Table 4 are presented the distri­
bution of answers among the interviewers as compared with the answers for
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the college educated women in the national sample,S, the population group

" 88% of the current field staff are women and 81% of the total staff have
had some college education. See P. B. Sheatsley. "An Analysis of
Interviewer Characteristics and their Relationship to Perfonnance,"
Internat. J. Opine Attit. Res., 4 (19$0), 473-498.

most like interviewers in general characteristics.

TABLE 4

SOCIALITY OF NORC FIELD STAFF AS COMPARED wJ:TH COLLEGE

EDUCATED ~JOMEN IN A NATIONAL SAMPLE .

"In dealing with problems of intimate concern to· you, do you
prefer to talk them over with other people, or do you prefer
to keep them to yourself?tl

Keep to self •••

Talk with others • •

Per cent of
Interviewer
Population

38%

62-
100%

Nol$l

Per cent of "Norm"
Group in National

Sample

69%

31-
100%

N=90

The mere examination of marginals, in which it is noted that two-thirds
of the interviewers are not Ilsoeiable" suggests that our traditional
views have been in error. However, in relation to the norms, it is
dramatically demonstrated that interviewers are not as sociable as their
counterparts in the population. This would suggest that their involvement
in the social setting of the interv;i.gw would not be as great as it was
presumed to be in past theoriZing. ~

56 When the national sample was queried, this question came at the end of
a long interview on political matters. It may be that those who con­
sented to be interviewed are that segment of the national population
who are somewhat more sociable. Nevertheless, the difference is so
striking that it supports our general conclusion.
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Occurrence of E~ectaticnal Processes. A variety of measures from the
mail questionnaire suggest that such processes are frequent in occurrence,
although not characteristic of a majority. Thus, as a measure of "role­
expectations" interviewers were asked "How often do you feel you can size
up the respondent and predict most of his answers. in advance?" A little
over one-third of. the staff reported that they could do this half the
time or better. HoweverJ when followed by an open question asked of
everyone as to the cues used in building up role expectations" only a
small minority flatly answered that it was i.lIlpossible to predict the
answer. Admittedly this question is loaded in the direction of increasing
the estimate .. but the very high figure is nevertheless striking. The de­
tailed cues used in such expectational processes are reported below in
Table 5.

TABLE 5

FACTORS ENABLING INTERVIEWERS TO PREDICT RESPONDENTS 1 ANSWERS

"What sort of things about the respondent help you pre­
dict his answers?"

Per cent of all
Role Factors I:nterviewlrs *
Economic level: class, occupation, home" neighborhood. • 54%
NationalityJ religion, ethnic group • • • • • • • • • 6
Age •••••••••••••••••• • • . . . • 11
Sex •••••••••••••••••••.••.•.• 4

Attitude-Structure Factors

Education" intelligence" interest in subject •• • • 17%
Cooperativeness: Initial response to interviewer • • • • 16
Answers to first few questions •••••••••• • • • 11
Respondent's attitude toward the interview situation •• 10

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Personality factors in respondent
Miscellaneous • • • • • • • • • •

Impossible to predict • • • • •
Don't try to predict" don't know

. . .. . . .
. . . .

• •. . . .
.. . . .. . . .
. . . .

10%
4

13%
.11

N=151

* Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple answers.

Further evidence of the ope ration of expectational processes was furnished
by intervie~fers i:.1 connection with an experiment on coding in which inter­
viewers wer8 asked to code answers under two conditions: first, with the
answers to a given question isolated from the totality of answers to the
questionnaire and J secondly" with these answers imbedded in the total context
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of answers.51 In conjunction with the experiment" interviewers were asked

57 Details of this experiment are reported in Chapter V.

what elements in the normal field situation aided them. in classifying dirti...
cult or ambiguous answers into a precoded category. About one-third of the
interviewers reported the use of contextual aids of a stereotypic sort" such
aids being almost pure examples of expectations predicated on the general
characteristics of the respondent. For example, one interviewer remarks:

IIIf he is an ignorant person" I judge his answer on the fact
that he doesn't really know what the question means and I
often put rdon •t know' for this type pel'san. It

Another source of evidence on the frequency of expectational processes is
available from a question asked in Elmira in the 1948 Election Study. Re­
spondents were asked to estimate how given population groups would be likely
to vote. Since the interviewers filled out questionnaires also" the answers
to this question provide an estimate of role expectations. The interviewers
completed these questionnaires prior to the first wave of interviewing in
June. Consequently" "the estima"tes of role expectations revealed in the
tables below are conservatively stated" since the interviewer is predicating
his judgment prior to the campaign and prior to the choice of presidential
candidates. It is logical that such beliefs would be even stronger at later
dates closer to election day. In Table 6 below" selected data are presented
on the frequency with which interviewers expect a number of population groups
to vote in some systematic direction. Also presented is the frequency with
which interviewers checked the alternatives: "don't know" how the given
group will vote" or the group "will not vote as a bloc." This latter sta­
tistic gives an estimate of the rejection of role expectations.

It is clear that over half the field staff had a role expectation of a
uniform sort for each of the four population groups presented, and that
only about one-quarter of the staff rejected expectations of this type.

Analysis of the Elmira data on role expectations supports the suggestion
of an expectation-prone interviewer. If we intercorrelate the interviewer's
report of" or the rejection of, role expectations for each of the four pop·
ulation groups we can detemine the consistency of interviewer proneness.
High consistency would strengthen the notion that there is some stable
pattern within the interviewer making him prone to such processes. The
six intercorrelations range in value from .38 to .87 with a median value
of .59 suggesting a fairly strong tendency for the interviewer either to
reject consistently the notion that the. voting of these groups can be
predicted or to expect them to vote in some particular fashion. S8

S8 Tetrachoric correlation coefficients were inferred from Thurstone' s
computing diagrams.
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TABLE 6

INTERVIEWERS. B~LIEFS AS TO VOTnm BEHAVIOR OF VARIOUS

GROUPS IN POPUIA TION *

Percentage of Interviewers
Believing That

Rich people will vote
predominantly Republican • • 76%

Factory workers will vote
predominantly Democratic 55

Farmers will vote predominantly
Republican •••••••• 55

Poor people will vote
predominantly Democr~tic • • 58

N=33

Belief that Follo~dng Groups
Will Not Vote as Bloc or
Don't Know How Groups

Will Vote:
(

Percent of Interviewers

. . . . . . . . .

Rich people • •

Factory workers

• • • •

. ... .
21%

27

24

..11.
N=33

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . . .

• •

. .
Farmers

Pool;' people

?I-
These data were made available through the courtesy of the
1948 Political Study of Elmira.
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In the discussion of the case material on expectational processes it was
noted that even among the small number of interviewers studied" there was
a variation in the proneness to such tendencies. Certain conjectures were
advanced based on the material and on a larger body of theory as to the
types of interviewers who would be prone to such processes. Themail ques­
tionnaire affords some more reliable evidence on personality factors cor­
related with such expectational processes. Certain questions were asked
which might be used as diagnostic indicators of stereotypic traits.

Four measures from the F-Scale of the Berkeley Study of Authoritarianism
which had been found empirically to correlate with stereotypy were asked
of the interviewers. 59 These asked the interviewer whether he agreed

59 The reader is referred to Theodor Adorno" et ale The Authoritarian
Personality (New York: Harper, 1950), for a full discussion of these
scales.

with statements on the inevitability of war, the desirability of a strict
leader" the desirability of severe punishment for sex criminals, a..."'ld the
strict rejection of pre-marital sex relations. The answers to these ques­
tions were pooled into an index" those disagreeing with three or more of
the items being classified as "non-stereotypic."

Cross tabulation o~ this index against the questions designed to measure
expectationaleffects provides some evidence. The data are presented
below~

TABLE 7

THE RELATION OF STEREOTYPIC PERSONALI1Y TO EXPECTATIONAL

PROCESSES IN THE INTERVIEt-J

Can predict the Answers
Respondents' answers Generally' sp~it
half the time or more Along; class lines

• •

Stereotypic • • •

Non stereotypic

. . .
• •

44%

30

44%

37

N

63
88

Social Orientation of Respond;ents as a Function of the Personality of t~
Interview. The case material was suggestive of the fact that certain kinds
of interviewers, labelled "intrusive, II are likely to increase .the sensiti­
vity of the respondent to the social aspects of the situation. More quanti­
tativa evidence in support of this suggestion is available from cross-tabu­
lation of replies to the mail questionnaire. Certain measures were de­
signed to reveal the social orientation of the interviewer and these can be
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tabulated against the measure of the frequency with which interviewers
reported that respondents were keenly oriented to tn.em. These data are
presented below:

TABLE 8

THE RELATION OF MEASURES OF INTERVIEWER INTRUSIVENESS TO

RESPONDENT BEING SOCIALLY ORIENTED TO TH8:: INTERVIEVJER

Per cent who report
that respondentB are
ve~y intorestad in
~l p~rsona11y

N
Among interviewers who very often

feel like staYing and chatting.

Only occasionally feel like staying
and chatting •••••••••

· . .
• e- •

28%

10

72

59

Hardly ever feel like staying
and chatting .•••••• . . . . . . 20

Among interviewers who feel some
responsibility to educate uninfonned
respondents ••••••••••••• 24% 67

Don't feel responsibility to educate
uninformed respondents • • • • • · . . 1) 8)

. .Among interviewers who feel they should
enlighten a prejudiced respondent

Don't feel they should enlighten a
prejudiced respondent •• • • • • • •

30%

14

30

120

Variations in Roles Assumed by Interviewers as a Function of C2~itions.

Some evidence that interviewers differ in their views of their proper function
in the iriterview is available from the mail questionnaire administered to the
current NORC staff. The open question referred to above" on their chief
failings as an interviewer, yields some evidence on the degree to which they
regard probing as desirable or important. While the answers cover a wide
range of behaviors" it is interesting that the two most frequent failings
reported referred to contrasted functions within the interview" "not probing
well or enough" vs "general carelessness or difficulties in writing. tl Those
who referred to each of these areas to the exclusion of the other numbered
21% and 23% respectively.
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A specific question was also asked as to the preference for handling sur­
veys that contained mainly open questions requiring probing rather than
surveys containing mainly pre-coded questions. The split is almost even,
with 55% preferring the pre-coded type of survey.

That this latter variation in orientation to the j()b is partly a function
of beliefs about the nature of attitude can be inferred from the reasons
interviewers gave for their preferences for pre-coded questions vs free­
answer questions which involve probing. No matter what the preference"
the predominant reason given reflected some belief as to the nature of
attitudes. Thus" among those interviewers who preferred pre-coded ques­
tions" 25% gave as their reason "respondents aren't articulate enough"
don't make answers consistent" can't back up their opinions." Among those
who preferred free-answer questions" 35% claimed that "this comes closer
to what people really think and it gets at people's real feelings" and an
additional 18% gave the clearly related reason "the respondent feels freer
and gets a better chance to express himself. II These figures give a con­
servative indication of the cognitive basis for preference for a given
interviewing role, since some of the other categories of reasons did con­
tain answers bordering on beliefs about the nature of attitudes. However"
since these categories were less clear" they have not been lumped with the
above.

3. The Value of a Phenomenology of the Interview

A Framework for the Evaluation of Quantitative

Data on Interviewer Effects

Let us imagine what this study would be like if Chapter II had not been
written. In Chapter III" devoted to sources of effect within the inter­
viewer" we shall see that the most strenuous experimental study failed to
reveal any "ideological bias" in the sense of systematic distortions of
respondent attitudes in the direction of interviewer opinions, operating
uniformly over all classes of situations. In Chapter VI, on the magnitude
of effects in usual survey operations we shall see that careful large­
scale field experiments revealed negligible differences in the results ob­
tained by different interviewers on a variety of questions. Confronted
with such findings ,one might have rejected the evidence on the grounds
of technical flaws, or evaluated it as "unusual" or "atypical," since the
evidence seems so contrary to past research and to our traditional views
of interviewer effect. Any research project is bound to be limited in
size" and the reader can always reserve his judgment, and assume that
another experiment will reverse the verdict. But the juxtaposition of
these necessarily limited quantitative studies with the qualitative mater­
ials on the nature of the interview situation should give one some confi­
dence in accepting these findings, and in addition make plausible and
understandable what might othendse appear a bizarre" unexplainable find­
ing. Here is one obvious function of Chapter II. We can begin to under­
stand the experimental findings that will be reported, and evaluate them
properly.
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Depending on the plausibility of major experimental findings in relation
to our view of interviewer effects, we might, as just indicated, have
accepted or rejected the findings. But buried under these main findings-­
for example" the general unimportance of ideological bias--was the possi­
bility of specialized interviewer effects occurring under certain conditions.
But under what conditions? Here the qualitative materials give guidance.
They hint at the special circumstances that hinder or facilitate the oper­
ation of biasing tendencies. And in some instances the direction in which
they lead analysis is exactly contrary to the path we might have taken.
Thus, for example" if we had sought for ideological effects that were dif­
ferentially great in particular subgroups of respondents, we might normally
have expected to find these effects located in the apathetic" the uninformed,
the uneducated, for such individuals would have less co~viction and wOuld
presumably be more suggestible. But the qualitative materials show that
apathy is one of the very safeguards against the interviewer's opinion
being communicated, and that ideological bias may occur essentially as a
task aid when the situation causes difficulty in performing given assigned
functions. And the apathetic do not create such difficulties since their
opinions and lack of opinions are unequivocal.

Such evidence led to a more refined hypothesis which, when tested, yielded
positive evidence of a curvilinear relation between respondent apathy and
bias. 60

60 See H. Stember and H. Hyman. "How Interviewer Effects Operate Through
Question Form," Internat. J. Opin. Attit. Res., 3 (1949-50), 493-512.

_______________~ -..;. ....."·'""""""··_'·=··-....···....T'.........

Another example of the development of more sophisticated mod9ls of th~.

-operatl<in"o:Cldeoloeicar"effec·t.s is preserited"m "Chapter III" where we
sought the differential occurrence of ideological effects among interview­
ers who anticipated difficulties in handling certain quest1ons--a lead
which came from the discussion of situational factors and the disruption
of roles.

Similarly, Chapter V, on the influence of situational factors in interviewer
effect grows out of the evidence that the interviewer is usually predisposed
~ to bias the data, and that a variety of pressures disrupt~ the normal
pattern and invokes the biasing tendencies. Chapters III and V now incor­
porate a series of experiments into the influence of such factors.

But these chapters by no means exhaust the respective areas of research
into expectational and situational factors in interviewer effect. Nor
does this total manuscript exhaust the problem. Further tests are called
for. ~'J'ith respect to such future research a host of new hypotheses can
be generated from the qualitative materials.

Finally" apart from the relevance of these qualitative materials for re­
search into interviewer effect" there is a relevance of the findings to the
general operations of public opinion agencies. t'ITe now acknmvledge that atti­
tudes are not independent of the circumstances within which they are liber­
ated. 'tole shall be better able to interpret the meanings of our voluminous
findings on American public opinion in the light of knowing a little better
what the situation is like in which respondents voice these sentiments.
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We generally have little but the recorded wo:cds from which to draw our
inferences. The case materials in Chapter II give us some feel for the
relation of respondents toward the social world about which they are so
continually questioned" and toward the interview situation in which they
voice their sentiments.



CHAPl'ER III

SOURCES OF EFFECT DERIVING FROM THE INTERVIEWER *

1. The Nature of Expectational Processes

The phenomenological data in the previous chapter showed clearly that
interviewers frequently have certain beliefs about their respondents
which produce expectations as to the answers that should be elicited
to the questions in the survey. While the existence of what we have
called role-expectations" attitude-structure expectations" and proba­
bilityexpectations was supported by considerable qualitative mater­
ial" only suggestive evidence was presented that such expectations
actually affect the behavior of interviewers in such a manner as to
alte!' survey results. Moreover" no evidence was presented that any
alterations in the results deriving from such expectations would lead
to less validity in measurement. The possibility might be enter­
tained that the interviewer's expectations have a foundation in truth
and consequently enhance validity. Therefore, it now remains for us
to present convincing experimental evidence on actual expectational
effects and their contribution to error.

In so doing" we should not be too hard on the interviewer" or make
him bear exclusive responsibility for such behavior. Role and atti­
tude-structure expectations among interviewers may merely reflect
larger :acientific emphasis upon determinism" since these expecta­
tions build upon a concept of regplarity in behavior. Kluckhohn
brings this interpretation to our attention in the course of a dis­
cussion of life history materials in Anthropology. 1 He suggests

1 C. Kluckhohn" Ope cit. 1 140.

that factors of an accidental or idioeyneratiic sort are usually ne­
glected in explaining social or cultural or pars onal dynamics" and
Bees this as part of a larger tendency in traditional Western Science
to abhor "chance. 1l He remarks:

"That endless idiosyncratic variations can and do occur
in the life of each human being hardly requires..-in
principle--extensive documentation. All sorts of things
happen which eould not have been predicted on the basis
of knowledge of human biology or of the cultural, social,
9r impersonal environments. Even casual social contacts
of brief duration •••often seem crucial in determining
whether one 1 s life proceeds along one or another of var­
ious possible courses."

Kluckhohn then emphasizes that the belief in regularities can blind one
to the significance of such accidental factors, and uses words almost
identical with our description of role expectation effects:

* This chapter was written by Herbert Hyman.

-90-
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"The analyst who wants to really comprehend the total person­
ality of the informant or reve1ant must "get behind ll the var­
ious masks" temporarily stripping off (but not forgetting) the
layer which is the totality of reSponses expected of the sub­
ject (for example" as old man ••• as grandfather" etc.}."

In addition" such expectations" since they are expressive of tendencies
to organization of perception" are fundamental psychological processes.
Since they often involve the ordering of people by certain categories"
they are in the very nature of society. Much evidence in support of
this view has already been presented in Chapter II; Oldfield in comment­
ing on the expectations he observed in his interviewers similarly stresses
this larger context. He remarks:

"Lastly" we have to consider briefly certain special aspects
of the construction of the homunculus (representation--image
of candidate). It would" I think" be incorrect to suppose
that this process occurs of itself ab initio. We all possess
certain generalized frames of reference in regard to which
other people are assessed, and it is fairly plain that to a
greater or less extent these are involved not only in making
judgments about the completed homunculus but also in its
construction. That is to say, there exist for each individual
ready-made skeletons upon which the homunculi are built" and
into which the impressions of their human counterparts are
£itted. This process represents our tendency to assimilate
people to types. It has the advantage of reducing the time
required for the building of the homunculus. But if the
number of such standard skeletons is severely limited" this
also possesses certain obvious. disadvantages. 2

2 R. C. Oldfield" Ope cit." 112.

Prior to the presentation of the evidence" however" it is important to
clarify a theory of such effects. Such theor,y will guide us in interpret­
ing our experimental findings" and will provide more comprehensive under­
standing of the total problem than our necessarily limited quantitative
evidence.

That expectations of some order" no matter what their specific content"
do exist among interviewers seems unquestionable. That their biasing
effects on the data would be unconstrained is questionable.

In survey research the specific interviewing procedures prescribed for
the interviewer tend to check the arbitrary exercises of his expectations.
For example" the I1rules of the game l1 require mechanical recording or cod­
ing of what has been said and the exact adherence to question order and
wording. For example" the rule to record the respondent's words verbatim
and to code a reply in the answer box that most nearly correspondends to
the actual words reduces the biases arising even when the interviewer holds
contrar.r expectations.

That such legislation over the interviel-rer is not merely on the books" but



actually exercises 80U C01\trol is clear trem the .t.rial presented in
Chapter n, where it was shown that an interviewer may strongly sense
the coriflict between his expectations and what the alency re~ires of
him. However, it 18 also clear that such rules would not preclude the
operation of expectations. Reference to the Chapter II materials again
reveals that under conditions of streS8~ or difficulty in the interview
situation, the rules -7 be consciously fiouted. Moreover t onl7 brief'
thought is needed to realize that the interview situation is not that
rigid. There are various choices lett to the interviewer. He ean­
continue to probe, or he can accept the answer already given. He can
ask the next question, or he lIlay assume that he already knows the ans­
wer and that the question is therefore redundant. 3 In addition -t·he

.3 A quantitative demonstration of this phenomenon is available in the
published report of the intensive surveys conducted in conjunction
with the Bikini test of the a tom bomb. In occasional questions ~ the
proportion of respondents whose opinions were not ascertained ran as
high as 40 per cent, and Cottrell and Eberhart in explaining this
finding state: "There may be other unascertained answers resulting
mainly from. the fact that interviewers have refrained from subject­
ing to the entire questionnaire those respondents who have repeated..
ly said they t don't know, t 'don't think about those things.'"
L. Cottrell and S. Eberhart. American Opinion on World Affairs in
the Atomic Age (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1948), 94.

interviewer must apply his jUdgment in coding an equivocal answer into
one of a limited number of prepared answer boxes, and even the most rigid
rule to record answers "verbatim" allows the interviewer to omit irrele­
vancies without defining what an irrelevancy is. At all these points
of choice the interviewer may well let his expectations be his guide.

The interview situation might be characterized then as one with some
control over the interviewer's expectations. Within these controls,
however, there is still some realm of freedom, and the controls may be
ignored under particular conditions of stress.

Thus, we would anticipate that expectation effects 'WOuld be moderate in
magnitude over the general run of data, but might reach extreme magnitude
in the particular instances where both situational difficulty and freedom
of choice was great.

An additional complexity in the operation of such expectations upon sur­
vey data ought to be considered. Whether the basic expectation is an
attitude-structure expectation predicated upon the early answers or a
role expectation predicated upon an initial judgment of the respondent's
group membership, it might actually be contradicted by evidence in the
course of the rest of the interview. Humans are not so simple and con­
sistent! Such contradictions might shatter an original expectation.
Conceivably the interviewer might then abandon all such tendencies and
treat each response segmentally. While this is not beyond possibility,
what appears to be much more likely is that such contradictions, if noted,
would produce some re-organization of the initial expectation, or an alter­
native expectation which would then govern the interviewer's subsequent
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behavior. This at least would attenuate constant errors over a large
battery of questions spread throughout an interview, although it would
not reduce the total occurrence of errors arising from e.xpectational' ..
processes per see The tendency for re-organization rather than complete
fragmentation of all expectations would seem supported by the extensive
literature previously cited an the primacr,y of organization in perception.
Incidentally, such processes, it will be seen, make it difficult for us
to measure the full extent of expectational effects by quantitative labora­
tory experiments, since a particular instance of biasing behavior on the
part of the interviewer may not corresp ond with a basic expectation that
we have experimentally created or measured, and would therefore be regard­
ed as negative evidence. Yet, this behavior may well represent an error
related to a more subtle or idiosyncratic expectation emerging in the
course of the experiment l-J'hich weare not aware of. Consequently, much
experimental data will give a conservative picture of the total biasing
consequences of expectational processes, and it would only be through
extensive phenomenological data that one could evaluate the full effects
of expectations. That such perceptual re-organizations occur in the
course of interviewing, each one in turn producing expectational effects
on the data, is clear from the findings of a study irihere the total inter­
view process was brought under observation through covert electrical re­
cording of the interview. 4 The study tvill be reported in detail in

,,' .lj"" ,.., l'

4 This stuQy was conducted by the Department of Scientific Research of the
American Jewish Committee in conjunction with NORC.

Cfuapter V. From the examination of the transcription and the returned
schedule, it was possible to score the occurrence of "biasing" errors on
questions of prejudice toward Negroes and Jews. These were errors which
led to a spurious measurement of the respondent's real attitude through
distorting the direction of the attitude toward the more or less favorable
end of the dimension. The analysts noted that while such errors did occur,
the direction of the effect ~ms not consistent over the series of related
questions. After examining the recording for the interplay between inter­
viewer and respondent, they remark:

"As far as direction of biasing behavior was concerned, the
interviewer very often took his cue from the respondent, and
then in turn exerted some influence upon the respondent, ~
a sort of spiralling process. II 5

SItalics ours.

TJ:[ey also remark:

IlWe were not able to develop a measure of bias based on the material
in the recorded interviewswhich clearly revealed the operation of any
of the interviewer's own prejudices. 5

In other words, the interviewer exerted some biasing effect on the measure­
ment of prejudiced attitudes, but this did not stem from his own ideology
nor from a rigid initial expectation. The behavior seemed clearly governed
by an attitude-structure expectation.? but one which emerged and developed
~ re~tion to the sentiment.s progressively expressed in the course of the
lnternew.

Such considerations of the reorganization of expectational processes in re­
lation to the play of experiences upon the interviewer empha6i~e again the
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rt'le of situational detenninants of interviewer effects, which will be
treated fully in Chapter V.

While some re-organization of expectations is likely to occur, it is also
quite likely that initial expectations can at times be rigid and maintained
in the face of contradictory experience.. While the ratio of rigid expect­
ational effects to fluid or re-organized expectational effects cannot be
exactly specified, no doubt both phenomena operate in some degree.

For example, the occurrence of both types of expectational processes and
incidentally their strong influence upon interviewer bghavior can be
noted in Oldfield I s study of the personnel interview. His report shows

6 R. C. Oldfield, OPt cit., 104.

vividly the existence of initial expeetations:

liAs to the forms l'lhich the first impression may take, my in­
quiries among interviewers have indicated, as might have been
expected, that these are varied •••We may distinguish the fol­
lowing••••• an immediate feeling of like or dislike and con­
nected with this, a tendency for the formation of spontaneous
jUdgments of a quasi-ethical character regarding the candidate's
pers onality • • • •• Judgments of a predictive character relating
to the candidate's future either in general or in a restricted
sphere. Such judgments are of the form. "he will never get on
in the world, tl or "she will make a good shorthand typist." •••
Lastly, but from the standpoint of the conduct of the interview
perhaps of the greatest importance, is a sense of knowing how
to deal with the candidate,--of perceiving the proper attitude
to adopt towards him."

But later on he implies that such expectations also emerged in the course
of interviewing and may go through re-organization:

"Another important feature of the conscious processes is the
tendency for more or less clearly fomulated judgments about
the candidate to emerge. Every now and then the process of
observation is broken into, and a jUdgment is either deliber­
ately made or involuntarily alters consciousness. The emer­
gence of these judgments often appear to arise from the crys­
tallization of an attitude toward the candidate. What has
been vaguely felt about the candidate may become more or less
explicitly formulated. Now it is, I believe, the constant play
of such attitudes which are intrinsically judgmental in char­
acter, that determines the interviewer's conduct of the conver­
sation; and it is in this sense that observation and a growing
apprehension of the candidate regulate the steps the interviewer
takes." 7

7
R. C. Oldfield, OPt cit., IlL
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Yet the pro'blem is not, so indeterminate as it would appear for the re­
spective strength of rigid initial expectations vs. "fluid" expecta.tions
can be specified to some extent" as 'Well as the determinents of these
strengths.

The overriding influence of the initial expectation cannot be denied.
The evidence provides ample support for this view. The phenomenological
data of Chapter II suggests how compelling in character initial expect­
ations are. Asch' s study previously cited shows the influence of an
initial impression in organizing subsequent fragmentary information about
a person. A study by Kelley confirms Asch's basic finding. Here the
conditions had greater similitude to the real-life interview situation
since the findings loJ'ere obtained for subjects observing a real other
person rather than for subjects reacting to a mere list of adjectives
attributed to a person. 8

8
H. H. Kelley. liThe Warm-Cold VB.nable in First Impressions of Persons,"
J~urnal of Personatity, 18 (1949)" 431-439.

Prior expectations were established by instructions in 55 male students
that a person who would come to teach them in class had a certain char­
acteristic. The expectation that the "teacher" was "rathe,r cold" oX' livery
warm" was randomly applied among the students who were required to write a
free essay-type characterization after they had observed the "teacher" and
to rate him on a series of traits. It was found, as with Asch, that the
initial trait" in this instance warm vs. cold" organized and affected the
general judgment and reaction to the other person and even affected the
students' behavior. For example, students attributed more good qualities
to 'the teacher when the prior expectation of "warm" was provided.

Another extension of Asch's basic work" but one with almost direct rele­
vance to role-e.,'tpectations" was conducted by Haire and Gruens. 9 The

9 H. Haire and W. F. Grvnes. "Perceptual Defenses, Processes Protecting'.
the Organized Perception of another Personality,," Human Relations" 3
(1950) J 403-412.

basic 'finding shows the strength of an initial expectation in the face of
contradictory information. A. list of adjectives" containing the word "in­
telligent" was presented to students at the University of California. As
with Asch" the subjects were asked to describe the individual who was char­
acterized by the items listed. What makes the experiment peculiarly rele­
vant to role expectation is that the students were instructed that the indi­
vidual in question was a "working-man." The findings demonstrated that frag­
mentary items are reacted to, in an organized fashion, in that as with Ash1s
subjects the students were able to give a coherent desc:dJ?tion. More im­
portant to the present discussion was the fact that the in~tial instructioncl
that this was a "working-man" operated to prevent the incorporation of the
quality of "intelligence" into the description" since these students had a
clear and well organized picture of a "worker" into which intelligence did
not fit.

While the detailed findings will be cited later, about 60% of the students
in some manner distorted the characteristic "intelligence" in their des­
criptions. An extreme instance of this phenomenon was the remark of a
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student that "intelligence was not notable even though it is stated. il

A much larger literature gives general support to the influence of an
initial expectation upon s,ubsequent behavior. \oJhile studies showing
the influence of an initial expectation upon subsequent perception of
another person are few in number~ a much larger literature gives support
to the general influences of initial expectations upon subsequent judg­
ment of various discrete stimuli. The studies are too voluminous to be
cited" but the effect of imputing some authorship of a given type in
altering the meaning and consequent evaluation of a text as in "prestige
suggestiort" experiments" and the effect of some initial uni-directional
context in altering later judgments have all been well established. 10

: - .
10 For the effects of initial cOfttex1; as in classic "ideo-motor" sug­

gestion experiments, the rea~~r is referred to the summary discussion
in O. Klineberg. Social PS:m~lOfA'; (New York: Holt, 194Cp, 322-328;
for a critical review of expe ments on "prestige suggestion"t..the
reader is referred to S. Asch. "The Doctrine of Suggestion" Prestige
and Imitation in Social Psychology," Psychol. Rev., 55 (1948)" 250-216.

One such set of experiments may be cited for their dramatic demonstration
of the way in which initial stimulation somehow established an expectation
which altered subsequent auditozy per.ception. These are chosen for their
parallelism to the experience of cQnversation in an interview. Twenty­
five years ~oi Marbe reported a number of studies conducted by his assist­
ant" Schorn. 1 In these studies" the expectation was produced partly by

11 Karl Marbe. "Bemerkungen zum vorhergehenden Aufsatz Luetgebrunes,,"
Archiv ~u~ die Gesamte Psychologie" 59 (1927), 173-118.

experimental instructions and partly by the initial direction intrinsic in
the material" as in the later experiments by Asch. In one of these experi­
ments, 20 subjects were read a list of eight verbs in very quick tempo"
and by instructions the set was established that these would all express
movement. The fifth verb in the sequence however was t'sehen" (see).
When the subjects were asked to reproduce the woit!'ds" seven did not mention
sehen" and an additional 1 substituted "gehen." •• In another experiment
of parallel design" the twenty subjects were instructed that the words
wwld be expressive of grief or fear•• The word that was out of context
was "beten" (to pray). It was omitted by seven of the 20 subjects" and
five others substituted "beben ll (to shiver) •• In a third parallel experi­
ment" the set was established that the words would all relate to a mental
process. The word "senlcen" (to sink) was out of context and was omitted
by half of the subjects. An additional five subjects substituted "denkenll

(to think).. In a final experiment Schorn read a short political text over
a loudspeaker (Haustelephon) to 19 subjects.. The subjects had been told
that the text was taken from a llsocialistll newspaper. In reproducing
the passage" 3 of the subjects substituted for the sentence llwir lassen
die Monarchie ll (we permit the Monarchy), "wir hassen dis Monarchie ll (we
hate the Monarchy).· In addition a large number of sentences were re­
produced which had not been contained in the original text but which were
harmonious ~th the pattern of Social Democracy.
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While none of these studies approximate the flux of experiences over the
longer duration of a live interview with consequent greater opportunity
for re-organization of perception l they do show that a discrete aspect
of experience is altered by the initial expectation. They all give
support to the hypothesis that subsequent experiences l even if contra­
dictory, will be assimilated into the framework of the initial expect­
ation. In place of the experimentally created expectations., we merely
substitute the natural ones in the minds of our intervielolers. 12

12 ·None of these experiments should be confused with the large literature
on autistic perception, in which motivational factors cause individual
distortions of reality. The experiments cited show the well nigh
universal effect of initial experience in creating an organized per­
ception which affects subsequent discrete experiences.

Such experimental findings on the potency of the initial expectations take
on plausibility when one notes the varj.ety of dynamic processes which the
interviewer has at his disposal in resolving apparent contradictions.
Some of these were revealed in the phenomenological accounts presented
earlier. For example, Interviewer liB" was aware of the contradictions
in the reports of the simulated respondent but rationalized the contra­
diction as being not the genuine attitude of the respondent. Haire and
Grunes in a refined analysis of their data report a number of dynamisms
by which the initial organization is protected from the contradiction. 13

13 Haire and Grunes, Ope cit.

Thus 5 out of the total 43 subjects had no difficulty in den.I!ng the real­
ity of the trait "intelligent" in the working-man. For example, one sub­
ject remarked "he is intelligent but not too much so since he works in a
factory." 14 A much more frequent defense involved the incorporation of

14 Here we have as pure an example of a role-expectation as one could
imagine.

the item "intelligent" with a weakening of its significance by the process
of encapsulating it in the description in such manner that its full mean­
ing was distorted.

We may well consider certain other features of such expectational processes
which would reduce the biasing influence of expectations early in the in­
terview. While early expectations would .have considerable effect on sub­
sequent data in the interviewI and emerging or re-organized expectations
would bias the end portions of the interview datal' we should expect some
degree of specificity in the expectations, which would attenuate any
global eff'ects on the !:~tire interview. While interviewers generally
would expect a certain structure of congruent attitudes or a pattern of
attitudes correlative w:Lth some group membership, it is unlikely that
they would predict on this basis the answer to every one <?f the questions.
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While Ichheiser comments on the "tendency to overestimate the unity of
personalityJ" 15 we may conjecture that most humans do not see others

15 Ichheiser, Ope cit.

as operating with a Weltanschauung--a totally unified body of senti­
ments • While system and order would be expected, it would probably be
of the nature of several sub-systems of attitudes each expected to be
orderly but separate. SimilarlyJ interviewers might expect a man to
have a certain series of attitudes which differed from a loDman' s atti­
tudes, but they would probably not regard such role-determination as
encompassing every realm of attitude.

Therefore an initial expectation would generally bias the interviewer's
behavior with respect to 3 or 4 subsequent questions which he believed
to be relevant or related to the initially expected structure" and not
bias the rest of the questions. 16

16 Traditional research on "halo effect," emphasizes how a: general
evaluation of another person affects the judgment of specific
traits, and suggests a globa.li1ess of expectational effects, but
such a concept does not seem in accord with modern evidence that
some intellectual process intervenes to reduce mechanical and
global generalization.

The experiment by Kelley, cited earlier" illustrates this specificity.
Detailed data show that the prior expectation of a "warm" or "cold"
pers::> n did not affect the ratings of all the characteristics of the
teacher. The effects were differential depending on the degree to
which the warm-cold variable was regarded as relevant to the character­
istics rated. Kelley is suggesting that the forces deriving from an
initial expectation are constrained in their effects on subsequent data
by a kind of logic of relevance. 17

17 A replication of Asch' s basic experiment by Wishner and Mensch also
reveals a specificity to these effects rather than a global halo
effect. See I. Mensch and J. Wishner. "Asch on 'fonning impressions
of personality,'" Journal of Personality, 16 (1947)" 188-191.

Other detailed findings by Kelley suggest that prepared role expecta­
tions or probability expectations prior to the onset of the interview
would be attenuated to some extent in given interviews by the evidence
that a particular respondent does not fit the prepared categories.
Presumably this finding would not bear upon the influence of attitude­
structure expectations 'tihich, by definition, emerge only following con­
tact with the given respondent. Several different accomplices were used
as the "teacher" who appeared before the classes. The influence of the
expectation "warm-co:Ld" was not uniform in magnitude for all such "teach­
ers." Kelley is again suggesting some liJnitations upon the effect of
certain early expectations upon subsequent interview data.
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Just as tentative expectations prior to the onset of the interview might
be dissipated with certain respondents, who do not fit the mold, so too
there is the possibility that given respondents might accentuate the
operation of an expectation, because of their characteristics. A given
respondent might either appear to typify a certain role and thus accentu­
ate role-expectations, or might be regarded as havin~ comprehensively
organized attitudes, and thus accentuate the operation of attitude..
structure expectations. A suggestive demonstration of this latter pos­
sibi1ity is available in the study by Frenke1-Brunswik, cited in Chapter
I. 18 As previously indicated, three judges following prolonged obser-

18 Frenke1-Brunswik, Ope cit.

vation" rated groups of boys and girls on the strength of nine particular
drives--e.g., drive for autonomy (a striving for independence and freedom),
drive for aggression, etc. It was noted ear]ier that Brunswik analyzed
the agreement between judges in the ratings assigned on the specific
drives. liJhat concerns us here is the refined analysis Brunswik made of
the tendency of the judges to find patterns of drives co-existing in the
children. By intercorre1atingthe ratings, she could determine, for ex­
ample, whether judges regar-ded children ,·rho had a strong need for autonomy
as having little need for "social ties" ••• While these intercorre1ations,
of course, are partly determined by the fact that there are truly inter­
relations between various motivational processes" it will be seen shortly
that the single ratings and the relations between ratings reflect the
biases of the individual judges. Consequently, the intercorrelations im­
plicitly bear upon the problem of attitude-structure expectations, since
they establish what contents are regarded by the judge as forming a com­
mon structure.

Brunswik noted the rather interesting finding among 211 the judges that
their ratings of the drives were more highly intercorrelated for the
female subjects than for the male. 19 While it is not beyond possibility

19
Frenke1-Brunswik, Ope cit.

Ii.

that the organization of drives is less specific in women, there seems to
be no real evidence in support of this. It seems more likely that the
judges were simply inclined to the belief that the structure of motives
in women is more comprehensively organized. For Frenke1-Brunswik's judges,
who incidentally were women, the old saying that "woman is fickle II may
not be accepted. By extension, it is suggested that interviewers might
be more prone to exercise an attitude-structure expectation when inter­
viewing one type of respondent rather than another, on the basis of
strong beliefs as to the relative consistency or unity of given kinds
of people.

Such phenomena as the fact that expectations will generally not subsume
all the possible contents covered by the total questionnaire, and that
prior expectations 't'1i11 not be applied routinely to all the respondents
tend to reduce the massiveness of the bias produced. The bias 'Would
be maximal only for those interviewers whose expectations tend to be
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comprehensive in scope and rigid or persistent in the face of the contra­
dictory appearance and remarks of respondents. That there are variations
among interviewers in these respects is supported by the qualitativa data
presented in Chapter II, and the statistical data therein presented show­
ing the distribution of expectations among the current NORC field staff.
We are not concerned here with the problem of the determinants of such
individual differences or their relevance to the control of error through
selection methods. These matters will be dealt with elsewhere. What
is clear is that there is some reduction of the serious biasing effects,
since not all our interviewers have extreme tendencies. Some minority
of them even seem free of expectations about their respondents. 20 others

-
20 Haire and Grunes, in reporting the different defenses by which their

subjects protected the description of the working-man from the contra­
dictory evidence that he was "intelligent," note that one small group
actually changed the basic description so as to give full place for
the characteristic of intelligence. This group seems either free of
the usual role-expectations or hold it in only a labile form. The
magnitude of this group was at maxilnum 17 out of the 43 subjects.
Ope cit.

Similarly, Asch, in his analysis of experiments on prestige suggestion"
on the effect of an imputed authorship on judgment of a text, notes
that there were some subjects "who did not wish to' be ,affected by ex~
ternal factors and took the fairly intelligent step of hiding the
authors' names from themselves." Ope cit.

seem to show strong expectations, but among these, the expectations may
not be comprehensive in scope. However that there would remain some
small number of individuals who would have beliefs calculated to produce
expectancies over a wide range of characteristics is suggested by another
finding of Frenke1-Brunswik's. She intercorre1ated the nine sets of
drive ratings assigned the subjects for each of her three judges separa­
!lately. Apart from any question of variation in the relationship between
a particular pair of drives, she noted that the judges varied strikingly
in the formal tendency to regard any possible pairs among the nine drives
as falling into the same c1usters:-Thus, out of 72 opportunities 21 to

-----------,_._---------------------
21 While a matrix of intercorre1ations among a 11 pairs of nine drives in­

volves only 36 coefficients, the relationships were computed separately
for boys and girls, thus accounting for a total of 72 coefficients for
each judge. .

find pairs of drives exhibiting a common pattern, Judge "WI found 25 such
instances, whereas Judge "F" only found 17, and Judge "G" only 12. In
other words, judges or raters or interviewers seem to vary in the mere
tendeney to expect narrow or comprehensively organized structures, and
with sorne there is a. considerable approximation toward a belief in a
simple unitary structure.

One demonstration of such a belief in the unity of a subject's behavior
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and in this instance ita pervasiveness is avaUallle' in a. 'study. by Elkin. 22

22 F. Elkin. "Specialists Interpret the Case of Harold Holzer,lI J. Abn.
Soc. Psychol., 42 (1947), 99-111. Italics ours.

A life-histor,y document was circulated to 39 judges who were asked to make
certa:in interpretations of the case. The judges represented such a diver­
sity of backgrounds as psychiatry, anthropology, social work, sociology,
and psychology as well as the lay!ty• Within the academic disciplines,
there was further variety" since the psychologists included both experi­
mentalists and clinicians, and the sociologists both theorists and
"objective researchers." While differences of interpretation occurred
in practically every area, there was concensus on the one point that
the subject had developed gradually and consistently. The judges, in
other words" did not acknowledge incongruity.

Another consideration of importance with respect to the biasing consequences
of such expectations is their contents. An entire staff of interviewers
might conceivably entertain expectations" but the specific attitude that
was regarded as the accompaniment of lower class status or the accompani­
ment of an initial attitude of atheism or the majority position in the
population might vary from interviewer to interviewer. By contrast, all
interviewers might agree as to the attitudes that accompany a given class
position.

The bearing of these respective distributions of the contents of interview­
er expectations on survey results (their biasing effects) is difficult to
schematize. Ultimately" one would have to explore such questions as
whether univariate and/or bivariate characteristics are more affected by
expectations of homogeneous or heterogeneous contents. It is clear that
this quest:i,on of the distribution of the contents of expectations over a
staff is of great importance.

Incidentally, it should be noted that variations in the contents of expect­
ations among interviewers makes :it difficult to gauge the full biasing
effects of expectations in purely quantitative laboratory experiments.
For example, if a given initial expectation is created experimentally
and we observe the :interviewer's behavior on a simulated question or
answer, it may appear to us that the attitude recorded is not congruent
with the expectation. However, for that interviewer the attitude elicited
might be a legitimate part of the overall structure. Thus" ability to
obtain an apparently inconsistent answer might logically not deny our
theory" and the finding would only be a pseudo-negative one.

While laboratory experiments of the usual design may be insensitive to
variations in the contents of expectations among interviewers, natural­
like field experiments to measure expectational effects are likely to be
insensitive to universally held expectations. In the field study, the
usual procedure would be to compare the results for interviewers inter­
viewing equivalent groups" and to correlate these variations in results
with some measure of exoectational tendencies obtained for each inter­
viewer. It will usually not be possible to measure the effect of a uni­
versally held expectation, because one cannot gauge a change in the sur~

vey result. (the dependent variable) except by the standard of another



-102-

interviewer I s work. (In the laboratory experiment, since one by defi­
nition has a criterion of what the answer ought to be, one can measure
change whether it is differential or universal.) Thus, it is likely
that either type of experiment will understate the total effects of
expectational processes, the extent of this understatement being a
function of the relative proportion of expectations with universal or
differential contents. Such methodological considerations again em­
phasize the importance of inquiry into the contents of expectations,
and their distribution.

That peculiar idiosyncratic definitions of the contents of given
structures of behavior occur is beyond doubt. From one item of be­
havior" the most varied expectations or inferences can be drawn as to
its meaning or correlates or what structure accompanies it. In the RAF
study previously cited on reliability of assessment of pilots, the two
psychiatrists prepared introspective reports of their methods. Examin­
ation of these reports indicated the operation of attitude-structure
expectations as a guide to the diagnostic process. The writers conclude
that the:

"two observers •••have been guided in making tbeir assessments
by certain combinations of the traits listed, and that they
have been so guided without being fully aware of the process.
These combinations of traits seem to have provided the obser­
vers with an indicator in selecting what is significant from
a very large number of variable factors. That such indicators
form. the bc:.sis of the clinical method of diagnosis is evident
in the definition of syndromes in terms of objective phenomena." 23

23 Air Ministry, 0E. cit., 221.

The detailed analysis of the intercorrelations between single traits
attributed to the pilots by each of the two psychiatrists" shows that
there are differences in the way the traits are combined into constel­
lations or in the contents regarded as forming a common structure.
The two psychiatrists, working with equivalent samples, obtained dif­
ferent degrees of co-existence for various combinations of traits.
For example, apart from the fact that they differed in the frequency
with which they observed anxiety or phobias" they diYfered in the corre­
lative symptoms noted. This is shown below in Table 9 which is constructed
from data presented in the original report. 24

24
See p. 227.
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TABLE 9

DIFFERENCES BETi-JEEN INTERVIEWERS IN THE CONTENTS OF

AN ATTITUDE.STRUCTURE EXPEOTl'ETION AS REVEALED BY

THE INTERRELATIONS OBTAINED

FOR PSYCHIATRIC SYMPTOMS

Among Pilots under training diag­
nosed as having phobias proportion
showing given other symptoms for *

Psychiatrist
1

Psychiatrist
2

SYMPTOM

Anxiety • • • • • • • • • • • • .. · • 14% 54%

Mild obsessional tendencies • • • · • 6 31

Obsessional personality • • . • . • • 2 2

Anxiety~ obsessional temperament · 5 2

-:l- The bases for the percentages were 66 for psychiatrist 1 and 122 for
psychiatrist 2.

In the study by Frenkel-Brunswik already alluded to, a series of findings
increase our knowledge of individual differences in the contents of atti­
tude structure expectations. 25 As already indicated, she intercorrelated

25 Frenkel-Brunswik J Ope cit.

the ratings given the children on every pair among the nine drives" separ­
ately for each judge, to see what patterns or combinations existed. She
found frequently for one judge sizeable negative intercorrelations for a
given pair of drives, indicating that this judge regarded the two drives
as incompatible. For a second judge, the correlation for the same pair
of drives was often positive" indicating that this second judge regarded
those two drives as highly related and compatible.

In other words, judges disagreed markedly as to whether a ehild who was
high in one respect was also high or low in another respect. For example"
in 14 instances the sign of the intercorrelation between pairs of drives
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was reversed between Judges "F" and "G" out of a total of 72 possible
comparisons~ This suggests that there are marked individual or inter­
viewer differences in the components that are regarded as contained
within a given structure~ or that the meani.."1g of a given entity in
terms of what larger structure it belongs to shows marked interviewer
variation.

Brunswik by inspecting the differences among judges in the interrelation­
ships between drives~ also notes that disagreement was located mainly in
certain drives. Thus~ there was great variation among the judges in the
degree to which they regarded the drive "autonomy" as compatible with
other drives" but there was marked agreement on the entities that accompany
the presence of "aggression." Thus" there appear to be for certain phe­
nomena~ constant or universal attitude-structure expectations, perhaps
legitimate, whereas for other phenomena the expectations as to what com­
ponents belong to the structure are not so clearly defined and may even
be idiosyncratic from interviewer to interviewer.

The material in Chapter II suggests that the contents of expectations
would tend to be uniform when they involve highly institutionalized pat­
terns or regularities~ or at least highly institutionalized beliefs.
Thus, "Ie cited as relevant to role expectational processes, the frequency
of belief among interviewers in the 1948 Elmira study that civen economic
groups would vote for a certain party. It was noted for each of the 4
economic groups studied that a majority of the interviewers predicted that
the group would vote in a certain direction. For the group, "rich people"
the value was a maximum, with 76% of the staff believing that rich would
vote Republican. 26 This suggests that with respect to very well estab-

26
See p. 84, Chapter II.

lished and prominent phenomena, the expectations would approximate to uni­
form contents.

One demonstration of uniformity in the content of expectations :in an in­
stitutionalized area is available in the work of the Census Bureau in
labor force measurement. 27 The demonstration, incidentally" reveals the

27 Labor Force Definition and Measurement (New York: SSRC~ 1947), 25-27.

significance of role-expectations in causing error in factual as well as
in 0pJJll.on surveys. Accumulated experience with the 110nthly Report on
the Labor Force up to about 1945 had revealed that these surveys were fail­
ing to classify a considerable number of people as employed or in the labor
force who should have been so classified according to definitions prescribed
in the studies. The magnitude of underenumeration of workers in the l1RLF
prior to 1942 was of such order that a change in the procedure increased
the estimate of employment by about one million" this increase coming main­
ly from people formerly classified as students or housewives. Another ex­
periment revealed that about one and a half million people engaged in un­
paid farm work, each of whom contributed a substantial amount (19 or more
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hours) of work per week, had been previously recorded in the MRLF as non­
workers. Similar errors were found to have been prevalent in the classi­
fication of people in the 1940 Census. The errors were of such consider­
able magnitude that it was estimated on the ~asis of experimental worlt
that approximately one million~ were classified in the deeennial
census as engaged in their own horne housework who were actually doing a
substantial amount of unpaid work in agriculture. In discussing these
errors J Ducoff and Hagood remark that one explanation may be that:

"there is always a possibility that an enumerator will not
ask specified questions if he believes them unnecessary or
inapplicable. It is quite possible that a woman interrupted
from her houseworlt by an enumerator might automatically be
classified as 'engaged in own home housework' without being
asked if she were at work on a job that week. • • It seems
likely that in many cases either the enumerator or respondent
assumed that the proper classification for a married woman
who kept house was 'engaged in own home housework' regard­
less of whether she was employed full or part time. Similar
mis-classifications of persons who were working and also
a ttending school undoubtedly occurred."

While the concept is never explicitly employed in these discussions, it
is clear that a "sex-linked" role expectation was clearly involved as a
source of error. The magnitude of the effects on the data, as cited above,
suggests the inference that role expectations about the non-worldng status
of women must have been rather widely spread through the field staff. Each
enumerator interviews a ve~ small proportion of the total sample; it there­
fore seems unquestionable that the expectation must have been characteris­
tic of a considerable proportion of the enumerators in order to bias esti­
mates by a million or more. Again it is suggested that expectancies having
to do with highly stable or institutional features of the society will
approximate most to uniformity in content.

However, even in such realms thorough uniformity is not to be expected.
For example, the data to be discussed shortly from our field experiment
on role expectation effects provide inferential evidence that interviewers
differed markedly in their beliefs as to the patterns of shopping behavior
of men and women. Certainly, no realm could be much more institutionalized
than that of the roles of the sexes in the economy of the hOlisehold. Yet"
through the idiosyncracies of the experiences of our interviewers" they
even differed in this respect.

Another instance of objectively well-defined structures which still permit­
ted sorne play for expectations with idiosyncratic contents is available in
an experiment to be cited shortly on the biasing effects of attitude­
structure expectations. As will be explained, interviewers heard T:l\0 simu­
lated interviews, one picturing an "isolationist" respondent, the other
picturing an "interventionist" respondent. Both of these characterizations
were vivid, fairly extreme in content, and bi~JlQCn&ietent mth tile ex..ception
of occasional responses. Given the fund of eJq:Srience wlth this well
known typology, and the sharpness of the two illustrations of it, one
would expect thorough uniformity in the perception of the respondents.
While this was the finding in general, one notes that a small number of
deviant interviewers were so perverse in their beliefs that they appraised
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the isolationist attitude-structure as interventionist. The detailed
data are presented in Table 10 below. 28

28 These data and the detailed experiment are reported in H. L. Smith
and H. Hyman. "The Biasing Effect of Interviewer Expectations on
Survey Results. 1I Pub. Opin. Quart." 14 (1950)" 491-506.

TABLE 10

VARIATIONS IN (INTERVIEtVERS I) APPRAISALS OF TWO RESPONDENTS

Appraised as ---
Percent of Interviewers

-YSolationist Interventionist"
Characterization Characterization

Strongly interventionist • • • • • 1% 52%

Neither or Dontt Know

Interventionist . . . . . . . .
• • • • • •

1

11

40

8

Strongly isolationist

Isolati(,Y1ist . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

58

29

100%

(n =114)

100%

(n = 114)

As previously notedJ errors arl.sl.ng from attitude-structure expectations
or role expectations will affect the values of bi-variate characteristics
--i.e." relations between different characteristics--by inflating or ob­
scuring the true value. Since much opinion research concerns itself with
refined cross-tabulations or 'With problems of an explanatory nature rather
than with marginals or problems of sheer description, errors arising from
expectational processes assume great significance.

A final theoretical issue with respect to the nature of such expectation
effects is the proper evaluation of them. H'e may well demonstrate that
such expectations exist, and that they "ffect the answers recorded for
the respondents. Whether these alterations of the answers reduce the
accuracy of survey measurements is another and much more fundamental
question, since there is no assurance that what the respondent says in
the firs t place i.s true.

The thesis could easily be advanced that such expectations on the part of
the sensitive interviewer lead him closer to the truth than the mere ver­
bal report of the respondent" and that they should be permitted to oper­
ate freely. An influential body of opinion would argue that an individu­
al's attitudes are organized, and that the structure apprehended might
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represent the truth rather than the discrete report. Such opinion might
further claim that the respondent engages in self-deception, or deliber­
ate deception, or that he gi.V8S a casual anSl-Jer rather than. his conviction,
or that the discrete report only takes on meaning in the light of its
setting with other opir.d.ons 0 This view would rsgard as perversity the
acceptance of the res!:cndent! s report as valid instead of the report as
interpreted by the sensitive observer.

Even if one were to grant this view, evidence has been presented that
interviewers vary in the tendencies to expectations as such and in the
contents theyascribe to given structures. Consequently, while one or
another interviewer may apprehend the truth, the operation of such ex­
pectations over the entire field staff 1;111 reduce the reliability of
various results. However, it, is our thes:i.s that such expectations blind
the given interviewer to the full complexities and realities of the atti­
tUdes he is supposed to elicit and recordj and therefore, reduce the val­
idity of the results. Empirical data to be presented below 1rrU1 provide
some support for the argument but logical considerations provide strong
support for the viei'1 that the operation of such expectations is not the
best means of increasing validity of survey data.

One might well admit that the answers of respondents in surveys might be
invalid" yet urge that measures taken to assess and improve their validity
be introduced on a systematic basis, by checks introduced analJ.rtically or
by instituting new i'iiOdes of questioning, interviewing, and the like. If
the interviewer is left to his own devices to check upon the validity of
the results, there is no way of distinguishing original data from inter­
preted data, and checks and corrections might be duplicated. Given the
present assumption of public opinion research, namely, that the recorded
answer is a faithful account of 'tolhat the respondent said, rather than an
interpretation" the danger of allowing such expectations to distort the
respondent's remarks lies not alone in the errors perpetrated, but in the
fact that we do not kno1-l which is interpretation and which is verbal re­
port.

2. Experimentation on Expectation Effects

To test whether or not there actually was an observable error ar1s1ng
from attitude-structure expectations a modified form of laboratory ex­
periment was used. 29 By means of phonograph transcriptions, a group

- .
~ . ,AAP ; e.:, ), ..~... 1 . .• ,.-' t;:"t'i(. i

29 $lte>';i1&$entJptton ot. i¢e att1tudeo,;st,I'Ucture expectation experiment is
taken almost entirely from the original pUblished report of the
study. See Smith and Hyman, ibid.-

of subjects heard two typical yet markedly contrasting respondents func­
tioning in a situation as closely resembling an interview as would be
consistent with experimental design.

After these respondents had given what were judged to be enough replies
to establish their general sentiments clearly (and thus permit subjects
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to lorm attitude-structure expectations), test response. wre 1n8erted
at intervals in the course of the interviews. These test responses took
the form either of lukewarm or equivocal responses that were the same
in both interviews, or of responses that were inconsistent with the
attitude-structure of the respondent. From the way subjects recorded
or coded the discrete but equivalent responses they heard in the two
interviews, it could be determined whether or not the two sets or atti­
tude-structure expectations had an effect upon the results.

The experiment utilized a questionnaire of the type frequently used in
opinion surveys. The questionnaire contained a majority of pre-code
type questions, but also a few free-answer questions. With this ques­
tionnaire as a guide, two dunnny interview scripts were written. From
these, phonograph transcriptions were made with a professional actor and
an NORC staff member playing the roles of respondent and interviewer re­
spectively. 30 The respondent heard on the first transcription was an

30 The writers wish to express their appreciation to Robert E. Dryden,
who contributed his utIusual dramatic talents in the service of sur­
vey research.

isolationist, provincial and prejudiced respondent. The respondent heard
on the second transcription was a thoughtful~ well-read interventionist.
These two types were chosen because of the striking contrasts which it
was possible to portray, because question and answer material for such
characters was readily available" and because the types were so familiar
to most interviewers, as well as laymen, that they would have verisimili­
tude.

One other reason for the choice of these two types was prominent. Limi­
ted funds prohibited testing out the types and empirically determining
for the experimental subjects what specific attitudes did not fit with
the over-all type, and when necessary dubbing new material into the record.
In the absence of such ideal circumstances, types had to be chosen for
which a "good guess tl could be made as to the discrete attitudes that
would be regarded as contributing to or as inconsistent with the over-
all picture. It was assumed that not too much error would occur in
identifYing our conception of the isolationist or interventionist with
the interviewer's conception of these types. Insofar as our conception
was wrong, the script would not contribute to the over-all picture in­
tended, and the findings would not be a crucial test of the hypothesis.
More than this" as previously suggested what was regarded as an inconsis­
tent item by us might on occasion have been accepted by the subject as a
legitimate content of the over-all structure of attitudes. In such in­
stances" accuracy in recording a so-called inconsistent answer would logi­
cally not have denied the hypothesis at all, but the finding would aPEear
t.o be negative evidence. The comments of several subjects definitely sug­
gest that their accurate recording of an "inconsistent" answer merely re­
presented the fact that they regarded this answer as consistent with the
whole" and in this sense the findings to be presented are a conservative
test of the hypothesis that recording would be biased in the direction ot
the expectation.

The characterizations of the two respondents might be regarded as rather
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extreme" but this was necessary to insure that the interviel"ers per­
ceived the character as intended., otherwise negative results would have
been indeterminate. They might either have meant that no biases arose
from such perceptual processes or that the experiment provided no test
since no expectations had been established. In order for the experiment
to lend itself to an unequivocal interpretation., it was necessary to
magnify the pictures presented. While this might accentuate the magni­
tude of the biases observed as compared with normal national cross­
sections which do include some humans so vague in outline as to have
no character whatsoever", the reality of these extreme types is well
known to all in public opinion research. Moreover,? as is clear from
the ratings the experimental subjects gave to the respondents, pre­
sented earlier., the intended characterization was even missed on occa­
sion., and in this sense the over-all results are again conservative.

It is obvious that the effect of expectations would be especially noti­
ceable, if at' all, in the subjects handling of luke-warm. or equivocal
replies. For., on the one hand, it is evident that if a response were
consistent with attitude-structure expectations t,h::lre could be no ob­
servable expectations effect, since expectations v.10uld tend to reinforce
the reliability of the interl1iewer's coding of the reply. Again, if a
response were markedly inconsistent with attitude-,structure expectations.,
the chances are that the interviewer's image of the respondent's attitude­
structure would itself have 7,0 be revised., and the expectations along
with it. But if the response were lukewarm it might wave no such red
flag, and expectations might have full charge in guiding perception.
Therefore, reliance was placed mainly on lukewarm or equivocal responses
in testing the hypothesis, although inconsistent responses were likewise
employed for this purpose.

The experimental subjects who listened to the transcriptions had in front
of them copies of the questionnaires co rresponding to the interview. They
were instructed to write down or code the answers as they listened. So
that errors in recording were not due to the artifact of lack of time,
the intervals between question and answer approximated the usual speed
of delivery of a respondent. While the time interval was not controlled
exactly and did lead to a few complaints about being hurried, the in­
fluence of such a factor upon the results can be questioned on the basis
of empirical data presented in the original article on the lack of any
relation of clerical errors to expectation effects. The mechanical qual­
ity of the transcriptions was good so that inaudibility of the answers
could scarcely have been significant in accounting for error. Data col­
lected from the subjects as to difficulties in reception show that these
were negligible.

So that errors could not be due to lack of practice in handling the me­
chanics of interviewing on this surveyor to unfamiliarity with the rules
for handling given questions" the experimental subjects filled out one
questionnaire ahead of time" recording their own opinions. In addition
to the practice this task afforded" it provided a measure of the sub­
jects' own ideology" so that the influence of this variable on the re­
sults can be evaluated jointly with the influen'ce of expectations. At
the time the subjects recorded their own opinions" they were given written
specifications on the purposes of the survey and the procedure for handling
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given kinds of answers. A final briefing period was held at the time
of the experimental sessions. Just before 'the transcriptions were
played the subjects were given last-minute instructions--a quick re­
view of the specifications and particular instructions for the sessions
thems~lves" including a request that they try to imagine that this was
an actual interview•.. The subjects were assembled in small groups over
a number of different sessions. The order of presentation of the two
transcriptions was rotated from session to session so that the influence
of temporal factors of fatigue or practice was equally operative upon
the results of each of the two interviews for all subjects taken to­
gether" and cannot account for the differences in recording of answers.

After each transcription was played" subjects were given time to fill
out a so-called "field rating" of the dummy respondent--actually an ap­
praisal of relevant characteristics of the respondent, his extent of
interventionism or isolationism" his interest in and level of information
about international affairs. This enabled us to determine whether the
subject had actually perceived the over-all characterization intended~

In addition, subjects were given a form on which to report their personal
characteristics and their conunents about the experiment--whether they were
able to hear each response, whether they maintained the same impressions
of the respondents throughout each interview (to determine whether same
of the deviant test responses had caused a re-formation of attitude-struc­
ture expectations).

Some 117 subjects. participated in the experimental sessions. They in­
cluded regular public opinion poll interviewers from various· cooperating
agencies, university graduate and undergraduate students. 31 About a

31 The writers are, -grateful for the,-.cooperation o£ Don Cahalan, 'formerly
of the University of Denver, Eugene Hartley, of the City College of
New York" Patricia Kendall, of Columbia University" Elmo Roper, and
Robert Seashore, of Northwestern University, for making subjects avail­
able.

third had no preVious professional interviewing experience, although they
had had related course work in the social sciences. Half had up to one
year of professional interviewing, and the remainder had experience long­
er than a year.

The experimental procedure described above should have provided a crucial
test of the influenca~" of attitude-structure expectations upon the re­
sults. The hypothesis would seem to be proven if the quivalent answers
inserted into the two transcriptions were coded differently depending
upon the context within whioh they were imbedded. However, such a find­
ing might be open to one other explanation. Conceivably the different
coding of apparently equivalent answers coUld be due to uncontrolled
factors associated with the way in which the crucial answers were spoken
by the actor respondent. For example, one answer 1nieht have been de­
livered more emphatically or knowingly than the other. Furthermore, the
answers on both records were not word-for-word duplicates, although they
were the same in substance. The variation in the results might be attri­
buted to such factors, intrinsic to the answer, rather than to the ex­
pectation process operating upon psychologically equivalent answers.
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To investit;ate this possibility" the test responses were taken out of
context and placed in random order in a series of other typical answers
to the questions. The series was then presented to a group of judges
in both oral (soundscriber discs) and written form. The judges were
asked to code these responses following the same instructions that had
been given to the experimental subjects. The tallies from the judging
sessions served to tell what the coding pattern for the test items would
be if they were presentf.'!d out of the expectation context, and they thus
served as a guide agai.l1st which to compare results from the experimental
sessions~ Those test responses which were not coded according to the
design by the judges were eliminated from further analysis.

For two of the questions there was no doubt whatsoever that the recorded
responses were identical in content. These were Questions 7 and l5E on
the questionnaire. Both of these were pre-coded questions requiring the
interviewer to circle the code on the questionnaire that seemed most near­
ly to fit the respondent's attitude.

Question 7 was phrased as follows: ''In general, do you think that the
United States is now spending too much on our program for European re­
covery, about the right amount .. or not enough?1I Code categoriee corres­
ponding to the alternatives were provided. In response to this question ..
the isolationist said: IIAll I !mow is that it's costing us taxpayers an
awful lot of money. But I suppose you got to feed those starving people
and I guess you can't do it for less. Still a lot of that money is just
going down the drain. Them people ain't working over there. They don't
appreciate it."

In response to the same question the interventionist replied: IIv.Tell"
there's no question but that the economic recovery program is costing
this country a good deal of money. Still, I presume we must help Western
Europe get back on its feet.. and I suppose it can't be done for less.
Nevertheless there has been a certain amount of mismanagement and waste. 1I

The judges, in the light of specifications which instructed the interview..
er to ignore any criticisms of the manner in which the money was being
spent" coded both responses as tlabout right amount~lI The experimental
subjects, however" hearing these responses in their contexts, displayed
a strikingly different pattern of recording" as Table 11 indicates.
Hearing the isolationist's reply, 53 per cent of the subjects coded
IItoo much, II while 20 per cent coded "about right amount." On the other
hand, hearing the interventionist's reply, 9 per cent of the same group
of subjects coded IItoo much, II and 75 per cent "about right amount."

It is interesting here to follow the thinking of one of the interviswer­
subjects who reported his thoughts during a phenomenological session.
In speaking of the isolationist's response, this subject said, II1rJell,
he has given two answers which I would ask him to clarify. In one case
he said 'Too nmch" , and in another case, 'About right amount' ••• r
get the feeling that this individual really means 'Too much,' but I
would put it with reservations •••He has said both, but I think I'll put
'Too much' for this individual. II

The second crucial question mentioned above" l5E, was one of a series of
questions about. level of interest in foreign and domestic affairs. It
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was ,Phrased as follows: "How much interest do you take in our policy
toward Spain--a good deal of interest, some interest" or practically
none?" To this the isolationist replied, "It's the way I told you-­
I don't follow the papers much these days, but I guess you could put
me down as taking a little bit of interest in that." The intervention­
ist responded with, "Compared with the other areas you've mentioned,
I guess I'd regard myself as having only a littIe bit of interest in
that."

The judges, following specifications, coded both replies as "some."
As Table 11 indicates" there were 20 per cent of the subjects who
coded "None" for the isolationist" and only 1 per cent who coded the
interventionist's reply this way.

TABLE 11

THE INFLUENCE OF EXPECTA TrONS ON THE CODING OF SUBSTANTIALLY

IDENTICAL RESPONSES TO TWO QUESTIONS

Classification given by subjects to:
Isolationist Interventionist

Respondent Respondent

Q. 1. Amount spent by U.3. .:.
on program for
European recovery

Too much •• • • • 53% 9%
About right amount 20 75
Not enough. • • • 1
Don't know and

Other • • · • • 27 15

100% 100%

Q. 15E. Amount of". iUt&l'ee~
in po!licy toward
Spain

Some • • • • • • •
None • • • • • • •
Don't know ••••

Number of cases
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The differences in the coding of the replies to these questions l then l
must be attributed to the operation of the two expectations patterns.
Especially under the condition of equivocal or luke-warm responses-­
the effect of attitude-structure expectations is to influence survey
findings. The particular nature of these effects on the results are
clearly of two types. First, the marginal distribution on a particu­
lar question is distorted. Second, the intercorrelations between
attitudes are affected, since these intercorrelations are the very
essence of the attitude-structure expectation process. Thus,esti­
mates predicated on marginals, and dynamic interpretations based
on relations between attitudes would both be impaired by these ef­
fects.

Empirical data collected in conjunction with this experiment provide
some evidence on the fundamental problem posed earlier as to the
effect of such expectations on the validit;y of survey results.

Thirty-nine of the experimental SUbjects acted as interviewers in a
survey of community attitudes in Denver in 1949. 32 In the case of

32 For a detailed description of the survey, method of assignments,
and the validity procedures, see Hugh J. Parry and Helen
Crossley. 1JValidity of Responses to Survey Questions," ~. Opin.
Quart., 14 (1950), 61-80. For the discussion of findings on in­
terviewer effect, Feldman, Hyman and Hart. itA Field Study of
Interviewer Effects on the Quality of Survey Data," Pub. Opin.
Quart., 15 (1951), 734-761. See also Chapters V and VI.

this survey, since checks on the accuracy of the report on a series
of questions were available in the form of official records on each
respondent, it is possible to compute a measure of the validity of
the results each interviewer obtained. Since the interviewers re­
ceived assignments which were equivalent, any differences in Validity
can be assigned to the interviewer" The systematic relation between
the validity of the reports obtained by different interviewers in this
survey, and their tendency to introduce expectation effects in the
experiment, will provide some answer to the larger issue of the good
or bad consequences of such expectations. In Table 12 these findings
are presented in the form of frequencies. Proneness to expectation
effects was mearo red by the tendency to distort the handling of ques­
tion 7 in the experiment" and the relative validity of the interviewer's
results was measured by classifying all interviewers into one of three
categories defined by the relative magnitude of the invalidities ob­
tained.

...
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TABLE 12

THE RELATION OF EXPECTATION-EFFECT TENDENCIES TO THE VALIDITY

OF REPORTS OBTAllJED IN THE COURSE OF A F.rELD SURVEY

Report ~£ Vote, in ~94B PraaidentialEleation

Prone to
fu':p'3ctation

Effects
(n=22)

Not Prone to
Expectation

Effects
(n=17)

Interviewers with the least invalidity. • • • 8 5
moderate " 3 9.. • • •
most " • • 11 3• •

Report of Automobile Otmership

Interviewers with the least invalidity .. • .. • 7 6
moderate " 7 4.. .. .. ..
most " 8 7• .. .. ..

Report of Personal Contribution to
COmmunity Chest

Interviewers with the 1 east invalidity • .. .. .. 5 9
moderate " 7 6.... .. ..
most " 10 2.. . .. ..

In three instances, those experimental subjects who were expectation­
prone were more likely to fall into the category of interviewers who ob­
tained relatively less valid results.. The data reveal this fact by in­
spection, and chi-aquare tests for the three items reveal P values of
.02, .. 85" and .05 respectively. When these values are pooled to get an
aggregate test, the difference is significant at ,the .05 level. One
might argue that the invalid results derived not so much from expecta­
tion tendencies but from other factors correlated with expectation ef­
fects. For example, from evidence presented in the original report of
this study, it was noted that those interviewers who are prone to ex­
pectation ~ffeet qiffef i~ e~erien~e a~d ski++ ~y ~\~fic~l ~S~$, al­
though the· differences are not statisticallysign1ficant.. Conceivably,
the difference in performance of the two groups might dertva from such
uncontrolled factors. While the number of cases were few, the relation­
ship between expectation effects and invalidity of results was re-exam­
ined, controlling first for length of experience and then for clerical
skill. In both refined tests the relationship persists although it is
red;\l.c~d :i,.n ma~n~tvde~ In this case, at least the expectation process
sl'ems to produce bli11dness rather than i.nsigh~.



-11,-
A seecm«l experiment wu d.evised to detem11\e the biasing effects of atti~

tude-structure expectations. Like the prenous exper1lllent, this one was
1imi.ted to the test of the h)'pothesis that such expectations, emerging
in relation to a constellation of ear17 attitudes, can affect results
purely throuah the classification ot answers on pre-eoded CJ1estions.
Hcwever, it goes beyond the first experiment in speeif7ing seme of the
conditiona under which expectations operate.

Sixty interviewers, members of the current NORC field staff, were sent
a sheet containing 25 discrete answers to the fol:Lolnng question:

"In general, do you feel the United States is now spending
too much on our program for European recovery, about the
right amount or not enough?"

It should be noted that this question was identical with one of the two
experimental questions used in the 8mith-Hyman study. The interviewers
were asked to classify each of the answers in terms of the following code:

Too much ••••.•.•••1

Right amount •••••• 2

Not enough •••.•. ;.3

Don't know••••....•4

Not codeab1e •••.•.X

From the tabulation of the codes assigned, eight specific answers out of
the 25 were selected so as to provide a range of items varying in certain
respects. Items were chosen which illustrated the following conditions:

1)
2)

Responses where the interviewers tended to split close to 50-50.
Responses where the main break was between 1 and 2 in the code

as 'w~;J..l as 2 iilnQ J, li3Q ttl~t both type~ qf amQigu:j.t~EilI? wou~d
be represented in the experiment. '

Responses which were coded "not codeable" with high frequency.
Two "control" items--where all interviewers classified the

items the same way.

For each of the six experimental items two "contexts" were then constructed.
These consisted of interview schedules containing 11 questions and fabri­
cated responses to each, of which the experimental question with each of
the eight responses constituted ',the sixth question on the ballot.. The re­
sponses to the non-experimental questions were designed to produce in tl1e
interviewers mind a picture of a respondent whose general a ttitudes were
in presumed conformity with the code categories above--that is--respondents
whose answer to the experimental question might be "too much.," "about right, tI

or "not enough." In all, fourteen different contexts were constructed--
two each for the six experimental responses and one each for the control
responses, If the split between interviewers was--let us say--between
"too much" and "about right," then one each of these contexts were con­
structed for that part~cular response,
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The Questionnaires were then filled in containing a fabricated context.
plus the appropriate experimental i tern imbedded in the proper place.

A quota of such simulated ballots was then distributed to each interview­
er after a sufficient lapse of time to reduce memory. He receiv~d the
answers in a context opposed to his J2revious code. 'rhus if an interview­
er had coded response #6 as "about right" and the main split for that re­
sponse was between "about right11 and "too much" he received the answer
in a "too much" context.

Among that group of interviewers who had previously declared the item
"not codeable," the concept of a context opposing the original code in
direction, is meaningless. Hence, within this group, contexts of two
different directions were alternately applied. All the interviewers were
asked to code the entire set of answers on each of the ballots.

The ostensible nature of the assignment was a routine survey that NORC
had conducted, in which we were trying out interviewers as coders in
place of the normal office staff. To reduce suspicion, different hand­
writings had been used, so that no interviewer would receive more than
two ballots with the same writing. Otherwise, given the kno't'11edge of
the small field assignments in the usual survey, an interviewer might
become suspicious.

As contrasted with the earlier experiment, the cues creating the attitude­
structure expectations were purely the written contents, rather than the
combination of content plus allthe vocal skills at the disposal of a pro­
fessional actor trying to create a vivid characterization. In this sense"
minimal expectations should have been operative. However" the experiment
W'&spre-tested on a group of office coders" and where the context we had
initially constructed was too weak to produce effects, the context was re­
vi:;led in the direction of a clearer p~cture, so as to strengthen the like­
lihood of expectations emerging.

As in the first experiment, ~he measure of expectation effects in the aggre­
gate was that the codes assigned to the experimental items wen they were
imbedded in particular contexts shift markedly from the original codes
assigned the items when they were presented discretely. To measure the
differential effects of expectations as related to given varia.bles,~ the
magnitude of shift in coding will be presented for items varying in cer­
tain respects.

Thebe shifts were evaluated in terms of their direction. Where a shift
occurred from a code involving a definite opinion to the code ",don't know,,"
the assumption was made that this shift was a "half-shift," since the
"don't know" category was regarded as half-l-my point between the two
poles of the attitudinal dimension involved.. Similarly" llThere a shift
occurred from an original "don't know" code to a definite opinion, this
was regarded as a half-shift" since the distance traversed on the dimen­
sion was only half the distance between poles. The assumption seems
reasonable" since the category "don't know" was applied exclusively for
a respondent whose attitude was definitely regarded as equivo.cal. Where
the interviewer himself was equivocal about an apparently definite opinion,
he presumably used the categoxy "not codeable."
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While these assumptions seem reasonable, such half-shifts are separated
in the presentation of the results, so that the reader can evaluate the
findings independent of these possibly indeterminate data, or can mal<e
any assumption he wishes about the "don f t know" codes.

In Table 13 below the results are presented for each of the eight it-ems.
It is clear that interviewers in 1 arge number shifted their classifbation
in the direction of the presumed context. It is, of course, possible that
such shifting of judgment is to some extent sheer unreliability, i.e." a
coder given the task of coding the discrete item a second time might shift
his judgment even in the absence of context. Unfortunately, control measurel"
ments of shifting for the repetition of the original discrete items were .'
not possible. HoweverJ that such shifts were not due to mere capricious­
ness is indicated by the results for control i terns. On these items 89%
and 100% of the interviewers coded the items the same as they had previous­
lyJ despite context. IncidentallyJ this finding demonstrates that the
effect of expectations created by context will be minimal for unequivo-
cal responses.

In addition" comparisons of the amount and direction of shifting among
experimental items varying in certain respects indicate that shift in
the direction of context is correlative with a number of interrelated
factors. This again suggests that such shifts are systematic rather
than mere instances of unreliability of coding. For example" it will
be noted from the table that the effect of the expectation is greater
when the original response is ambiguous. Ambiguity was measured by the
degree to which the 60 interviewers disagreed on their original coding
of the discrete item. If among those interviewers assigning a definite
code J there was an equal number coding the i tern in two different ways"
the response in question was regarded as maximally ambiguous.

This finding on the relation between ambiguity and shifting supports the
suggestion made in Chapter II and elaborated in Chapter V that expecta­
tional and other biasing processes are often invoked as task aids when
the ~ituati.on is difficult for the interviewer.

That such expectations function to reduce task difficulty in coding is
also clear from the fact that the equivocal answers when given in a con­
text are more likely to be assigned some definite code. 33 This can be

33 Asch postulates a similar process in explaining the results of prestige
suggestion experiments.. The experimental subjects when confronted with
the difficult task of evaluating some text "feels himself under the ne­
cessity of arriving at a judgment for which he has no reasonable basis
••• He then proceeds to clutch at whatever clues he can find." Cp. cit."
273.

shown by comparing the proportion of instances for the total of 344 experi­
mental responses given the staff as a whole where the interviewers cla~si­

fied the item as non-codeable under the two conditions.
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TABLE 13

THE EFFECT OF ATTITUDE-STRUCTURE EXPECTATIONS ON CODING

AS REVEALED BY THE MAGNITUDE OF SHIFTING \VHEN THE

RESPONSE IS IMBEDDED IN AN EXPERIMENTAL GONWEX:t':,

Original split
(%) excluding

respeDsas-· ,
"non-codeable"

. . . . .. . . . .

4 • • ••

5 . · • • ·

. .. . . . ..

34%. • lf1% • • 5b%

39 • .. 16 • . 55

15 • • 29 .. .. 44

23 . .. 4 · .. 27

21 .. • 32 • .. 53

o • • 22 · .. 22

Per cent showing shifts
in the direction of
context excluding

response,I1non-co<ie,a;ble"
Full Half

shifts shifts Total

. . . . . .
• • • • • • •

0-100 ..

44-56% .. • . · .. • ..

39-61 .. .. .. .. • • ..

29-71 · .. . · • · ..

28-72 · .. .. .. · .. ..

21-79

. ..

. . ..

. . . .

. . .. .

.. .

. . . . . . .

.. ..

.. .

.. .. .

.. ..

.. . ..3 ..

2 ..

1 ......

6 ..

!f:::tperiinental
Item

2 • • •

. . ,. . . .. ..

.. ..

.. .. 11

.. .. 0

3

o .... 0

8 .. .... .. ..

· , . .
0-100 ....

0-100 •.. .. .... ... . . .
• • • • • •1 ..

Contr91
Item-

In the absence of any context j 3~ of all the responeae W$re olassified
as not codeable" whereas in the presence of context only 25% of the same
responses were classified as not codeable .. However, this 9% reduction
in non-codeability for all responses in the aggregate does not adequately
represent the full effects of context. While some i terns that had been
previously regarded as not codeablebecame codeable under conditions of
context, other items that were previously codeable seemed to produce a
conflict situation for the interviewer when they were placed in a context.

Instead of coding such items, the interviewer sometimes classified a pre­
viously coded item as now non-cpdeable.. Such changes implicitly reveal
the influence of expectations created by the context, but were not in­
cluded in the earlier table as "shifts." The complete pattern of changes
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between codeable and non-codeable categories is presented in Table 14
below.

TABLE 14

THE INFLUENCE OF CONTEXT AS RELATED TO

PREVTOUS OODEABILITY

Among responses initi­
ally regarded as

Number of respondents

• • • •

Per cent classified in
various ways in the
presence of context

. . . . . . .

Non-
codeable Codeable

41% 26%

59 74
..-
116 2,58

. . .

. .. . . . . .

• • • •. . .• •

Codeable

Non-codeable

Certain other findings on the interaction of specific variables in cre­
ating effects will be presented below.

Thus far we have presented two experimental analogies to the biasing
operation of attitude-structure expectations on survey results. These
have the advantage of specifYing most precisely the nature of such ex­
pectational effects. As indicated earlier, we can examine any expecta­
tions that are constant over the entire staff, since we have a criterion
of the correct response. Also, by virtue of the control of the design,
we can locate the exact aspect of performance through which any such
effects operate. However" a limitation accompanies all such procedures.
The very nature of the experiments involved the creation of such expecta­
tions and some element of artificiality. In the more natural field setting,
the respondent's answers may not be EO well structured, and a host of un­
controlled situational factors ·operate. 34

34 That these experiments could not have been completely artificial" how­
ever, is suggested by the fact already reported that performance in
the laborato~ setting correlated with the validity of reports obtained
in the course of a regular field survey.

Moreover" bqth experimerits presented relate to the narrow realm of a tti­
tude-structure expectations as they influence only the recording component
of total interviewer performance. We therefore turn to a field study of
role expectations as thes\3 affect survey results. In the study, it is im­
possible to isolate the locus of the effects, since all components of
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interviewer per!onnance are inextricably involved. As well, for reasons
previously mentioned, it is impossible to measure the effect of univer­
sally held expectations. However, what losses we sustain are compen­
sated for by a more typical estimateo! such processes under natural
field conditions.

This field experiment is described in detail in Chapter VI. It was
coriducted in C1eve~nd and was one of two large scale field surveys,
designed experimentally so as to permit, the measurement of variations
in results obtained from equivalent samples by different interv1et'l1'ers.
The samples were of households rather than individuals, and in 90% of
the instances, the housewife acted as the respondent. On two omnibus
questions, certain results for the different interviewers differed so
markedly that one could not attribute the differences to mere sampling
fluctuations. The first question dealt with whether or not th~ respond­
ent purchased a series of nine co:mmedities or services, and, 1£ so,
whether the purchase hac' been made in the neighborhood, and the second
question was a repetition of the inqUiry for the main earner or other
major member of the household. Because of the nature of the sample,
the first question almost invariably involved an inquiry into a woman's
behavior, and the second question an in~ir.Y into a man's behavior.
The resu!ts are presented below in Table 15.

TABLE 15

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCF ')BTAINED BY INTERvmt1IERS

WITH EQUIVALENT ASSIGmiENTS ON QUESTIONS RELATING

TO PURCHASING BEHAVIOR

"The last time yea shopl',ed for
_-=-__" did- 1¢'U get them
downtown or in neighborhood
stores?"

Characteristad Tested
•

Au to repairs • •

.001

.0001

P-Va.1ue

10

10.30.15

43.21

Chi-Squared Dr

Aggregated-results
for 10 pairs of
interviewers

• •

. . .
• •• •

. .
. .

. .
• •• • •

• •

• •Gasoline

"Now I'd like to know about the main
earner (main shopper) of the household.
The last time he (she) wanted any of the
following things, did he (she) get them
downtown or in some neighborhood ares?"

House-furnishings • • • • • • • • • •

Clothing •• • • • . . • • . . . . 24.01

38.04

10

10

.01

.0001
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Since the actual test made on these items essentially involved comparisons
of the attribute "no purchase" plus "don't remember the purchase" va pur­
chase for the different interviewers~ 35 the finding shows that there is

35 The clothing item was dichotOmized differently from the other three.
Because of the nature of the distribution the dichotomy was downtown
purchase vs. neighborhood" no purchase, or don't remember.

; t i

unusually great variation in the frequency with which pairs of interviewers
obtain an answer indicating a woman making the purchase of an unusual item"
gasoline or auto-repairs, or a man making a purchase of an unusual item.
It is interesting that the item which is least sex-linked" clothing" shows
the smallest difference of the four " (clothing is much more likely to be
bought by both members of a family), and that other items in the list for
which there is no prevailing division of labor between the sexes" buying
drugs" patronizing the dentist or movie s, etc." show' -no significant differ­
ences.

The very special pattern of these findings suggests that differential role­
expectations among our interviewers as to the buying behavior of men and
women affected the replies they obtained. Out of 4S questions tested for
interviewer differences" these four plus one other question, were the ,only
ones on which significant findings occurred" and the three of the five show­
ing the greatest effects were items where the report of purchase of a given
commodity by a man or woman would represent unusual behavior.

That the effects are not due to the mere content of the questions or items
is clear from the fact that the identical question when asked in the con­
text of the behavior of the other sex does not yield a significant differ­
ence. For example, house-furnishings when asked in relation to the female
respondent yields an ~ggregated chi-squared of 11.631 which is non-signi­
ficant" but when asked about the spouse is highly significant. The differ­
ence between the two chi-squares when tested by an F-test is significant
at the.OS level. Similarly when auto repairs was asked about the male
spouse, the chi-squared was 12.643 or non-significant" and the difference
between the two chi-squareds as revealed by an F-test is significant.
In other words, the identical question, covering the same commodity only
becomes subject to interviewer effect when the referent of the question
is a person of a particular sex.

One might raise the query as to why no differences were observed on the
~estion of automobile repairs when the referent was a man, or on house­
furnishings when the referent was a woman. Certainly such i tem~ are
probably regarded as the exclusive purchasing aesignments of the respective
sexes. Such questions are obviously 1inkeq to ro1e-expectations~ The
answer lies in the feature of field experiments to which we preViously
referred. There might well have beert expectations that such items were
bought exclusively by men or women, which might well have inflated the
frequency of reports of purchase of these items for the gi;ven sex
over the entire sample. But since these were very likely to be character­
istic of both interviewers who were compared, they would not be revealed.
For example, it is hard to believe that any interviewer would think that
a woman did not buy house-furnishings, or that a man who owned a car did_.
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~ buy gasoline. However, with respect to items that are unusual pur­
chases for a given sex, it is likely that fairly often one but not the
other of the in:terviewers would assu111e that a number of women purchased
gasoline, or that a nurnber of men purchased house-furnishings.

That interviewer effects operated on these questions in the Cleveland
study is beyond question. The explanation given in terms of role-expecta­
tions seems plausible, bl1.t no real proof has yet been presented. In con­
trast with the laboratory-like experiments presented earlier, we did not
experimentally create any expectations among our inte~,~ewers under con­
trolled conditions to which we can point. We merely observed. thei:;." be­
havior in the natural setting, and inferred the operation of cs:'::'t8.in ex­
pectations from the peculiar contents of the findings on certain questions.

However, if it can be demonstrated by refi.'1ed analysis that these results
vary in an orderly way among interviewers differir.g in role expectational
tendencies, the inference would seem well supported. A series of such
analyses are available, all providing support for the inference. Certain
selected ones are presented below. It should be noted with respect to
these analyses that it was impossible to find enough instances of contrast­
ing characteristics within the pairs of interviewers who had equivalent
assignments.

Consequently, it was necessary to lump together the results of all inter­
viewers with a given characteristic regardless of the blocks from which
they had obtained their interviews. Thus, if the observed differences
are interpreted in the light of random variation resulting from simple
random sampling, it is possible that some seemingly significant differences
may merely be due to chance; i.e., due to true differences between the
samples of respondents assigned to the contrasted interviewers. These
errors of interpretation result from the underestimate of the potential
extent of variation between aggregates of clusters of respondents. Also,
since we are here relating various interviewer characteristics to differ­
ences in the obtained interview results, it is necessary to take account
of the variation in results between interviewers with the s arne character­
istic(s). The assumption of ~imple random sampling might lead us to
attribute certain fortuitous observed differences to variation in a certain
interviewer variable when in reality that interviewer variable is not gen­
erally related to that type of difference at all. However, in a culturally
homogeneous area like that studied, 36 there is no reason to assume an es-

36 The universe was not all of Cleveland but merely 3 suburban areas makin:g
the assumption of cultural homogeneity more tenable.

pecially great spatial serial correlation of sexual purchasing roles so
perhaps the assumption of simple random sampling used in our signi.ficance
tests is not completely unfounded. We have no reason to assume that there
is a correlation of any sort between the interviewers' and respondents'
characteristics and we can consider the respondents of interviewers with
different characteristics to be reasonably equivalent. We do, of course,
under-estimate the sampling variance between these two groups but probably
not enough to invalidate comparisons completely.
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Moreover, in all the analyses that follow the data are presented purely
for sub-groups of respondents of common characteristics" thus ruling out
certain sources of sampling variation as the explanation. For example I

all the data are presented purely for female respondents. In addition,
the interviewers who are contrasted are matched in certain respects" thus
strengthening the likelihood that the differences observed are due to the
independent variables specified.

That the variations in results are related to expectations about sex-roles
is first supported by the fact that "unusual" purchases are more frequently
reported by interviewers who themselves come from households waare the sex­
roles are unusual. This is shown below for women interviewers who had re­
ported in an interviewer's <vJ.estionnaire on the purchasing behavior in their
own households.

TABLE 16

THE RELATION OF REPORTS OF PURCHASING BEHAVIOR THAT VIOLATE

THE USUAL SEX ROLE TO SEX ROLES Dl IN'IERVIEWER t S

OWN HOUSEHOLD

Among female respondents I

per cent of husbands
reported as purchasing

house-furnishings

For interviewers whose own husbands
purchase house-furnishings • • • • • • •

For interviewers whose own husbands
do not purchase house-furnishings •••

60%

45

N
67

307

For female interviewers who had had
autos repaired • • • • • • • • • • . . .

Among female respondents"
per cent reporting

getting autos repaired

46%

For femame inte"tviewsrs who had not had
autos repaired· ••• 4 • • • • • • • •• 38 117

The expectation about the behavior of the respondents and their spouses
would thus seem in part to be predicated upon the real but idiosyncratic
experiences of the interviewer. However" it has also been e.rgued in
Chapter II and is supported by a body of theory that such categorizing
of respondents t answers in terms of gross group memberships would be re­
lated to general tendencies to be stereotypic. We find that this is the
case. Interviewers were asked if there were certain types of people they
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would object to interviewing. A small group stated that they were un­
willing to interview Negroes, and this resp~ne was taken as an index of
stereotyping. In Table 17 below it can be seen that' these interviel-J'ers
are less likely to obtain reports of behavior that violate the usual sex
role.

TABLE 17

THE RELATION OF REPORTS OF PURCHASING BEHAVIOR

TF.AT VIOLATE THE USUAL SEX ROLE TO INTER-

VIEV-JERS'STEREOTYPICAL TENDENCIES

Among professional
female interviewers
who:

Refuse to interview Negroes • •

Among i~ma&e. respond~

,uta ;peiP 'eent., 01 hus­
bands reported as pur­
chasing house-furnish-

ings
N

43% 69

Per cent of female
respondents who re­
port obtaining auto

repairs
N

33 '83

Are willing to interview
Negroes • • • • • • • . . . 46 182 40

The theory was advanced earlier that such expectational processes are like­
ly to be invoked in the presence of difficulty, and that they then function
as aids in the resolution of the interviewer's task. This theory can be
supported in the analysis of the Cleveland study. About half of the inter­
viewers reacted negatively to these questions and indicated that they were
among the "least interesting to respondents" or the Ifmost difficult to
understand" or the "hardest to answer ," Among this group the frequency
with which unusual purchases were reported was less. It is suggested that
in the presence of difficulty, interviewers are more likely to record an
answer on the basis of expectation rather than cope with the full diffi­
culty of questioning or probing in a difficult area. 37 The data are

37 Further support for a situational determinant of interviewer eff'ects on
these questions is presented in Chapter VI, where it is shown
that parallel findings are available for another field study.

presented in Table 18 below.

Situational factors may enhance the operation of expectations not only by
creating task difficulties but also by providing clues which facilitate or
oppose the normal expectations. An earlier question in an interlocking
battery of questions may so-to-speak be a tip-off for the interviewer that
he can regard a respondent as performing or not perfonning a certain role.
Questionnaires that have a highly organized character serve exceedingly well
for research design purposes but may have this unanticipated consequence
for interviewer effect. In the Cleveland survey such a situation seemed to
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be present. Prior to the question on auto repa.ir purohases, the respondent
had been asked what mode of transportation was used to do the food shopping.
If the respondent did not mention an auto" the probe was asked" "ls there a
car available for food shopping?" It can be noted from Table 19 below that
the expectationa1 effects on "auto repairs" are related to the characteris­
tic reported by the respondent on the earlier question. Thus" for example
stereotypic interviewers who obtain few reports of auto repairs from female
respondents are constrained to obtain increased reports of auto repairs if
the respondent had previously indicated that she had or used an auto. It
can also be noted from the table that even when we control the character­
istics of the respondent by reference to the earlier question the stereo­
typic interviewers are least likely to obtain deViant reports.

TABLE 18

THE RELATION OF REPORTS OF PURCHASING

BEHAVIOR THAT VIOLATE THE

USUAiIk EEJlL.ROMl: 1£0

SI'nl~'fIQNA]l,' PRESSURES··

~tihg female interviewers whose
reaction to the question was

Negative Not negative
N N

Per cent of female respondents
haVing autos repaired • • • • • • • •

Per cent of husbands purchasing
house-furnishings •••••••••

37%

40

197

161

50%

53

248

213
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TABLE 19

THE RELATION OF EXPECTATIONAL EFFECTS TO SITUATIONAL FACTORS

OF QUESTI01n~AlRE ORDER

Among female respondents who
gener8.11y used auto to shop
for food--% reporting having

auto repaired

% N

Professional interviewers not
willing to interview Negroes • • • • • • 62 37'

Professional interviewers willing
to interview Negroes • • • • • • • • • • 68 97

Non-professional interviewers (all
willing to interview Negroes) · • • • · 66 56

Among female respondents who
did not generally use auto to
shop for food but who did have
a car available for food shop­
ping--% reporting having auto

repaired

N

· .

Professional interviewers not willing
to interview Negroes :-7 • . • • •

Professional interviewers willing to
interview Negroes ••••• •

13

50

15

38

Non-professional interviewers (all
willing to interview Negroes) • • 65 34

Among female respondents who
did not have an auto avail­
able-rDr food shopping--% re­
porting having auto repaired

N

Professional interviewers not willing
to interview Negroes :-: • • 6 31

Professional interviewers willing to
interview Negroes ••••••

Non-professional interviewers (all
willing to interview Negroes)

· .
• •

13

18

75

57
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The predictive power 'f:Jr the theory that the Cleveland find.in&s are a product
of role-expectational tendencies activated by task difficulty is shown in
Table 20. Among interviewers where the two factors combine there is a
minimal report of unusual behavior.

TABLE 20

THE COMBINED EFFECTS OF ROLE-EXPECTATIONS AND

SITUATIONAL DIFFICULTY ON REPORTS

OF PURCHASING BEHAVIOR

/!iON" female intel'Uewers

I ,

Who did not react negatively~ and whose
own husbands purchase. house-furnishings •

Who did not react negatively, and whose hus­
bands do ~ purchase house-furnishings •

Who did react negatively, and whose own hus­
bands purchase house-furnishings • • • • •

~ho did react negatively and whose OvlIl hus­
bands do ~purchase house-furnishings

Among female interviewers

Among female respondents,
percentage of males pur­
chas:i,ng house-furnishings

N.........
70% ,47

48 166

35 20

40 141

Among female respondents,
%reporting having had

auto repairs

Who reacted negatively to question" and who
had had auto repaired • ff • • • • • • •

Who did not react negatively" and who had
not had auto repaired • • • • .. • • • •-

Who reacted negatively to question~ and who
had~ had auto repaired • • • • • • •

Who did not react negatively~ and who
had auto repaired • • • • • • • • . . . L

56% 166

40 82

38 162

34 35

Thus far we have described eneral·eJqlerimental studies which demonstrate
the biasing effects of role or attitude-structure expectations on survey
results. We earlier alluded to a third type of expectational process"
the "probability expectation," and turn now to some empirical data sug­
gestive of such expectational effects. The data to be presented are from
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a variety of sources and only fra~JI\entarypartly because the phenomenon
was not explored early enough to be fully incorporated into experimental
phases of the project and partly because this type of expectation is clear­
ly of secondary importance and therefore not as worthy of high research
priority.

It should be anticipated that probability expectations will be difficult
to demonstrate. For interviewers to expect a particular distribution of
attitudes in a sample requires that the object of the attitudes ~ the issue
involved" be exceedingly well known. On ephemeral issues~ which consti­
tute a considerable part of the contents of public opinion surveys ~ there
would be little basis in experience or public discussion for interviewers
to build up such expectations. Of course~ on issues that are central in
the culture" for example" approval of polygamy or private enterprise or
on transient but prominent matters such as Truman's strength in 1948 we
would expect strong probability expectations--but such issues are not en­
countered too frequently in social research.

More than this ~ we would anticipate that such expectations would be most
e:usive in their operations. They are tentative in relation to more dif­
ferentiated subsequent expectations established as a result of interaction
with particular respondents. While the interviewer might expect that 6 out
of 10 respondents would vote a certain way" this expectation holds for the
general run of results over the sample" and is not necessarily maintained
for a earticular respondent he confronts. The behavior of a particular re­
spondent might conform. to the more differentiated expectation about a given
sub-group or about a person with a given type of attitude-structure. Con­
sequently" probability expectations would be more fluid and elusive and
would often not correlate with particular sub-sets of results obtained by
interviewers. The extreme of this would occur under conditions in publiC
opinion research where an interviewer interviews a particular homogeneous
cluster" rather than a sample of the total universe. In such instancef',
the interviewer might well regard his probability expectations as irrele­
vant to his entire assignment.

Where probability expectations are strong" and yet in conflict with more
differentiated expectations for particular respondents" we could conjecture
about a model that might operate in the interviewer. Presumably he would
surrender bis probability expectations up to a certain point in his assign­
ment because they seem less appropriate and valid than his more pointed and
specialized expectations. But then insofar as he felt that the total body
of results should conform in some degree to his probability expectations,
he might then feel that he has accumulated too few results of a certain
type. He'""iiiIght then do violence to the subsequent individual respondents"
and even reject the more individualized expectation about any case. Thus
where several interviewers have common probability expectations about a
well known matter one might even find if they interviewed the same indivi­
duals that they arrive at the same set of marginal results, despite the
fact that they disagree on many individuals, since these can be ordered
in any conceivable way so long as the final accounting is correct.

If this argument is cogent, it would seem that the most insidious types
of interviewer effect might occur just in this realm. l1arginal results
could be highly uniform over interviewers and subject to no unreliability
and a false sense of security would prevail. But the real meaning of the
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finding might lie in uni'Versal expectatienal effects plus gross inaccura­
cies at the level of sUb-sets of results or results for any respondent.

This model seems to conform to a cammon linding in panel studies when
sets of interview data collected by dif'ferent interviewers trom the
same respondents. are examined. It is often noted that there is unusual
agreement in the marginal distributions obtained by the two interviewers,
but considerable disa,reement in the cells of the table, i.e., in the
classification given the individual respondents by the two interviewers.
The interpretation usually given to the finding is that the error origi­
nates out of some process that is random in character a nd therefore that
the net result of the system of compensating errors is an unbiased set
of marginals. Therefore, the evaluation is commonly made that marginal
totals are accurate, but that one should be cautious about the accuracy
of measurement at the level of the individual. This interpretation of
such findings and the evaluation of them certainly is appropriate gener­
ally. To invoke t he operation of probabUity expectations and consequent­
ly to evaluate the marginals as biased seems unwarranted in most instances.
While probability expectations MUst be widespread, it would be rare that
different interviewers would share expectations with the same content.
Mo1.teova'l'. this very phenomenon of COI111\'lon marginal findings despite :tnternal
differences in tIE cells occurs in repeated measurements obtained from.
self-administered questionnaires. Here the phenomenon is obviously a
,function of sheer unreliability and by definition has nothing to do with
an interviewer. However, the alternative explanation that apparently
reliable marginal findings may represent the effect of common probability
expectations might well be considered in the ;wecial instance of studies
involving questions where there is a well-established prevailing view.
A set of data, suggestive of this phenomenon is available from the method­
ological work done in connection with the psychiatric assessment of RAF
personnel alluded to in Chapter I. 36 Through a detailed card index, a

38 Air· ~istry, QP • cit., 308-319.

record was available on all members of air crews who had been referred to
an RAF Neuro-Psychiatrist by a station medical officer. This record con­
tained the opinions of the psychiatrist plus certain factual data. Tabu­
lation revealed that 541 of the approximate 5000 total cases were found
to have been seen by more, than one of the 37 staff specialists. Analysis
of the reports filed on the same individuals bY two different psychiatrists
provided general data on the reliability of assessment, and material in the
specific form to bear on our model of probability expectations. In examin­
ing these materials, the reader should not regard the level of reliability
as typical, since the fact that two or more diagnostic opinions were solic­
ited suggests that these were unusually difficult cases. Moreover the mere
fact that the J1lan was referred by the station medical officer for any opin­
ion at all suggests that the case was more than an ordinary case. However,
the fact that this was a clearly defined abnormal population makes it"pe...
culiarly appropriate for our purposes, since the psychiatrists would be
more likely to have well structured and common expectations. Compensating
for the difficulty in diagnosis, one can, also, indicate one factor that
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would increase the reliability. The two observers did not work completely
independently; the second psychiatrist frequently having a part~al state­
ment of the first psychiatrist's general opinion available to him. How­
ever, this information should have worked mainly to increase the agree­
ment in judgment of the individual cases, rather than to affect the simi­
larity of marginal distributions, our major concern in this discussion.

Table 21, reproduced from the original report, shows that the agreement
in the marginal distributions for major diagnostic categories is ~J<-=

ably high, despite the fact that the two psychiatrists differ in the
specific diagnosis given to 19% of the individual cases. 39

39, In the study of reliability of ~sychiatriG .diaenoSi,s reported ~y ~8eh
.Juid referred. to, in Chapter !~ the samephenom~n~m seems to be at work,
although the data a~ not presented in such awa:fi as to establish the
pattern precisely. 'While Doctors IIXtl arid "Y" agreed.in their classi­
fication of 38 patients into major diagnostic categories in only 66%
of the cases, the marginal distributions by major categories for the
two psychiatrists seem much more similar. Ope cit.

TABLE 21

REACTION TYPES: THE NUMBER OF CASES DIAGNOSED SIMILARLY OR DIS­

SIMILARLY BY Tl'f10 DIFFERENT PSYCHIATRISTS AMONG RAF AIR CREWS

• •
Diagnosis ·~f ls-1;psychiatrist

> 0
0

~
Ul

Dia~osis of 2nd e. i ~
I"J () 0

~
~

(lQ § a: §t-itel ~
~

en §CD '1 lU en (I) 1-" N W)lU Total
psychiatrist ~

(\) c+- c+- c+ en .... () 0 ....()
tI) .... (\) I-'- tI) () • 'go ~~til §j '1 i .... I ()

til 1-" .... 0 II' l:1' '1 ::Soc+- g II' ::s () '1 (\) ()W)
lU r;. ~ 0 ::s (\)
c+ S" a. ....
CD lU

()

,

Anxiety state · • • · 346 l3 0 12 3 1 0 0 1 13 389
Depression · • · • • 14 34 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 51
Elation • • • · · · 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

!
0 0 0

Hysteria . . · • • • 17 l 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 1 51
Fatigue syndrome • • 5 0 0 0 10 0 0 0

,
0 0 15

Obsessional • • • • • 2 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 I 0 0 7•
Organic-acute • · . • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0

Organic-chronic • • • 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 0 0 ':)

Sch1zoph~3ia • • • • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lack of confidence • . 13 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 12 28

Total • • • · • 397 50 0 49 13 5 0 0 1 26 541
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Several other characteristics besides the general diagnosis were analyzed
and reveal this same phenomenon of great agreement in marginal totals de­
spite considerable dift'erenaes in opinion on the individual cases. For
example in assigning the cause of the disorder to flying duties Or in
rating the degree to which the individual had experienced stress as a
resul t of flying the detailed tables presented are of the same order ..
In such a situation" where there is ~ specialized and clearly defined
population, abnormals" plus considerable past experience of rates or
incidences or features in that population, one would expect probability
expectations to be especially operative. They might well lead the in~·

terviewer or jUdge or clinician to confirm against the findings of the
past and" in this sanae, constitute an example of what Merton has referred
to as the "self-fulfilling prophecy," "a false definition of the situ&tion
evoking a new behavior which makes the originally false conception come
true•. The specioup validity of the self-fulfilling prophecy perpetuates
areign of error."40

40
R. K. Merton. "The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy," Antioch Review, 8 (1948),
193-210.

The earliest methodological research into the biasing effects of proba­
bility expectations in social research was an experiment conducted by
Stanton and Baker. 41 While the concept was never explicitly used, it is
" "c"';

41
F. Stanton and K. Baker. "Interviewer Bias and the Recall of Incomplete-
ly Learned Materials,," Sociometry 5 (1942), 123-134.

clear upon reflection, that this was an inquiry purely into probability ex­
pectational processes" experimentally created in a laboratory setting.
Five professional interviewers" with at least one year of field work ex­
perience were hired and instructed that they would que~ a group. of 200
students presumably to test their memo~. The students had previously
been shown a series of geometrical symbols and the interviewers were re­
quired to present each such symbol again in conjunction with a new on~"

and determine the respondent I s ability to recognize the correct one.
Probability expectations were covertly created by giving each interviewer
a "key" attached to his questionnaire which presumably indicated which
symbol had actually been shown the respondents originally. The materials
were so arranged that the interviewer was compelled to look at the key
each time in order to note the response. In point of fact, the keys com­
bined both true and false information, but it was verified' experimentally
that the interviewers believed in the accuracy of the key.

It is clear that this procedure was likely to create in the" interviewer
some expectation as to the frequency of "yes" and "no" answers that would
be encountered for each symbol in the series. The effect of this expecta­
tion in biasing the results was determined by comparing the per cent of
actually correct answers obtained in the sample when the interviewers be­
lieved that the symbol had been previously seen vs. the per cent obtained
when the interviewers believed the figure had not been previously seen.
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The results were significantly different depending an the expectation
created. 42

-
42 Replications of this experiment have been performed by two independent

investigators. Friedman. obtained negative· findings for non-profession­
al interviewers who were students. Lind-sey obtained negative findings
using graduate students with some past experience in interviewing.
These two experiments certainly cast doubt on the generality of Stanton
and Baker's original finding. While it is impossible to explain the
discrepant findings because ot the many different factors operating#
later investigators suggest a number of hypotheses. See G. Lindsey.
"A Note on Interviewer Bias,," J. Ap¥l. PsZChol.. " 35 (1951),J and P.
Friedman. tlA Second Experiment on nterviewer Bias,tI Sociom. , 5
(1942)" 378-38].

The analogy of t he task in this experiment to measurement of exposure to
various kinds of media in market research surveys is obvious# and suggests
that probability expectations might well be significant in this area. One
specific example of this very fact is presented in Chapter V where it is
shown that interviewers using "confusion controls" in measuring magazine
exposure, obtained different reports as their knowledge o:f the fake items
increased. 43

•
43 See ppe. 261 and 262 of Chapter V.

• •
A study conducted by Wyatt and Ca.ITPbell provides specific data on the
biasing effects of probability expectations in opinion surveys. 44 A

44 Wyatt and Campbell" Ope cit.

survey on sentiments about the 1948 presidential election was conducted in
Columbus" Ohio, in May, 1948, by 223 student interviewers from the univer­
sity. Each interviewer was assigned a specific geographical cluster I in
which he was to obtain interviews with 1'2 respondents selected on a quota
control basis. The results obtained were analyzed in relation to a number
of potential biasing factors, among which were the probability expecta­
tions of the interviewers, These were determined by having each student
estimate, in advance of his work, the percentage distribution of answers
to five o:f the questions. These concerned degree of interest in the
campaign, whether the respondent talked about the campaign with others,
the media affecting his thinking on the campaign" whether the respondent
had a favorite candidate (but not which one), and his general party pref­
erence. While it appears as if the general area of sentiments studied"
political sentiment in the 1948 election, would lend itself to the growth
o:f expectations, the teCific questions examined do not seem to be ones
where knowledge would e precise enough to lead to strong expectations J

with the possible exception of the party preferred.
I
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(For this latter issue, expectations were fairly pervasive as indicated
by the result cited in Chapter II.) Moreover" the clustering of assign­
ments would suggest, as previously indicated" that the probability ex­
pectation for the entire population of Columbus might not be a potent
source of bias, since the more differentiated expectation relevant to
the sub-group, e.g., "peop1e, in 'a POPl' 'neigti:ipoDhood," "people in the
Negro area of town,," would be likely to take precedence in guiding the
interviewer.

For these reasons, the study provides only a weak test of the effects of
probability expectations. However, in possible opposition to these con­
siderations, a factor that might enhance the operation of bias in the
results is the generally poor quality of the field staff and their lack
of motivation. Most of the students had no previous experience and
worked withol1t pay on the survey as part of a course requirement. That
the quality of their performance was not too high is suggested by the
fact that only the 1,,155 returns from 100 of the 223 intervie'Vlers were
used for the methodological study. The majority of interviewers were
excluded either because they did not complete their full assignment or
had falsified interviews. However" it is conceivable that the screening
out of the worse group does leave in the analysis only a superior" rela­
tively conscientious and relatively unbiased group of interview'ers.

The results for interviewers V
4srying in their expectations were compared

and tested for significance. ~The Sl mmary results for the five questions

t5"~ese tests of significan<:e underestimate the probability of obtaini~
the observed differences by chance when there are no true differences.
The tests are posited on an assumption of simple random sampling. This
assumption leads to an overstatement of the statistical significance of
a difference because it fails to take into account the clustering of the
cases obtained by each interviewer and the variations between interyiew­
ers with common expectations •

are presented in Table 22 below. In the eolumn labeled "direction" a plus
sign indicates that the results were biased in the direction of the respect­
ive expectations of the contrasted group of interviewers.

Only one of the questions revealed a significant effect of probability
expectations. However, from inspection of the results it appears to us
that the individual tests understate the,significance of the effects.
Taken collectively, the results are highly suggestive in that four of the
five questions yielded results in the direction of the interviewer's ex­
pectations, with confidence levels below .20. In addition, the tests
understate the effects since they were two-tail tests, indicating the
probability of obtaining a difference of that magnitude in either direct­
ion. The likelihood of obtaining a difference of that magnitude, but in
one specific direction by accident of sampling is obviously much less,
and seems more appropriate for evaluating the hypothesis that interview­
ers obtain results in accordance with their expectation.
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TABLE 22

THE BIASING EFFECTS OF PROBABILITY EXPECTATIONS

IN THE 1VYATT-CAMPBELL STUDY

P Value
Question level of confidence

2-General interest in the campaign • .12

9-Talk about election with others. • .02

Direction of
differences

+

+

10-Media affecting respondents thinking .19

14-Favorite'candidate • • • • • • • • .20

Ballot--National party affiliation. • .1$ +

Using these same data, and making the assumption that the five questions
constitute independent tests of the hypothesis, we can combine the proba­
bilities into a joint probability. In combining these separate tests,
we neglected one-tail of the distribution, partly for the reason mentioned
above, and partly because the results on question 14 were in a direction
contrary to the hypothesis whereas for the other questions, the results
go in the hypothesized direction. Deriving the probabilities for the
single-tail test and combining them yields a joint value significant at
the .01 level. The assumption of independence required in this combined
test must be cpalified in that questions 2 and 9 are so similar in content
that they might be highly intereorrelated. However, even omitting question
2 which originally provided much support for the hypothesis, the combined
test on the remaining questions still reaches the 2% level of confidence.
The results, therefore" support the general theory as to the influence of
probability expectations on issues of fairly prominent character.

One other demonstration suggestive of the biasing influence of probability
expectations is available from the field experiment conducted in Denver.
The data are presented in detail in Chapters V and VI, and in the original
account of the study" so we will merely summarize the finding. 46 Signifi-

46 The original data are presented in Feldman, Hyman and Hart, Ope cit.

cant differences in the results that interviewers obtained from equivalent
samples were demonstrated for certain open-ended questions. One of these
questions involved the report of reasons for satisfaction with the neighbor­
hood in which the respondent lived, and differences were fouI}d in the fre­
quency with which "kind of neighbors" was given as the primary reason.
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Prior to the survey, interviewers had reported their own rating of the
!S;.~rtance of "neighbors" in deciding upon the neighborhood. This rating
can be taken as a eX-t;.de indicator of probability expectations. While the
interviewers were notisked to specify the exact distribution of ariSWers
in the various reason categ~nes, it seems reasonable that those :i.rtterview­
ers who rated this reason as "very iJn.portant" are expressing the belief that
this is likely to ,be the focUs for the attitude about the neighborhood.
The results for interviewerscohtrasted with respect to the belief that
heighbors are important diff~I"1n the direction of the hypothesis J although
they do not reach the usual ievel of significance.

A limited test of the hypothesis that probability expectations are tenta­
tive and would be surrendered in the face of more differentiated expecta­
tions was available ,from. the study, described earlier, on bias in coding
due to attitude-structure expectations, experimentally created by imbedding
items wi.thin false contexts. The interviewers who coded the responses had
previously estimated which answer category would be the majority position
in the population. 47 To test whether differing probability expectations

47 The distribution of such estimates was presented in Chapter II.

-------------------------------,------
ue ef1'ecttve .when in conflict with an attitude-structure expectation, we
examined for a number of items the amount of shift in coding due to context
for interviewers contrasted in their expectation as to the majority answer
to the question. In other words, for one group of interviewers, the atti­
tude-structure expectation was consonant with their probability expecta­
tion, and for the other group the two expectations were opposed. The dif­
ferences were non-significant suggesting that probability expectations
are only weak and tentative in relation to expectations predicated on more
specific cues in the particular interview. This result, of course, must
be qualified in the light of the fact that the contexts were perhaps more
extreme and well structured than might be the case in some normal interview
situations.

A considerable body of evidence has been presented that expectations of
various types do exert a biasing influence on survey results. This con­
finns the theory developed in Chapter lIon the basis of qualitative mater­
ial that cognitive factors, hitherto neglected, are of great importance in
understanding interviewer effects. However, in Chapter II, such a theory
was also contrasted with the more traditional view that bias arises in
public opinion research through the communication to the respondent of
the interviewer I s own ideology, or through the interviewer IS motivation
to influence the results in conformity with his own ideology. It might
be argued that some of the evidence presented implicitly supports the
traditional theory about ideological determinants of bias, insofar as
expectation and ideology are not independent. It is well known that per­
ception is determined in part by such functional factors as needs and
attitudes, and one might therefore construe these expectational effects
as simply the vehicle orearrier of the interviewer's ideology. This view,
of course, has little applicability to expectational effects in "factualll
surveys. One would be hard put to think of an interviewer's own opinion
or ideology being activated on questions having to do with the possession
of certain equipment, or the employment status of the respondent, or the
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store in which a purchase was made, except in the very remote instmce
where such factual data may have some evidential value in the resolution
of controversy. With respect to such matters, it is perfectly plausible
that an interviewer may entertain expectations about the answers, but it
is unlikely that he is motivated by his opinions to affect the results
in some particular direction. This consideration points to a fact not
previously emphasized that expectational processes have more general
applicability or subsumptive power in explaining interviewer effects in
social research than ideological factor~.

If the ideology were really primar,y, it would make considerable differ­
ence in the inferences we would draw from such experimental research,

,and might change our -Whale approach to the control of these effects.
We will shortly present a body of evidence from experimental tests of
the effect of the interviewer t s own ideology on survey results. If these
findings are negative, despite the fact that the findings on expectation
were posi tive, it would suggest that ideological factors do not lie behind
the expectational processes. Otherwise, they should also manifest their
effects directly on the end results. We will also present evidence below
on the relative strengths of expectational and ideologtcal effects, under
conditions where each is held constant in the comparisons, thus providing
further proof as to whether expectational effects are merely derivatives
of ideological factors. However, prior to the presentation of such data,
there is evidence that these two classes of factors are far from highly
correlated in classical studies of the relation between attitude or desire
and belief about or prediction of some unknown such as a future event or
the attitude of a group. Thus, in Cronbach' s study the co rrelation between
the subject's feeling that a certain event was desirable and his belief
thatit would probably come to pass averaged only .41. In Wallen's study
on relations between the individual's attitude and his estimate of the.
proportion of a group holding a certain attitude, the coefficients ranged
only from .39 to .56, and in a parallel study by Travers the coefficients
ranged from .02 to .98 with a media value of .42. 48 Additional evidence

-----------------------------_.-- ----
48 L. J. Gronbach and B. M. Davis. "Belief and Desire in Wartime," J. Abn.

Soc. Psychol., 39 (1944), 4L~-458.

R. Wallen. "IndiViduals' Estimates of Group Opinion," J. Soc. Psychol.,
17 (1943), 269-274.

R. M. ~T. Travers. "A Study in Judgine; the Opinions of Groups,"
Archives of Psychology, No. 266 (1941).

directly relevant to the correlation between probability expectations and
interviewer's ideology is available from a study by Clark. Students in a
course in public opinion estimated the percentage distribution that would
be obtained in answer to a series of questions. In a praliminary stUdy,
they were also asked to record their own opinions. The relationship between
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personal opinion and probability expectation was only moderate. 49 The

49 Some of the expectational data have already been presented in Chapter
II on p:i\'ge 70. These were abstracted from the original article. See
K. E. Clark" Ope cit. The relation bet't-leen expectation and ideology
comes from a personal communication from Dr. Clark whose cooperation
is gratefully acknowledged • ..

~att and Campbell study also computed the relationship between interview­
er's ow opinion and probability expectation for each of the five experi­
mental questions. The value ranged from -.13 to .27. 50 Thus, the re-

50 wyatt and Campbell" Ope cit.

lation between interviewer ideology and expectations, as inferred from
these empirical studies" would seem moderate at best. This is not to
deny that" in general" cognitive processes are affected by motivational
factors. We have too much experimental evidence in support of the general
finding. Also certain projective tests" particularly error-choice tests
in which an individual' s attitudes affect his guesses on questions of
"knowledge," imply a relation between expectation and attitude. 51 How-

51 For a discussion of the error-choice method" see K. Hammond. "Measur-
ing Attitudes by Error-Choice: An Indirect Method," ..;.J.;;._A~b.;,;n;;;..;;.-.S...;o...;c;..;._p.;;.s::.y_­

~." 43 (1948), 38-48.

ever, the evidence cited first seems more specific to the interviewer pop­
ulation" the survey 8ituation, and the type of expectations generated with­
in an interview.

3. Experimentation on Ideological Processes

We have thus. far demonstrated the significance of certain beliefs within
the interviewer that create expectations which in turn bias survey data.
Since these beliefs are virtually independent of the interviewer's own
ideology, such biasing effects can therefore not derive indirectly from
ideological processes. However, as noted above, the classical view of
interviewer effect in public opinion research is that the interviewer's
own opinions are a. major biasing factor--operating upon the data either
through the communication of the opinion to the respondent who then alters
his response" or through the interviewer distorting of the questioning or
recording so as to obtain results in conformit,y with his own opinions.
The phenomenological materials presented in Chapter II already cast doubt
on the plausibility of this theory. Respondents appear to be insulated
from such communications for reasons of apathy, egocentriBm and the like.
Interviewers seem to be task-oriented rather than straining for particu~

1ar answers. Nevertheless, the prevalence of this theory plus past re­
search purporting to prove the significance of interviewer ideology,
r~q.u~r~)i thaJ. w~ ::i.rw~stiga:t-e the probleq pirectly. Therefor~, 9- 1'1hol~

~eriespf quantitative tests were conducted; all of these essentially
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yielding negative tindin!s on the simple hypothesis that surveY' results
are generally biased through various processes in the direction of the
interviewer's own opinions. Within these same tests, certain findings,
however, provide clarification and show tbat the hypothesis under ,speci:
alized conditions has some merit. However, the generality of the theory
can be strongLy questioned. The evidence will be presented in summary
form.l since much of it is presented in detail elsewhere. The contra­
diction with past studies is resolved in Chapter VI where careful method­
ological analysis of the designs used in past inquiries into ideological
factors reveals certain inadequacies which may have produced spurious
findings.

As in the case of expectational effects, the influence of the interviewer's
own opinion can be studied in the laboratory setting under conditions simu:",
lating the real interview. Such experiments have elements of artificiality,
but also have the virtue of precision of measurement and control of extrane­
ous factors. In one such experiment.l Guest and Nuckels had student inter­
viewers listen to transcriptions of three s:illlulated interviews concerned
with labor-management sentiments. 52 The three respondents gave pre-

$2 L. Guest and R. Nuckels. "A Laboratory Experiment in Recor~in~ in
Public Opinion IntervieWing," Internat. J. Opine Att. Res., 4 t1950),
336-35~. This experiment was conducted under a grant-in-aid from the
NORC project.

•

arranged answers, one predominantly pro-m.anagem.ent.l one predominantly pro­
labor.l and one essentially neutral in sentiment. By scoring the errors
the students made in recording the interviews, one could determine whether
the effects were systematically in the direction of falsifying the general
sentiments of the respondent. In addition, the students I own ideologies
had been previously determined by an attitude test and the direction of
their recording errors could be correlated with the results of this test.
The greatest proportion of errors made were "neutral" in that they did
not systematically distort the direction of the simulated respondent's
sentiments. Moreover~ the remaining biasing errors did not correlate
with the interviewer's ovm attitude. The fact that a considerable portion
of the biasing errors were in the direction of enhancement or exaggeration
of the simulated respondent's general sentiments J and yet not correIated
with the interviewer's own opinions.l suggests that the errors frequently
arose through a process of assimilating doubtful answers to the attitude­
structure of the respondent. The major instance where biasing errors
operated to reverse the direction of the sentiments expressed by the re­
spondents was in one of the three interviews on free-answer questions.

Guest and Nuckels'major findings on ideological bias are negative. In­
terviewers engaged in the simple recording of relatively unequivocal
answers make a variety of mistakes, but do not seem motivated to any
flagrant biases in the direction of their own opinions. The specialized
findings in this study on variations in type of error for given types of
questions and recording tasks are treated in Chapter V under the dis­
cussion of situational determinants.
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A second laboratory experiment of similar .desagn. tras conducted by Fisher~
and provides evidence on ideological bias in the recording of free-answer
questions. 53 Student interviewers asked a limited number of questions

53 H. Fisher. "Interviewer Bias in the Recording Operation,1I Internat.
J. 2Pin. Att. Res., 4 (1950)" 391-Lll. This experiment was conducted
UU~..a g~....aid from the NORC project.

which were answered by Fisher" playing the part of the respondent. The
interviewer, it should oe noted, asked each of the questions a series of
times, and obtained each time a different, but long and tortuous; answer
which was to be recorded verbatim. The task therefore had some of the
elements of a rep~titive training exercise, rather than the variety
characteristic of a real interview. The total answer to each question
was composed of elements, each of which expressed a favorable or un£avor­
able sentiment on a given issue. By scoring the recorded questionnaires
in terms of the distortions and omissions of given elements, Fisher could
determine whether the errors were predominantly in one direction. By
correlating the direction of such distortions with the interviewer's own
opinions, Fisher could test the general hypothesis.

His general results support the hypothesis that interViewers selectively
record answers in the direction of their own ideology. However, this
finding is limited to the recording of very long and complex free-answers
in the context of an unusual interview involving the repetitive asking
of the same question. This suggests that the hypothesis has validity
only in rather specialized situations where the interviewer is confront­
ed with serious difficulties or 't<1here the task is of such a nature that
motivation detrimental to performance develops.

This suggested limitation upon the operation of ideological bias was con­
firmed in a field experiment on the influence of ideological factors on
the classification of ecpivocal answers. The experiment is discussed in
detail in Chapter v. 54 In summary.:r the design involved the analysis of

54 The experiment was originally described in H. Stember and H. Hyman.
"How Interviewer Effects Operate through Question Form," Internat.
J. Opin. Att. Hes.~ 3 (1949), 493-512.

the results obtained by interviewers of contrasting opinions operating
successively in two situations. In the first situation, a question form
was used which was likely to increase the number of highly equivocal ans­
wers~ whereas in the second situation, the question form used reduced the
difficulty in classifying the answers. The results indicated that ideologi­
cal bias only occurs in the situation where ambiguity of response creates
difficulty for the interviewer in completing his task.

Other large-scale field experiments conducted in the course of our studies
show no evidence of the ~eneral operation of ideological bias. In the
major experiment in Cleveland, where role expectational effects were demon­
strated with ten pairs of interviewers, each pair receiving equivalent
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assignments, no differences in results eould be demonstrated for any of
the opinion questions, many of these relating to issues of a relatively
controversial nature. In the Denver field experiment, where five teams
of nine interviewers received equivalent assignments, a large number of
tests were made and the differences in results were not found to relate
in any simple way to the interviewer's own opinions. 55 Other analyses

55 These findings are discussed in detail in Chapter VI, and in Feldman,
Hyman and Hart, op. cit.

made on data collected under 'natural field conditions confirm this gen­
eral negative finding as to the influence of ideological factors. Of
course, many surveys deal with innocuous opinions where one would not ex­
pect interviewers to have any intensity of feeling or any strong need to
distort the results and the negative results might be regarded as an arti­
fact of the sampling of issues used on these tests. Yet, if one inspects
the wide coverage in the Denver and Cleveland questionnaires, and the
opinion contents of the laboratory experiments, this interpretation does
not seem warranted. Moreover, such a view, even if accepted, would ser­
iously limit the generality of the hypothesis since a great deal of public
opinion research does in fact relate to transient issues or to issues
which, as Chapter II reveals, are peripheral in the eyes of respondents.

A considerable number of tests of the hypothesis were made on survey data
collected in the Elmira Panel Study, conducted on the 1948 presidential
election, and yield negative evidence. 56 One of these will be reported

50 .
These data were made available to us through the courtesy of the
Elmira 1948 political study.

in detail since it relates to an issue regarded as peculiarly prone to
iieological bias • Certainly, the issue of voting preference for a presi­
dential candidate is normally regarded as a fairly intense issue for sur­
vey research. Yet completely negative findings were demonstrated. Be­
tween the first and second '\laves of interviewing in Elmira approximately
22% of tt.e respondents we analyzed shifted their preference in some de­
gree. These shifts can be classified in terms of whether or not the shift
is in the direction of increasing support for the Republican or the Demo­
cratic candidate. Insofar as in'tierviewers were motivated to bias the re­
sults in the direction of their qim political ideology, we would expect
these shifts to vary depending on what types of interviewers had been
involved in the successive waves.. Thus, for example, if the same respond­
ent were first interviewed by a I{.epublican, and then by a Democratic in­
terviewer, we would expect him to be likely to shift in the Democratic
direction. In Table 2,3 below, the amount and direction of shifting are
shown for fmr different groups of respondents, varying in the kinds of
interviewers who conducted the sUccessive interviews. One notes first

I

of all that the magnitude of shifjt in preference is the same whether or
not the second interviewer was dilfferent from the first interviewer in
ideology. One further notes for Ithose respondents where the second
interviewer had a different ideology from the first, that the direction
of shift in the respondent is unrelated to the t,ype of change in interview­
er ideology.
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TABLE 23

SHIFT IN PRESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE IN ELMIRA AS REIATED TO THE

IDEOLOGIES OF THE INTERVIE1rJERS USED ON SUCCESSIVE

WAVES

Among res'p'~:mden"ts in Elmira whose successive in­
terviews were conducted b}7"

Republicans
both waves

Republicans Democrats
first, first,

Democrats Republicans Democrats
second second both waves

Per cent of
respondents

who

Did not shift • • • • 78% 79% 77% 75%

Shifted toward
Republican * • • 11 11 11 9

Shifted toward
Democratic ~~ · . 11 10 12 16

-
N= 149 187 56 69

* A shift toward Republican was scored for any of the following patterns:
from Democrat. ,·to Ropublicalll.; -from Democrat to Don't know, from
Don't know to Republican. A shift toward Democrat was scored for any
of the following patterns: from Republican to Democrat, from Republican
to Don't know, from Don't know to Democrat.

All this evidence is not to suggest that the interviewer 1 s own ideology
never influences the results he obtains. It merely demonstrates that
the hypothesis has little merit for the run of conditions characteriz;'
ing public opinion research in general. For example, it does have merit
under specialized conditions, such as those where the situation confront­
ing the interviewer creates difficulty. The appropriate direction for
future research into interviewer ideology as a biasing agent is toward
greater comp1exity--toward specification of these conditions. The
theorizing behind such specification can come easily out of the kind of
analysis made in Chapter II of the nature of the experience involved in
an interview•
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This approach .to the. study of ideological bias can be illustrated by
one model, developed in connection with our studies, in which ideologi­
cal factors are hypothesized as operating basically under rather pe­
cu1iarcircumstances. 57 He argue no great merit for the variables in

57 ~~s model was· deve10pe~ by J. J. Feldman.

this particular model, but the fonna1 nature of the approach seems to
us the appropriate one. We start with the view that the interviewer
may distort the results in the direction of his own opinion only in the
.situationwhere some difficulty is felt. Yet since our phenomenologi­
cal data suggests that ideology does not seem to work through the process
of Communicating the opinion to the respondent, it would probably oper-
ate basically through eognitive processes whereby the interviewer appraises
the reSpondent in some biased way. Presuma.b1y, the mechanism of proj ection
would be at work, and the interviewer would see the respondent as having
an ideology something like his ow. Yet, our phenomenological data sug­
gest that the interviewer orga.nizes his behavior in a more objective man­
ner and that his expectations arise in other ways. Projection would be
constrained to some extent by such factors. Thus, for ideology to work
via the mechanism of projection, the projection would have to contain
some logic, s orne relevance. We therefore theorized that the expectation
about the respondent would be a projected one, mirroring the interviewer's
own ideology, only where the respondent was of the same sex as the inter­
viewer, and where the content of the issue has some sex-linkage. 58

58 The theor,y, of course, is not limited to anyone respondent character­
istic such as "sex. II More generally stated, projection would occur
where the respondent was similar to the interviewer in some significant
observable respect. Sex merely provided one appropriate example.

In other words, the vehicle for ideological bias is an expectation; the
precipitating factor is situational difficulty; and the specialized cir­
cumstance is that the projected expectation has some apparent relevance
such as being appropriate to the sex of the respondent and the content of
the question.

Suggestive data in support of this model are available from the Denver
field experiment for a question on personal mvo1vement in voting in a
presidential election. Such a question is IIsex-role II linked since women
generally are less involved in politics. This lesser involvement is even
true for the ~..romen in the interviewing staff used: In Table 24 below,
results obtained on this question are presented only for the 15 out of
the 45 interviewers who anticipated they would meet objections in asking
the question. The interviewers are further broken by sex and by the de­
gree of involvement they themselves have in presidential elections. For
each interviewer in these groups, the ans'Vlers of respondents of the~
sex were tabulated and given a numerical weight, and the Mean Score for
all respondents of that interviewer was computed. This score expresses
the degree of involvement that interviewer obtained from respondents of
the same sex. Actually in the Table, the deviation of this Mean from
the Mean for all respondents of that sex in that entire sector of Denver
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is presented. Where the value is large and positive, this signifiea
that the interviewer obtained results showing much greater involvement
than really characterizes equivalent respondents in the survey; where
the value is large and negative, it indj_cates that the results obtained
show much less involvement than characterizes equivalent respondents in
the survey. It will be noted that the direction of the bias follows the
interViewer I s own degree of involvement.

TABLE 24

IDEOLOGICAL BIAS AS LIMITED BY SITUATIONAL DIFFICUL'lY AND

AND PROJECTION TO LIKE·"SEXED RESPONDSNTS

Among interviewer!!. anticipatin~ 0Mje~tion 't-yho ar~__
Fiemale Intervie~rers ale Interviewers

Interviewer Interview:er Interviewer IntervietJer
attaches attaches attaches attaches
great deal less great deal less
~ortance importance importance importan~

Deviation in
degree of in­
volvement in
presidential
po1itics from
Mean Value for
equivalent re­
spondents ex­
pressed only
for those re­
spondents who
are the same
sex as the in­
terviewer

.29

-.47

-.46

-.17

....03

.11

.25

-.13

-.29

.45

.57

.73

.37

-.26

.05

.23

.01

!.

The data presented thus far only give suggestive support to the model.
To strengthen the theor,y, it would be necessary to demonstrate that
among these same interviewers, the data for respondents of the other
sex do not conrorm to the pattern, and to demonstrate for other inter­
viewers who anticipated no difficulty that the data for either sex
group follow no pattern.--The materials are too elaborate to present,
but in general they support the model.
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4. The Relative SigfiYlcance of Expectations and

Ideology as Biasing Factors

The general findings presented thus far on the importance of expectation­
al processes and the insignificance of ideological processes can be shown
very neatly in some studies where the two factors have been studied sim­
ultaneousll. The contrasting of findings on these respective factorS-­
when the findings are not predicated on the same set of conditions in­
volves a considerable element of arbitrarineSS:- The respective findings
may have been predicated on interviewing staffs differing in competence,
on surveys varying in difficulty on execution, on samples varrfing in sug...
gestibility and the like. By analyzing these two sources of bias simul­
taneously, we control such extraneous factors in the comparison. Inci­
dentally we can often examine each process controlling the other and
establish their relative importance as primary factors. At times we can
also see what the total additive biasing effects of both factors are.

A number of such analyses are presented below" varying in the elegance
of their design. One limitation inherent in such analyses is that the
single survey setting may not be equally fertile ground for the operation
of expectations and ideology. Thus for example, a factual survey would
provide nominally equivalent conditions for studying both sets of biasing
factors, but it is obvious that the handicap is really on the side of
proving expectational effects, since one would not expect the interviewer
to have any ideology about the factuar-characteristics to be enumerated.

In the Wyatt-CaII1pbell study, the relative importance of the two sets of
factors was studied simultaneously. 59 The results obtained by the staff

59 Wyatt and Campbell, op. cit.

of student interviewers from the one sample for the five experimen.tal ques­
tions were analyzed both for eA~ectational and ideological bias.

The data showing the significant effect of probability eXpec.ta.tions we~e

r~orted"earlier'•. War will' not present ",the"",Statistical findings: on ,ideo,,", "
logical effects, since they are available in the original paper, but on
none of the five questions tested was there any significant difference in
the results for interviewers of contrasting ideology. However, the quali­
fication mentioned earlier applies to this comparison. ~fuile' everything
is identical in the two sets of tests, it is hard to conceive of the five
questions as particularly amenable to ideological influences. Three of
the questions are quasi-factual--whether the respondent talks to others
about the campaign, whether given media affect his political thinking,
and whether he has any candidate asa favorite. It is difficult to con­
ceive of an interviewer's own opinion on such questions influencing the
results.

In the Uvro experiments on attitude-structure expectations described earlier,
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we have more meaningful simultaneous tests of the relative, significance
of these two sets of factors as biasing agencies. Both experiments
dealt with opinion areas, equally susceptible to expectational and
ideological influences. They are, however,laborator,r studies with a
certain degree of artificiality. In tpe Smith-Hyman study'; the inter­
viewer's own opinions had been previously measured. Consequently, one
could determine variations in the recording of any answ~r for ihterview­
ers contrasted in ideology, and compare this ideologictl effect with the
influence of the attitude-structure expectation created by context. In
Table 2.5 below, results for the experimental question on approval of
U.S. spending abroad are presented in such form that the relative im­
portance of these two sources of bias can be evaluated.

TABLE 2$

THE RELATIVE INFLUENCE OF OPINION VERSUS EXPECTATION ON

CODING OF RESPONDENT'S ANS1NER TO QUESTION 7

Number
Per cent of cases

Subjects who code the
answer oorreotly into

!l tlRight Amn1imt"

For' the Isolationist·Respandal1t. .

Interviewers'who feel U.S. is
spending too much money • • • • • • • • • • • 19% 31

Interviewers who feel U.S. is
'F'pending the right amount • • • • • • • • • • 20 60

For the Interventionist Responde~

Interviewers who feel U.S. is
spending too much money • . . . . . . . . . . . 61 31

Interviewers who feel U.S. is
spending the right amount . . . . . . . . . . . 78 60

It is clear that the independent effect of the interviewer's ideology
when the effect of expectations is controlled is negligible. This can
be seen by comparing the results which interviewers with contrasting
opinions assign to the same respondent. The change in results at most
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is 17 per cent. 60 On the other hand, the independent effect of expecta-

60 Moreover, this latter difference only borders on significance when
tested by Chi-squared yielding a P value of .09.

tions when ideology is held constant is great. This can be shown by com­
paring the way interviel-1erS of a given opinion code the replies of the
two different respondents. In each of the two comparisons the effect is
to change the results by 40 to ,0 percentage points. The relative im­
portance of these two factors would of course vary from survey to survey
depending on the intensity of the interviewer1s ideology and the vividness
of the attitude-structure of the respondent. In this instance~ at 1east~

the exr;ectation effects are much more powerful.

Another simultaneous test of the effect of ideology and expectation was
made in the course of the experiment where the effect of attitude-structure
expectations on coding was studied by imbedding responses in artificial
contexts. The interviewer rs ideology was detennined by obtaining his own
answer to the same question prior to the coding assignment. Insofar as
ideology had an effect" we v1ou1d expect interviewers contrasted in opin­
ion to differ in the way they coded the identical item when it was im­
bedded in a given context. By virtue of the design of the experiment,
one of the groups of interviewers had an opinion which was in conflict
with the expectation created by the context" and the other group had an
ideology which agreed with the context. The measure of the effect of
ideology when it interacted with a given expectation was to see whether
or not the amount of shifting due to context was significantly reduced
when the interviewer's ideology operated in opposition to the expectation.
The summary results for the three experimental items studied are presented
below in Table 26.

TABLE 26

THE EFFECT OF IDEOLOGY IN INTERA,CTION WITH ATTITUDE­

STRUCTURE EXPECTATIONS AS MEASURED..BI: AMOUNT OF SHIFT

IN CODING NOR JlNTERV':tR\lEES GONTRASDDJEN OPINIONS

Chi-Squared Value
for difference in
shifting between Degrees

Experimental two groups of of P-
item interviewers Freedom v.alue

21 1.22 1 .20-.30
06 .04 1 .80-.90
01 .33 1 .70-.80

Aggregate test 1.59 3 .66
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None of the i.tI.dividual tests is significant" and the aggregate test is
also non~significant. Ideology has no effect on the coding of these
responses, in the presence" of an expectation crea~ed by context. Again"
the result must be qualified in the, light of the ~ad!t,that the context
was consistent and powerful ahd prob~bly created a jtrOtlg e~ectatibn
as to the attitude-structure in which the response was contained.
Nevertheless" this test confims the general findings of the large
series of analyses made that ideological bias is only of secondary
significance as compared with expectational processes.



CHAPTER IV

RESPONDENT REACTION IN THE INTERVIEW SITUATION ~l-

thus far, we have concentrated on research ~to the distorting effects
on interview data of processes operating within the interview. We have
seen how the interviewer enters the situ.D.tiotl t-Jith certain attitudes and
beliefs, which operate to affect his perception of the respondent, his
judgment of the response and other re13vant aspects of his behavior.
But this is only one side of a complex in.teraction. The respondent as
well as the interviewer must entertain beliefs and attitudes which serve
to affect the response he makes and which are--in part, at least--a
product of the personal interview procedure. This chapter is devoted
to a theoretical formul~~ton of the processes underlying such reactional
effects and to illustrat, empirical demonstrations. A number of the
studies cited are from the earlier literature but are reconsidered in
the light ofa new conceptual framework.

Certain respondent reactions are independent of anything the particular
interviewer might do, and are merely a function of the interpersonal
nature of the interview situation. They are the result of the involve­
ment of the respondent in the interview situation. It is clear thata
high degree of respondent involvement is a considered goal of survey
agencies, for, by and large, the greater the involvement of the respond­
ent in the situation, the greater his motivation and interest in the
task at hand. However, what seems to be crucial from the standpoint
of bias is not the degree of involvement, but the nature of that involve­
ment. The involvement of an,y respondent in an interview situation may
be broken down into two major components--"task involvement" (i.e., the
involvement with the questions and answers)anci what we will call "social
involvement" (i.e'o, involvement with the interviewer as a personality).
While rapport may be a function of the degree of total involvement,
validity may be conceived as increasing with~ involvement rather than
with the total involvement. To the extent that a respondent's reaction
derives froms·ocial or interpersonal involvement, we may expect it to
result in bias, since under such conditions, the response will be pri­
marily a function of the relation between the respondent and the inter­
viewer, instead of a response to the task. 1

1 Earlier investigations have attributed reactional effects to loss of
rapport. For example, see Hadley Cantril. Gauging Public Opinion,
118. It is our view, to be discussed later, that the evidence present­
ed on group membership disparities in this chapter cannot be adequate­
ly explained by the concept of rapport. In addition, such a formu­
lation ignores the possible negative consequences of high rapport
alluded to above, and is in conflict with the phenomenological material
collected during this investigation and cited in Chapter II.

Under what conditions is the social component of involvement increased?
First of all, it is obvious that if.we remove the "interviewer" from the

* This chapter was written by William J. Cobb and Herbert Stember.
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physical environment, we decrease the possibility of respondent involve­
ment wi th him as a personality. The case for self-administered question­
naires rests in part on this argument. It is frequently held that there
can be no "interviewer effect" if there is no interviewer.

Examination of this view, however, raises certain questions. If we think
of interviewer effect as occurring in two different ways, one being that
of actual errors introduced by the interviewer in asking questions or re­
cording the answers, and the other being reactive effect upon the respond­
ent of the visible presence of the interviewer, we shall be better able
to evaluate this view. True, the self-administered questionnaire, by
definition, excludes the former error; but the belief that the physical
absence of an interviewer excludes a reactive effect upon the respondent
is mistaken..

We do know that subjects filling out questionnaires take account of the
prospective readers of their replies. 2 Thus, qualitative data support

2 See Chapter V.

the notion that there may be present an interviewer effect, even when there
is no interviewer. Moreover, the very absence of an interviewer may act
as a biasing factor. For in some respects the interviewer might act as
a check on tendencies among respondents to distort data in some way that
will serve ego-needs.

Although it is clear that self-administered studies often contain s orne
bias arising from social involvement, it may be stated as an initial
principle that the social component of involvement will be increased as
the interviewer looms 1 arger in the psychological field of the respondent.
Obviously, we may expect that the respondent will be more sensitized to
the "interviewer" when the latter is physically present, but the interview­
er's actual presence is not crucial--the extent to which he is psychologi­
cally present is the determining factor.

Assuming that in most cases the social component of involvement will be
larger in the presence of the interviewer, let us compare data from
studies conducted by personal interview with those conducted by self­
administration. Whatever systematic bias may be operating as a result
of the greater interaction in the pers anal interview should be revealed
by such comparis ons •

1 •. Systematic Effects of Personal Interaction

A number of studies comparing results of personal interview with results
obtained under conditions of self-administration are available. By com­
paring the marginals, we can assess the systematic effects of the presence
of the interviewer, irrespective of specific effects generated by the
characteristics of a given interviewer-respondent relationship. Analysis
of these latter effects will be treated under the heading of "differential"
reactional effects.
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Some evidence on this question is reported by Ellis. In two studies of
the love relationships of female college students, answers from personal
interviews of 69 students were compared with those obtained by question­
naires filled out by the same students a year later. 3 The 60 questions

3 Albert Ellis. "Questionnaire vs. Intervi~w IvIethod in the Study of
Human Love Relationships," Amer. Soc. Rev., 12 (1947), 541-553; also
13 (1948), 61-65.

-
were divided into three groups of 20 each, according to the degree to
which "the ego would be involved" in answering the question; the judgment
as to ego-involvement being made by a group of psychologists. Among the
20 most ego-involving questions, significant differences between inter­
view and questionnaire results at t,pe 5% level were obtained on 6 of the
items; on the two groups of less and least ego-involving items, 3 out of
20 and 1 out of 20 differences, respectively~ were significant at the 5%
level. For example, on the question "How much did you love your mother
during childhood?" J the distribution of responses was as follows:

Interview Questionnaire

Very dearly • • • · · • • • 37 25
A good deal • • • • • · .. 17 27
Pretty much • • • • • • 14 10
Not too much • • • · • • • 1 7
Not at all • • • • • • • '. 0 0

N=69 N=69

In general, the subjects exhibited less favorable (that is, less accept­
able in our society) response patterns on the questionnaire than in the
interview (55 of the 60 items). In nearly all cases the questionnaire
produced more extreme admissions of traits which have unfavorable conno­
tations in our society, such as jealousy, sadism, masochism, aggressive­
ness, and strong seXUality; and fewer extreme admissions of traits which
have favorable connotations, such as forgiveness, happiness, sensitivity
to beauty and kindness. Also J the questionnaire elicited more extreme
admissions of traits connoting intense and "perhaps foolhardy" love.
These were not confined to a few of the subjects interviewed. Of the
69 subjects, 53 gave on the t'1hole less favorable questionnaire than
interview responses, 8 about the same, and only 8 more favorable re­
sponses on the most ego involving items, and the distribution on the
other items was very similar.

Ellis concluded that in investic;ations of love and marital relationships
among college students, the questionnaire method of gathering data is
at least as satisfactory as the interview method, and that as questions
become more ego-involving, the questionnaire technique may produoe more
self-revelatory data than the interview method. S:Pnilar findings were
obtained in a later test with uncategorized responses.
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Since the interviewer in the Ellis study was a male, the. findings cen­
ceivably could be accounted for by the sex difference between interview­
er and respondent. However, Ellis refers to a study by Pointer, which
yielded similar findings, even when the interviewer was a female.
Pointer concluded that "the questionnaire is more reliable on the basis
of the larger number of admissions of sex practices among the (question­
naire) group.1I He goes on to conclude that "it is questionable whether
in this particular study, the interviewer contributed any definite re­
liable data not obtainable by the questionnaire alone." Although the
data from the Ellis study seems to bear out our hwothesis, the design
waS such as to render the resu!ts open to serious question. Since the
questionnaires were unfortunately administered a year atter the personal
interviews, it is impossible to be sure that differences are due to the
method of inquiry--it is conceivable that the willingness of subjects to
express attitudes on the subject of love relations might well have changed
during the year. During the particular time of life when the students
were being questioned" willingness to express attitudes in this area
might be undergoing fairly rapid change. If one hypothesized any di­
rectional change in this factor" it would be in the direction of greater
freedom of expression and greater willingness to admit conventionally
unacceptable traits. Then too, the experience of the individuals during
that year might well have been such as to alter attitudes themselves.
For these reasons the data collected by Ellis" while suggestive" remain
inconclusive. 4

4 Finger, ~ comparing data secured through questionnaire and personal
interview methods in the study" of sex beliefs and practices, concludes
that on most i tams results secured are quite similar. Frank W. Finger ~

"Sex Beliefs and Practices Among Male College Students," J. Abn. Soc.
Psychol., 42 (1947)" 57•

•

Another comparison of self-administered questionnaires with personal inter­
views, yielding evidence confirmatory of Ellis I general findings, is avail­
able in a study conducted by the Survey Research Center of the University
of Michigan. 5 Anonymous questionnaires, group administered, covering the

5 Helen Metzner and Floyd Mann. "A Limited Comparison of Two Methods of
Data Collection: The Fixed Alternative Questionnaire and the Open­
Ended Interview," Arner. Soc. Rev., 17 (1952), 486-491.

attitudinal area of satisfaction with job and supervisor were obtained
from workers in a utility company. Personal interviews with 328 of these
respondents were conducted at a later date, using two questions that were
similar to the original wordings in the questionnaire, but not identical.
For reasons of the research design, these interviews were conducted only
with those respondents who had exhibited on the questionnaire extremely
high or extremely low morale. Insofar as such respondents might differ
in the intensity of their feelings or their outspokenness, the generali­
zability of the results to all workers must be qualified. It should also
be noted that the lapse of time between the two sets of measurements was
apprOXimately two months" creating the possibility that any differences
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might reflect the systematic effect of real changes in the work situation,
rather than the variable of the procedure.

90mparispn of the results revealed a general tendency among the work~rs

to report lesS dissatisfaction ih the personal interview. Most interest­
ing isa refined analysis which showed that the change in procedure had a
differentially greater effect on ''blue collar" workers than on "white
collar" 't'lorkers. These differential effects support the notion that the
anonymity of the self-administered questionnaire permits greater expres­
sion of unsanctioned attitudes, since the blue collar workers in general
were found to be less satisfied with their work.

Another study in which there was an opportunity to compare the answers
obtained fran personal interview with those given on a self-administered
mail questionnaire was conducted for Time magaZine by Lazarsfeld and
Franzen. 6 A mail questionnaire was sent to 3,000 Time subscribers and

" -
g Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Raymond Franzen. "The Validity of Mail Ques­

tionnaires in Upper Income Groups/' October 1, 1945 and May 15, 1946.
(Privately distributed.)

1,052 were returned. Several weeks later 1,387 of the original group
of 3,'000 were interviewed with the same questionnaire. 505 of those
interviews were conducted with persons who had also replied by mall.
For this group both a completed interview and a mail questionnaire were
available, enabling the results to be compared. The survey items covered
a wide range of personal and family characteristics.

Differences between the :interview and mail answers were found to be signi­
ficant at the 5% level for 18 o:f the 66 items covered. These items may
be classified into :four groups follo't>1ing the interpretations placed on the
differences by the authors:

1) Education, amount of correspondence required by activities,
maga.zine reading time. A higher degree of education,
heavier correspondence" and more time spent in magazine
reading were reported in the personal interviews: The
author's interpretation is that "the answers obtained
by mail are more qualified than the answers given to
an interviewer." In the case of magaZine reading time"
they say "It is reasonable that the interview answer
represents an outside guess while the mail answer is
more carefully weighed."

2) Total family income, price of refrigerator, price of wash­
ing machine. The interpretation made here is that
activity in ,the higher extremes is more readily ad­
mitted in the mail questionnaire.
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3) Questipns on what the authors call "unusual types of activity."
These include writing to newspapers" magazines, stores,
congressmen, holding offices in clubs, making talks, hav­
ing charge accounts at book stores, drug stores, garages.
All these were more frequently given in the mail question­
naire. The authors' interpretation is that "In general,
the unusual type of activity is more freely divulged in
the mail response than in the interview."

4) Number of magazines read. The number was much greater when
reported by mail than when reported by personal interview.
The authors say "Probably the reason is that the mail
query offers more time for consideration."

The report concludes that "Answers obtained through a mail questionnaire
are appreciably more informative and therefore more satisfactory than
answers obtained by an interviewer. On many questions that involve a
degree of activity" the mail answers are more qualified. On subjects
dealing with buying power, mail questionnaires overcame a reluctance
that is apparent in interview responses to reveal activity in the upper
extremes, ••• and fewer people refused information on income." Further,
"These findings substantiate several clams that are usuaJ..ly made for
mail answers: a) bias that comes from the respondents' desire to im­
press or conceal from the interviewer is eliminated; b) anSl-lerS to per­
sonal qlestions are more frequently given in an anonymous mail reply;
c) a mail reply is filled out in leisure and thus produces a more thought­
ful answer."

These conclusions, unlike those of ElliS, however" depend on the inter­
pretation of the authors who in every case interpret differences in favor
of the mail questionnaire, by classitying the contents of the questions
in various ways, after the fact•. The subjectivity of the interpretation
was" therefore, neither protected by any system of outside judges as in
the case of the Ellis study, nor by any stated predictions in advance
of the findings. When more activity is reported by mail, the authors
attribute this to 'Imore time for consideration," or "activity in higher
extremes more readily admitted by mail" or "unusual activity more freely
divulged by mail"; but when more activity is reported from the interview,
they say that the answe-rs by mail are more qualified or that respondent's
desire to impress the interviewer is eliminated. The alternative inter­
pretation could be made that the presence of the interviewer acts as a
check on the veracity of the answers in that it may make the respondents
give a more conservative answer, that is, one that will not seem in­
consistent with the circumstances known to the interviewer.

Parenthetically" it should be remembered that we are dealing here with
those persons who reElied by mail qlestionnaire. Although the interpre­
tation that "answers to personal ,rquestions are more frequently given in
an anonymous mail reply" may be e'orrect for those who ~ reply by mail"
there are many more people who do not reply at !1!. by mail. The minoT­
ity who do take the trouble to answer by mail could scarcely be expected
to leave many questions unanswered. Thus while the study may provide
additional evidence on the known fact that people will not answer all
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personal questions in an interview, it does not imply that the mail
questionnaire can be generally substituted for interviewing~ since
answers from the majority are not received at all by mail.

Although the data collected by Lazarsfeld and Franzen do not seem by
themselves to prove the conclusions of the authors, evidence available
from our study of the pressures operating in the interview situation
lends support to the general notion that respondents are frequently
unwilling to reveal certain kirids of information in a personal inter­
view.

A similar comparison of mail questionnaire and interview was made by
John F. Maloney~ Research Director of Readers Digest" with results
quite different from those found by Lazarsfeld and Franzen. 7 In

7 .
We are indebted to John F. I1aloney for the data cited.

April, May" June and July of 1948, the Norwegian Gallup Poll conducted
a special test on readers' preference for particular articles in the
Norwegian edition of the Reader's Digest. The sample to be questioned
was divided into two parts and treated as follows:

1. Personal interviews were carried out with one-half of the
sample. The issue was shom and respondents were asked:

a. "Have you read the (April) issue of flDet Beste fl
entirely, partly" or not at all?"

b. "Which six articles did you like best?"

The interviewer recorded the six choices.

2. The other half of the saInple was approached by interviewers
who asked onlJr. question a. If the respondent had read at
least part of the issue being surveyed, he was given a
stamped card (handout card) on which were printed question
b. and a list of the titles. He was asked to take it home,
fill it out and mail it.

In both samples" about 17% said they had read the issue being surveyed.
Of these an average of )8% in the card sample returned the cards they
were given to fill out. The answers obtained by personal interviews
and the returned cards were compared using Spearman's rank order co­
efficient of correlation. The agreement between the order of most to
least.preferred articles was significant~ the coefficients over the
four months ranging from plus .78 to plus .84 and there were few large
differences in rank.

When the articles were separated (1) into those showing a higher rank
by interview and those showing a lower rank by interview" or (2) into
"serious" versus "light" articles, there were no clear cut differences
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between the results obtained from the personal interview and the hand­
out cards. The differences that appear are differences that could be
attributed to sampling error. 8

8 Maloney, however I goes on to point out that past experience with mail
questionnaires indicates that significantly higher ratings for pres­
tige articles and for book sections usually result from this method.
This conclusion would support our view that the interviewer I s pres':'
ence can act as a check on any respondent tendencies toward prestige­
motivated exaggeration.

A recent study by the Census Bureau gives a comparison of the results ob­
tained by a "direct enumeration" (interview) and "self-enumeration." 9

9 Eli S. Marks and W. Parker Mauldin. "Response Errors in Census Re­
search," Journal of the American Statistical Association l 45 (19$0),
424-438.

Under the latter method, a self-enumeration schedule is left to be filled
out by the respondent ana is picked up at a later date.

The study was based on the October, 1948, pretest of Census procedures
and the measurement of response errors of the various procedures used.
The pretest involved a complete census of four counties and some urban
census tracts in Minnesota. In selected areas, two parallel procedures
were used: One procedure called for leaving a schedule at certain sample
households and asking the household to fill it out. The enumerator re­
turned a few days later to pick up the schedule. The parallel procedure
used in the same area called for the enumerator getting the same inform­
ation by direct enumeration on his first call. Enumerators and enumer­
ator assignments were allocated to the two procedures by a random pro- .
cess.

In order to determine the relative accuracy of the two procedures, a re­
interview was made of a substantial proportion of the households, employ­
ing a more detailed inquiry about selected topics. Whenever the original
entry differed from the answer obtained on the check interview, the re­
spondent was asked to explain the discrepancy. In this "quality check"
the interviewers were professional personnel from the Washington office,
so it may be reasonable to assume that there-interview information is
somewhat more accurate than the original data.

In general, the results of the comparison were inconclusive. The authors
say, "The cverall differences in accuracy between the different methods
were too small and varied too much from area to area for definite con­
clusions to be drawn. 1I

In the case of education and age, the check indicated a possible sup~riority

of the self-enumeration procedure in reducing the tendency to round off re­
sponses--i.e., in the case of education, to over-report 8th grade, 12th
grade, etc., as the highest grade completed, and to over-report age
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at the convenient rounding-off points of 40, '65, etc. Under the self­
enumeration procedure, the respondent has a chance to check back or
to look at records. 10 Of those respondents who had reported age at

10 Conceivably, the greater tendency toward rounding errors in the di­
rect enumeration procedure could have resulted from a member of the
household providing the enumerator with all information regarding
other members of the household and not having at his disposal cor­
rect information. It is not clear from the vJritten report Lvhether
the en~~eration procedure was by households or by individual respond­
ents.

the convenient rounding-off points under the direct interview method"
more were found to be incorrectly classified by the re-interviewers than
was the case with respondents who had rounded off age under the self­
enumeration prooedure"

In the case of education" the changes for those reporting 8th grade, 12th
grade, and college completed by internel'1 were 19%, 12% and 32% respect­
ively, while the corresponding changes for the self-enumeration procedure
were 17%, 6% and 1% respectively. However" these data are based on only
22 interview cases and 18 self-enumeration cases. Similarly, the quality
check changed by one year or more 20% of the individuals reported by in­
terview as 10 years old and 24% of those reported as 65 years old, while
the corresponding percentages for self-enumeration were 17 and 22. Again
the percentages are based on relatively few cases (between 23 and 49),
and the differences are not statistically significant.

On the other hand there is more reliable evidence from the pretest that
the interview may be less subject to error in the case of characteristics
or items which requireany complexity of definition. One such character­
istic is the per cent of the population in the labor force" particularly
the report on whether the individual worked last week. We quote:

"Work is defined to include all work for payor profit and
work in the operation of the farm, business or profession
of another member of the family and to exclude housework
and other work around the home."

It is frequently difficult to get the respondent to understand the idea
of including unpaid work on a family farm or in a family member t s busi­
ness or profession. In the October pretest the ratios of persons re­
ported in the onginal enumeration as "working last week" to persons re­
ported in the quality check were:

Male Female

Direct-enumeration procedure • • •
Self-enumeration procedure •.•••

.91

.99
.92
.81

For males the difference in the (net) errors of the two procedures is
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very small. There is, however, a substantial difference in the net
errors for females, a~d the undercount (relative to the quality check
results) is larger for the self-enumeration procedure. These results
are consistent with our hyPothesis (that direct enumeration would be
more accurate in this case) since a large proportion of the persons
originally reported as not working were unpaid family workers and
this category is, in general, more important for women than for men
(and also more likely to be overlooked for t-romen than for men).

The authors conclude that "the conditions under which one type of pro­
cedure produces better data than a.11other certainly require further ex­
ploration. "

Wedell and Smith report a comparison of self-administered questionnaires
't.n.th personal interview data for a sample of industrial employees queried
on satisfaction with the company1 aspects of the job ~ payJ a,nd. the fore­
man. II The interview data yielded more favorable worker at'c,itudes J but

11
C. Tl\fedell and K. Smith. "Consistency of Interview Methods in Apprais-
al of Attitudes,," J. Appl. p"~Y'chol., 35 (1951), 392-396.

the findings varied among the six questions tested and among the six ill­
terviewers used.

This general finding conforms with Metzner and Mann who found that the
interview ~elded more frequent reports of satisfaction with lrlorlc con­
ditions. 1 It will be recalled, however, that they also present some

12
H. }1etzner and F. Mann, op. cit.

qualification of the general finding. The difference between the results
for the two methods was dependent on the group studied--being greater for
blue collar than for white collar workers. The general implication of
these two studies is that the expression of attitudes critical of the
company may be a delicate situation for the worker. Given the personal
interaction of an interview, the respondent may feel less anonymous .and
therefore less free to report such attitudes.

From the above data, it would seem that reactional effects are often
facilitated by the presence of the interviewer, yet, the contradictory
findings indicate that such effects may" in certain situations, be in­
significant. In other situations, while effects are evident, they are
by no means uniform in direction. 13 An experimental comparison of

13 These contradictions can be resolved to some extent by a clarification
of the circumstances under which particular effects occur. Some of
these circumstances are of a situational nature and the relation of
reactional effects to situational factors will be treated in Chapter
V..
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telephone vs. face-to-face interviews by Larsen bears on our earlier
suggestion that one effect of the personal interaction of the normal
interview may be to reduce prestige-motivated exaggeration by the re­
spondent. 14 While the telephone interview differs in important re-

14 o. Larsen. "The Comparative Validity of the Telephone and Face-to-
Face Interviews in the Measurement of Message Diffusion from Leaf­
lets," Amer. Soc. Rev." 17 (1952)" 471-476.

spects from the self-administered questionnaire, it approximates it in
the sense of keeping the felt presence of the interviewer and inter­
action between him and the respondent to a minimum. In this sense,
the findings have relevance to our analysis.

Fairly comparable samples of individuals were queried by the two methods
of interview about their behavior following the dropping of civil de­
fense leaflets by aircraft over Salt Lake City. The leaflet was in the
form of a postcard addressed to the authorities, and it encouraged the
respondent to answer certain questions and to return the postcard by
mail. In both samples" the proportion claiming that they had returned
the postcard was identical, but when these claims were validated against
the actual returns, it was found that 80% of the face-to-face and only
16% of the telephone mailing claims were verified. It was also possible
to validate the claims of having seen the leaflet in the two samples by
a series of knowledge questions on actual prominent contents of the leaf­
let. Among the telephone respondents who reported exposure, 50% could
not report even one of the three things it told them to do, whereas
among the face-to-face respondents, only 35% could not support their
claims with such knowledge. Similarly, 41% of the telephone sample
who reported exposure could not identify the officials who had signed
the leaflet, whereas only 32% of the face-to-face respondents could
not identify the signers. Other differences in knowledge were in the
same direction. 'While no criterion measures were available for other
answers given by the two samples, the claims made on certain questions
also seem less credible for the telephone sample. They report more
frequently than the face-to-face sample that they passed on the leaf­
lets, told other people the message, and inquired about the test drop.
As Larsen remarks, it hardly seems credible to find that the telephone
sample, "who knew less than the face-to-face sample about what to act
upon" would have acted more. All of these differences in the direction
of inflated answers to questions of a prestigious nature were so-to­
speak inhibited in the presence of the interviewer.

It was stated as a first principle that reactional effects are more
likely to occur when the interviewer occupies a central position in
the respondent's psychological field. While this is true in general,
such effects are, in addition, dependent upon the degree to which
respondents perceive the interviewer in a clearly organized, and in
a specially defined" fashion. 'While the perception 'to1hich a respondent
may have of a given interviewer is largely a function of the character­
istics of that particular interviewer himself, it is possible for sys­
tematic bias to arise from societal circ1.l stances which commonly cause
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respondents to structure their perception of any interviewer in con­
formity with some preconception, without regard'"to the particular
interviewer's actual characteristics. Such tendencies toward a uni­
form structuring of perceptions, if pervasive, can affect r~sults in
a systematic fashion, i.e., the entire body of data secured may be
distorted in a particular direction.

In a study of the effect of sponsorship, Crespi pointed out that data
secured under the sponsorship of a fictitious German Opinion Institute
probably contained a measure of invalidity due simply to the fact that
sizable numbers of respondents feared that the interviewer might be
an informer. 15 That such perceptions are by no means unique or limited

•

15 Leo Crespi. "The Influence of Military Government Sponsorship in
German Opinion Polling," Interna.t. J. Opin. Att. Res., h (1950),
151-178.

to stringent cultural climates is revealed in data secured by NORC dur­
ing the period 1948-1952, reported below. These data provide an inter­
esting case study in the systematic imposition of a particular structure
upon interviewers by an increasing proportion of respondents. The bias­
ing implications are obvious.

During the year 1948, because of the Wallace candidacy, NORC sent a
questionnaire to its interviewers inquiring about the freedom with 1'1hich
respondents were answering political questions. 16 Although the findings

16 .
It was felt that the low Wallace preference reported 1n polls might
have resulted from respondent fear of revealing minority opinions.

were in no way alarming, the number of spontaneous mentions of such re­
spondent fears by interviewers during the following year led NORC to
repeat the questionnaire in 1950 and again in 1952. We present a number
of the spontaneous comments received from our staff in 1948 and 1949, as
well as the results of the questionnaire sent to interviewers for the
three time periods. The number of comments on this theme that were re­
ceived, as well as their geographical spread, indicates that the phenome­
non was not limited to an isolated interviewer here and there nor to
particular localities or types of respondents, and that, insofar as re­
spondent perception of the interviewer would affect data, such effects
would be diffused throughout the survey.

From a rural area outside Houston, Texas:

."The survey was harder because of everyone being alerted in
Houston against giving information to anyone asking any ques­
tions ••• respondents just wouldn't talk or answer if they could
help it. I believe as long as the situation is as it is, it
will be hard to get ~roe opinions on any national affairs. I·
never had so many refusals."
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From San Diego t California:

"One respondent, her husband piped up and said, 'She's trying to
find out if you are a Conununist' •••One man refused to be inter­
viewed, said he wouldn't answer any questions on account of his
job •••A woman phoned me (and asked me) if I had sent in 'those
papers,' I said, 'No.' She said her husband said I was probably
a Communist arid they would check up on him where he works."

From a rural area olltside Cincinnati, Ohio:

"One woman seriously thought I was a 'Commie spy.'"

From Ogden.. Utah:

"I have had several people ask me lately if I was a Communist and
I don't like it. It's hard to explain to an uneducated person
just what you are doing when their suspicions are aroused."

From a rural area outside Y01lnistown, Ohio:

"Some respondents wouldn't answer until I told them I had no
Communist leanings ••• II

From New York City:

"A good many people refused to answer because they were afraid
I was representing a Communist agency, and thought they would
become involved in a disagreeable situation."

From Brooklyn, New York:

ItI was accused of being a spy in three different places."

From Milwaukee, Wisconsin:

"Because of the violence we have had in llilwaukee because of the
signing of the Stockholm peace petition, I found quite a few
people reluctant to answer any questions (especially colored
people). "

From Poughkeepsie, New York:

"The general public is panicky and many refused to answer"
calling me and the survey a 'Conununist front. ",

From Pittsburgh, Pa.:

"People were terribly suspicious of my being a communist and I
feel that all refusals were due to that fear. 50% of the re­
spondents had to be reassured about this."

The statistical comparisons of the 1948" 1950 and 1952 results point up
the kind of systematic bias which can develop during a period of public
fear and desire for conformit,v.
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TABLE 27

TRENDS IN INTERVIE\1ERS I REPORTS OF RESPONDENT FEAR

AND SUSPICION -l~

Question aa;t~goI'Y. Per cent of Interviewers -!M'}

"In your 0pJ.nJ.on are re­
spondents answering more
freely and truthfully:-or
less freely and truthfully
wn they were a year or so

?" .ago. .•....•.....

"Did any of your respondents
on this survey seem afraid
to answer any of the questions?"

More
Less
Same

Yes
No

1948
(N=93J

31
i8
51rna

41
59

iOQ.

1950
(N=B9)

34
33

...:u
100'

41
59roo

-.1221­
~

33
11
r.6-2...

100'

41
59roo

(If Yes) "About how often
did this happen?" •.• • •• Less than 1 in 10 -l!--:f

1 in 10 to 1 in 5
1 in 3·to 1 in 4
More than 1 in 3

lIDid anyone refuse to con­
tinue with the interview
after he once started it
and heard some of the Yes
questions?". • • • • • • • No

(If Yes) "About how often
did this happen?" •••• Less than 1 in 10 ?H~

1 in 10 or more

"Were any respondents
fearful that they would
be identified by name
or address?" • • • • • ••

(If Yes) "About how often
did this happen?" ••••

I1Did anyone doubt your
statement of the sponsor­
ship and purpose of the
surveyor suspect that
the survey was being done
for some hidden purpose?" •

Yes
No

\IV
;\~\

Less than.l in 10
1 in 10 to 1 in 5
1 in 3 to 1 in L
More than 1 in 3

Yes
No

36.
33
20
11-

100:

13.
87

100
67
33

100

48
52

roo
47
28
16
9

Imi

18
82

roo

14'
53

8
..12
100

31
69

100
51
49

IOO'

54
46

roo
29
33
18
20mcr

34
66

roo

19,
52
10

...!2.
100

33.
67

100,
52
48

100

52
48

100
39
28
26
7

IOU

23
77

IOO

* The interviewer groups are not identical, since there were some changes in
the staff during the period.

*?'
~ Per cents on these questions are proportion of affirmative group rather than

of total group.
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In general, the data indicate that from 1948 to 1952 respondent fear and
suspicion of interviewers had increased to a measurable degree and that
interviewers frequently labored under the handicap of a pre-conceived
structure imposed by respondents due to Culturally-generated fear and
distrust • Although the increase in this phenomenon occurred largely
during the period 1948-50, the frequency of reported fear showed no
decrease in the second time period, seemingly leveling off at the 1950
frequencies. Parenthetically, it may be observed that the number of
interviewers who report suspicions as such shows no increase, but the
frequency of its occurrence among their respondents is much higher in
the second and third inquiries. This may mean that because of some per­
sonal characteristic certain interviewers are more subject to this type
of structuring than others, but the extensiveness of reports of fear
and suspicion indicate that many interviewers face this situation. 17

17
While this demonstration supports the view that a respondent's ex-
pressed opinions may often not conform to his private opinions, it
may be that the measured data are still valid. Insofar as public
opinion aims to predict the action consequences of opinions, it may
well be that opinions which are suppressed in a permissive interview
situation because of fear, would be even less likely to influence
behavior which occurs in the more threatening real-life situation.

Reactional effects of the type discussed thus far are those which arise
from the nature of the personal interview situation itself. To a greater
or lesser extent, they exist in all personal interviews and derive from
the existence of an inter-personal relationship E.f1.I' see Therefore, such
systematic_effects are, for the most part, independent of the personal
characteristics of the interviewer and are expressions of perceptual,
cognitive, and motivational processes common to most respondents in a
personal interview situation. True, fears that an intervieto1er might be
a Communist agent or an F.B.I. man might operate partially as a function
of a given interviewer's characteristics, but the data cited above indi­
cate that pervasive suspicion is not dependent on the appearance or man­
ner of particular interviewers.

2. Differential Effects of Personal Interaction

In addition to such systematic affects deriving from the interpersonal
relationship, it should be clear that differential reactional effects
are also a source of bias. Each interview situation has a unique in­
terpersonal quality, and the variations in the nature of the inter­
action present in the interview situation will lead to differential
effects within the total body of data. No two interviewers can es­
tab;I.ish an identical relationship with a respondent, nor are any two re­
spondents likely to react in exactly the same manner to a given inter­
viewer. Where little interaction is present, we can assume that the
interviewer does not occupy a large or tiell-structured portion of the
psychological field of the respondent, and thus, we might expect to
find little evidence of reactional bias. Respondent lack of social
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!nvolvem.ent in the situation precludes the presence of reactional
effect. 18

18 The qualitative materials in Chapter II suggest that respondent tenden­
cies to react strongly to the person of the interviewer may arise in
two ways. The idiosyncracies of a given respondent may make him per­
sistently sensitive or insensitive to the interviewer. Such would
appear to be the case with the "Tough Guy~ II for example. However,
the idiosyncracies in the manner of given interviewers may precipi­
tate in an otherwise insensitive respondent a strong orientation to
the interviewer. Such would appear to be the evidence in.the case
of Interviewer K.

Two of the cases described in Chapter II illustrate the relation between
!nvolvement and bias. In the case of "The Creep J II we find an interviewer
with potentially strong biasing tendencies but a respondent with a high
degree of involvement focused almost entirely on the task itself. His
social involvement with the interviewer is almost nil7"Consequently~
we find little evidence of bias, although the total involvement may be
presumed to be high.

In another case, "The Tough Guy~" we also find little evidence of bias~

but here there seems to be neither task nor social involvement. In con­
formity with our theory." these two cases-graphically bear out the hypothe­
sis that reactional effects are a function of social involvement rather
than total involvement. In "The Creep~" task involvement was high and
social involvement low and little reactional bias was present, while in
the "Tough Guy" we find both types of involvement low and likewise little
evidence of bias.

In contrast to these cases ~ "The Hen Party," a high degree of respondent
involvement of both types existed. The respondent seemed most interested
in the questions and also in a close psychological relation with the in­
terviewer. In this situation of "high rapport" however~ we find evidence
of reactional bias. Despite the extent of the task involvement, the soc­
ial involvement of the respondent was of such degree that reactional bias
was clearly evident.

Comparisons of the case histories cited above indicate the wide range of
variation that can exist between interview situations and the extent to
which the nature and degree of reactional effects are a product of the
inter-personal relationship between interviewer and respondent. "'Ie have
seen thus far that the mere existence of an inter-perronal relationship
may be a biasing factor, and also that bias arises from the variation
in the nature of the inter-personal relationship which exists between
particular interviewers and respondents. Both the systematic and dif­
ferential effects arise from the sheer fact that surveys are conducted
through personal interviews and are based on a multiplicity of different
relationships.
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3. Systematic Effects of Group Membership Di-marities Between

Ir.terviewers and Respon~

In addition to the systematic effects noted earlier, there is putative
evidence that the relatively homogeneous character of most interviewing
staffs also induces systematic reactional effects among respondents.
In our theoretical discussion of the origin of reactional effects we
have already noted two conditions under which such effects occur:
1) when the interviewer occupies a central position in the respondent's
psychological field, and 2) when he is perceived in a specifically de­
fined and structured fashion. Effects arising from the existence of a
personal relationship per ~ have been held to be manifestations of the
first condition, and recent, not inconsiderable reactions to the inter­
viewer as a possible spy or agent have been cited as manifestations of
the second condition. It should be apparent that-, quite apart from
transient cultural conditions which bring about general respondent re­
actions of fear, there exist other conditions which are likely to pro­
duce a stable well.,structured perception of interviewers among many re­
spondents. Were interviewers drawn from the population as a whole,
there would be no basis for such a presumption, but since intervievTers
are a fairly homogeneous group, it seems logical to assume that they
will be perceived (and reacted to) in accordance with their homogeneous
characteristics. While it is well known that interviewers are selected
from a limited stratum of the ,population, .a study conducted by Sheatsley
as part of this project presents convincing evidence of the special
character of the interviewer population. Table 28 belol-1 summarizes
some of the main findings concerning the demographic characteristics of
several interviewing staffs. 19

19 Paul B. Sheatsley. HAn Ttnalysis of Interviewer Characteristics and
their Relationship to Performance," Internat. J. Opine Att. Res., 4
(1950), 473-498. '

From the data in Table 27, we have calculated that 74% of the interview­
ers on the current staffs of Gallup, Roper, NORC, Bennett andBAE taken
together are women. 78% have had at least some college education, and
about 98% are white. As Sheatsley has said, " •••the composition of most
national field staffs has dangerous implications for survey bias arising
out of the interviewing situation. tve have a condition in which the great
bulk of market and opinion research interviewing today is conducted by
women talking to men, by college graduates talking to the uneducated, by
upper-middle-class individuals talking to those of low socio-economic
status, by younger people talking to the increasingly larger old-age
groups, by white persons talking to Negroes and by city dwellers talk-
ing to rural folk." 20

20 Sheatsley, ibid, 487.



TABLE 28

COMPOSITION OF NATIONAL FIELD STAFFS

Per cent of each group:

Men ••••••••••• • • • •

N =

NORC
t.otal
t:roup
(1161)

15%

NORC
current
staff-(200)

12%

Gallup
staff
(1198)

40%

Roper
staff-(277)

3%

Bennett
~
(695)*

14%

BAE
staff-(69)

55%

Total
adult
popu-

lation

49%

Total college graduates • • • • •
Total with any college education
Never attended college. • • ••

. . . . . .I. . . . . . .

Living in small towns and
rural areas • • • • •

*
Aged under 30

30-39
40-49
50-up

Negro

• • • •

• • • • • • • • •· . . . . . , . ~ .·. . . . - . . . .· .. .' .. . .. . .

l.3(a) 21(a)

.32 20
36 38
2.3 )2
9 10

4 7

44 47
80 81
20 19

19(b) 5(b)

21 11
27 24
28 43
24 22

X 4

48 38
77 70
2.3 30

-(b) . 4ea)

I) 43
29 42
38 12
20 3

# 6

54 90
78 100
22

.32(b)

23
21
21
.35

9

5
13
87

56(d)

.32(c)
48
20

Automobile in the family. • • • 70

IdentifJ as Republicans • • • • • 29
Identif~ as Democrats ••••• 52
Identify as political independents 11
Minor parties or not stated • • • 8

* Returns from mail questionnaire sent to 2,000.
# Data not available.
X Less than 1/2 of 1%.
(a) Towns under 10,000 or rur~.

e

73

#
#
#
#

# # 68 #
45 # # #
.38 # # #
12 # # #
5 # # #

(b) Towns under 2,500 or rural.
(c) Gallup Poll release October 19, 1949.
(d) 1949 Survey of Consumer finances (Federal

Reserve Board). Part VI.

-
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Of course~ the mere fact that interviewers are a homogeneous group is
not proot: that they are perceived in this way by respondents. After
all, interviewers are trained to be at ease with people of all strata,
and it is probably true that to some extent they are able to overcome
class, age, sex and otheI" ,barriers to a greater degree than untrained
persons of the same background. However, it is doubtful that these
can be completely overcome by the majority of public opinion interview­
ers. The psychological literature on expression makes it clear that
even from isolated expressive cues, subjects can do better than. chance
in judging the characteristics of individuals. In a test of twelve
college students, for example, Fay and Middleton 21 found that the

21 Fay and Middleton. "Judgment of Specific Personality Types from
Voice as Transmitted over a Public Address System," Character and
fersonality, 8, (1931), 144-155.

students were able to make judgments of personality types which were
considerably superior to chance from merely hearing the voice as trans­
mitted over a public address system. Similar findings were obtained by
Kelly 22 in a test of whether amateur radio operators could make better

22
E. L. Kelly.
without Face
710-738.

"Personality as Revealed by Voice and Conversation
to Face Contact," Psychological Bulletin, 35 (1938) ~

than chance judgments of parsonality of other "hams" from voice and con­
versation alone without face-to-face contact.

stuart Rice reports an experiment in which 258 undergraduates of Dart­
mouth were shown photos of 9 persons in the day's news, and asked to
judge the occupation of each of the 9 persons. The experiment was so
designed that chance would be expected to give 168 correct judgments
out of a total of 1,224. The subjects guessed 337 correctly. In a sim­
ilar experiment, Child reported judgment from 26% up to 53% better than
chance, and Gahagan also obtained better-than-chance results. Allport
and Cantril reported results superior to chance in judging vocation,
political preferences, and extroversion-introversion. In this case~

the most successful results were in judging vocation. 23

23 Stuart Rice. Quantitative Methods in Politics (New York: Knopf~
1928), 51-70.

Irvin Child. "Judging Occupation from Printed Photographs," J. Psychol.,
7 (1936), 117-118.
Lawrence Gahagan. "Judgments of Occupations from Printed Photographs,"
J. Soc. Psychol., 4 (1933), 128-134.

G. Allport and H. Cantril. "Judging Personality from Voice," J. Soc.
Psychol., 5 (1934), 37-55.
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Even if respondents may not always judge group membership correctly, there
is abundant evidence that subjects use visual and auditory cues in judg­
ing group membership. The literature on stereotyping presents overwhelm­
ing evidence of a tendency among human beings to make guesses about the
group membership of perceived individuals and to behave in conformity
with such stereotyped judgments. A recent study by Jertrude Abramson
establishes the fact that even such a widely used accessory as eye­
glasses may operat~.j.n subjects I judgments of ethnic group membership. 24

24 ~rtrude Abramson. The Effe.ct of a Stereot e on Ju, ent of Group
MembershiR (M.A. Thesis" New York Universi ty" 19 9. This study was
conducted under the auspices of the Department of Scientific Research
of the American Jewish Committee. .

If subjects can make correct judgments with only isolated cues at their
disposal" it is obvious that with the 11'nlltiplicity of cues in the face­
to-face relationship of a personal interview the probability of correct
judgment will be greatly magnified. Brurtswik has argued that the total
complex of cues" rather than an isolated cue, is the factor increasing
accuracy of judgment, and the experiments on perception of the Gestalt
psychologists make it clear that perception functions on the basis of
the total structure of the field. 25

25 Egon Brunswik. S stematic and Re resentative Desin of Ps ical
EePeriments (Berkeley: University of California Press,

It seems, therefore, extremely unlikely that even well-trained interview­
ers can so change their personality that respondents would be unable to
identify their group membership. Obviously, sex, age" and color cannot
be disguised, and, as far as these characteristics alone are concerned"
the interviewer group is fairly homogeneous.

Of course" to some extent the effects of group membership disparity are
somewhat mitigated by selective.assignment--for example the very few
Negroes on interviewing staffs are usually assigned Negro respondents.
Hyman" however" in discussing the possibility of errors in the 1948 poll
results arising from differences in group membership of interviewer and
respondent" cites the fact that most of the Negro respondents in the
Crossley and Roper polls were interviewed by whites, and that about
three-fourths of both the Roper and Crossley interviewing staffs had
had some· college education. 26 "No one can be sure that the composition

2b Herbert Hyman in F. Mosteller, et ale The Pre-Election Polls in 1948
(New York: SSRC, 1949), ch. 7.

of the interviewing staffs produces error in the pre-election polls, but
it is plausible that lower-class respondents and Negro respondents may
have spoken less truthfully on this account. Also, the long term pre­
dominance of upper-class interviewers may be a reason why the polls have
shown a Republican bias."
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While it is likely that a systematic effect among respondents is created
by the well-structured image most interviewers present, effects would not
be uniform in magnitude or direction on all surveys. A pO~'3ible greater
effect of group membership disparities in election prediction than in
other types of survey work has been suggested by Gosnell and DeGrazia who
point out that voting in an election is an impersonal situation, while the
situation in which the anticipated behavior is measured is a~ inter-p~

sonal one. 27 In Chapter V we shall demonstrate the extent to which

27 H. F. Gosnell and S. DeGraz.ia. "Critique of Polling Methods," Pub. Opine
Quart., 6 (1942), 378-390.

effects deriving from group membership disparities are a function of situa­
tional factors--especially the factor of question content.

,k. Difjerential Effect~ of Group ~bership Disparities

Between Injerviewers and ResEondents

Even assuming, however" that structured perceptions do exist, what evi­
dEmce do we have that they produce any effect on the data collected?
Is it necessarily true that any kind of structured image of the inter­
viewer will induce reactiona1 bias? Obviously, this cannot be true.
Even where interviewers are perceived in a well-defined fashion, it
seems clear that bias does not necessarily result unless the character­
istics of the interviewer are of such an order as would be likely to
induce specialized affective reactions in the respondent. Under Hhat
conditions would affective reactions with biasing consequences be likely
to occur? It has usually been felt that where the interviewer and re­
spondent are sharply contrasted in their group membership characteristics,
there is likely to be an affective reaction with unfavorable consequence~,

and that where they are similar in characteristics, the opposite conse- ­
quent1y will occur. In the past, it has been hypothesized that the spe­
cific nature of the affect that presumably varies with the group member­
ship and presumably accounts for the validity of results is the feeling
of mutual warmth and sociability, usually characterized by the term "rap­
port." Thus it has been held that a disparity prevents the achievement
of high rapport and in turn results in invalidity, and that a similarity
permits high rapport and in turn yields valid results. 28 This theory

28 For example, see Hadley Cantril, Ope C1t., 115-118.

needs considerable qualification. While there is evidence of reactional
effects where group membership disparities are great, this should not be
construed as resulting from lack of rapport. Our evidence indicates that
the relationship between rapport and group membership is not of such a
simple nature.
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In order to test the theory that similarity of group membership neoes­
sarily produces greater rapport~ tabulations were made of reciprooal
ratings of reactions to the interview secured from interviewers and
respondents in a nationwide study•. In this project" which was part of
a larger study of the interview situation conducted by}larshall Brown
in conjunction with NORCJ respondents were handed "rating sheets" by
interviewers at the conclusion of the interview in which they were
asked a number of questions about the interview and their reactions
to it. The interview itself dealt with issues of current political
policy. At the .;:ption of the respondentJ the rating forms could be
mailed into the NORC office in a self-addressed envelope or returned
to the interviewer" sealed or unsealed. In tum, interViewers re­
corded on a questionnaire their ratines of respondent "honesty and
frankness" and also the degree to which they themselves "enjoyed the
interview." The rating scale used for enjoyment of the interview was
identical on botl'l respondent and interviewer forms.

Assuming that rapport was highest where both interViewer~ respond~nt

enjoyed the interview, tabulations were then made of the degree to which
this variable was a function of resp ondent-intervielver group membership
similarity. The results are presented in Table 29 for the three group
membership characteristios tested.

If the assumption is t-rarranted that ratings by respondent and interview­
er of the extent to which they enjoyed the interview are a measure of
rapport in the interview situation~ it seems clear from the table below
that rapport bears no necessary relation to group similarity. While
among respondents of male interviewers there is evident such a relation"
the sarne cannot be said of respondents of femare interviewers. Here
rapport seems to be equally high with both male and female respondents.
Likewis'e J if we examine the respondents of both the socio-economically
high and low interviewer groups" we find that rapport seems to be lowest
in interviews with low socio-economic groups" regardless of whether they
are interviewed by high or low interviewers. 29 For the two youngest

-
29 The middle-class character of the interviewer labor market is suoh

that it is difficult to find interviewers who really represent the
poorest stratum. Consequently our C and D interviewer group are
not sufficiently like D respondents to permit a crucial test of
the hypothesis.

groups of interviewers" rapport seems to be greatest in their interviews
with middle-group respondents, while among older interViewers the age
of the respondent seems to have little effect on rapport.

One might argue that whether the interviewer enjoyed the interview is
immaterial, and that the rapport measure should only be based on re­
spondent ratings of enjoyment. If we approach the problem with this
criterion" and examine the sum of the percentages in the second and
fourth columns in the table (which measure respondent enjoyment alone)
we find that group similarity is related to rapport only in the case
of male interviewers. All other combinations fail to reveal any di­
rect relationship.
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TABLE 29

THE REIATION OF GROUP MENBERSHIP SI1'fiLIARITY TO

INTERVIEWER-RESPOfIDENT RAPPORT

Respondent-Interviewer Proportion of combinations where
,Combination enjoyment of interview was rated

By Interviewer ,Low Low· High High
By Respondent : Low High Low High

Sex Number

Male Interviewers
I1a1e respondents .. • · . . · 98 28% 27% 14% 31%
Female respondents .. · .. 91 43 23 16 18

Female Interviewers
Male respondents • .. . .. · . 476 26 23 17 34
Female respondents • • • • • 512 29 24 14 33

Socio-Economic Status

A and B Interviewers
A and B respondents · · · .. 77 29 16 23 32
C respondents • • • • · · 221 28 17 18 37
D respondents • • · . · . 114 39 27 12 22

C and D Interviewers
A and B respondents · . •• 92 19 20 24 37
C respondents .. . • · . 378 24 26 17 33
D respondents . • • · • 179 36 32 8 24

Age

Interviewers Under 30
Respondents under 30 · . · . 55 42 31 4 23
Respondents 30-39 • • l7 32 22 10 36
Respondents 40 and over · .. 90 39 32 5 24

Interviewers 30-39
Respondents under 30 .. • · .. 31 39 16 22 23
Respondents 30-39 • · .. · .. 33 27 27 15 31
Respondents 40 and over · .. 78 28 31 14 27

Interviewers 40 and over
Respondents under 30 ... • • 167 23 27 16 34
Respondents 30-39 .. . · • • 224 30 17 22 )1

'Respondents 40 and over .. · 431 24 23 17 36
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It is entirely plausible, however, that at particular levels of inter­
viewer competence, group similarity may produce greater rapport. Where
interviewers are less competent or less experienced, it seems likely
that group membership similarities might substantially assist the inter­
viewer in maintaining rapport. 30 This e~lanation is suggested by the

..... I

30 The general hypothesis that unfavorable situational factors would be
less obstructive for experienced interviewers is supported by other
phases of this research. See Feldman, Hyman and Hart. "Interviewer
Effects on the Qualj.ty of Survey Data,1I Pub. Opine Quart., 15 (1951),
749-750 and Stember and Hyman "Interviewer Effects in the Classifi­
cation of Responses," Pub. Opin. Quart., 13 (1949), 680-682.

See also the finding of Katz on how experience reduced the effect of
class disparity, reported below.

table above; by and large, NORC' s women interviewers are more competent
and more experienced than the men interviewers and the older interview­
ers are at least more experienced than the younger ones. 31 For women

31
See Paul B. Sheatsley. "An Analysis of Interviewer Characteristics
and their Relation to Performance; Part III," fnternat. J. Opine Att.
~., 5 (1951), 206.

and older interviewers, as may be noted above, the group membership char­
acter of their respondents seems to make little difference in ratings of
enjoyment, either when measured separately for respondents or when both
ratings are compounded.

Granted that rapport is not a simple function of group membership simi­
larity, as has been previously accepted, the theory can also be quali­
fied with respect to the principle that validity necessarily increases
with an increase in similarity. The interviewer's rating of respondent
"frankness and honesty," alluded to earlier may be used as an inferential
measure of response validity. While, of course, we have no basis for
assuming that the interviewers' reports have any absolute validity, it
seems reasonable to assume that whatever invalidity they contain is
randomly distributed among respondent sub-groups. The tabulation of
these interviewer reports in their relation to group membership simi­
larity is presented in Table 30.

If we compare the results in Table 30 with those in Table 29, we find
a high correspondence. Again, it is only among male interviewers that
group membership similarity is a factor in validity ratings. Also, as
in the previous table, we find the lower socio-economic groups rated
as less honest among both groups of interviewers. Age differences are
small and inconclusive.
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TABLE JO

THE RELATION OF RESPONDENT FRANKNESS AND HONESTY TO SIMILARITY

OF INTERVIEWER-RESPONDENT GROUP MEMBERSHIP

Respondent-Interviewer Combination *

Sex-

Proportion of Interviewers
rating respondents as

"completely frank and honest!'
-r

Male Interviewers
Male respondents • • • • • •
Female respondents • • • • •

· . . .
II • • •

• •
• •

68%
56

Female Interviewers
Male respondents • • • •
Female respondents • • •

· . . . . . . .· . . . . . . . 79
79

A and B Interviewers
A and B respondents
C respondents •••
D respondents •••

· . . . . . . . . .· . . . . . . . . .
• • • • • • • • • •

90
82
66

· . .· . . .
• •

C and D Interviewers
A and B respondents ••••
C respondents • • •
D respondents •••

· . . . .. . 88
78
68

Age

Interviewers under 30
Respondents under 30 • • • • • • • • • •
Respondents 30-39 •• • • • • • • • • •
Respondents 40 and over • • • • • •

68
69
68

Interviewers 30-39
Respondents under 30 • •
Respondents 30-39 •••
Respondents 40 and over

· . . .· .. . . . . . .· . . .. . . . .
68
66
74

Interviewers 40 and over
Respondents under 30 • • • • • • • • • •
Respondents 30-39 •••••••••••
Respondents 40 and over •• • • • • • •

75
80
81

-~

For the number of cases in each combination see the previous Table 28.
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While there is no evidence here of any relationship of va~idity to group
membership similarity, it woul~ seem from the above tables"taken together,
that there is a direct; relationship between validity and rapport. 32

•

32 While the positive relationship between rapport and validity seems
supported, this relationship shoUld not be regarded as a continuous
and linear one~ There may exist a condition of over-rapport which
may act as a biasing condition in an interview situation. At this
point the relationship to validity may well break down. The quali­
tative evidence from Chapter II supports this view. Such over­
rapport may well decrease validity because of excessive social in­
volvement. Thus, in the "Hen Party" cited above, we find an example
of a situation in which rapport was exceedingly high but task involve­
ment low and validity correspondingly questionable. Interviews of
this kind (which are far fram uncommon) should lead us to suspect
that the concept of rapport, simply conceived is inadequate as an
explanation of the quality of survey results. Invoking the criterion
of task involvement as a factor, and viewing validity as related not
only to social involvement but also to task involvement provides us .
with a more refined theory for the examination of reactional effects,
and seems to explain more adequately the processes we have observed
and the data we have collected. It is interesting to note that Miller
also observed the possible negative effects of high rapport in using
participant observation techniques in a study of labor union members.
See S. M. Miller. liThe Participant-Observer and 'Over-Rapport}"
Amer. Soc. Rev., 17 (1952), 97-99.

However, neither of these variables has any general relation. to the simi­
larity or difference in the group-membership character of respondents and
interviewers. Even among specific groups, it may well be a factor other
than group membership similarity, (e.g., the experience of the interviewer)
that enables him to secure good rapport and high validity in the interview
situation.

One further bit of evidence from the same study bears out the thesis that
the quality of the data collected is related to rapport in the interview.
In this instance a direct measure of response reliability may be used as
the criterion of quality. In the study just described, one question asked
earlier in the interview was repeated in written form at the end of the
respondent rating sheet, which (it will be recalled), the respondent filled
out after the conclusion of the interview. It was possible to isolate the
respondents who changed their answer the second time the question was asked,
and to compare the characteristics of the reliable and unreliable groups. 33

33 For a comparison of reliable and unreliable respondents, see Herbert
Stember. "Which Respondents are Reliable?" Internat. J. Opin. Att.
~., 5 (1951), 475.

Here it was found that reliable respondents,1 when asked to select from among
the list of phrases the one that best described the interview, were more
likely than unreliable respondents to report that the interview,was'~ikea
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friendly discussion."

It would seem, then, that rapport and group membership similarity must
be viewed as separate operating factors within an interview situation.
True, in many situations the two factors coincide, and there is some
evidence that under defined conditions similarity may be one of the
factors that induce rapport. But that there is no organic or necessary
relation between these factors seems established from the data present­
ed above. Thus, while rapport bears some relationship to validity, it
cannot conceivably account for the observed effects of group membership
disparity (since disparity per se bears no particular relationship to
rapport or to validity). It must be that particular other types of af­
fect occurring in specialized instances of disparity are the explanatory
principle. In certain such instances, pressures generated as a result
of emotions of fear, distrust, or misunderstanding operate. And because
the deviant or minority individual is likely to have a different opinion
in the first place, these fears will operate to alter his opinion in the
direction of conformity. That this seems more tenable than the notion
of rapport as an explanation is also clear from the statistical findings
to be presented in the next section. If the factor of rapport were ex­
planatory, results should show a diffuse effect over many questions.
This is clearly not the case. The group membership disparities locate
their effects only on specific questions--ones where fear and distrust
would operate to control the answer given.

In the next pages we present evidence of differential effects arlslng
from group membership differences between interviewers and respondents.
In many of the studies cited there is no clear proof that the effects
noted are not due to processes operating within the interviewers (such
as noted in Chapter III). However, the consistency of effects, as well
as the fact that they occur on questions in which respondent reactions
would be hypothesized by logiC, lends support to our belief that the
data to follow do, in fact, represent effects arising primarily from
processes within the respondent rather than within the interviewer.
It is possible, however, that both types of processes occurred.

Effects Arising from Differences in Color. We have clear evidence that
the presumed impersonality of the interview situation does not overcome
the reluctance of Negroes to express their opinions freely to whites.
In a study conducted by NORC in 1942 in Memphis, a sample of 1,000
Negroes were interviewed with approximately 500 cases handled by Negro
interviewers and 500 by whites. 34 The two samples were equivalent--

34 H. Cantril, Ope cit., 115, for a previous report of some of the find­
ings.

that is, the assignments were randomized as between white and Negro in­
terviewers. The survey questions dealt with opinions and attitudes about
the war, but there were also ft number of questions of a factual nature.
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In Table 31, shown below.. it can be seen that white interviewers
obtained substantially different results from the Negro interviewers
on most of the individual questions. On almost all the opinion and
attitude questions, the white interviewers obtained significantly
higher proportions of what might be called by some people "proper"
or "acceptable" answers. Negroes '!'Tere more reluctant to express
to the white interviewers their resentments over discrimination by
employers or labor unions, in the Army, and in public places; to ex­
press any sort of belief in the good intentions or even possibility
of victory of Japan or Germany; to reveal to white interviewers sym­
pathy for the CIO, (possibly out of fear that the white interviewer
might think them too radical). Even on some of the factual questions
such as auto ownership, reading of Negro newspapers and CIO membership,
apparently some Negroes reported differently to white interviewers than
to Negro interviewers. It must be remembered that the survey was carried
out in a southern city where fear of the dominant whites is greatest.

TABLE 31

COMPARISON OF ANSI-JERS OF NEGRO RESPONDENTS TO NEGRO AND WHITE IN'IERVIEWERS

FROM NORC SURVEY APRIL, 1942

Opinion
Questions--

Per cent of Negroes giving
answer indicated to:

Probability that dif­
ferences between per
cents would happen by

chance

Is enoul$h being done in
your ne1ghborhood to pro­
tect the people in case
of Air-raid? •••••••

About how much longer do
you think the war will
last? . . . . . . . . . .

Do you think this country
will win the war? • • • •

Do you think Negroes are
better off or worse off
than before the war? ••

Yes

Less than
one year

Yes

Better off

Negro
inter­

viewers

21%

28

59

38

White
inter­

viewers

33

79

42

Less than 1 in 1000

About 1 in 11

Less than 1 in 1000

About 1 in 5

(In what way?) • • • .. . Less economic
discrimination 21 28 About 1 in 100

If we win, do you think
the Negroes will be treat-
ed better, worse or same? Better

Would Negroes be treated
better, or worse here if
Japan conquered U.S.A.? Worse
(SUbstitute "Germany" for

"Japan ll) • • • • • • • •• Worse

34

25

45

44

45

60

Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 1000
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TABLE 31 (Continued)

Per cent of Negroes g1v1ng
answer indicated to:

Probability that dif­
ferences between per
cents would happen by

chance

Which do Negroes feel
worst about now? • • •

Is the Army fair to
Negroes, now? •••

. . Housing
Discrim.
in pub-
lic places

Job dis­
crimination
Wages

No

Negro
inter­

viewers

8

8

33
43

35

White
inter­

viewers

14

4

28
46

11

Less than 1 in 100

About 1 in 100

About 1 in 10
About 1 in 3

Less than 1 in 1000

Is the Navy fair to
Negroes, now? • • • • • •
Who do you think
should lead Negro troops?
Have Negroes right now
as good a chance as whites
to get defense jobs? • •

(Who is most to blame
for this?) •••••••

Are Labor Unions fair
or unfair to Negroes?

Which is fairer--CIO or
A:F.L? • • • • • • • • • •

No
Negro
officers

Yes

Managers
Labor Union
Government

Fair

CIO

23

43

39

21

J
30

36

11

22

52

l~
2

47

29

Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 50
About 1 in 20
Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 1000

About 1 in 50
Is it more important to
concentrate on winning
the war, or on democracy
at home? • • • • ••••
Who would a Negro go to,
to get his rights? • • •

FACTUAL QUESTIONS
Where do you get most
news about the war? • •
What radio station do
you usually listen to? •
What Negro Newspaper
do you usually read? ••
Automobile in family?
Education completed,
High School or better? •

Winning
the war
l'Jhite
people
Police

Law Courts
Nobody

Talking to
people

WREC

None
Yes

Yes

39

16
2

3
26

1)

52

35
20

19

62

6
15
12
13

9

44

51
13

14

Less than 1 in 1000

Less than 1 in 1000
Less than 1 in 1000
Less than 1 in 1000
Less than 1 in 1000

About 1 in 20

Less than 1 in 50

About 1 in 1000
Less than 1 in 100

Less than 1 in 20
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Additional evidence on the effect of color is available in the work of
the War Department Research Group. Stouffer reports the following find­
ings from a co~arison of responses of Negro troops to Negro vs. white
interviewers: 3.)

35 Stouffer et al., Ope cit., 720.

That reactional effects arising from disparities in the color of the .
interviewer and respondent may be a general problem in research situ­
ations other than the survey interview is evidenced by a study of the
influence of Negro vs. White Examiners on the productivity of Negro
and white subjects responding to the thematic apperception test. The
tentative findings support the fact that the color of the examiner
has an effect in particular instances. See: E.. Schwartz, B. Riess
and A. Cottingham. "Further Critical Evaluation of the Negro Version
of the TAT.," J. Proj. Tech., 15 (1951), 394-400.

TABLE .32

RESPONSES BY NEGRO ENLISTED MEN FROM AGCT CLASS IV IN INTERVIEWS

BY NEGROES AS COMPARED WITH INTERVIEWS BY 1,VRITES

Excess in percentage of responses
indicating racial protest • • • • •

Elicited by Negro interviewers
as compared with white .interviewers

plus 21%

Excess in percentage of responses
indicating low personal com-
mitment • • • • • • • • • • • . . . plus 14

Excess in percentage of responses
indicating lack of enthusiasm
for war aims ••••••••• • • plus 8

Excess in percentage of responses
indicating pessimism about
postwar conditions ••••• • • • plus 21

Excesa in percentage of responses
indicating unfair treatment in
the Army • • • • • • • • • • • • • plus 16

Excess in percentage of responses
indicating lack of high regard
for officers and noncoms ••• • • plus 2

Excess in percentage of responses
indicating relatively low personal
esprit or job satisfaction in the
Army- •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • plus 8
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Effects Arising from Differences in Ethnic Group. Differences of religion"
creed, or nationality between interviewer and respondent may also produce
distortion of results, We have several studies which give evidence that
non-Jewish people with anti-Semitic prejudices will express these more
readily to Gentile than. to Jewish interviewers. In a 1943 NORC survey
this question was asked:

"Do you think that Jewish people in the United States have
too much influence in the business world, not enough in­
fluence, or about the amount of influence they should have?"

All interviewers in New York City received equivalent assignments on this
study so that a valid comparison of the answers given Jewish and Gentile
interviewers can be made as in the table below.

,TABLE 33

COMPARISON OF ANS~'JERS OF NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS TO

mrrSH AND GENTILE INTERVIEWERS

Too much Not enough Amount they Don't
influence influence should have know N

Gentiles inter-
' . -

viewed by
Gentiles • • • • 50% 2% '38% 10% 139

Gentiles inter-
viewed by Jews • 22 8 58 12 88

A chi-squared test indicates that differences as large as those shown would
have occurred by chance less than one per cent of the tim~.

Although these figures show striking differences in the responses of Gentiie~
when interviewed by Gentiles rather than by Jews, this finding is somewhat
inconclusive because quota sampling was used on this survey and thus the
effects might have resulted, in part at least, from interviewer selection
of respondents to fill his quotas. If, for example, Jewish interviewers
selected within their quotas Gentile respondents who are more friendly to
Jews, the effects noted could have taken place.

The well-controlled studies of Robinson and Rohde present evidence of the
effect of group membership disparity on respondent reaction and enable us
to test the theory advanced earlier concerning th~ relation of structuring
of the interviewer image to reactional effects. 3 Four interviewer groups

36 '
D. Robinson and S. Rohde. "Two Experiments with an Anti-Semitism Poll,"
J. Abn. Soc. Psychol., 41 (1946), 136-144.
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were used in these experiments:

a) Jewish appearing

b) Non-Jewish appearing

-c) Jewish appearing who introduced themselves with Jewish names

d) Non-Jewish appearing who introduced themselves with non-Jewish
names

In this study we cannot, of course, know what the perceptions of the respong­
ents actually were, but the differen~etween the interviewer groups tested
appear to be differences in the degree to which the interviewer was per­
ceived as a member of the particular ethnic group. Our theory would hold
that as the likelihood of an organized perception of the interviewer as a
member of the ethnic group increases we will find increased effects. The
samples assigned to the four interviewer groups seemed to be equivalent in
all major respects j so differences secured must be due to differences in the
reaction of respondents to the four interviewer groups. . In Table 3.4 below.·
the overall data from the study are presented for the two questions which
constituted the original experiment.

TABLE 34

THE EFFECT OF RESPONDENT REPLIES OF PERCEPTUAL STRUCTURING

OF THE INTERVIEWER AS A DEFINED ETHNIC GROUP MEMBER ~~

Respondents inter­
viewed by inter­
viev.rers who were:

"Do you think there are too
many Jews holding government "Do you think the Jews

offices and jobs?" ,have too much power?"

Jewish appearing • •

Non-Jewish appearing

Jewish appearing
with Jewish
name •••• • • · .

• •

• •

Per cent uYes ll

11.7

21.2

Per cent uYes 11

Non-Jewish appearing
with non-Jewish
name •• • • • • · . 21.4

~~ The number of interviewers and respondents was not reported.

It will be noted, first of all, that the frequency at anti-Semitic responses
on both questions is greatest where the interviewer does not appear to be
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Jewish. 37 As the Jewish identification increases we find a decrease in the
• ..' t

-37 Apparently when interviewers do not "look Jewish" the effect of adding
a non-Jewish name makes little difference. However, differences when
the names are used in both cases could result from the possibly greater
social involvemeht present when an interviewer uses any kind of name to

". ~ ....,........
introduce himself. This could operate so as to reduce the frequency of
anti-Semitic responses.

frequency of anti-Semitic responses, so that where an interviewer both
"looks Jewish" and uses a Jewish name we get the lowest frequency."-"""ifiie
order of regression is identical for both questions, and the relation be­
tween the degree of structuring and respondent reaction seems clearly es­
tablished.

Effects Arising from Differences in Sex. Some highly suggestive evidence
that respondents tend in some cases to tailor their opinions in a manner to
conform to the opinions or tastes of the sex of the interviewer is furnished
by two sets of data. The first of these comes from the Ils tory tests ll on
movies conducted by the Audience Research Institute in 1940. 38 This tech-

38 We are indebted to Don Cahalan for these data.

nique consists of handing cards to test subjects on which is written a sum­
mary in about fifty words of' a projected movie story. The subject is asked
to indicate whether or not he would like to see the picture. The analysts,
surmising that respondents' feelings about new movies on which they have
very little information (only a 3 or 4 line description is given the re­
spondent) are generally so mild that many things might operate to influence
their choice, decided to do a stUdy on whether sex of interviewer alone af­
fects decisions to any great extent. They suggest, for example, that when
a man has movie tastes which are fairly indefinite he is likely to say that
he favors a movie which he believes might appeal to the members of the in­
terviewer's own sex group. The following table presents detailed results
of the analysis.
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TABLE J5

RESULTS OF STORY TESTS BY SEX OF lNTERVIEWER AS

HELATED TO SEX OF RESPONDENT

Differences
between men

Per cent favorable to picture and 1-J"omen
respondents'

Male respondents Female respondents when int'd
Int'd Int'd Int'd Int'd by
by by by by Own Opp.

Name of picture All men women All men women sex ~- - -
Gen. Lee of Va. 41% 45% 38% i~ 32% 30% 34% 11% 8%

Guardian of
the Forest. 25 24 25 17 21 ~~ 14 10 4

They Can't Do
24 -3~ ~}This to Me • 23 21 28 27 28 7 3

Two Weeks with
Pay • . • . 12 10 13 i,. 23 22 i,. 24 1/4 9

They Knew 'TAThat
14 -3:- 14 i~They ~lanted 12 10 16 18 8 0

Lawrence of
Arabia. · • 30 27 32 22 28 ~~ 18 9 4

Helen and
.'<. 17 ~~Warren • · · 8 5 11 " 18 19 14 6

The Great
~} ~~

McGinty • • 23 24 23 12 13 " 12 12 10

Lucky . · • 19 22 17 -3~ 9 10 .:,. 9 13 7

Lucky Partners 15 11 18 * 22 20 i(- 24 13 2

Mr. and Mrs.
(Test 1) • • 15 16 14 28 26 * 29 13 12

Mr. and Mrs.
(Test 2) · • 19 20 19 32 31 i~ 32 12 12

, ...
-?~

See text below for interpretation of differences in asterisked cases.
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These data are based on substantial numbers of cases for the most part,
but to economize time and space only a pair of simple, non-pa~ametric tests
of significance are described here. From the 12 questions asked, we have
24 different tests of whether a person's choice is likely to follow closer
to the tastes of the other sex when he is interviewed by someone of that
sex than when he is interviewed by someohe of his (or her) own sex~ The
cases asterisked in the table are those in which this held good, and these .
represent 19 of the 24 cases. If there is no influence of the interviewet's
sex, we would expect 12 of the 24 cases to be asterisked. In a case of
this kind, the probability that one would get 19 or more results of the
same kind in 24 tests as a result of sampling fluctuations is only about 3
in 1000.

The effect of the interviewer's sex can be tested in another way by comparing
the differences between men and women respondents when interviewed by their
own sex with the differences between men and women respondents when inter­
viewed by members of the opposite sex. Take as an example the picture,
IIThEYKnew What They Wanted." For male respondents interviewed by males,
the per cent favorable was 10 as against 18% for female respondents inter­
viewed by females--a difference of 8%. But both males interviewed by women
and females interviewed by men showed the same percentage favorable--14%.
In other words, sex differences among the respondents were smClll when in­
terviewed by the opposite sex, large when interviewed by their own sex.

In all but one of the 12 tests the results for male and female respondents
interviewed by the opposite sex were closer to each other than for male
and female respondents interviewed by their own sex, so that the male in­
terviewer apparently tended to influence female respondents to give more
typically male responses and similarly female interviewers tended to in­
fluence male respondents to give the more typically female responses.

According to the binomial distribution, the probability of 11 results in
the same direction out of 12 instances where each instance has a probabil­
ity of 1/2 is again about 3 in 1000.

Another survey in which the effect of sex differences between interviewer
and respondent could be studied was one conducted by NORC in 1947. 39

39 This survey was sponsored by the Department of Scientific Research of
the American Jewish Cornrnittee •

I·

This was a sample survey of 1000 respondents in Baltimore. Two questions
were asked dealing with opinions on sexual behavior and it was thought
that they would provide a crucial instance in which disparities in sex
would affect the results. (At least six of the interviewers reported to
the office that these qaestions had caused them considerable embarrassment,
strengthening the belief that they might be subject to interviewer effects.)
The two questions 1<Tere in the form of statements which were read to the
respondent who was then asked to register his agreement or disagreement:
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"Prison is too good for sex criminals; they should be publicly
whipped or worse."

"No decent man can respect a woman who has sex relations before
marriage. II

The eamplewas' broken into four groups depending on the sex of the respond­
ent and interviewer, and comparisons of the results obtained in these four
groups were made.

TABLE 36

THE EFFECT OF SEX DIFFERENCES ON RESPONSES TO

SEX-RELATED QUESTIONS

"Sex Criminal Question"
Number

Group Agree Disagree Can't decide of cases

l'-ien interviewed py
men • • • • • 44% 48% 8% 87

Men by women • • 39 58 3 233

Women by women 49 47 4 358

Women by men · . 61 28 11 141

lrpre-Marital Sex Question"

Men by men • · • 37% 57% 6% 87

Men by women • • 36 60 4 234

Women by women • 50 44 6 357

Women by men • • 56 38 4 139

Chi-square tests were made to determine the significance of the difference
between the obtained distributions of results for respondents of a given
sex when the sex of the interviewer was varied. Only one test was signi­
ficant at the 1% level. This was in the case of women respondents on the
IIsex criminal question." All three other differences were not significant.
However, the number of cases is too small to show up anything but very
large differences and mere inspection of the table reveals consistencies
which are suggestive of certain effects. It is noteworthy that the women
respondents in the case of both questions expressed the harsher or more-­
Puritanical (or perhaps merely more conservative) attitude to both male
and female interviewers than did the male respondents. On the other hand,
both women and men respondents expressed this attitude more frequently to
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~ than to women interviewers.

These results were derived from a sample in which respondents were se­
lected at random within randomly selected households chosen from blocks
drawn at random from a stratification of all city blocks, so that any
interviewer effects could not have arisen from selection of particular
respondents by different interviewers. It is true that the assignments
of interviewers were not matched, but empirical data on the population
characteristics of the samples interviewed by men vs. 'tV'omen show no
great differences. Conceivably, also, these interviewer effects oould,
have arisen out of uncontrolled differenees in the competence of the me;:.!.
and women interviewers. However, the average rating of the women inter­
viewers on a five-point numerical rating sYstem was 3.55, while the six
male interviewers had an average rating of 3.33. It is unlikely there­
fore that the factor of competence is involved, although the rating sys­
tem used was admittedly crude.

Another study which throws some light on respondent reactions to the sex
of the interviewer is a war-time social survey on attitudes toward a
campaign against VD conducted for the Ministry of Health of Great Britain.
The survey included 1080 male and 1507 female respondents. All the inter­
viewers were women. Fourteen per cent of the male respondents were char­
acterized by the (female) interviewers as IIembarrassed, s by, nervous, II

as against only 8% of the females. On the other hand, many more of the
women were described as difficult, having a "supercilious" attitude toward
the inquiry--lO% as against only 4% of the men. While such results do not
prove interviewer effect, they do suggest that in "delicate" matters of
this kind there may be interaction effects resulting from differences in
rapport when sex of interviewer and respondent are different. 40

40 Pixie S. Wilson and Virginia Barker. "The Campaign Against Venereal
Diseases," Wartime Social Survey, Ministry of Information, Jan. 1944.
(Mimeo. )

A related finding is reported by Curtis and Wolf in studying the effect
of the sex of the interviewer on Rorschach responses. These investi­
gators obtained significant differences in the proportion of sex replies
to the Rorschach for male subjects tested by males as compared with
those tested by females. Henry S. Curtis and Elizabeth B. Wolf" paper
read at the 59th Annual Meeting of the APA, reported in the American
Psychologist, 6 (1951), 345.

However, it should be noted that an equivalent experiment reports
negative results. A comparison of sex responses obtained by male and
female examiners from groups of relatively matched patients yielded
no differences in the incidence of such responses. See: P. Alden and
A. Benton. "Relationship of Sex of Examiner to Incidence of Rorschach
Responses with Sexual Content," Jour. FrojeQt. Tech., 15 (1951), 231-234.
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Effects Arising from Differences in Clas~. It has been noted earlier that
most interviewers are members of the white collar middle class, while re­
spondents may be drawn from all classes~ To find out how class differences
between interviewers and respondents influence respondent reaction, we
turn to a classic study of this problem reported by Katz. 41 The study l-TaS

41 Daniel Katz. "Do Interviewers Bias Polls?" Pub. 9Pin. Quart., 6 (1942),
248-268.

carried out in a low income area of Pittsburgh. Eleven industrial workers
were especially hired and trained as experimental interviewers. Nine me-·
dle class interviewers were used as a control group, five of the regular
interviewers on the AIPO staff, the other four inexperienced middle class
trainees.

The opinions reported by the working class interviewers were consistently
more radical than those reported by the middle class interviewers, particu­
larly on labor issues and particularly for the union members interviewed
by the two groups. For example, 59% of the union members interviewed by
middle class interviewers were reported as favoring a ban on sit-down
strikes, compared with only 44% of union members interviewed by the in­
dustrial workers. Katz summarizes his main conclusions thus:

1. Middle class interviewers, such as the public opinion polls
employ, find a greater incidence of conservative atti­
tudes among the lower income groups than do intervie't-Ters
recruited from the working class.

2. The more liberal and radical findings of working class inter­
viewers are more pronounced on labor issues.

3. The difference (between working and middle class interviewers)
increases when union members or their relatives are inter­
viewed.

4. Working class interviewers find more support for isolationist
sentiments among lower income groups than do white collar
interviewers.

5. The difference in the findings may be partly a function of
experience in interviewing. But Katv goes on to say
that, although experienced Gallup interviewers were
closer to working class interviewers in results than
were inexperienced white collar interviewers, their
findings still differ significantly from working
class interviewers.

Katz goes on to suggest that this phenomenon may account for the well­
known tendency of the polls to under-predict the Democratic vote and sug­
gests employing more working class interviewers or better training of
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white collar interviewers. He also makes the important point that the
bias, if real, should be large in some cases, negligible in others, de­
pending on the subject matter.

Conceivably the difference in results may be due to differences in the
ideology or expectations of the two groups of interviewers, rather than
to the reactions of the respondents. The opinions of the interviewers
themselves'were obtained; they revealed that the working class interview­
ers were more radical and isolationist than the middle class interviewers.
However, Katz attributes the differences to "better rapport" obtained by
the working class interviewers, suggesting that they were more easily able
to get at the true attitudes, because the working class respondents, es­
pecially those with strong pro-labor views, would talk more freely to mem­
bers of their own class. As evidence of the greater validity of responses
obtained by working class interviewers, he cites the fact that they report
more verbatim comments, and that the results they obtain correspond most
closely to those secured by experienced interviewers.

Effects Arising from Differences in Residenc~~ Data to compare the vali­
dity of responses obtained by strangers or non-local interviewers with
those obtained by local interviewers are almost non-existent.. One appar­
ent advantage in favor of the stranger interviewer lies in his anonymity,
re-enforcing the impersonality of the interview situation, and prOViding
reassurance to the respondent that his answers will not be bruited about
the neighborhood. For example" "Mass Observation, If in commenting on its
survey of sex attitudes--a most "private" topic for study--remarks that
"in this survey, as was the case with that on birth control, many people
stopped at random in the street were eager to talk to perfect strangers
whom they were not likely to see again." 42 One of the technical criti-

42 Italics ours.

cisms of Kinsey's interviewing method referred to his procedure of build­
ing up patterns of intimacy with the potential respondent prior to the
actual interviel'i. 43 The psychoanalyst is the repository of our most

43 L. R. Epgland. 11 'Little Kinsey': An Outline of Sex Attitudes in Bri­
tain," Pub. Opin. Quart., 13 (1949), 587-600.

H. Hyman and P. B. Sheatsley!, "The Kinsey Report and Survey}1ethodol­
ogy," Internat. J. Opin. and Att. Res., 2 (1948), 183-95.

sacred thoughts partly because he is a "stranger." The sociologists have
built an elaborate theory supporting this notion. 44 Except in times of

44 A. Rose. "Public Opinion Research Techniques Suggested by Sociological
Theory," Pub. Opin. Quart., 14 (1950), 205-14; also see R. K. Merton..
"Selected Problems of Field Work in the Planned Connnunity," Amer. Soc.
~., 12 (1947), 304-312.
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war and spy hysteria, when he might be reglirded suspiciously, the stranger
interviewer has the advantage. An example of the latter type of Situation
is furnished by a 1943 oW! survey dealing with security of info:rrnatioh. 45

45 This survey was conducted by the Division of Surveys of the Office of
War Information under the direction of Elmo C. Wilson.

The survey was made in the cultural setting of a small town during the war,
and during the worst period of spy scares • Five local interviewers, all
women who were widely acquainted, and five non-local interviewers were em­
ployed in this survey. The interviewing was preceded by the distribution
of a pamphlet giving information on security measures to some" but not all"
of the respondents. ~TO questions yielded responses of doubtful frankness:

"Do you think that you yourself know anything connected with the
war which should not be repeated?"

"Have you ever heard people talking about things connected with
the war which should not be repeated?"

The local interviewers got higher proportions of I'yes" answers to both ques­
tions than the non-local. While the differences are not significant accord­
ing to the usual tests" they are in the same direction for both questions,
and for sub-groups differing in exposure to the pamphlet.

TABLE 37

REACTION OF RESPONDENTS TO LOCAL AND NON-LOCAL INTERVIEI-JERS

Class of respondents

Exposed to the pamphlet, interviewed by
local interviewers • • • • • • • •

Exposed to the pamphlet, interviewed by
non-local interviewers • • • • • •

Not exposed to pamphlet, interviewed by
local interviewers •••••••

Not exposed to pamphlet, interviewed by
non-local interviewers • • • • • •

· . . .
· .- . .
· . . .
•• • •

Per cent who
knew things Per cent who
Which should heard things

not be not
repeated repeatable

30% 49%

23 40

17 52

13 45
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In other words, for all sub-classifications there were more·people who said
that they knew things whiah should not be repeated, or who had heard others
talking of such things, among those interviewed by local interviewers than
among those interviewed by stranger interviewers, indicating an apparently
greater feeling of trust toward the local interviewer.

Relation of Group Membership Effects to Cultural Norms. In our earlier
discussion of the differential effects arising from the different group mem­
berships of interviewers, it was pointed out that interviewer characteristics
must bring about some affective reaction in the respondent in order to be
evidenced in the data. Clearly, both the magnitude and the direction of such
reactions is dependent in part on the social norms of the higher milieu. 46

46 The cultural milieu, of course, also defines the meaning of any interview·
situation, irrespective of the characteristics of the individual inter­
viewer as suggested previously.

The effects noted in the Memphis study of differential response of NeRroes
to Negro and white interviewers occurred presumably because the atmosphe;re
in which the study was conducted gave to Negro-white relationships their
strongly affective character.

This qypothesis is supported by the comparison of the data secured in Memphis,
with a replication conducted in New York City. Because of the difference in '
the cultural noms surrounding Negro-white relationships in New York, one
would expect that the reactions of Negro respondents to the group membership
of the interviewer would be less strongly manifested in the data. We will
not repeat for New York City the detailed data given for Memphis, but instead
we present in Table 38 below a comparison of differences between results ob­
tained by white and Negro interviewers in the two cities, showing how many
questions yielded differences at each level of significance. The comparison
is based on the 18 opinion questions and the three questions of a factual
nature which were common to both surveys.

TABLE .38

COMPARISON BETWEEN MEMPHIS AND NE\'i YORK CITY OF DIFFERENCES HI ANS11lERS

OF NEGRO RESPONDENTS AS REPORTED BY tVHITE AND NEGRO INTERVIEWERS

Significance of difference between
answers given to white and answers

given to Negro interviewers

Significant at .1% 1ev~1 , • • • • , • • •
Significant at 1% level • • • • • • •
Significant at 5% level • • • • • • •. • •
Not significant •••••••••••

Frequency of questions on which
differences between answers re­
ported by white and Negro inter­
viewers would occur by chance

with this Rrobability

Memphis New York

1 r ! 12 J
• · · 2 5. · • 4 3

· • 3 10
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About half the questions revealed significant differences between white
and Negro interviewers in New York City (11 out of 21). In Memphis, how­
ever, almost all (18 out of 21) of the differences were significant at the
5% level or better. 'lrJhen we compare the individual t-values or standardized
difference, that is, the differences divided by its standard error, we find
18 questions on which the standardized differences are higher in Memphis
than in New -York, and only two for which the differences were lower. The
probability of obtaining 18 or higher differences out of 21 is about 1 ~ n
10,000. Thus there is scarcely any doubt that Memphis Negroes are more re­
luctant to talk freely to white interviewers than are New York Negroes. 47

47 In another study in New York City of the influence of the color of the
interviewer on the attitudes expressed by Negro respondents only one
question out of four showed a significant effect. While the questions
used were not the same as in the above studies, this again suggests the
dependence of this reactional process on the cultural setting. See
Chapter VI.

Of course, common sense would tell us this, but as LaPlace said, "probabil­
ity is nothing but common sense reduced to figures." 48

48 "La theorie des probabilities n'est au fond que Ie bon sons reduit au
calcul."

It is interesting to look at one of the two questions in which the differ­
ence was greater in New York. The table below presents the different dis­
tributions secured in the two cities:

TABLE 39

"DO YOU THINK THE Jl.TEGROES AS A 1rJHOLE ARE BETTER OFF OR WORSE OFF

NOW, THAN THEY WERE BEFORE THE WAR STARTED?"

Percent in New York City; Per cent in Memphis
To Negro To white To Negro To white

Answer interviewers interviewers interviewers interviewers

Better · • 44 35 38 42
Worse • • 14 16 16 18
Same • · • 32 39 35 34
Don't

know 10 10 11 6

Here the magnitude of the difference was not only greater in New York, but
in the opposite direction, i.e., New York Negroes expressed greater dis­
content to whites "\:than they did to Negro interviewers. ~ve ~y oonjecture
that the reason for this lies in a shifting of the whole scale: in both
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cities Negroes generally express their dissatisfaction less readily to
whites, but the extent to which this is true is a f'Unction of two things:
1) the status of Negroes vis-a-vis the dominant white group and 2) the ex­
t~nt to which the particular opinion would be unacceptable to the dominant
'W"hite majority. In Memphis we see that the fear of whites goes so far
that Negroes even cover up olmership of automobiles, for fear that the
white interviewers would be irritated at the mere idea that a Negro could
be prosperous enough to mm a car. However, on more dangerous opinion
questions such as attitude toward the enemy, Japan and Germany, or treat­
ment of Negroes in the Army, even in Ne1f York there is some tendency to
conceal opinions. But, in those cases where the expression of opinion is
permissive, accepted and produces no great hostility; such as whether
Negroes are better or worse off, or have a good chance to get jobs, Negroes
in New York actually express more resentment to whit.es than to Negroes,
apparently feeling a need to exaggerate, to call attention to the discontent
which remains, whereas, they feel no such need with Negro interviewers who
need no such exaggeration to understand the situation. 49

•
49 For a discussion of this type of phenomenon as a function of the survey

sponsorship see Chapter VI, Section 2.

5• Summary

The research reviewed in this chapter indicates that, in addition to biasing
effects introduced into the interview situation by the interviewer, effects
are introduced by the respondent.

First of all, such effects occur merely because of the fact of a personal
interview. Data comparing personal interview material ~th that secured
through self-administered methods reveal that the existence of a social
situation in the personal interview establishes the possibility of social
rather than task involvement for the respondent and thereby increases the
possibility of bias. However, social involvement may exist even without
the physical presence of the interviewer, if the situation is such that
his presence is conveyed psychologically.

The biasing influence of the interviewer's presence is accentuated when he
occupies some central psychological position for the respondent and when
he is structured in a particular systematic fashion. :Hore or less uniform
and distorted images of the interviewer's role by respondents result in
systematic introduction of reactional effects" Viewing the intervieHer as
a Conununist provides an example of this phenomenon. Quite apart from dis­
torted perception of the interviewer's role, it is also true that correct
perceptions of the interviewer, demographically, results in systematic
bias, because of the relative homogeneity of the interviewer group in
socio-economic characteristics, and the differences between the interviewer
group and a national cross section of respondents.
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Reactiona1 effects among respondents occur also where there are specific
group membership disparities in individual interview situations. Data
indicate that group memberstdp disparity does cause effects, even though
such disparity may not necessarily affect rapport. While rapport may
no~ally increase the validity of inter\~ew material, a condition of
"over-rapport" may exist, which will op l3rate to decrease validity. In
tracing the effects arising from differences in group membership between
intervielfTerS and respondents -' it Has found that such effects were dis­
cernible where there existed differences in color, in ethnic group, in
sex, in class, and in residence. The operation of some of these effects,
however, is a function of the existence of particular cultural norms which
give specialized affective meanings to such relationships.



CHAPTER V

SITUATIONAL DETERMINANTS OF INTERVIE~'1ER EFFECT ~l-

1. Nature of Situational Determinants

In previous chapters, we have examined certain basic psychological processes
in interviewer and respondent which may become manifest within the interview
in such fashion as to cause distortion in the data. The interviewer brings
to the situation human propensities of an intellectual, perceptual or cog­
nitive, and motivational order which may reduce his accuracy as a measuring
instrnment. The respondent r s reactions to the questions occur within the
context of social relations louth the interviewer in accordance with natural
human tendencies to perceive and interact with others.

But this cannot be the whole story. These basic processes are the sources
of bias; they are mere tendencies which conceivably could remain latent.
Their existence within the individuals cannot as such account for their
manifestation within the interview. Perception is governed not merely by
internal processes; it is limited by environmental conditions--in this
case the special environment of the interview. Human urges are not mani­
fested indisoriminately; they are liberated under specified circumstances.
Moreover, the interviewer is not only motivated by his private goals. New
goals emerge from the task of interviewing. Intellectual inadequacies can
handicap the interviewer only when the task confronted is beyond his c~a­

bilities. The arousal of the sources of bias must obviously be dependent
upon features of the interview situation. Consequently, in this chapter we
shall develop the foundations of a general theory of the situational deter­
mination of interviewer effects, and present some experimental evidence on
specific situational determinants.

We shall construe the concept of situational determinants in the broadest
sense. It does not merely refer to the physical situation--for example,
an interview conducted in the street--but to all factors other than the
inherent psychological make-up that interviewer and respondent bring with
them to the interview. Thus, it includes the contents and formal types of
questions, the procedures established for the interview" the physical setting.
the mode of recording, the accidental distractions, the temporary state of
the parties, and the like.

That the conditions of the interview may be such as to increase the occur­
rence of interviewer effects, or, by contrast, to reduce the biasing oper­
ation o:f cognitive and motivational and intellectual,. processes can be demon­
strated in a variety of ways. Mere reflection supports the theory. Con­
ceivably, if we were to give interviewers complete freedom to interview
whomever they pleased, ask any questions they wished, in any form, make
whatever copunents they chose, and record the answers in any fashion they
preferred, we would expect interviewer effects to be maximally operative,

'* This chapter was written by Herbert Stember and Herbert Hyman.

-192



-193-

simply because we placed no restraints on the behavior of the staff and
thereby allowed the variability among interviewers in intellect" cogni­
tion, and motivation to manifest itself. The interview situation in this
instance would be unsuitable for the collection of reliable data. Or if
we were to insist that all interviewers refrain from taking notes within
the interview and record the answers at a later time from memory" we might
introduce bias into every interview" because motivational or autistic
factors might affect the memory processes of every interviewer.

The establishment of standardized interview procedures attests the impor­
tance of situational determinants of interviewer effects, whether these
effects are regarded as varied among interviewers or common to an entire
field staff. The precepts given the interviewer in the course of training,
or as instructions attached to a particular survey, are so designed as to
produce a particular uniform role, or pattern of interviewing behavior" and
so to reduce variability among interviewers as well as any undesirable be­
havior originally characteristic of all interviewers • If such role pre­
scriptions were highly effective, our problemswould be minor. But they
are not always effective and, even when they are, situational determinants
of interviewer effect can be of importance. The qualitative evidence pre­
sented in Chapter II demonstrate dramatically how pressures generated by
the situation force the breakdown of the prescribed role.

2. Tests of the gperation of the Total

Complex of Situational Determinants

The assumption that certain kinds of interview situations are conducive
to the operation of interviewer effects is supported not only by the
routine practices of survey agencies and by qualitative evidence. Quanti­
tative evidence can also be presented to demonstrate that interviewer ef­
fects are mediated by the situation. If the occurrence of effects did
derive from a particular enduring set of propensities in the interviewer,
independent of the specific situational field in 'lrlhich that interviewer
is operating, one would expect interviewers to manifest their effects
completely consistently over a variety of circumstances. If, however,
effects over a variety of situations are thoroughly inconsistent, one
must conclude either that only temporary internal processes are involved,
or that the persistent biasing tendencies are activated essentially by
situational determinants. In between the limits of consistency vs. in­
consistency of behavior across situations, one obtains an expression of
the relative contributions of enduring personal and situational determi­
nants to actual interviewer effects.

Five such demonstrations of degree of consistency of the same interviewers
observed repeatedly in different situations are available and are presented
below. These demonstrations have in common the property that the specific
changes in the situational field from observation to observation are not
susceptible to precise analysis. To isolate the effect of a specific single
situational determinant calls for the type of experimental approach to be
presented in Section 4 of this chapter. These .de;nonstrations, however,
have the unique virtue of revealing the effect of the .total complex of
situational determinants under natural operating conditions.
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The demonstrations vary in the degree of situational identity encompassed
by the repeated measurements. Thus in the first test, the repetitions
involved the same interviewers asking the same question repeatedly, but
considerable time elapsed between surveys and there were changes in the
members of the samples. Since the characteristics of the successive
samples are stable the basic interactional processes remain unchanged.
However, the specific respondents within each sample change, so that the
combined influence of the temporary state of the interviewer and the inte~('·­

actions peculiar to particular human beings is being measured. In other
demonstrations the situations are all part of the same unit interview and
the alterations are merely in such situational factors as type and con­
tent of question. These latter tests within the same interview can be
predicated on portions of the interview that are si¢ilar in character-­
e.g"1 the same formal type of question--or on portions of the interview
that are relatively different--e.g., questions of different types and
contents. The demonstrations are presented in what appears to be an
approximate order of increasing similarity of situations.

Our first demonstration is not ideal for experimental purposes because of
certain limitations to be noted subsequently. However, it represents the
problem concretely and dramatically and is rich in new implications for
our theory. It reveals the degree of stability (or instability) of behavior
of each of ten interviewers asking the same question on public trust of
Russia on eleven surveys conducted between JamIary, 1944 and April, 1945. 1

1 We are indebted to Professor Hadley Cantril, Mrs. Elizabeth Deyo and
Mrs. Mildred Strunk of the Princeton Office of Public Opinion Research
for allowing us to use these data.

While the samples of respondents as between interviewers varied, each in­
terviewer was assigned for each of his eleven surveys a sample from the
same community and with identical quota-control characteristics. The re­
sults obta:ined each time are, of course l mainly a function of the true
state of affairs characteristic of that community, but unless interviewers
are perfect machines, they also contain some component of bias due to the
particular set of propensities within each interviewer. Whatever that
component of bias be, it should be consistently manifested in the actual
results obta:ined if situational determinants are unimportant. Situational
determinants would be revealed by marked changes in the results. This is
particularly the case since the attitude measured was relatively stable over
this period of time as indicated by the aggregate trend data for the nation­
al sample. Trust of Russia during this fifteen month period only varied
over a maximum range from 43% of the sample to 56%. Four of the surveys
obta:ined values which were with:in two percentage points of one another,
and another four were within three percentage points of each other. Con­
sequently, apart from minor sampling fluctuations, we should regard un­
stable findings as reflections of situational factors.

The detailed data are presented in Table 40 below. A simple expression
of the general level of consistency of interviewer performance for the
ten interviewers in the aggregate is provided by ranking the interviewers
for each survey in terms of the proportion of their samples who trusted
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Russia. By correlating the rankings over pairs of surveys, one observes
whether an interviewer maintains his relative position within the group
of interviewers. The median value for all possible pairs of rankings
is .60, indicating that there is some intra-individual stability, but
that situational determinants of some undefined sort have intrtlded them­
selves into the picture. 2 While the question was identical and the

2 In appraising degree of stability of bias by reference to this coeffi'­
cient, one should not use the maximum theoretical value for rho of 1 0 00
as the criterion of complete interviewer stability. Sampling variatio:1
from survey to survey would reduce the value below unity even if bias
were completely consistent.

samples were the same, the interviewer had opportunity to change in many
respects over the extended period of time. 3 Therefore, the demonstration

3 On the basis of the analysis of these rank order correlations, it seems
clear that the cause of the change is not some orderly growth or train­
ing process within the interviewers. If it were, one would expect the
consistency to decrease regularly as the surveys that are paired for the
computations are further apart in time. This is not found to occur.
For example, the median rho for pairs of adjacent surveys is .52. For
pairs of surveys, six surveys apart, the value is .53, for pairs which
are seven surveys apart" the value is .50. Consequently, the situational
factors that reduce consistency do not seem to involve orderly growth or
learning. They are just as likely to change in short as in long periods
of time.

cautions us against viewing the interviewer as a fixed biasing entity.

Inspection of the behavior of each interviewer suggests a refinement of our
theory. While we have hypothesized that interviewer effect as a general
phenomenon must be related to situational determinants, we have not alluded
before to individual differences in responsiveness to the situation. It can
be noted from the table that interviewer #7 obtains strikingly similar re­
sults from survey to survey. In nine of the eleven surveys his results are
within a range of s-ix percentage points. Similarly, interviewers !}4 and #5
are highly consistent. Other interviewers appear to perform in a much less
stable fashion. For example, interviewers #6 and #9 seem hardly to preserve
their own identities over time. The interaction of situational and personal
factors which determines interviewer effect seems in turn to be a function
of some other personal determinant within the intervie1'l1'er. There may well
be some more basic psychological process differentiating humans who are
sensitized to changing situational fields from other humans who are less
responsive to external events.

While we have no tests or evidence bearing explicitly on this aspect of
our theory, recent experimental research in perception gives strong support
to such a typology. 10iitkin has recently demonstrated that there is consider­
able consistency in the way in which the individual responds to a series of
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perceptual tasks. 4 These taks were so constructed that they yielded a

4 s. Asch and H. A. Witkin. "Studies in Space Orientation," Journal gir.
Experimental Psychology, 38 (1948), 325-337, 455-477, 603-614, 762-782.

b _

measure of the degree to which the person used his own internal postural
experiences rather than aspects of the external visual field in the process
of perception. Witkin found that some individuals are markedly "field
dependent," or oriented to the external aspects of the situation, whereas
other indiViduals tend consistently to be "independent of the field," and
that there is another group of individuals who are persistently unstable
with respect to their sensitivity to the field. He remarks: "It is quite
clear that a tendency to rely mainly on the !isual framework or to remain
independent of the field through awareness of bodily experiences represents
a fairly general characteristic of individual orientation."

TABLE 40

THE INTRA-I~IDIVIDUAL CONSISTENCY OF INTERVIE~~R BEHAVIOR

QVER A SERIES OF TREND l1EASURE}1ENTS OF THE SAME
OPINION ON EQUIVALENT SAMPLES

Percent of each
interviewer's

sample reporting Interviewers
trust of Russia 1 2 3 oli 5 6 7 8 9 10

First survey • • · . 30% 75% 55% 55% 80% 53% 82% 80% 50% 68%
Second · . . • • · . 25 60 60 45 75 43 65 40 53 30
Third · . . · .. 25 65 40 45 60 33 100 60 47 45
Fourth · . . . · . 45 42 58 40 45 13 95 65 0 40
Fifth 65 40 48 50 60 40 100 85 40 55
Sixth • • • 20 60 48 65 90 73 100 85 73 65
Seventh · . · . . . 60 35 25 25 ~5 21 100 45 33 45
Eighth • • • 45 35 40 55 60 33 100 70 67 50
Ninth · . . . . . . 40 36 48 30 55 22 94 53 40 45
Tenth · . . • • · . 30 50 55 45 65 60 95' 57 43 20
Eleventh • • • . . . 40 45 40 50 55 40 100 76 40 50

-
Usual size of

sample · . · . 20 20 20 20 20 15 20 20 15 20

Other demonstrations are available to show the inconsistency of the inter­
viewer's biasing potentialities within the same unit !nttlrview. Such demon­
strations suggest that situational determinants of a most transient sort
interrupt the biasing processes.

In the course of re-interviewing a panel of respondents in the 1948 politi­
cal study in Elmira 5 the interviewer who conducted the first interview

5 These data were made available to us through the courtesy of the 1948
Political Stuqy.
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with a given respondent in June was generally not assigned to the re-inter­
view conducted in October. Comparison of the answers obtained by the differ­
ent interviewers from the same respondents shows that many respondents changed
their attitudes. While most of this change IIlUst reflect processes wi thin
the respondent, some portion of it presumably derives from the particular
interviewer who asked the questions. The variation in the amount of change
among the samples of different interviewers is so large that this assumption
seems warranted. For example" on a question on attitudes toward labor union::;,
the proportion of respondents changing ranged from a minimum of 20% for ona
interviewer to a maximum of 69% for another interviewer. On another ques',
tion dealing with expectation of war, the proportion of respondents l.rho
changed their opinions varied among the different interviewers from 22% to
78%. On a third question dealing with the locus of blame for the Je'TrJish-
Arab conflict in Palestine, the change ranged among the samples of differ-
ent interviewers from 21% to 62%. We can therefore feel some assurance in
ranking each interviewer in terms of the magnitude of his effects on the
results of any question, using as an index of his effect the proportion of
his respondents who change their answers for the later interview.

If the source of such effects were purely within the interviewer himself,
one would expect the interviewer who had many changers onone question to
obtain many changers on the other questions. The rank order correlations
presented in Table 41 demonstrate no consistency in effect over the three
questions, suggesting that whatever effects the interviewer creates are a
function of different situational factors operating from question to ques­
tion.

TABLE 41

INTRA-INDIVIDUAL CONSISTENCY OF INTERVIm\TER EFFECTS IN THE

PROPORTION OF UNRELIABLE AnS~lERS OBTAINED FROM

A PANEL ON SEVERAL QUESTIONS

Rho

Proportion or respondents changing answers on
labor vs. war question • •• • • • • . . . .

Proportion changing answers on labor vs.
Palestine question ••••• • • • • • • •• -.25

Proportion changing answers on war VB.

Palestine question • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . -.ll

Number of interviewers . . . . . . . . . .. 32
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Another demonstration of the partial inconsistency of interviewer biasing
tendencies is available in the realm of probing behavior 't-lhile asking open­
enc.ed questions. The tendency of particular interviewers all dealing with
equivalent respondents to obtain many of few multiple answers to each of
four open questions contained within the same questionnaire was determined.
In the detailed analysis of these data, it was found that interviewers dif­
fered significantly in this tendency. These differences could not be allo­
cated to intrinsic differences in respondents because of the design of the
samples and must therefore represent interviewer effects. 6 .

6 The detailed discussion of this data and the experimental procedure used
for studying interviewer effects is reported in Feldman, Hyman and Hart <­

"A Field Study of Interviewer Effects on the Quality of Survey Data,"
Pub. Dein. Quart., 15 (1951), 734-761. See also Chapter VI.

While the four questions covered different content areas, the formal task
of probing was the same in each instance. The influence of situational
determinants on the consistency of the interviewer's effect can be demon­
strated by computing the rank order correlations for the amount of multiple
answers he obtained on pairs of questions. The median value for rho was
.48, demonstrating that while there is considerable consistency of effect
in the realm of probing due to intra-personal factors, it is in part dis­
rupted by situational factors.

Two other demonstrations of the intrusion of situational determinants are
available. In these studies, wire recordings were made of the actual in­
terviews, and by comparison of the written interview with the wire record­
ing the number and type of errors made by each interviewer can easily be
judged and scored. In both studies the comparisons made are limited to in­
terviews conducted by a number of interviewers interviewing the same respond­
ent who was prepared in advance with a "set of attitudes" (and in one study,
a set of actual answers to be given).

Comparison of errors made in different parts of the interview enables us
to estimate the effect of contrasted transient situational elements.
While the temporal process carries with it elements of practice and fagitue,
plus an opportunity for the reorganization of perception and sentiment as
a result of the on-going interaction, it, of necessity, exposes the inter­
view to new types of tasks as new subject matters are.touched on and new
forms of inquiry are used. In general, our hypothesis would hold that
where the parts of the interview compared are situationally similar we
would find greater consistency in the error scores for a given interviewer;
where there is situational dissimilarity suchoonsistency should be less
in evidence.

In the early study by Lester Guest, interviewers' total error scores were
computed and the relative accuracy of interviewers as between the first
and second halves of the inteM-1ew was compared. The data from the Guest
study are presented in Table 42. 7

7 The details of this study are reported in "A StUdy of Interviewe~ Com~
petence,," Internat. J. Opine Att. Res., 1, No.1 U947), 17-)0.. We ·are
indebted to Professor Guest for the special analysis of changes in the
course of the temporal process.
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TABLE 42

THE INTRA-nmIVIDUAL CONSISTENCY OF INTERVIEWER ERRORS

BETWEEN FIRST AND SECOND HALVES OF AN INTERVImlI

Total number of errors of all types
made in successive portions

of an interview

Inte±'viewers £1rst t half Second }ialf
t

# :... • · • • • • • • • • . 5 11
2 • • • • • • • • • • 5 10
3 • • • • • • · • · • 6 18
4 • • • • .. • .. · • • 5 9
5 • • .. • • • • • • • 4 8
6 • • • .. • • • .. .. • 4 12
7 • • • · • • • • • • 4 12
8 • • • • • • • • • • 2 14
9 • • • • .. .. · • 8 10

10 • • • • • • • • • • 6 11
11 • • • • • • • • • • 4 12
12 • • • • • • • • • • 7 15
13 • • • • • • • • • • 12 24
14 · • .. .. .. · • .. • • 8 10
15 • • • • · · • · • • 8' 15

The influence of situational factors is best summarized by ranking the in­
terviewers in terms of their relative tendency to make errors and eorrelating
these ranks for the two halves of the interview.. The value of rho in this
instance is only .24, indicating that the relative error proneness of in­
terviewers is a function of the specialized situations present in successive
portions of the interview.

In the Guest study, two specific situational elements probably contributed
to the high variation in interviewer performance as between the two halves
of the interview. First of all, the two halves are markedly different with
respect to the structure of the questions. Most of the first half consists
of simple multiple choice ~estions; the second half contains a large pro­
portion of free-answer questions plus some "agree-disagree" types. Secondly,
in the Guest study the respondent played the role of a "normal" respondent,
in no way attempting to set up persistent situational difficulties for the
interviewer. That these factors may have had an influence on interviewer
consistency is suggested by the comparison of Guest's data with those col­
lected by the American Jewish Committee in a similar study. 8

8 This study was conducted by the Department of Scientific Research of the
American Jewish Committee with the assistance of a grant-in-aid from the
National Opinion Research Center. We are grateful to the Committee for
their courtesy in making the data available.
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In the AJC study, comparisons of errors over time were made for nine dif­
ferent interviewers questioning the same tlplantedll respondent. Here we
find the correlations between the various temporal parts of the interview
considerably higher than in the Guest study. Between the first and second
thirds of the interview the rank order correlation was .75, between the
second and third portions, .74, and between the first and third, .51. 9
-----------------------------------
9 It will be noted that the correlation between the first and third portion

of the AJC interview, .51, is considerably closer to Guest's correlation
than are the correlations secured for adjacent portions of the interview.
This is what one might expect since comparisons of the first and third
portions are more like comparison of the first and second halves, than
are the comparisons of adjacent portions.

While the correlations are considerably less than unity, it is clear that
in this experiment there was much greater interviewer consistency than in
the earlier study. Of course, any number of factors might have played a
part in the differences obtained, but it seems likely that two specific
considerations are involved:

1) The uniformity of the role played by the planted respondent
in the AJC study. While Guest's respondent gave rather
II typical II responses and. played the role of a normal respond­
ent, the AJC respondent used in the present comparisons Eer­
sistently adopted the role of a tough, recalcitrant lower
class individual in the interview. In the face of such uni­
form personal behavior on the part of the respondent it seems
quite logical that transient situational elements would play
a smaller role in affecting interviewer error.

2) The greater similarity of question types. In the AJC study,
20 of the 33 attitude questions were of the agree-disagree
type, and these were located in all three parts of the inter­
view. Therefore, if instead of dividing up the interview
into temporal units, 1-1e select other criteria for division,
the importance of given situational factors, as well as the
relation between interviewer consistency and situational
similarity can be convincingly demonstrated. Likewise,
the differences between the findings of Guest and the AJC
may be more clearly understood.

The questionnaire with which the AJC experiment was performed consisted
mainly of questions in four areas: 1) attitudes toward Negroes and toward
discrimination against Negroes, 2) attitudes toward Jews and toward dis­
crimination against Jews, 3) so called "authoritarian" attitudes selected
from the Berkeley scale 10 and 4) factual questions about the respondent.

10 See Adorno, et ale" The Authoritarian Personality (New York: Harper,
1950) •

With the exception of the factual data, the questions on the various areas
were equally distributed throughout the questionnaire. The factual data
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were less well scattered, a few questions being asked in the beginning and
the majority at the end. The Negro and Jewish questions were the same in
content and formal structure. The authoritarian questions were similar
to the Negro and Jewish questions, with one important difference--they
contained no "card-type" questions. The factual questions were necessarily
quite different in form from any of the others.

In Table 43, we present the rank-order correlations among the nine inter­
viewers for errors made on the various content areas.

TABLE 43

THE EFFECT OF SITUATIONAL VARIATION ON CONSISTENCY OF ERRORS

FOR NINE INTERVIEWE1-tS INTERVIEWING THE SAME RESPONDENT

. . . . .

Jewish and authoritarian questions

Negro and authoritarian questions

Jewish and f'actual questions

.12

•78

.49

.48

.42

Rank order correlation-- ..

• •

• •

• •

· .

. .

e- • • •Negro and Jewish questions

Negro and factual questions

Total errors on:

Authoritarian and factual questions .02

It may be seen from the above table that, while correlations are positive,
they are far from 1.00, indicating that there is considerable inconsistency
in the tendency of interviewers to make errors on questions even within
closely related areas. More revealing, however, is the variation in the
correlation coefficients across different areas. ~fuere the content is
similar and the form identical (the Negro and Jewish questions), we ob­
tain the highest correlation. Where the contents are dissimilar and the
forms likewise dissimilarJ correlations obtained are very low (for example
the authoritarian and factual correlation). These data would seem to bear
out our theory that the nature of the situation plays a considerable role
in the introduction of interviewer error into survey data.

All this evidence, the clues from past experience and from qualitative
reports of interviewers plus the quantitative demonstrations of the dis­
ruption of interviewer consistency in the course of interviewing, stimu­
lates us to examine situational determinants in detail. Such study will
yield substantial returns of a number of types.

At the policy level, it will invite renewed attention to aspects of survey
procedure. While many aspects of the total interviewing situation are
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accidental, many of them are manipulable. After all, the situation in
considerable degree is of our own creation--it is manufactured of the
procedures we devise for the interview. If the very routine we prescribe
for the interview and the interviewer in itself creates a situational
basis for bias, 'the effect is not attributable exclusively to the inter­
viewer. Rather the responsibility would rest on the designers and admin­
istrators of survey research. Research into situational factors will,
consequently, increase general concern with procedures.

Whatever factors are operative within the interviewer to cause bias are
difficult to control except by an elaborate system of selection and train­
ing. But if we can discover the factors within the interview situation
that mediate, activate, or heighten these biasing tendencies, it is with­
in our power to manipulate them and thus to reduce r'·as. The biasing
tendencies among interviewers and respondents would still exist but would
operate minimally because of the nature of the interview situation we pro­
vide.

The history of industrial psychology will demonstrate by analogy such an
approach to the treatment of error. In the adjustment of the worker to
the machine, psychologists initially developed selection and classification
tests to find those individuals who would perform most effectively within
the industrial situation. The machine was taken as a "given" arid the
"errors" were located within the individual and controlled by a system of
selection. However, the more recent development of "psycho-engineering"
reversed the procedure. 11 The limitations of the human were regarded as

,$' 1 r 'f

11 For detailed treatment of this development see S. S. Stevens. Handbook
of Experimental Psychology (New York: Wiley, 1951).

a given, and the problem was seen as that of re-designing the machine in
such fashion that human capabilities were not overly strained.

Of course, tlds analogy should not be strained. Designing the survey in
terms of the limitations of current interviewing staffs would lead to gains
in the control of error; but in the long run, such a policy would freeze
current research practice at a relatively low level. What would seem to
be indicated is an approaCh to the problem of interviewer effect both di­
rectly through interviewer selection and training and indirectly through
control of situational factors eliciting or facilitating the biasing ten­
dencies of interviewers and respondents.

3. Past Literature on Situational Factors as a

Guide to Refinement in Theory and Research

While the analyses just presented establish beyond doubt the influence
of situational determinants upon the operation of interviewer effects,
they contribute little to an understanding of the nature of such influences.
The complex of situational factors must be analyzed; experimental studies
of specific factors must then be conducted and a theory must be developed
which will aid us in constructing situations which are not likely to en­
gender the biasing processes within the interviewer. Rather than embark
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on an endless project in which every single segment of the total situation
is subjected to experimental study, or attempt to construct a theory of
situational determinants out of thin ah', we shall first turn to some past
research into situational factors to help clarify the problem and give leads
to our own research.

While we can find little evidence in past literature as to the way in
which interviewer effect is mediated by the situation, there is a consider­
able body of literature from self-administered questionnaire studies show­
ing the effect of situational factors on the results obtained. For ex­
ample, the situational factors of question form and anonymity have been
subject to massive past research. 12 While these studies, by definition,

----------------------------------_..-
12 See for example, on question form: S. C. Menefee. "The Effect of St"lr's­

otyped Words on Political Judgments," Amer. Soc. Rev., 1 (1936)" 6l4-62J.;
E. Raskin and S. Cook. "A Further Investiga-c;ion of the Measurement of
an Attitude toward Facism," J. Soc. Psychol., 9 (1938), 201-206;
E. R. Wembridge and E. R. Means. "Obscurities in Voting upon Measures
Due to Double-Negative," J. ~pp. Psychol., 2 (1918"), 156-163.

provide no evidence on the interviewer's behavior" they are most relevant
to our problem. They have the virtue of suggesting that, in part, the sit­
uational factor present in a personal interview survey may have an indirect
effect on the interviewer. Since the self-administered studies show that
respondents' replies can be changed by altering a situational factor, they
suggest that, when an interviewer operates within a particular situation,
regardless of what he himself may do, he may meet one kind of reply rather
than another. In turn his effect on the data would occur during the pro­
cesses of coding, judging, recording or probing the response rather than
in the initial asking of the question. Consequently" in our specific
theory of situational determinants we are led again to stress alterations
in interviewing tasks at the later stages of work rather than the influence
of given situations on the opportunities for "slanting" a question or com­
municating an opinion.

The evidence from self-administered ~lestionnaires also guides us in the
design and analysis of experiments on the relation between 8ituational
factors and interviewer effect. It is clear from these studies that a
situational factor might have an effect on results independent of the in­
terviewer. It may operate to affect respondents even when no interviewer
is present. In designing field experiments on the relation of situation
to interviewer effect, it is necessary that one be careful not to inter­
pret pure respondent reactions to situations as if they were interviewer
effects deriving from the situation. The solution to the problem lies in
certain kinds of controlled comparisons between given interviewers oper­
ating ulj,der contrasted conditions.

If the situation produces differential behavior among interviewers, the
results obviously cannot be interpreted as pure respondent reactions to
the situation independent of the interviewer. Insofar as one merely
examines the effect of situations on results over the total aggregation
of interviewers, one cannot determine whether the change is located purely
within the respondents or within the interviewers. Unfortunately, there
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may well be systematic effects of situations on all interviewers which
are lost by such experimental comparisons, but generally there is no
alternative. 1]

I) One could isolate the influence of situation on all interviewers
rather than on respondents per se by wire recording of real inter­
views, or by laboratory studies of interviewer behavior in handling
simulated replies under different situations, or in occasional spec­
ial areas of interviewing where the task cannot involve the respond­
ent--e.g., field ratings. All these procedures are used and referred
to in the text, but are not general or practical solutions.

Such past research serves one final function. Careful examination of
many independent studies of apparently the same situational factor fre­
quently yields strange and contradictory findings • Such situational
factors are either complex in their nature or complex in their possible
effects, and clarification of processes normally lumped under a given
situational heading is needed before one can undertake meaningful re­
search on such a factor. To illustrate the compleXity of situational
variables and as a guide to such clarification we shall consider the
problem and the literature in two traditional research areas--the effect
of situations varying in respondent anonymity and the effect of situations
where sponsorship is altered.

Anonymity. Mere consideration of the situational factors that relate to
respondent anonymity in the usual personal interview survey reveals that
the literal fact of anonymity provides no necessary psychological anony­
mity.

Although names are usually not taken, virtually all surveys require
addresses of the respondents. But even where no addresses are taken,
there still exists no psychological anonymity. It is obvious to the
respondent that he can easily be identified, and it is safe to say that
he seldom really feels anonymous in the situation. The interviewer and
the respondent have developed a relationship which, although transie~t,

has identified the respondent in some respects to the interviewer. He
is present to the interviewer as a person, and, as we have discussed in
the previous chapter, interactional effects may result from the mere ex­
istence of a personal relationship.

Complete anonymity is probably most closely approximated in group admin­
istered questionnaire studies, involving unsigned questionnaires. 14

. - - ... .......-..

14 The point is underscored by Kinsey who in order to maintain the confi­
dence of the record (and of the respondent) went far beyond the proced­
ure of not recording names. All interviews were recorded in a Ifcryptic
code." liThe code is never translated into words •••Each interviewer
has memorized the code, and there is no key to the code in existence."
With respect to the code identification of the respondent for purposes
of follow-up, tlit is the judgment of the cryptographer who tried to
break the final form that decoding would be impossible unless one had
access to all of the histories and all of the files for a considerable
period of time •••It should be added that the histories are kept behind
locked doors and in fireproof files with locks that are unique for
this J?rojectl' A. C. Kinsey, W. B. Pomeroy, and C. E.Martin. Sexual
Behav1.or in the Human Male (Philadelphia, Saunders, 1948), 44.
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The empirical evidence from se1t-administered questiotmaires underscores
the complexity of the problem of situational factors. While the weight
of evidence establishes '.. particular type of change when respondents are
identified" qualifications become evident when the results of studies are
compared. In studies in the field of personality or clinical psychology,
different results are generally obtained when questionnaires or rating
scales require the respondent's signature. The experiments in this area
by Maller, Olsen and Fischer show consistent differences of varying sig­
nificance.

In Maller's study of cooperativeness in, children, he found large differ­
ences in the ratings given to themselves and others by children asked to
rate the group members for'booperativeness." 15 When the questionnaires

15 J. B. Maller. "The Effect of Signing One's Name" II School ~nd Society,
31 (1930), 68.

•

were signed Maller found an increase in the number of other children rated
as cooperative. Maller coneludes that the reactions when questionnaires
were unsigned represented more "genuine" reactions of the subjects.

Olson also found differences in responses to unsigned as opposed to signed
questionnaires, in the use of the Woodworth-Mathews Personal Data Sheet. 16

16 W. C. Olson. "The Waiver of Signature in Personal Reports,tl J.~
PsYchol., 20 (1936), 442. -

This test attempts to measure emotional instability and there seemed to
be some evidence that more symptomatic responses were secured when the
data sheets were unsigned. Likewise, there was greater variability among
the unsigned questionnaires than among the signed. Olson states that
subjects were more likely to admit statements of "feelings" associated
with instability and also more physical symptoms with neurotic impli-
cations, when questionnaires were unsigned. '

In another experiment in the same area, Fischer, using Moody's Check List
of personal problems, found that when questionnaires were unsigned there
was a considerable increase in the mean number of problems considered
serious. 17 This difference bordered on significance. However there was

17 R. F. Fischer. "Signed vs. Unsigned Questionnaires," J. Appl. Psycho!.,
30 (1946), 220.

no significant difference in the mean number of problems mentioned. Fischer
concludes that the use of signatures on personal questionnaires has an in­
hibiting effect on the "honesty and frankness" of the subject.

Star reports on three replicated studies of the effect of anonymity on the
report of psychosomatic complaints on the self-administered neuropsychiatric
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screening test developed during the last war. 18 A small but cott.sistent
f, .-......_ _

18 S. A. Star. "The Screening of Psychoneurotics in the Army, II in
Stouffer, et aL Measurement and Prediction (Princeton, Princeton
University Press, 1950). ' ._--

increase was found in each study in the tendency to report critical symp­
toms when the men were not identified. Star remarks that the IIdifferences
are not in themselves statistically significant, nor do they const ltute
sufficient replications to confirm the existence of a real tendency.1I
However, her results are consistent with the earlier academic studies.

E1inson and Haines, and Cisin, in more recent studies tested the effect
of anonymity on the responses of soldiers to a self-administered ques­
tionnaire covering attitudes toward military service. 19 They report a

-
19 J. E1inson and V. T. Haines. "Role of Anonymity in Attitude Surveys,tI

(paper read before American Psychological Association, 1950); I. Cisin.
Anonmity vs. Identification in Studies of PU£lic inion (Unpublished
Master's Thesis, the American University, Washington, 19 1)._,i-_...·• -..,.__, .

significantly greater tendency for tl1e identified group to express favor­
able attitudes toward their officers and greater job satisfaction. A
similar trend, a1thmlgh non-significant was observed in five other atti­
tude areas. Cisin in a later analysis of these data states that combined
tests of the results over all areas show that in the aggregate the dif­
ference between identified and anonymous responses was significant at the
.01 level.

While the above studies suegest very strongly that actual anonymity pro­
vides a setting in which more valid data can be secured, in the sense of
personal revelations, the conclusions are not as unequivocal as might at
first appear. Corey, in another investigation, found no significant dif­
ferences between signed and unsigned questionnaires. 20 The investigation

20 S. M• Corey. "Signed vs. Unsigned Questionnaires, II Journal of Edu­
cational Psychology, 28 (1937), 144•

.. - -
dealt with attitudes toward cheating among students, an area which appears
to be, if anything, even more sensitive to social pressures than some of
the subject matters dealt with by the other investigators. The difference
between the findings of Corey and the other studies is therefore surprising
and emphasizes again the complexity of these problems.

The effect of anonymity is clearly a function of the subject matter of the
questions. Cisin' s data support this view in that the effects were maxi­
mal in two attitude areas, but not significant in the other five areas.
Furthermore, Cisin in the internal analysis of his data within the two
susceptible areas (attitudes toward officers and job satisfaction) re­
marks:
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"There were instances in which a significant difference occurred
between the anonymous and the identified groups in terms of dis­
tribut1bn of s~ale scores ort a given sUbject but a far less
striking differerice occurred between the two groups in terms of
distribution of responses to one or more other items in the
scale." 21

21 Cisin, Ope cit., 50. Italics ours.
•

Maller refers in his previously cited study to a similar variation in
the effect of anonymity on different sUbject matters. The particular
variation, however, points to a fundamental clarification of processes
that work in two opposing directions under conditions of anonymity.
While he reported that, under conditions of anonymity, children were
more inclined to rate others more critically, he also reported that
they rated themselves more favorably, (as more cooperative). Thus,
while anonymity seems to free the respondent from fear of reprisal for
£ri~}cizin~ others, it also seems to free him of inhibitions about in­
fla+,j.nghis prestige. This latter effect of anonymity seems normally
neg~~cted in past discussions. For exam~le, Kinsey went to such great
leagths to preserve confidence out of concern that respondents, unless
assured of anonymity, would not report unsanct:'...oned sexual activities
which would subject them to reprisal or-Co~~tion or deflation of
prestige. But he slighted the possibility that they might feel freer
to boast about or to exaggerate sanctioned forms of sexual activity
under conditions of anonymity. Hyman and Sheatsley, in commenting on
this study.cite such frequent illustrative quotations from Kinsey as
"Cover-up is mora easily ·accomplished than exaggeration in giving a
history." They demonstrate, however,. by internal examination of Kil;lsey's
data, that the errors actually were in both directions. 22

22
H. Hyman and P. B. Sheatsley. liThe Kinsey Re:port and Survey Method-
ology,1I Internat. J. Opin. Att. Res., 2 (19h8); 183-195.

There is some evidence that anonymity is more of a problem under particular
cultural conditions or in a given climate of opinion. vJhere there is any
fear on the part of respondents of possible punishment for expressing cer­
tain opinions , anonymity would seem to be crucial. It is difficult to see
how anonymity can be assured to such respondents interviewed in their own
residence, since they are obviously identifiable to the interviewer, and
could be located with ease. That such fears are operative within the
population has been documented in the previous chapter. Anecdotal mater­
ial from Japan further supports the notion that the situational factor
of anonymity must be seen in the context of the culture. There was some
indication in that society that surveys where names were not taken might
be answered in a more frivolous fashion because of the Japanese experience
that any serious inquiry in the past involved the recording of names. 23

•
23 Personal Communication from Herbert Passin.
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In addition to the larger climate, local environmental differences and
sub-cu1tu~al factors may be presumed to affect the importance of and~

n~~ity. Thus among line troops in a disciplined unit, it was usually
neccssa~r to stress the factor 6f anonymity, in order to get frank ex­
press:l.cns of opinion. It is probably safe to say that ve:7 l:l.ttle re­
search c~}ld have been done among soldiers were there not some assurance
of anonymity.

That anonymity has different effects in given sub-groups can be document
ed in an experiment by Festinger. 24 The voting behavior of Jewish and

24 Leon Festin~er. "The Role of Group Be1ongingness," In J. G. Miller.
Experiments in Social P~gcess (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1950).
- ... .. - .. , ,. J

Catholic college girls in electing officers in an artifica11y created
c1uh was studied under conditions of anonymity vs. non-anonymity. The
Jewisb girls expressed preferences for Jewish officers only when they
thw,selve3 were not identified by name and religion, whereas the Catholic
girls expressed their preferences for Catholic officers even under con­
ditions of non-anonymity.

The foregoing discussion should serve to make clear the complexity in es­
timating the nature and direction of effects due to identification or
anonymity of the respondent. ~fe have seen that actual anonymity may ex­
ist in varying degrees, and, also, it seems clear that. whether or not
this situational factor is important is in part a function of the subject
matter of the study as well as the larger political and social or sub­
cultural climate. Lastly, it is possible that anonymity may have con­
tradictor,y effects and that in some situations it produces less valid
data.

~ extension, it should be clear that insight into the relation of a
situational faotor to interviewer effect requires careful clarification
of the meaning or consequences of the situation for interviewer and re­
spondent, and refined analysis of the data.

Sponsorship. Of equal complexity as a variable in the total interview
situation is the question of survey sponsorship. It should be apparent
to the reader that bias may well function differentially in relation to
the respondent's understanding of the purpose of the research. If the
respondent understands that action in which he is concerned may follow
from the research) we can expect that his opinions, and likewise the
extent to which he may be affected by the interviewer will be quite dif­
ferent from what it will be if he feels he is just being asked his opin­
ion for journalistic reporting, for scientific inquiry, or to satisfy
the needs of some commercial group.

Thus we would expect to find differences in certain kinds of data, when
the respondent has one kind of understanding as opposed to the other.
It is not possible, in most cases,. to know precisely what a respondent's
understanding of the purposes of a survey may be. But it can be inferred
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that the stated sponsorship of the survey sets up certain understandings
on the part of respondents , although not necessarily the same ones for
all respondents. Thus, it is likely that the respondent will see the
purpose in terms of some kind of contemplated action, if the sponsorship
of the survey is governmental. 25 But beyond thiS, we c~lrmot be sure of

25 That the problem of sponsorship is not peculiar to the survey method
is evidenced qy the report of one ethnologist writing on the method­
ology of field investigations. He remarks: "A considerable number
of misstatements may be understood in the context of the relation of
the ethnologist to the community under observation. If the ethnologist
is connected with a government, especially one which is viewed hos­
tilely by the Indians, certain information may be concealed for fear
of taxation and punishment. If the Indians punish children by the
whip in violation of a governmental decree~ then one may expect that
the physical punishment of children will probably be l1idden from the
observer. Or if taxation is based on harvest-returns there will be
an attempt to conceal these. Similarly, if the ethnologist works
out from a mission house as his center of operations, certain reli­
gious ceremonies which are disapproved by the missionaries may be
concealed for a long period of time ••• This is so considerable and
delicate a problem that the ethnologist must devote careful attention
to the choice of his affiliation with the outside 'they' group as
well as the form of his own rel-tions with the Indian community.
Josesito, for example~ had me tied up in his own mind with the
friendly school teachers, but one serious consequence of this link-
age was the concealment of certain things that he kne'to1 the teachers
did not like. It was well known that the teachers as well as the
2rocurador de asuntos indigenas (Representative of the Department
of Indian Affairs of the Mexican government) and the priests, did
not approve of the drinking of telJguino, which usually results in
prolonged orgies of drunkenness, brawls, and timmorality.' Hence~

Josesito would often remark to me that ttesSRino is not made in my
house.' Of course he acknowledged drinking it on occasion~ but he
denied that he ever manufactured it. But both the presence of
numerous tesguino ollas and the presence of the fermented~
within them gave the lie direct to his statements."

See H. Passin. "Tarahumara Prevarication: A Problem in Field
Method~" American Anthropologist, 44 (1942), 240-241.

what kind of action he anticipates. If he has a belief that the govern­
ment really wishes to carry out the peoples' desires~ then his answer
might be affected in one way by this knowledge. But if he believes that
the government is unresponsive to the will of the people and is only try­
ing to find out what they think for purposes of propaganda or political
manipulation. then his answer might be affected in dj~ferent fashion.
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Herein lies one difficulty in the interpretation of studies which have
compared results under alternative sponsorships. In order for major
differences to occur consistently in such studies some uniform per­
ception of the objectives of the sponsoring agency must be created.
F~r example" it is entirely conceivable that one respondent interviewed
on a gove~ent survey will try to please the interviewer (as a repre~

sentative of the government) and color his answers in terms of this
motivation. Another respondent, however, may want to utiliae the oppor­
tunity to "gripe lt to the government and thus his responses may be more
negative than those he would give to a Gallup interviewer. Still another
might see the interview as an opportunity to agitate for certain ideas
or programs in which he personally is interested.

Since the main way in which the respondent is able to judge the purpose
of the research is by knowing the sponsorship, it is necessary that this
be clearly stated so as to limit the area in which differential per­
ceptions of purpose may operate. Public opinion interviewers have fre­
quently found it useful to explain that their survey is "like a Gallup
Poll" in order to get the purpose across to the respondent. When an
organization's operations are well-publicized, it seems likely that
the understanding of purpose will be both more widespread and more
uniform, insuring minimum differential effects due to this variable.

When t.he purpose is not clearly understood, respondents will unquestion­
ably make inferences concerning the purpose. After all, the interviewer
is merely the agent of some larger audience or boss for whom he is work­
ing. Hundreds of respondents in public opinion surveys ask interviewers
llWhat are thez going to do with all these answers?" and are perfectly
cognizant of some larger audience to whom they are declaiming. This
has been revealed to NORC dramatically when interviewers have occasionally
been suspected on the one hand of working for the FBI or by contrast,
for the Connnunist Party. Similarly the respondent completing a self­
administered questionnaire is aware that the ~estionnaire was brought
to life by some invisible hand; he surmises or knows who it lo1as, and
may well alter his behavior in this light. Thus in the work of the
Research Branch of the United States Army, llthere was an abundance of
evidence in the comments written in the questionnaires in studies of
Negro soldiers to suggest they thought of their questionnaires as being
read by a white audience. u26 Some of them even addressed the question-

•

26 S. A. Star, personal connnunication.

naire to the President or to the White House.

Although we cannot always explain the nature of the differences that occur,
it has been demonstrated quantitatively that the stated sponsorship of
the survey affects responses given to certain questions. Examination of
these studies shows, however, that expected effects fail to materialize
in some instances and that, in other instances, effects are evident, where
none had been expected. Even where no effects are demonstrable, it is
possible that effects have occurred; because of differential beliefs or
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motivations, they may have tended to cancel out in the aggregate. In
a loJ'artime study conducted by NORC and the OWl Surveys Division the
effect of sponsorship was examined by having half the interviewers
say they were from the government while the other half stated that
they were from the University of Denver. The questions themselves
concerned attitudes toward the conduct of the war, the contributions
of varimls population segments, prognostications about the length of
the war, its outcome and the post war era, and opinions abmlt dis­
crimination against ntnorities in war jobs.

Of the 29 attitudinal q~estions asked, only two showeddifferencies
which could be considered significant. Significantly more respondents
replied that the government is "trying to present war news accurately"
when the interviewer stated that the government was sponsoring the sur­
vey. Also significantly more respondents of "government" interviewers
etated that Negroes ought to have an equal chance at t;,-ar jobs. 27
~-- "" "'-".L I J ~ ._. UQ _

21 Significant at the .01 aTld .02 level respectively. A wartime study
conducted by the Program Surveys Division, USDA, also found sub­
stantially negative results in comparing government and university
sponsorships. (Private Communication--R. Crutchfield.)

The fact that results on only two questions out of 29 were significantly
different suggests that in general the fact of government sponsorship
(as opposed to university sponsorship) was relatively unimportant for
such questions at that particular time. Frequently just by chance two
or more questions out of 29 would show significant differences at the
.05 level, so one would surmise that the differences demonstrated could
have occurred by chance. It also should be noted that there were no
differences on the other questions, at least four of which dealt with
reactions to government actions and policies. The stated government
sponsorship should have affected these responses, particularly if an
effect did occur on the question of news presentation.

One would expect, in time of war, that images of the government become
clearly defined and that the government impinges more on the life of
the citizen. Thus J such sponsorship ought to produce effects. However,
these data should not be construed to indicate that government sponsor­
ship (or the sponsorship of any agency) makes no difference in general.
It is possible in 1942 in the United States that the policies and acti­
vities of the government were not so expansive as to precipitate any
marked reactions from the respondents. That t~e perceived role of a
government may be quite different in other circumstances, and operate
strongly on responses is evident from a study done by Crespi in occupied
Germany. 28 Here American Military government sponsorship was contrasted

28 Leo Crespi. "The Influence of I1ilitary Government Sponsorship in
, German Opinion Polling, II Inter!1at. J. Opine ~.~t. ReS. J 4 (1950), 151.

-
with sponsorship by a ficti.tious "German Opinion Institute."



In this situation, the government represents a highly structured entity,
whose policies and acttons are perceived clearly as ha,.:"j ng a vital bear­
ing on the life of the citizen. The government is an affect-laden ob­
ject--it is imposed by a former enemy. It would also seem probable
that perceptions throughout the population would be highly uniform
thereby lessening the possibility that a variety of sponsorship effects
would cancel each other and be obscured in the aggregate data. For
these reasons, we would expect that the effects of sponsorship demon­
strated are probably maximal estimates of the effect of this variable.
Admittedly the very nature" of the government in this study is quite dif­
ferent from that of the usual case, and the results should hardly be
taken as typical findings. Crespi points out that it is a mistake to
assume that opinions given in answer to a government-sponsored question­
naire are necessarily any less Y."alid than those given to sortle other
sponsoring agency. In explaining differences on a question asking for
"major worries," Crespi states that:

"In anslvering MG interviewers, respondents tend to fasten on
difficulties that MG could most readily do something to ameli­
orate; in answering German inquiries such considerations would
not so pointedly bear. In each case the answers would be valid
but in terms of slightly different frames of reference."

The differences secured by Crespi under the two contrasting sponsorships
supply abundant evidence that sponsorship can have effects in such ex­
treme situations. One-third of the 36 questions yielded differences
which were significant at the .05 level and five questions yielded dif­
ferences significant at the .01 level. Even on questions which showed
no statistically significant differences, differences were consistently
in the direction that would be expected if sponsorship effects were
operative. However, even in this extreme test of sponsorship effects,
in which the questions were especially chosen because they might be
responsive to the variable of sponsorship, the ma~itude of the effect
was not great. The mean of the maximum differences on all questions
taken together was only in the neighborhood of 6%.

The results secured by Crespi point up very clearly the kind of effects
which government sponsorship may bring about. By and large, the differ­
ences found were almost universally of the sort which indicated that re­
spondents tended to tell the government interviewers what they thought
was wanted--that is answers were geperally more favorable to the mili­
tary government or toward policies advocated by the occupying authority.
However, one notable exception occurred which would seem to indicate
that in the presence of more powerful motivations, the desire to please
the sponsor becomes secondary. In answer to the question, "Do you be­
lieve that the Germans have an inclination toward militarism?" the dif­
ferences found (significant at the .•01 level) are in the opposite di­
rection to what would be expected if the usual motivation were the sole
one operating. Crespi explains this phenomenon as follows:

"The apparent MG sponsorship effects which have thus far
appeared are all instances of occasional respondents telling
the American authorities what they like·tohear. Question
six (above) now suggests that this only happens, where it
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happens at al~, when ffi~ch a course does not oeviously reflect
unfavorably on the Germans; in other words where it does not
cost anything to be more polite than truthful. What the
Americans li.ke to hear on this question--and ~rely the Germans
know it well--is German agreement with the general American
view that the Germans have an inclination tOHard militarism.
But instead of more often giving MG interviewers such an answer
--as compared to German-sponsored interviewers--the respondents
are apparently inclined to do so less often since this latter
answer is less unfavorable to theGerm·an people."

Whatever the bias that may enter into responses under government sponsor­
ship in occupied Germany, Crespi feels that this may be more than com­
pensated for by the reduction of other errors, which take place in German­
sponsored surveys. Apart from greater accuracy in sampling due to in­
creased Ittakelt under government sponsorship, there seemed to be less
"no opinionll response and more interest among respondents when surveys
are sponsored by the military government. Crespi reports that under
German sponsorship respondents felt some insecurity from an uncertain
definition of the situation fearing that the surveys might have been
Russian-sponsored or that the intervieHer was some sort of inforraer.
The greater motivati.on and interest when the sponsorship was government­
al is viewed by Crespi as common sense realization on the part of the
German respondents that only the military government lvas really in a
position to remedy some of the difficulties they faced.

The ability of the sponsoring agency to take action with reference to
his concerns may have an important influence on the respondents' answers.
This is pointed up by Hofstein's description of the structure of the
army counseling interview. ~~ He states t

* Saul Hdfstein. "Military' Counseling as Practiced by the Personnel
Consultant," Family, 25 (1945), 337-344.

flMen were called in for oonferences with the personnel con­
sultant at the request of their commanding officers. This
relationship to cornmand defines the role of the personnel
consultant in any interviewing or counseling situation. He
cannot do anything without the implicit approval of the com­
mand. He cannot assume any role in his professional relation­
ships except that of a representative of the command. At
first thought, this relationship so characteristic of and nec­
essary to the Army may appear to be limiting. Yet it is pre­
cisely because of this relationship that the personnel con­
sultant can be helpful to individual soldiers.

liThe command is di~ectly responsible for everything that happens
to a soldier and is the only channel for effecting any changes
in his situation. Thus the personnel consultant functions as a
personification of the command with whom the soldier can deal
directly•••••• 11
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The studies cited above reveal that responses may be affected by the
stated sponsorship of the survey under conditions where the perception
of the role of the sponsoring agency is well-structered and relevant
to the issues posed in the questions. Admittedly, some frame of ref­
ence is set in any survey situation, and the answers of respondents
are always interpretable only in terms of this frame of reference.
What seems to be crucial is the degree to which this frame is highly
structured and what meaning it has for the respondent.

We have examined two situations in which government sponsorship was
contrasted with non-government sponsorship. In Crespi's experiment
we saw that answers were strongly affected by the knowledge of sponsor­
ship. In the NORC study lole found little or no difference in answers.
The difference between the two studies is a demonstration of the com­
plexity of situational factors. What is nomi~a11l the same kind of
situational factor, government sponsorship, operates differently in
the two experiments because of the different meanings of such sponsor­
ship under the respective conditions. Further complexity is evidenced
by detailed findings within the German study. The type of effect is a
function of the questions used. It is dependent on whether stronger
opposing motives are set in operation. For example, as noted above,
where the answer approved by the sponsor may reflect on the self-regard
of the population, the approved answer is not given. Elsewhere criti­
cism is reduced and pro-governmental responses are inflated. 29 While

-
29

One might entertain the speculation that such effects are also a
function of the culturally induced meanings of government sponsorship.
The fact that most of the effects in the German study were of the sort
that inflated pro-governmental responses may reveal in part the great­
er deference to authority, presumably characteristic of the German
cuIture • Insofar as this consideration is relevant it simply under­
scores the complexity of situational factors.

________________,__'_._._1 _

this latter response is the effect observed most frequently, on occasion
other effects are noted. When the questions asked involve the possibility
of a remedy for existing difficulties, we find the personal needs of the
respondents accentuated and criticism implicit in the answers. The lack
of such effects in the NORC study may reflect the less severe need in
the United States for government action to remedy existing difficulties;
it may also reflect the fact that the questionnaire did not touch closely
on areas where governmental action may have been deemed necessary to remedy
deeply felt frustrations.

It iahoped that the foregoing discussion of these two situational factors
--anonymity and sponsorship--serves to point up the complexity of situ­
ational factors and the consequent difficulty of studying appropriately
their interplay with interviewer effects. Nevertheless, in studying inter­
viewer effect as a function of situational factors, it is possible to
demonstrate through properly designed experiments that differently struc-.
tured situations may act as mediating agents for the introduction of bias.
Although a multitude of factors may be operating in any given situation
to induce interviewer effects, particular characteristics of given situ­
ations are frequently discernible as the probable basis for the occurrence
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of these effects. And in controlled situations, the existence of these
effeets, ,?riginateq, by the interviewer but ~nq~£~c! by situations, become
capable of isolation and measurement.

~__E!fecis Ar~ng from Speqifiq~Sit~ational Fa~tors

There are many ways in which we may approach the problem of the relation
of situational factors to bias. Conceivably, each element in the complex
interview situation could be considered s~parately and its relation to
interviewer effect could be traced. It seems more fruitful, however, to
attempt some kind of classification of situations according to the char­
acteristic problems which they present to interviewers. Although there
are many elements in the situation itself, there are only a few ways in
which these factors mediate the operation of bias.

We consider first the relation of situational structure per se to inter­
viewer effect. All situations may be schematized along a"continuum of
the "degree of freedom" they permit the interviewer. Although distortion
of data may arise from the imposition of a too rigidly structured inter- ,
view situation, most of the evidence accumulated suggests that interviewer
effect, insofar as it is related to the degree of structuring, arises from
the lack of a well-defined and structured interview situation. Thus, we
turn first to consider the nature of effects arising from situations char­
acterized by this quality.

Effects Arising from Lack of Structure. I.in Prog~~

The development of large scale opinion and attitude research brought with
it an increase in the degree to which forms of inquiry were structured.
The unstandardized type of interview, characteristic of clinical psychol­
ogy was of necessity unsuitable for large scale research, for in clinical
studies the interview has as its primary purpose the diagnosis or therapy
of an individual, while in survey research the analysis and reporting of
mass opinions or behavior and of group differences in these opinions is
the principle objective.

Just as it is essential that the clinician be enabled by his technique to
pursue whatever lines of inquiry seem to him to be important in the indi­
vidual case, so is it necessary in survey inquiries that the interviewer
be prevented from following just whatever paths he may think important.
The entire validity of survey procedure rests upon the foundation of
standardization. If we wish to report and analyze and compare group
data we must make certain that the responses of the many individuals to
the different interviewers are responses to essentially the same stimuli.

Occasionally, there are research operations of a quasi-clinical type in
which a few highly trained interviewers, homogeneous in background, work
on a study and are guided by their uniform and thorough familiarity If.Lth
the research objectives. Under such conditions, the assumption might be
warranted that each interviewer would employ techniques that were ideally
suited to tha given respondent and yet all would work in fairly parallel
and unbiased fashion. But such an assumption seems hardly warranted for
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the usual large scale survey in which the massiveness of the inquiry
necessitates the use of large ntunbers of interviewers of unequal back­
grounds so widely distributed geographically that controls are. difficult
to enforce. Moreover, in the former instance the interviewer is at the
same time often the analyst and he can juxtapose the findings against
his first-hand knowledge of the operations which elicited the data.
It is essential in any analysis that the results must always be inter­
preted in tel'ms of the measurement situation. Given the separation be­
tween interviewer and analyst in the usual survey, the only way in which
the analyst can know the nature of the field setting is by specifying it
for the interviewers.

If the stimulus situation is really vastly different for each respondent
in a survey (or even for a portion of them) then we cannot with good
conscience combine these responses into group opinions or make comparisons
between groups of respondents. t'le cannot always be sure that the same
questions do have the same meaning to different respondents. There is
empirical evidence that this is sometimes not the case. 30 Moreover,

30 See Richard S. Crutchfield and Donald A. Gordon. IIVariations in Re­
spondents' Interpretation of an Opinion-Poll Question,1I Internat. J.
9pin. Att. Res., 1, No.3 (1947), 1.

-
there are special instances where, on a priori grounds, diversity among
respondents is so marked that verbal standardization would provide no
insurance of uniform meaning. Such might be the case, for exa..-nple, in a
survey conducted in several different national populations. But where
diversity is not so striking, we can at least control the conditions under
which the questions are asked so that insofar as possible we mitigate any
likelihood of obtaining uncombinable responses. 1f.Jhether or not we can
ultimately devise techniques to assure that a question will have the same
psychological meaning to different respondents is beyond the scope of this
discussion. Kinsey, by allowing his interviewers to use the terminology
which they felt to be applicable, attempted to standardize the ~holo~i~

~,E1~aning of a question by unstandardizing the wording. Certainly the
possibility of adapting this tech."1ique to public opinion research deserves
consideration.

However, until such time as techniques are devised which make certain that
stimuli will be functionally standard for all respondents, research must
rest upon the assumption that verbal standardization is the nearest re­
liable approximation we can achieve. Though frames of reference may vary
among respondents, it seems reasonable to suppose that the limits of the
variation are closer if the verbal stimulus is standardized. 31

31 Stanley Payne. "Variable or Standardized Questions?, II address to the
American Association for Public Opinion Research, Princeton, June 19$1,
reported in Pub. Opin. Quart., 15 (19$1), 788.
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While structuring of stimulus situations was originally developed as
an aid to standardization in general, more important for our discussion
is the control over interviewer effect which it provides. All other
things being equal, the more controlled the interviewer's activities,
the less the likelihood that variations in results can be attributed
to the idiosyncracies of the different interviewers. Although it is,
of course, possible to standardize an interview situation in such a
way that l~ facilitate the introduction of some systematic bias among
all interviewers, there can be little doubt that by giving the inter­
viewer greater freedom in the ~nterview situation we lay ourselves open
to the infinite variability in human capacities that has been so well
documented in psychological literature. 32
-------....._-,--------------------,-----
32

For a summary of data on variability see A. Anastasi and J. Foley.
Differential Psyqhologz (New York: Macmillan, 1949).

-
Differences between interviewers come into play in all phases of the
interview situation. Differences in intellectual capacities may mean
variation in understanding the objectj~es of the survey, the aims of
the questions, and the meaning of responses. Sensory differences may
lead to varying perceptions of significant respondent characteristics
and to differential attentiveness to answers. Differential motor skills
may result in recording differences.

That mere interviewer ineptitude is itself a source of error is evident
from experiments done under laboratory conditions with no respondent pres­
ent. Here, clearly, errors cannot result from reactional processes. In
such studies, we find that error which is merely clerical and not in any
way motivated by bias can be quite large in magnitude. For example, in
the study by Guest and Nuckols we find that for three experimental phono­
graphic transcriptions of interviews to which interviewers listened and
recorded responses the degree of such non-biasing error is 45%, 62% and
66%, respectively, of all errors committed. 33 Further, the interviewers

33 Lester Guest and Robert Nuckols. "A Laboratory Experiment in Record­
ing in Public Opinion Interviewing," Intern.at. J. 9pin. Att. Res., 4
(1950), 336. Experiment conducted with grant from NORC.

-
--although a homogeneous group of students from the same institution-­
varied consideraoly in the degree to which they made such errors; a
fact which underlines the importance of differences in interviewer skills.
In the Guest and Nuckols study the range of non-biasing error among twenty­
four interviewers was from three to sixteen errors, fully as great a range
as was found for biasing errors. The detailed data are presented below
in Table 44.
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TABLE 44

VARIABILITY OF CLERICICAL ERRORS IN THE RECORDING OF

REPLIES F~~M A TRANSCRIPTION

Number of
errors

Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Eight
Ten

Number of
interviewers
receiving

..2.ach score

3
2,
3
4
o
1

Number of
errors

Eleven
Twelve
Thirteen
Fourteen
Fifteen
Sixteen

Number of
interviewers
receiving
each score

1
1
2
o
o
1

Mean 7.1
N=23

Beyond these differences in ability, however, there are others which may
be even more important for the interview situation. Chief among these
is the variation in "social stimulus value" among interviewers. Were
interviewers selected from the population at large, such differences
would of course assume tremendous proportions. But it is true that
interviewers as an occupational group tend to vary far less than the
population as a whole. The relative homogeneity of interviewers as a
group, with respect to background characteristics, has been documented
by Sheatsley. 34 While this itself may be a source of systematic bias,

34 Paul B. Sheatsley.
Their Relationship
(1950).

"An Analysis of Interviewer Characteristics and
to Performance," Internat. J. Opin. Att. Res., 4

as discussed above, it does limit the range within which individual dif­
ferences among interviewers may operate to distort answers. However, if
we examine some of the data collected by NORC on the psychological char­
acteristics of their :interviewing staff, we find, even among this rela­
tively homogeneous group, differences in the extent and type of social
relationship established with respondents. lNhile demographically they
have much in common, psychologically they are fairly diverse. Consider
the following data culled from 1,0 of NORC's current field staff:
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TABLE 4S

COMPARISON OF SOI'1E FACTUAL AND ATTITUDINAL

CHARACTERISTICS OF NORC INTERVIEWERS ~~

Women • • • • • • • • •
Men •••••••••

88%
12

Prefer to keep problams to themselves 62%
Prefer to talk over witb others • •• 38

Not main earner • • • •
Main earner • • • •

Attended college •• •
Never attended college

Have children
No children •

• • .e • •

• • • • •

77%
23

70%
30

81%
19

Never get annoyed with respondents'
opinions • • • • • • • • • • •• • 63%

Sometimes get annoyed ••• • • •• 37

Often feel like staying and chatting
with respondent • • • • • • •• 48%

Seldom or never feel like staying S2

Have occasionally or frequently made
friends with respondents • • •• S8%

Never made friends with respondents 42

-------------.------... l

* Factual data from Sheatsley (j~id.), attitudinal data from NORC's study of
interviewers using the mail questionnaire described in Chapter II.

The above table is illustrative of the greater psychological variation
among interviewers than might be expected off-hand from a group who are
from similar strata of the population with many factual characteristics
in common. Differences between interviewers in psychological character­
istics and temperament may have crucial effects on the kind of interview
situation in which they secure data. We might expect that rapport in the
interview situation will vary and that the kind of spontaneous interaction
that will exist between interviewer and respondent will likewise be subject
to wide variation.

In the absence of a structure imposed qy the agency, then, such personality
differences as exist among interviewers will affect the way they themselves
act out their role. In Chapter II, we have seen that interviewers vary
markedly in their role definitions, and that they structure the interview
situation in comformity with their own beliefs, attitudes and traits.

Thus, as was reported, EF is not content with answers received until in
some fashion they confirm her hypothesis about what people really think.
Therefore she probes until she gets the kind of answer required by her
hypothesis.

Another interviewer (B) states:
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" •••you don't have to continue probing. If he (the respondent)
feels he has answered it and you don't, rather than ask him again
and antagonize him•••it is really rather dangerous, he's liable
to get annoyed•••a probe runs into difficulty because a probe is
sometimes insulting."

A third interviewer, M, however, doesn't seem to be bothered by any such
fears. He says:

"I'm pretty persistent because every person is a challenge to
me. I don't like to admit that I can't get anybody to give.
It really is a challenge to one's ingenuity, in restating the
question in other ways ••• "

When do interviewers feel they should probe and under what conditions?
Here we likewise note a variability. For EK the question of when to
probe was for the most part dependent on the~ of respondent. Sta~ing

that she only probes extensively with articulate respondents, she goes
on to report:

"They're responsive to probing. You keep up till you get all
you can. You keep on with all of them until the person says
'I don't know.' There's nopaint in keeping it up then. You
might try one probe. But you can't be too persistent ••• "

Interviewer HM, however, with extensive experience in the use of free-re­
sponse questions, makes his probing behaVior dependent on his own view of
the study.

"It depends on the way the study is set up •••It may be psycho­
analysis in miniature. It depends on the subject matter. The
objectives delimit in advance the level t:> which you 1-rant to dig.
If I felt that the objectives didn't go far enough, I may go
ahead on my own. If the objectives of the study are well out­
lined, you can start from a rough question and fill in the rest
by probes. How far you go? You can't set a rule. It depends on
the objectives•••"

The major consequence of structuring the interview is to impose restraint
upon such variable tendencies among interviewers as has been described
above. There is the accompanying danger of) introducing some cOE,!3tant
error through a standardized, but misguided, procedure or an excessively
artificial procedure. The unstructured procedure clearly allows full sway
for variations in interviewer behavior, but it may have the virtue of keep­
ing any constant error due to bad or overly rigid procedures at a minimum.
However, it should be noted that in addition to effects which result from
lack of control over human variability in unstructured interview situations,
such situations may also permit, under special conditions, the maximum oper­
ation of a constant error ~rong all interviewers. This would be the case
when some basic psychological process, common to the interviewers, is a
source of error unless controlled. In'~elligent, standardized procedures
designed in relation to such processes, can control or reduce constant
errors. That such processes oemlr very frequently is clear from earlier
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chapters.

Each of the many aspects of the public opinion interview is sub:act to
structuring by the agency. That is, we can design the situation in such
a way that the task of the interviewer ts clearly defined and delimited,
or we can, at any point in the process, order the situation so that the
interviewer I s judgments come into play. 1ifithin the realm of question
construction, questions themselves may be narrow in focus or very broad.
We may provide answer boxes in which two or three or more categories are
provided for the interviewer to check the appropriate response, or we may
ask the interviewer to record verbatim everything said by the respondent.
Clearly the more we specify the task the more we have structured the situ­
ation for the interviewer.

In certain respects, the free-answer question would seem to provide maximal
opportunity for the operation of interviewer effects deriving from lack
of controls over variability in behavior. The tasks of asking the question
and recording the answer are not nearly so rigidly defined as in pre-coded
questions, since the interviewer must decide when and how often to probe,
what probes to use, and what phrases in the total answer are redundant and
can therefore be omitted from the recording. Consequently, studies of
error in the use of such questions provide opportunity for evaluating ef­
fects occurring in unstructured situations.

In several recent studies, evidence is presented to demonstrate that error
in free -answer questions, \oThen handled by the average interviewer, is, in
fact, of high frequency. 35 Two specific ways in which such effects can
-
35 In one pioneering study of question types, it was suggested that free-

answer questions seem to show little evidence of interviewer effects.
Don Cahalan, Valerie Tamulonis, and H'31en Verner. "Interviewer Bias
Involved in Certain Types of Opinion Survey (;}uestions," Internat. J.
£pin. Att. Re~., 1, No.1 (1947), 63. However, the data·used in this
study were.collected incidentally during a succession of NORC studies,
and it was impossible to control such factors as time, context, subject
matter sample and personnel in the analysis or varying question types.

be manifested form the focus of these studies--l) selective recording of
responses and 2) differential probing behavior among interviewers.

In the aforementioned study by Guest and Nuckols twenty-four subjects were
asked to record interviews from three phonographic transcriptions concerned
with labor-management relations. 36 The three respondents recorded gave

36 For a full description of this experiment see Guest and Nuckols, ~~. cit.

pre-arranged answers, one predominantly pro-management, one predominantly
pro-labor, and one about neutral. Both alternative type and free response
type questions were used. There were about 63 chances for alternative type
errors and 26 chances for free response type errors. .
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In comparing recording error on free answer questions with similar error
on pre-coded questions, Guest and Nuckols conclude that free answer ques­
tions not only produce mOl~ total errors, but also more biasing errors.

TABLE 46

TYPE OF ERROR AS A FUNCTION OF TYPE OF QUESTION AND

TYPE OF INTER.VIE~v (in per cent)

Type of question
Fixed alternative Free response

Manage- Neu- Manage- Neu-
Error in direction of: Labor ment tra Total Labor ment tra Total- -

Labor • . • • 55 10 35 100 2 47 51 100
Response (29 ) (47)
in di- Management 29 12 59 100 33 3 64 100
rection •

(34) (85)
of: Neutral • 18 14 68 100 22 14 64 100• •

(71) (28)

Examination of the data from this study, however, casts some doubt on the
conclusiveness of the results. For example, in comparing errors on free
response questions with errors on pre-coded questions for three interviews
with different content--pro-labor, pro-management, and neutral--we find
that on both the neutral and pro-management the proportion of biasing errors
to total errors is about the same for both types of questions. On the pro­
labor interview we find a fairly heavy pro-labor bias on the pre-coded ques­
tions and a rather heavy pro-management bias on the free answer questions.
That pro-labor bias in the pro-labor interview was evident only on the p!~­

coded questions suggests that assimilation of doubtful responses to atti­
tude-structure expectations is characteristic of interviewers using pre­
coded questions, while other sources of bias operate more strongly under
the free-response form.

Guest and Nuckols suggest that on free-response questions interviewers tend
to make errors away from the dominant theme of the interview. Although "tve
have no empiricaI"""knowledge of why this phenomenon occurs, it seems logi­
cal that in free-response questions interviewers might tend to omit record­
ing repeated statements of a given theme. Thus, if a particular sentiment
is once expressed and recorded, interviewers might select contrary or sepa­
rate themes to record rather than repetitions of the already recorded
theme. If this occurred in Guest's and Nuckols' experiment, it would ac­
count for their finding that interviewers tend to record responses away
from the dominant theme of the interview.

Although Guest and Nuckols found no evidence that the selective recording
of free answer material was in the direction of the interviewer's ideology,
Fisher has been able to demonstrate such effects in a laboratory experiment
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of similar design conducted at the University of Chicago. 37 Measuring
- -.

37 For a full description of this study see the original report: Herbert
Fisher, IlInterviewer Bias in the Recording Operation," Internat. J.
Opin. Att. Res., 4 (1950), 391.

the degree of error in free answer questions only, Fisher found a signifi­
cant relationship between the interviewer's ideology and his selection of
phrases to record. (See Tables 47 and 48.)

TABLE 47

NUMBER OF PRO AND NUMBER OF CON STATEMENTS RECORDED BY 32

INTERVIEWER&'*FAVORING OR OPPOSING THE DRAFT

ON 10 PRO-CON RESPONSES

Favor draft Oppose draft
Inter- Pro Con Propor- Inter- Pro Con Propor-
viewer draft draft tion Pro viewer. draft draft tion Con
order state- state- statements order state.. state- statements
number ments ments . recorded number menta menta recorded,

3 9 12 .43 1 13 22 .63
2 12 16 .56

4 24 18 .57 6 12 19 .61
8 16 20 .56

5 23 25 .48 9 19 22 .54
10 17 24 .58

7 21 21 .50 11 11 12 .52
12 16 17 .51

20 24 22 .52 13 15 20 .57
14 14 19 .58

23 23 19 .55 15 12 22 .65
16 12 8 .40

27 14 14 .50 17 16 24 .60
18 16 24 .60

28 18 15 .55 19 18 18 .50
21 11 17 .61

32 13 10 .57 22 10 16 .62
24 8 13 .62
25 7 19 .73
26 9 11 .55
29 14 18 .56
30 18 25 .58
31 13 18 .58

Totals 169 156 .53 Totals 309 424 .59
No. Pos- No. Pos-
sible 279 279 sible 713 713

%Re- %Re-
corded 61 56 corded 43 59
* record~d: 53%Total average number of statements
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TABLE 48

NUMBER OF PRO AND NUMBER OF CON STATE11ENTS RECORRD BY 32

INTERVIEWERS -)l- FAVORING OR OPPOSING lrJALLACE ON

10 PRO-CON RESPONSES

Favor 1fa11ace. Qppose 1rJa11ace
Inter- Pro Con Propor- Inter- Pro Con Propor-
viewer lrfa11ace Wallace tion Pro viewer Wallace lrfa11ace tion Con
order state- state- statements order state- state- statements
number ments ments recorded J. number ments ments recorded_.

..<:.... -

1 21 18 .54 3 13 14 .52
2 24 14 .63 4 22 23 .51
6 19 12 .61 5 22 25 .53
8 25 19 .57 7 22 25 .53

12 18 17 .51 9 27 26 .49
14 26 16 .62 10 26 29 .53
1$ 18 17 .51 11 13 18 .58
16 15 15 .50 13 23 18 .44
17 26 20 .57 18 23 23 .50
19 26 20 .$7 20 27 27 .50
24 15 15 .50 21 18 17 .).j.9
25 20 16 .56 22 19 22 .54
26 12 8 .60 23 27 26 .49
29 25 19 .57 27 19 16 .46
30 29 23 .56 28 11 20 .65
32 12 12 .50 31 19 20 .51

Totals 331 261 .56 Totals 331 349 .~2
No. Pos- No. Pos-
sible 624 608 sible 624 608

%Re- %Re-
corded 55 43 corded 53 57

..,~

statements recorded: 53%Total average number of

It wi1~ be noted that the interviewers tended to record more statements
which conformed with their own attitudes toward the two controversial
issues. Those favoring Wallace recorded 12 per cent more of the possible
pro than of the possible con statements: those opposing lvallace recorded 4
per:centmote"of the possio1e "Con statements than of the possible pro state­
ments; those favoring the. draft recordea 5 per cent more pro statemen-r-s;
and those opposing the draft recorded 16 per cent more con statements.

Differences in the types of responses most subject to interviewer effect
are provided by Fisher's data, and confirm findings from other experiments,
Significantly more biasing error on free-answer questions was noted by
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Fisher when responses were equivocal, rather than unequivocal. Other
data reported below suggest that this is also true with regard to bias
resulting from pre-coded questions. 38

38 See Stember and Hyman. "How Interviewer Effects Operate through
Question Form," Internat. J. Opine Att • .Res., 3 (1949), 4.

Further evidence of the existence of effects in free response questions,
as well as an examination into the manifestations of these effects, is
provided in a field experiment reported by Feldman, Hyman and Hart. 39

39
Feldman, Hyman, and Hart, op. cit. See also Chapter VI for a de-
tailed discussion of the study:--

A total of 45 interviewers was divided into five teams of nine each and
members of each team received equivalent assignments. These investi­
gators found little evidence of effects on traditional "polling type"
questions yet a good deal on free-response questions included in the same
questionnaire. The errors seemed traceable to differential probing behav­
ior. The data are presented in Table 49.

Differential probing behavior is revealed in this study, first of all,
in the number of separate answers elicited by interviewers. Here we
find significant differences among interviewers working within the same
sectors of a city, with equivalent samples, on all four questions tested. 40

40 Shapiro and Eberhart report similar evidence for an open-question in­
volving field coding of the answers. The question called for nmlti­
ple answers as to the respondent's fixed monthly expenses. Range in
Mean Number of Expenses obtained from respondents by the four inter­
viewers was 1.2 - 1.7. See "Interviewer Differences in an Intensive
Interview Survey," Internat. J. Opin. Att. ~., 1, No.2 (1947), 1-17.
For a detailed discussion of this study also see Chapter VI.

Elicitation of multiple answers seemed to be related to the experience of
the interviewer; by and large those interviewers with the greatest exper­
ience tended to elicit more multiple answers.

Perhaps even more important from the point of view of validity of data
secured through free-response questions is the finding of Feldman and
his associates that the tendency to elicit multiple answers affects the
degree to which interviewers obtain answers whose contents are "rare."
The data are presented in Table 50.
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TABLE 49

VARIAT;LONS IN NUMBER OF ANSlrJERS OBTAINED BY INTERVIEt-lERS

ON opml QUE-STrOlTS

Range over :B'-ravio
interviewers variance between

of Mean number interviewers/ Degrees Level of
of answers variance within of Signifi'"

per respon~ interviewers freedom cance

Suggestions for
improvements in

. Denver

Sector I • • ·1.38--2.67 1. 72 8/153 non-sig.
Sector II • 1.33--2.31 2.43 8/170 .05
Sector III • 1.41--2.10 2.24· 8/149 .05
Sector IV 1.26--3.07 3.23 8/160 .01
Sector V 1.50--2.42 1.73 8/181 non-sig.

Reasons for
moving to

Denver ~l-

Sector I • • 1.19--1.73 1.24 8/125 non-sig.
Sector II 1.23--1.75 .96 8/145 non-sig.
Sector III • 1.06--1.78 2.60 8/131 .05
Sector IV 1.10--1.68 1.23 8/144 non-sig.
Sector V • 1.06--1.79 1.37 8/146 non-sig.

Reasons for
attitude toward
neighborhood for
satisfied group ~H:-

"
Sector I • • 1.67--3.28 3.34 8/93 .01
Sector II • 1.56--2.80 1.58 8/80 non-sig.
Sector III 1 ..50--2.60 .85 8/76 non-sig.
Sector IV 1.38--2.62 1,89 8/79 non-sig.
Sector V 1.38--2.60 2.10 8/102 .05

Reasons for At­
titude toward
nei~hbors for
sat1.sfied group~H~

Sector I •• 1.65--2.16 .51 8/119 non-sig.
Sector II 1.24--1.93 1.41 8/120 non-sig.
Sector III • .80--2.00 3.33 8/117 .01
Sector IV 1.50--2.12 .96 8/113 non-sig.
Sector V.. 1.19--2.20 2.94 81'134 .01

-:I- While the F-ratios dq not reach the .05 level of significance in four of the
sectors, the P-values are relatively low. ~fuen the exact P-values from the
five sectors are combined to get an aggregate test by using Fisher's logar­
ithmic transformation, the difference among interviewers in the aggregate is
significant at the .05 level. For the other questions, no exact test was
made for the five sectors aggregated because the over-all significance should
be clear from mere inspection and the laborious procedure was unnecessary•

. )10* The number of respondents dissatisfied with their neighbors or neighborhood
were too few in the total sample to permit any separate test of interviewer
differences in number of reasons for this att1.tude. .
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TABLE 50

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUl1BER OF ANSWERS PER RESPONDENT

OBTAINED BY AN INTERVIEWER AND THE PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS

GIVING ANSlVERS IN A PARTICULAR SECONDARY CATEGORY

(IMPROVEMENTS IN INDUSTRY AND OOMMERCE)

· Percentage of respondents giving
answers in the secondary categor,r

of respondent~pfi: __

The three The three
interviewers interviewers
getting the getting the

largest smallest
nmnber of number of
answers per anSl-lerS per

respondent in respondent in
their sector their sector

Sector I • • • • • 24% 1%
Sector II • • • • 18 12
Sector III • • • • 12 1.3
Sector IV • • • • 20 7
Sector V • • • • 15 4
All sectors • • • 18 8

Difference
in

perc~ntages

17%
6

- 1
I)
11
10

In pointing out the importance of t~s phenomenon for the interpretation
of survey data secured through free-response questioning, Feldman, Hyman
and Hart state:

"In drawing conclusions from survey data, it is common practice
to use the infrequent occurrence of certain categories as a
basis for interpretation. In all probability, the results of
such categories, involving secondary opinions, are biased in
the direction of under-representation because of the likelihood
that at least some interviewers did not elicit multiple answers.
More important, such an overall set of data will contain a mix­
ture of primary opinions and secondary opinions due to the vari­
ation among the interviewers in ability to obtain multiple ans­
wers. If interviel-lers varying in probing habits are not distri­
buted evenly over the entire sample, it is likely that some ob­
tained differences between types of respondents may not be real
differences, but" merely differences in the degree to which second..
ar,r opinions have been elicited."
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A demonstration of the operation of effects on primary categories of
response in free-answer questions (i.e. very prevalent attitudes) is
also provided by this study. In this instance, the mechanism of dif­
ferential probing seems irrelevant to the ability to obtain responses
of such primacy from any given respondent. The study sought the ex­
planation in some other mechanism. The authors present suggestive
evidence that such effects are independent of extent of probing and
are a function of expectations, i.e., the interviewer's belief that
a particular category of response is important somehow affects his
tendency to obtain answers within that category. The test of this
hypothesis did not yield statistically significant results. However,
in view of the small numbers and the consistent direction of the find­
ings it seems wise not to reject the possibility that interviewer ef­
fects occur even on primary oategories of response to free-answer ques­
tions. The data are presented in Table 51.

TABLE 51

THE RELATION BETWEEN PROPORTION OF ANSNERS IN A

PRIMARY CATEGORY AND THE INTERVIEWER'S 01r1N

BELIEF THAT THIS CATEGORY IS IMPORTANT.

Per cent who fall into groups shown
among interviewers who regard neighbors as'

Very
Of little or no importance important

Among interviewers 'Who
elicited many multiple

answers

In the upper three in proportion
of respondents mentioning
neighbors

29% 54%
29 23
42 ..n

100% 100%
N= 7 N=13

As a reason ••••••••
In the middle three • • • •
In the lower thr~e ••••

Among interviewers who
elicited few multiple

answers

In the upper three in proportion
of respondents mentioning
neighbors

As a reason • • • • • • • •
In the middle three • • • •
In the lower three ••••

50%
50

100%
N=lO

40%
33
27

100%
N=15
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The data above presented establish the fact that free-answer questions
are subject to considerable interviewer error, arising both from inter­
individual variability and from the systematic operation of psychological
processes. Thus, the findings lend general support to the notion that
unstructured procedures may provide a favorable milieu for the operation
of interviewer effects.

We have described an "unstructured situation" as one in which the maximum
opportunity exists for variations in interviewer activity. From this
point of view, the procedure of asking interviewers to make "field ratings"
of various respondent characteristics, would seem to be a procedure in
which minimal structuring exists, as far as the judgmental requirements of
the task are concerned. True, the categories are provided (or points on
the scale) as in pre-coded questions, but the interviewer is not "tied
down" to the classification of a particular response. Since the respondent
makes no "response" as such, but is classified according to some general
observed characteristic, the subjective judgment of the interviewer is
allowed free play. In such a situation, one would expect effects to be
maximal.

In the aforementioned study by Feldman and associates, the most striking
occurrence of interviewer effects was noted in the variation in field .
ratings. Six such ratings were tested, and five "yielded P values so
microscopic that the results certainly cannot be attributed to sampling
variation."

TABLE 52

TESTS OF INTERVIEtVER EFFECTS ON FIELD RATINGS

Pooled Pooled
chi-squared degrees of

value freedom Probability

• • • • • •

Condition of dwelling

Condition of block

• • • • • 193.78

169.89

120

80

"'..0001

L. .0001

.0007

(.0001

<. .0001

.1840

80

64

120

125.56

151.01

214.73

48.14

• •

. . .

• • • •

Respondent's evasiveness

Degree of hostility of
respondent •••

Degree of respondent's interest

Respondent's intelligence •
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It is worth noting that even ratings of llfactual" characteristics showed
immense variability. The authors point out that differences in ratings
of qualities such as llintelligence" or "hostility" might reflect actual
differences in interviewer-respondent interaction" but ratings of "con­
dition of dwelling unit ll and "condition of block" must represent sheer
interviewer differences, under controlled sampling conditions. 41

41 Stock and Hochstim al~o present evidence on the susceptibility of dif­
ferent types of questions to interviewer effect. They demonstrate that
there is greater interviewer variance for ratings, including the rating
of factual characteristics, than for questions of a factual, informa­
tion, or opinion nature which are put to the respondent. See llA Method
of Measuring Interviewer Variability,ll Pub. Opin. Quart., 15 (1951),
322-334.

It may be contended that the five-point rating scales used present the
interviewer with a psychologically difficult task, and that therefore
effects noted are attributable to unusual task difficulty rather than to
general lack of procedural structure. Yet, it must be noted that many
agencies do not consider five-point rating scales beyond the scope of
interviewers. Further, in the study described it was found that even
when ratings were consolidated into three categories, differences-were
still highly significant. Thus we must conclude that the task of making
field ratings of respondents or of environmental characteristics presents
the type of situation in which interviewer effedtst are maximized, and re­
sultant data highly unreliable.

Of course, interviewer effect is only one of many considerations which a
designer of surveys must take into account. Thus, where field ratings
are indispensable for the purposes of a study, we cannot demand that they
be saorificed simply on the grounds of such imperfection. Similarly, open­
ended questions may often be indispensable for revealing certain variables
not amenable to study in other ways. In such instances, susceptibility to
interviewer effect may become a secondary consideration in the choice of
a procedure.

However, when such methods are applied, our findings caution us to be
especially attentive to interviewer effects and to institute careful meas­
ures of control. Our findings also suggest that control may have to take
the form--in part, at least,--of more enlightened and effective structuring
of the interview situation.

Effects Arising from Increased Opportunity for a

Respondent Reaction

We have seen in Chapter IV that the the respondent, because of his char­
acteristics or the way in which he reacts to the interviewer's personality,
may operate to distort data elicited in the interview. It was pointed out
in this chapter that some 'degree of reaction by the respondent to the in­
terviewer is inevitable because of the interpersonal character of the
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situation" but that wide variation exists from situation to situation in
the degree to which such reaction tendencies of respondents are elicited
and" hence" in the degree to which interview data are distorted by them.
Chapter IV" by its incidental attention to situational factors" thus
anticipated this section of the present chapter. It remains here" how­
ever" to give more explicit attention--even at the risk of seeming to be
repetitive--to elements in the interview situation which restrain or
bring into play the potentially biasing reaction tendencies of respond­
ents.

In Chapter IV" it will be recalled" we documented the inference that bias­
ing reactions of respondents are likely to result from the extent and
character of his social involvement in the interviewing situation. Al­
though rapport is heightened by both~ and ~cial involvement" validity
of the respondents' answers to qQestions seems to depend on the achievement
of a nice balance between task and social involvement. To the extent that
respondent involvement is essentially social or interpersonal in character"
particularly if this involvement is considerable, we may suspect that it
will result in bias.

Bias might be expected to come into play" then" in any situation in which
we have strengthened one or more of the factors which facilitate reactional
effects. Theoretically" this may occur at any point in the process.

To hark back again to Chapter IV: Social involvement may be increased;
the interviewer may become larger in the psychological field" he may be
perceived in a more structured fashion" and he may -appear to have char­
acteristics with particular affeotive meaning; the interviewer's own re­
actions" in turn" may also be greater" or his perceptions may differ in
some way that will affect respondent reaction. In any or all of these
ways" it may be presumed reactional effects may be augmented" and the data
correspondingly affected.

Agencies are much concerned about the perceptions which respondents initi­
ally develop of interviewers. First of all" they are concerned lest a
uniform perception with negative affect come into existence. Thus the
mere fact that an interviewer knocks at a door and gives some introductory
speech might set up a tendency in the respondent to perceive him as a sales­
man. There is a good deal of evidence that interviewers have to wage a
continuing battle against the imposition of this structure on the inter­
view approach. Secondly" if wide variation should exist between the
approaches or the manner of different interviewers" this could cause con­
siderable variation in respondent reaction and thereby facilitate error.
AgenCies caution interviewers against dressing or behaving in any way
that might set up some deviant kind of perception in the respondent. The
interviewer is supposed to dress inconspicuously and adopt a uniformly
friendly and informal m~nner in his approach.

Although we have a good deal of data on the existence of reactional effects
per se, we have very few experiments where such effects can be traced to
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situational factors. One of the few such tests is available from the
data collected by Mosteller and his Associates in the SSRC study of
the 1948 pre-election polls. 42 A comparison of results for several

j H .,-, •. Ial ,.

42
F. Mosteller, et al. The P~e~Election Polls of 194~ (New York:
SSRC, 1949), 128-:-133. _.

A comparison of results for several interviewers using both secret and
non-secret ballots provided us with a test in which the actual role of
the interviewer is altered, in two ways. 1rJe have, first of all, a com­
parison between situations where the question is verbalized by the in­
terviewer and one in which it is handed to the respondent on a written
ballot. Secondly, we have a comparison of situations in which the re­
spondent's opinion is made known to the interviewer or kept secret from
him. In accordance with the theory stated above, we would expect that
when the interviewer verbalizes the question he would automatically
occupy a larger part of the psychological field and therefore induce
more effects. Also we would suppose that when the respondent is.~llowed

to keep his opinion secret there will be less social involvement, due to
a lesser concern for the characteristics of the interviewer, and his
anticipated approval or disapproval of the responses. .

-TABLE-S3

SECRET AND NON-SECRET BALLOT VOTING PREFERENCES RECORDED BY TWO
INTERVIEWERS GIVEN COMPARABLE ASSIGNMENTS 1rJITHIN TWO CITIES, ~'l­

GALLUP SURVEY

Question: "If the Presidential election were being held today,
how would you vote--for Dewey, Truman or vJallace?"

iitOn-secret ball.£!:.
Interviewers in NY City Interviewers in Chicago

F G F G
No. %

Dewey •• 19 66
Truman 9 31
llfallace •
Undecided -
Other • • 1 3
Total 29 100

No. %

16 55
10 34

2 7

1 3
29 100

No. %

32 49
22 34
3 5
8 12

65 100

No. %

35 55
25 39
2 3
I 2
1 1

64 100

Secret ball.,2i

Interviewers in NY City
F G

Interviewers in Chicago
F G

No. %
Dewey •• 18 62
Truman • 11 38
Wallace •
Undecided -
Total 29 100

No. %
19 61
10 32
1 3
1 3

31 100 ol!-

No. %
29 46
22 35
2 3

10 16
63 100

No. %
27 44
31 51
3 5

61 100
- -------------------------* Percentages do not add to 100 because of rounding.
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The data from this study." however, do not bear out our hypothesis ..
Comparing the resulte s':1:ured by the twc> clifferent Gallup interview­
ers working successively ill two cities~ we find that, for each of
them in each city, the res~lts obtained under the two methods--secret
and non-secret--did not vayy significantly.. Here we have four sepa­
rate comparisons of the two methods, and we can find no alteration in
interviewer effects when t~~ interview3r verbalized the question or
when the respondent was forced to reveal his opinion ..

However, earlier experiment::: of the AE\) with secret ballot techniques
suggest that despite the personal pr£se~lce of the interviewer, differ­
ences in results do occur on some items amor,g "tcrban groups ~lhen the
respondent's answers are not revealed.. Turnbull finds large and sig­
nificant differences on questions in which the respondent's prestige
might be affected and smal.ler and non-significant differences in other
questions when the secret ballot is used. 43 Kemper and Thorndike

-,--------------_._--------------------43 w. TurnbulL "Secret vs. Nonsecret Ballots," in H.. Cantril.
Gaufing Public Opinion (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
194 J, 77-82.

report similar findings from a survey of 1000 men in the city of
Louisville. Student interviewers, many of them with past experience,
inquired about the !espondent's psychosomatic symptoms using personal
interview and secret ballot techniques. Presumably the revelation of
a symptom would be prestige deflating. Significant differences were
found for 6 of the 22 questions, with the secret ballo:t yielding a
more frequent report of "maladjustoment.," in 5 of these instances.
The writers note, however, that the difference in average adjustment,
presumably computed from the total scale score, between the two methods
was small .. 44

44 R. A. Kemper and R. L. Thorndike. IIInterview vs. Secret Ballot in
the Survey Administration of a Personality Inventory," American
Psychologist,6 (1951), 362 (abstract). The attenuation of the ef­
fect when total scale scores are used bears on the point elaborated
in Chapter VII.

For another study of the problem, see R. A. Kemper, "Secret Ballots,
Open Ballots, and Personal Interviews in Opinion Polling," Unpub­
lished Doctoral Dissertation, Columbia University, (1950).

Another test of the same general phenomenon is reported by Huth, who
tested interviewer respondent agreement in opinions (as a measure of
interviewer effect) in two situations. In one, an ordinary personal
interview was conducted and in the other, the questionnaire was left
with the respondent "to think about,11 the interviewer returning at a
later date to conduct the interview. Presumably, there should be less
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social and more task involvement in the latter situation, since the re­
spondent has had more time to become involved in the task itself, and is
in a sense "fortified" against effects deriving from the perception of
the interviewer characteristics.

TABLE 54
SIGNIFICANCE OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RESPONDENT AND INTERVIEWER

OPINION AS A FUNCTION OF OPPORTUNITIES IN "HE SITUATION

TO DELIBERATE

Not * Not
significant significant*

Non-
deliberative Deliberative
situations situationsQuestions

If a law prohibiting the sale of liquor throughout
the country came to a vote today, would you
vote for or against prohibition? • • • • • • • •

Some states have voted to give their World Ivar II
veterans a bonus. Do you think it would be a
good idea or a bad idea for Colorado to give
its veterans a bonus? • • • • • • • • • • • • ••

Would you be in favor of, or would you be against, a
law that would require boys to take a year t s mili­
t~ry training in peacetime when they become 18
years old? • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••

Very
significant

Signu'icant

Very
significant

Not
significant

. .

Not
significant

Not
significant

Not
significant

Not
significant

Not
significant

Not
significant

Not
• • significant

Not
significant

- ... ..--

Which one of these three statements (HAND RESPONDENT
CARD) comes closest to the way you feel about
the Negroes in Denver? • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Do you expect the United States to fight in another
war within the next 25 years? ••• • • • • •

If something prevented you from voting in a presi­
dential election, how much difference would it
make to you personally--would it make a great
deal of difference, quite a bit of difference,
or not much difference? • • • • • • • • • • • •

Do you think Denver should, or should not have more
industries than it has now? • • • • • • • • • • •

* Helen V. Huth. The Effect of a Deli.berative In1{erviewin Techni ue on a Public
9Einion Surve.y; (M.A. Thesis, University or- Denver. Done under grant from NORC.)
Significanoe was determined by chi-squared.. "Significance" refers to P values;
<.05 and "very significant" to values of <.01

Although the study tested only a small number of questions for interviewer
effect, the results are most consistent. Moreover, the issues posed,-­
e.g., drinking, race relations, voting,--seems to be highly loaded with
social content and, therefore, susceptible to reactional effects. Yet out



-235-

of seven tests, in only one case was there a significant interviewer
effect observable under the non-deliberative condition that was not
also observable under the deliberative condition. On all other ques­
tions, interviewer effect was either absent or present under botb con-
ditions. -

The lack of demonstrable effect in these specific tests of our hypothe­
sis does not deny its general validity. Although we do not find bias
measurably increased in situations where the interviewer is presumably
occupying a larger portion of the psychological field, it is probable
that, even where the interviewer had merely provided a secret ballot
for the respondent, the social involvement is sufficiently large to
approximate a more interpersonal situation. For, if bias could have
occurred as a function of respondent reacti.on to perceived group­
membership or other characteristics of the interviewer, this would
function in independence of any verbalization by the interviewer.
Although the respondent's ballot is secret, there may not be psycho­
logical anonymity for ~im so long as there exists a face-to-face re­
lationship with the interviewer.

The data in Chapter IV provides ample evidence of the hypothesis that
the culturally defined significance of the interviel4'er's characteristics
is a potent source of bias. We have seen that differences occur as a re­
sult of the respondent's perceiving in the interviewer's color, religion,
sex, class membership, and residence and his reacting in some emotional
way to the characteristic.

The effect of the interviewer's group membership on respondent reactions
was discussed and documented in Chapter IV. It will be recalled, however,
that the effects noted were not uniform. Significant differences were dis':'
cemible on some questions and not on others for several of the studies
discussed. Thus, in addition to the procedure of questioning or question
form, question content may be a most important factor in the mediation of
reactional effects. Where question content does not relate in some way
to the group membership of respondent and/or interviewer, 1\1'6 would not
expect reactional effects, but where the relationship between the content
of the question and the group membership factor is clearly evident, re­
actional effects may be expected to be maximal. This difference would
come under our category of situational differences.

This factor is illustrated by the comparison of questions from the study
of Negro and white interviewers in Memphis, discussed in Chapter IV. The
eummar,r below presents the 'comparison ot questioneaO~oFatngto the signi­
ficance of the differences found bebmen the rQsponses Negro a:leJ$oodents
gavo to Negit'o and wito inten'iewers.

Here we see that questions with particular types of content, are more
likely to show differences. First of all, it is clear that on most of the
non-attitudinal questions differences between the groups are not signifi­
cant, whereas on the attitudinal questions most differences are highly sig­
nificant. The only non-attitudinal questions on whi.ch d.ifferences are
significant are the questiom referring to automobile ownership, and the
Negro newspaper read. Negro respondents were less willing to admit owning
an automobile or reading a Negro newspaper when interviewed by white inter­
viewers. While these questions are factual, it is obvious that they are
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clearly related to the problem.s raised by group membership. Negro re­
spondents in the South are aware that white Southerners may frown on
any signs of Negro affluence, and might prefer that Negroes read the
local "white" ne'frlspapers.

CLASSIFICATION OF QUESTIONS ASKED OF NEGRO RESPONDENTS BY THE

DEGHEE OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE IN ANSWERS TO NEGRO
AND WHITE ThTTERVIET,VERS IN MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE (1942)

Difference between responses to.Negro and white
interviewers significant at .001 leYGl.

Question

Is enough being done in your nei.ghborhood to protect the
people in case of air raid? • • • • • • • •••••••

Do you think this country will win the war? ••••••••

If we win, do you think the Negroes will be treated better,
worse, or the same? ••••••••••••••• ••

Would Negroes be treated better, or worse if Japan con-
quered the U.S.A.? •••••••••••••••••

Would Negroes be treated better, or worse if Germany
conquered ·.t:.e U.S.A.? •••••••••••••••••

Is the Army fair to Negroes now? •••••• • • • • • • •

Is the Navy fair to Negroes now? •••• • • • • • • • • •
Have Negroes, right now as good a chance as whites to get

defense jobs? ••••••••••••••• •••••

Who is most to blame for this? (Asked of those answering
"Noll above~ ••••••••••••• • • • • •

Are labor unions fair or unfair to Negroes? • • • • • • • •

Is it important to concentrate on winning the war or on
democracy at home? •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Who would a Negro go to to get his rights? ••••••• .

What Negro newspaper do you usually read? ••••••

Who do you think should lead Negro troops? ••••••••

Category tested

Yes

Yes

Better

Worse

Worse
No

No

Yes

Government

Fair

Winning the war

(White people?)
(Police?)

(Law courts?)
(Nobody?)

None

Negro officprs

Differences between responses to Negro and white
interviewers not significant at .001 level but

significant at .01 level

Do you think Negroes are better off or worse off than
before the war (in what way?) • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Which do Negroes feel worst about now? ••••••••••

Does anyone in your family own an automobile? • • • • • • •

Less economic
discrimination

(Housing?)
(Discrimination
in public places?)

"es
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Differences between responses to Negro and white
interviewers not signific~~t at .01 level

Question

About how much longer do you think the war will last? • • • •

Do you think Negroes are better off or worse off than
before the war? • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

'9ategory' tested

Less than one year

Better off

to getHave Negroes !.ight now just as good a chance as whites
defense jobs (Who is most to blame for this?)

Which is fairer (to Negroes) CIa or AFL? •••••••

Which do Negroes feel worst about now? . . . . . . . . • • •

• • • •

(Job discrimin­
ation?)

(1t\1'ages?)
(Managers?)

(Labor unions?)
CIa

Where do you get most of your news about the war? • • • • • • Talking to people

What radio station do you usually listen to? • • • . . . . . . WREC

What was the highest grade you completed in school? •••• High school or
better

A study of the suTrU;lary also reveals that questions which in any way .'
attempt to measure att:i.tude toward the "government" or the conduct of
the war produce the most significant differences. The respondents seem
to be very careful to avoid any suggestion that they might be "unpatriotic"
or dissatisfied with government policies when talking with white inter­
viewers. This is especially noticeable on the question asking who is to
blame for job discrimination against Negroes. They are just as willing to
blame managers and labor unions when talking with white interviewers as
with Negro interviewers, but are considera.bly less willing to blame the
government when interviewed by whites. Likewise, protests over segregation
are significantly more often mentioned by Negroes when talking with Negro
interviewers while complaints about "housing" are the more frequent response
given to white interviewers in answer to the question--"1.-Jhat do Negroes feel
worst about?".

The data in the above summary document the importance of question content'
in the introduction of reactional effects. 't\1henthe respondent is affected
by the group membership of the interviewer, his answers will be affected on
questions which are in some way related to the area of group membership.
The Memphis study indicates that the further removed the question is from
problems in Negro-white relations in the South~ the less likely it is that
reactional effect will occur. Even on some of the factual items above,
although differences are not statistically significant, some suggestion of
remote reactional effects is evident. Thus Negroes tend to say theY' have
less education when talking to whites, are less inclined to say the CIa
is fairer to Negroes, and are even less likely to admit listening to the
local radio station~ The general picture that emerges is of the Negro
tending to portray himself in conformity with what he probably feels to
be the image of the Negro that is most desirable to white Southerners,
uneducated, uninterested, uncritical of the conditions of his existence,
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and in general docile and conformtst. 45

45 While the effects above described establish the importance of question
content in the mediation of interviewer effects, it is quite possible
that expectational as well as reactional processes may be responsible
for the effects demonstrated. The differences in the answers by Negroes
to white interviewers, could result from the greater stereotyping of
Negroes by the white interviewers. It cannot be ascertained from the
data to what extent the differences secured are a nroduct of one of
these two processes· rather than the other. In all-likelihood both
biasing processes were operative.

We have described thus far effects which result from sheer lack of situ­
ational structure in the interview and from special structures in which
reactional effects are facilitated.

In the former case, it appears that the effects derive from the interview­
ers' attempts to impose some kind of structure on the situation--either
in conformity with the variety of idiosyncratic views of the situation or
through the operation of common autistic processes characteristic of human
perception; in the latter case effects derive from the respondent's con­
formity to the perceived social requireIjlents of the interview situation.

Clearly, these are not the only channels through which situational factors
bring about bias. CO:lstant bias over the staff may well result from the
construction and standardization of a particular kind of biasing situation
by the agency. This may come about by more or less direct means (such as
the construction of badly worded questions) or by indirect means such as
the setting of a type of situation which presents the interviewer with a
task 1-1hich either mechanically or psychologically involves certain diffi­
culties. In such cases, bias seems to aTise from the attempt of inter­
viewers to' solve the problems with which they are faced. That such tasks
need not necessarily be taxing to the interviewer, nor that he need even
be aware that he faces a difficult task is clear from the data which will
be presented below. We consider first situations illustrative of mechani­
cal difficulties for interviewers and the way in which effects may come into
playas a task aid.

Effects Arising from Mechanical Difficulties of the Task_. ..

When demands made upon the interviewer are beyond what is realistically
attainable, it may be presumed that the data are affected. For, as re­
vealed by the case material in Chapter tI, interviewers normally accept
and fulfill their preBcribed role, but when pressures become too great,
they may be unable to maintain it. Occasionally the mere mechanical diffi­
culties are so great that den10a?aliaa.tion sets in and interviewers conscious­
ly or unconsciously di3tort data so as to l';3l)able them to comply with the me·,
chanical requirements of the task. CrespiLPin his discussion of interviewer

46 Leo Crespi. liThe Cheater Problem in ;;lling,," Pub. QPin 8 Quart.. , 9
(1945), 431..
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cheating states that demoralizing dema.nds on the interviewer are the
primary causes of cheating behavior. He lists as cornmon demoralizers
such features as unreasonable length of questionnaires, overly frequent
probes, apparent repetition of questions, complex and difficult or an­
tagonizing questions, part time work and overly difficult sample assign­
ments. In addition, he mentions external factors, such as weather and
transportation difficulties as causing interviewer demoralization.
Analysis of interviewer report forms has led Sheatsley to conclude that
similar factors are prime causes of low ~~terviewer morale. 47

47 Paul B. Sheatsley. "Some Uses of Interviewer-Report Forms,1I Pub.
Qpin. Quart., 11 (1947), 601.

The most innocuous features of a questionnaire may conceivably cause dif­
ficulty and affect responses. For examp~3, according to Payne, it can be
dernonstrated that the amount of white E'p3.~e allowed for the written re­
sponses is sufficient to affect the length of the response received on
free-answer questions. 48 This theory is supported by qualitative evi-

48 Stanley Payne. The Art of Asking Ques~ions (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, ....195ij, "051. _..... -_.

dence gleaned from interviewers, one of whom, in recording an interview
from a phonOgraph record, stated:

III feel irritated; I have no room--have to write allover the
place. How can you write verbatim when there is no place to
write verbatim? •• I get doubtful--am I writing down the things
which are really important? I may n.ot be objective in that Ilm
picking out certain things and leaving out others."

However, in one empirical test of this phenomenon, Fisher reports that the
amount of space made no difference in the number of statements recorded in
response to free-answer questions. 49 He found that intervietrers would

49 Herbert Fisher, Ope cit., 410.
- •

----------------- _.._----------------
simply write smaller or write in the margins, where space was limited.

The experienced difficulty of specific situational factors must, of course,
be qualified in the light of our earlier remarks about the recruitrnent and
training of interviewers who would be capable of greater frustration toler­
ance, and the fact that the larger survey requirements may necessitate using
unpleasant procedures.

When such difficult situations occur, we would not normally expect any
systematic bias over the whole staff to be evident. Rather we anticipate
diffuse errors in the data, since the only psychological process at work
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is the interviewer1s desire to extricate himself from a difficult situ­
ation, and often he can do this in a variety of ways.. However, if there
is only one path which any interviewer may take to reduce the difficulty
of the task then one 't<Tould expect systematic errors to result. For ex­
ample, difficult interviewing situations might frequently lead to inade­
quate probing by interviewers, so we might expect a greater frequency of
"don't know" or "no answer" responses in such situations; or, in free­
answer questions, a smaller frequency of secondary types of responses.
When frank cheating does not occur in difficult situations, we might ex­
pect a high degree of random error. Guest and Nuckols have shown the
degree of non-biasing error which occurs even in a simulated easy inter­
view situation; we might expect this to be greatly magnified when the
requirements of the task are made more difficult.

It is probably true, however, that if we constructed the interviewing
situation in such a way that the fulfillment of the task· was too simple
and mechanical, we might also find an increase in cheating or random
error. There is considerable evidence in psychological literature to
demonstrate that, up to a point, an increase in task difficulty makes
for increased efficiency and accuracy. $0 As well, some experienced in-

SO A. T. Poffenberger. Applied Ps~hology (New York~ Appleton, 1927).

terviewers have a certain "instinct for workmanship"--a certain sense
of professional artistry--and might feel relegated to a minor clerical
role by extremely simple tasks; consequently error might result from a
decrease in the interviewer's motivation for the assignment. Also, there
is some evidence from NaRC's survey of interviewers that research directors
may underestimate the ability of the experienced interviewer to carry out
difficult assignments. Sl

Sl Based on the study of 150 members of the current staff described in
Chapter II. The two groups compared are SO interviewers who have com­
pleted less than six surveys for NaRC and 49 interviewers who have com­
pleted 30 or more such surveys.

For example, in answer to the question: "How do you feel when someone re­
fuses to let you interview them, or meets your approach with hostility?",
20% of the inexperienced interviewers in NaRC's study reported intense
feelings of rejection and 8% saw it as a personal failure, whereas only
12% of the experienced reported intense feelings of rejection, and none
saw it as a personal failure. Likewise, while only 6% of the inexperienced
responded to such situations as a "challenge to get the interview," 18% of
the experienced group perceived the situation in this way.

The contrast between experienced and inexperienced interviewers in their
willingness to carry out all kinds of assignments is further revealed in
answer to a subsequent question on the NORC study: "How much difference doeS
the content of the survey make to you? That is, are you just as happy ask­
ing about one subject as another, or does your interest in the work vary
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a great deal depending on what we are asking about?" Here, sharp dif­
ferences between the experienoed and inexperienced groups are revealed.
While 54% of the inexperienced group say their interest depends on the
subject of the survey and 38% say it makes no difference, the proportions
are almost exactly the opposite for the experienced group--36% saying it
depends on the subject and fully 60% saying it makes no difference.

One field experiment conducted by NORC and reported by Sheatsley illus­
trates the resistance of professional interviewers to temptations to
simplify their task. 52 :rn a test deliberately designed to "trap" the

52 Paul B. Sheatsley. liThe Influence of Sub-Questions on Interviewer
Performance," Pub. Opine Quar,t., 13 (1949), 310-313.

interviewer into recording the response which would save him from asking
a series of annoying sub-questions, no evidence was found in the aggre­
gate of any distortion of data through such attempts to simplify the
task.

The design was as follows: A survey in February contained a question
which suggested that the Federal government might not have enough money
to do all the things it would like to do and the respondent was given a
choice of two groups of services on which less money might be spent--
"A" or "B." The same question was repeated on a survey the following
month, but this time four bub-questions were added and a split ballot
was used. On half the ballots, four tedious sub-questions were asked of
those who favored a cut in itA, It and nothing was asked of the "don't know"
or those who favored a cut in "B." On the other half, four sub-questions
were asked of those who wanted to cut down on "B." The samples were equi­
valent with each interviewer using each fom on half of his respondents
at random. The hypothesis would be confirmed if there were a higher
"don't knOti" response in March which would be one way to avoid asking
the sub-questions, and if there were a higher response on "A" when the
sub-questions applied to the liB" answer, and a higher response on liB"
when the SUb-questions applied to the 'iA" answer. The results presented
in Table 55 below provide no evidence whatsoever of such biasing behavior.

TABLE 55

THE INFLUENCE OF DEPENDENT SUB-QUESTIONS ON DISTORTION
OF RESPONSES TO AN ORIGINAL QUESTION

Results when sub-questions
would have to be asked only

if:Response

"Cut down on A"
"Cut down on ·B"
"Don't know"

February
survey

62%
25

..u
100%

N=126l

Total reaults
March survey

64%
27
9

100%
N=1302

Cut down on
"A" answer

66%
25
9

100~
N=654

Cut down on
"B"-answer

62%
28
10

100%
N=648



-242-

Effects Arising from P~cho!ogi£~ifficulties

of the Task Assigned

Just as some interviewing situations present the interviewer with diffi­
cuIt problems arising from the mechanical procedures prescribed, so cer­
tain types of situations present Esycholo~ic~~ difficulties to the in­
terviewer that are most easily solved by distortion of data in one way
or another.

Demoralization, while it may result from mechanical difficulty may also
come about through the prescription of an intrinsically simple task
which the interviewer finds it difficult to perform psychologically.
The description by James Stern, cited in Chapter II, of the tension
he eA~erienced in questioning Germans about their reactions to the
strategic bombing i~ an example of a kind of general demoralization
which may occur because of inability psychologically to accept the task
assigned. Other interviewers have 'reported similar experiences. One of
them, assigned to obtain a detailed interview on the leisure time activi­
ties of respondents reported that it was extremely difficult for him to
carry out this task when intervie1ring a working class houseldfe with five
small children. Clearly this respondent had little leisure time and many
pressing problems, and the interviewer stated that he felt ridiculous in
asking how she spent her "leisure hours. n It is likely that some inter­
viewers will fabricate data rather than continue in this kind of trying
situation.

A similar demoralization occurs when the requirements of the survey are
such as to cause resentment, embarrassment, or even apathy among respond­
ents. This type of situation is one which Crespi lists as a source of
cheating behavior, and it is evident from hidden recordings of interviews,
obtained during a study by the American Jewish Committee 53 that where

-
53 The study is described in detail in Chapter VI and was conducted by the

Scientific Research Department of the American Jewish Committee in co­
operation with the NOrl,C.

respondents exhibit hostility to the survey, varying kinds of distortions
are introduced by the interviewer. In these experiments with "planted"
hostile respondents, interviewers failed to repeat questions and occasion­
ally skipped whole batteries of ~estions which might have re-inforced the
respondent's already expressed hostility. Other interviewers biased data
by readily agreeing with the respondents' criticisms of the survey in an
apparent attempt to ease the tension in the social situation.

In the examples described above we have a conflict between the demands of
the job and the demands inherent in the personal relationship of the in­
terview situation. When an interviewer's task motivation is low and his
social orientation especially intense, we may expect the sooial require­
ments to take priority in resolving the conflict. However, because the
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maintenance of, at least a tolerable social relaticnship is a pre-requi­
site for conducting any interview, the establishment of rapport is al­
ways a task requirement as well as a social requirement. Consequently,
we frequently find that interviewers w~ll sacrifice an established pro­
cedure if they feel rapport is jeopardized. Thus interviewer PB, some
of whose reactions while listening to a phonograph recording of an in­
terview were 'reported earlier, remarked in the same experiment:

"I started to get that helpless feeling, he did not answer
the question and I was forcing the answer out of him. You
have to force him but as you force him he reacts by feeling
more strongly•••

"You may not be sure what the answer is ••• so you have to re­
peat the question and then the respondent is up in arms and
says 'Didn't you listen to what I said?'"

" •••1 know that he takes some interest in the Berlin question
but he's getting sore now. If they were on good terms the
interviewer should probe that remark of the respondent, but
as it is, no probe is better."

Since the social relationship can obviously be taxed by inquiries into
certain re~lms, the content of the questions asked can become an import­
ant situational determinant of this type of bias. Agencies have always
been aware that respondents objected to certain types of questions and
that they may fabricate answers when such occasions arise. But the
focus of concern has been on the respondent as the source of the error.
However, there is much evidence to demonstrate that because of antici­
pated objections, questions on certain subjects are asked reluctantly
by interviewers, and that some interviewers might skip such questions
entirely. In NORC' s study of interviewers an attempt was made to ex­
plore interviewers' concerns about asking questions on particular areas.
About half the current staff, in answer to a direct question, indicated
that they remembered questions on past surveys which they 1-1ould have pre­
ferred not to ask. The table below summarizes the types of questions
interviewers reported they preferred not to ask.

The data in Table 56 reveal that so called "factual" questions are, among
the ones most frequently objected to by the interviewers, particularly
when they disclose the respondent's economic status. In stating the
reasons why they preferred not to ask particular types of questions,
interviewers indicated that they thought questions were "too personal"
or embarrassing to the interviewer or respondent. About a fifth of
the interviewers said that respondents became hostile or suspicious
at certain questions and, hence, that rapport was endangered. Others
mentioned that they felt respondents didn't answer personal questions
honestly.
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TABLE 56

FREQUENCY 1rJITH WHICH INTERVIEWERS SPONTANEOUSLY MENTION

DISLIKE OF PARTICULAR QUESTION TYPES

!YEe o(.au!..stion

Questions relating to financial status; rent,
income • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Questions related to sex • • • • • . . . · • •

Questions related to political preference • • •

Questions related to religious preference · • •

Questions related to age . . • • • . . • . • • •

Per cent of interviewers
who express dislike ~~

38%

25

16

9

9

Miscellaneous personal questions: mental health,
physical welfare, marriage • • • • • • • • •

Factual data, personal questions generally •

Questions related to inter-racial subjects •

· .
• •

16

8

4

Questions too difficult for respondent to under-
stand .. . • • • • • . • . . • . • . . . . .

Miscellaneous: information, trend, card questions,
questions that meet with disinterest • • • •

5

8

N =76

~(- The per cents add to more than 100 because some interviewers mentioned
more than one type of question.

That questions about the respondent's financial status are among those
~ost objected to by interviewers is further documented by another set
of questions asked of NORC interviewers. 54 In an attempt to find out

54 Maccoby in reporting on the long experiences of the Survey Research
Center with surveys of consumer finances, notes these same problems.
She remarks: "Consumers in the United States will not discuss their
finances as readily as they will give their opinions on social and
political questions." She '.also describes the variety of situational
and interviewing factors which aid in the conduct of such inquiries.
See "Interviewing Problems in Financial Surveys," Internat. J. Opine
Att. Res., 1, No.1 (1947), 31-39.
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what factors lay behind the objections of interviewers to particular
types of questions, NORC formulated a list of specific questions, some
previously asked in surveys and others s;}'l1thetic, and asked interview­
ers to imagine that they were to use these on a survey and to indicate
which ones they would object to asking. Various question types were
included, the purpose bei,ng to cover a wide range of possible objections.
While it is not possible to tell exactly why interviewers objected to
some of these questions, since we dj.d not ask for their reasons, the
grounds for objection can generally be inferred from the questions.
Table 57 lists the questions inquired about and the per cent of inter­
viewers who stated that they would not object to asking them. Included
in the table is our inference as to why the questions might prove ob­
jectionable to interviewers.

TABLE 57

FREQUENCY OF NaRC INTERVIE\I1ERS' OBJECTIONS

TO CERTAIN QUESTIONS

Hypothetical question .. Presumed reason
for objection

Loaded

Per cent of
staff who
state they
would not

object

97%

Can you whistle?

What religion do you consider your­
self?

Do you happen to know the capital
of Syria?

As you may know the Reciprocal Trade
Act of 1946 prOVides that coun­
tries. in the Western hemisphere
do not have to pay a tariff over
12% on certain types of indus­
trial commodities provided they
allow American goods the same
privileges at their ports. Do
you approve or disapprove of
this policy?

Requires respondent to make
guess with little basis for
judgment

Loaded

Innocuous but awkward to the
interviewer because of ab­
surdity of subject

Embarrassing to respondent
because of personal nature
of subject

Embarrassing to the respond­
entbecause ignorance may be
revealed

Awkward to the interviewer
because of length, complexity,
general ignorance of respond­
ents on technical subjects

94

93

90

89

88

84



-246-
TABLE '57 (Continued)'

HyPothetical S11estion

What is your approximate age?

In the last election for President did
you vote for Dewey, Truman, Wallace
or Thurmond?

Are there any policies of the Communist
Party which you yourself admire?

How would you feel about marrying a
Jew?

Presumed reason
___-.,;f;..o_r 0 b.-,i.~ction

Embarrassing to respondent
becau.s!S of persona.l nature
of subject

Embar~assing to respondent
becaus8 of personal nature
of subject

Possibly incriminator.1

Embarrassing to respondent
because answer may violate
social credo

Per cent of
staff who
state they

1'Tou.ld not
object

~

82%

80

70

59

Has anyone in your family ever been in
a mental hospital?

Have you provided for the Salvation
Army in your will?

Do you think masturbation can cause
mental illness?

What was the total income of your
family last year?

Embarrassing to respondent
because subject-matter is
generally taboo

Embarrassing to interviewer
because of absurdity for
most respondents, or embar­
rassing to respondent because
of personal nature of subject 52
Embarrasing to both inter-
viewer and respondent because
subject-matter is generally
taboo 51

Embarrassing to respondent
because of personal nature
of subject 27

Although the absolute percentages above are not necessarily reliable,
since interviewers are likely to understate their objections to their
employer in such a hypothetical test, the relative positions of the
questions in terms of the frequency with which they meet objections
is probably dependable. 55 It will be noted that the questions about

55 In an effort to determine to what extent the frequency of interviewers'
anticipated objections to particular questions represented the fre­
quency with which they would object if they actually had to ask such
questions, NORC included two of the above questions in a national sur­
vey in January 1952, and obtained interviewer reactions to the actual
experience. Although the interviewers used are not ident.i.cal wit.h the
group reported abovEl, and only 75 in number rather than 150, the com­
parisons between hypothetical attitudes and actual attitudes reveal
that at least for elle of the questions actual objection runs somewhat
higher than hypothetical objection. Only 72% of the inteFviewers
actually offered no objections to asking the question llCanycro. whistle?ll,
while 9:5% actually had no objections to the question in the table con­
cerning Russia and Yugoslavia.
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finances again draw the most frequent objection, in spite of the fact
that other questions included in the list tap extremely personal areas
of investigation.

To the extent that interviewer effects result from reactions of demor­
alization to the content of questions, we should expect as much error
in so-called factual data as in attitudinal data, and in many types
of questions which are routinely used on surveys and regarded as in­
nocuous. Apparently it is not only trPse surveys in which we ask about
highly personal attitudes which present the interviewer with problems
of establishing and maintaining rapport. FacD1al items on ordinary
surveys (particularly, it would seem, where financial questions are
asked early in the interview) may threaten rapport, and may cause the
interviewer to introduce error in order to avoid the social difficulties
which he might have to face by following his directions exactly.

The effects of psychologically difficult situations, created by content
factors, are probably similar to theeff~cts deriving from mechanical
difficulties--diffuseand random error with a likely increase in "don't
know" and "no answer" responses.

The difficulties which an interviewer experiences in a situation are, of
course, a function of the real situation itself. Interviewers, however,
do have anticipations about what problems they will meet prior to the
actual inquiry, and these may detennine in part their eXperience of dif­
ficulty and the consequent effects. Such anticipated difficulties are
residues in part of past field experience and thus veridical in character,
but they also derive, no doubt, from more subjective tendencies and thus
produce some distorted view of reality. One datum collected in the field
experiment in Denver shows that while interviewers initially appraise dif­
ficulties inaccurately, they also alter their views in the course of the
survey.

In this field experiment, the interviewers were asked to indicate in ad­
vance of interviewing their estimates of the degree to which respondents
would be interested in or would object to the various questions to be
asked. At the end of the interviewing period, they indicated their esti­
mates of the degree of respondent objection and interest they actually
experienced. We shall assmne with some justification that the post­
survey reports are more accurate. Insofar as interviewers were unrespon­
sive to experience--to actual situations--one would expect a high cor­
relation between the initial expectations and the post-survey reports.
Instead there is much alteration in such expectations as revealed by the
fact that the correlations for the 45 interviewers for pre· and post-sur­
vey reports were only .45 and .36 for interest and objection respectively.

Quite apart from the general psychological problems of the interpersonal
situation for the intei'~riewer there are also many specific psychological
problems that present themselves during the course of an interview.
Chief among these, perhaps, are the individual judgments which he must
make in the classification of the responses to pre-coded questions. Of
course, in many, or perhaps most cases, there exists no problem, since
the majority of answers to poll questions are usually classifiable in
the terms required by the question. However, in the course of completing
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his assicnment the interviewer meets with many respondents whose answers
are ambiguous, and who therefore present to the interviewer a psychologi­
cal problem in malcing the necessary judgment in order to classify the
answer. 56 It is well known from experimental studies that judgments of

56 As one interviewer put it when explaining why he preferre~ fre'e-answer
questions: "I guess I'm lazy about trying to get at the exact idea
that "rill enable me to code."

material which is not thoroughly objective and structured can be influenced
by extraneous factors, and by the context in which the material is placed.
Some of the opinions reported to the interviewer may be affected by the
same processes. In addition, it is known from other experimental studies
involving the use of "absolute scales" that the meaning of categories on
a scale is not rigid, and t~t the scale may be "anchored" differently for
individual judges depending on a variety of experimental factors. 57 It

57 See for example, H. R. J.VIcGarvey. "Anchoring Effects in the Absolute
Judgment of Verbal Materials," Archives of Ps;ychology, No. 281 (1943).

would seem likely therefore, that there would be opportunity for the inter­
viewer's beliefs, attitudes and idiosyncracies to influence the way he de­
fines the categories and the task, and the way he makes the jUdgments en­
tailed in classifying respondents' answers. Indeed, it might even seem
essential to the interviewer to simplify the difficult task he occasionally
faces by availing hirnself of various psychological aids to judgment.

Beyond the jUdgmental problems in classifying answers, there may be a
motivational factor present which would presumably make bias more likely
to occur when interviewers are required to classify responses. In addition
to the unconscious factors that operate to influence judgment, whatever
conscious motivations there are to bias the results can operate with great­
er freedom under such conditions. Should an interviewer deliberately or
carelessly distort the results in the process of classification, no one in
the home office can tell from the mere check mark in a given answer box
that such distortion has occurred. 58 However, under the requirements of

58 It is common practice in NORC surveys to instruct the interviewer to
write in any comments the respondent makes, whenever he is doubtful of
the proper classification. These comments provide some check on the
interviewer's judgment. However, some polling organizations discourage
the practice of. taking down comments.

verbatim recording, any bias or dishonesty on the part of the interviewer
might more easily be detected by reference to the context of answers, or
by the existence of patterned phrases in his completed interviews. That
interviewers may l\1811 realize this was revealed in the course of the ex­
periment in which interviewers were asked to record a dwrony interview and
explain aloud the process by which they did their recording. As one in­
terviewer remarked when faced with coding a difficult answer:
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"Iou have to come to a decision--there's more of a tendency
to decide there and less anxiety about how to code it because
the office does not know what the respondent said. There's
no danger) the office can't decide whether I did right unless
they make correlations and see that the particular answer
doesn't fit in."

Moreover, where responses must be classified into answer boxes, freedom
for the interviewer is even sanctioned to some extent merely by the way
the situation is defined in his preliminary instructions. For this
method of recording, he is usually told to check "the answer that comes
closest to the respondent's opinion." But under conditions of verbatim
recordingJ he is told to record "exactly what the respondent said."
Since he is given much less leeway under the latter method, we would
expect bias to be less in evidence.

For all these reasons, it ~eemeJ fruitful to study this particular aspect
of the interview situation. Under condi.tions of field classification,
one might expect to find greater interviewer effects than under conditions
of verbatim recording.

In an experiment conducted by NO.tC, the results secured for equivalent
samples under contrasted methods of recording--classification versus
verbatim report were compared. 59 Since this was an attempt to test the

~------------------------------_._--59 Herbert Stember and Herbert Hyman. "Interviewer Effects in the Classi-
fication of Responses," Pub. Opine Quart., 13 (1949), 669.

effect of the classification procedure per se, not the question type,
questions with stated alternatives were used in both situations, the only
difference between them consisting of the requirement that the answers be
classified into pre-coded answer boxes in one case and recorded verbatim
in the other.

It was found that over-all survey results on the three attitudinal ques­
tions tested were not affected by the process of field classification, but
that the distribution of results on the fourth question measuring level
of information was affected by field classification. Requiring interview­
ers to classify respondents' level of information showed a lower over-all
level of awareness than when the verbatim responses were later coded in the
NORC offices. (See Table 58.)

For the total field staff, specific tests of effects deriving from in­
terviewer expeotations or interviewer ideology revealed no differences
under the two procedures. The data from some of these tests are presented
in Tables 59 and 60. Although in general the over-all effects due to
classification were minimal, there were suggestive evidence that the ra·
sults obtained by inexperienced members of the staff l~re more affected
by the classification procedure than those of the experienced. These
data are presented in Table 61.
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TABLE 58

THE VARIATION IN OVERAU, i1ESULTS UNDER THO METHODS

OF RECORDING

In favor of North Atlantic Pact • • • • • • • • • •
ot>posed • • • • • • • • •• • . • • •• ••••••
Don't mow •• . • • . •. • . • • . • • • • . . •

U.s. spending too much on European Recovery Program
Spending about right amount • • • • • • • • • • • •
Spending not enough •••• • • • • • • • • • •
Don r t know • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

North Atlantic Pact makes war more likely • • • • •
Makes peace more likely •••••••••••••
It makes no difference ••••••••••••••
Don't mow • • • . • • • • • • . • • . . • • . •

Heard about North Atlantic Pact • • • • • • • •
Had not heard about it • • •• • • • • • • • • •

. .

Classified by Recorded
interviewer verbatim- - -

43% 39%
38 .38
4 5

15 J.8
100% 100%

55% 62%
45 38

100% 10"0%

75% 77%
12 12 '
13 11

100% 100%

14% 14%
65 61+

7 4
14 18

100% 100%
N=646 N=635

TABLE 59

THE EFFECT OF INTERVIETNER' S IDEOLOGY ON RESPONDENT

OPINIONS UNDER TItlO METHODS OF RECORDING ~~

Classified by interviewers
Pro Anti Differ-

interviewers ence

Recorded verbatim
Pro Anti Differ-

interviewers ence-
Per cent of respondents~

Approve amount being spent
44% 13%on overseas aid • • • • • • 52%' 54% 2% 57%

Approve of the North Atlantic
81 8Pact • • • • • . . . . 87 77 10 89

Believe North Atlantic Pact
will make peace more likely 74 70 4 70 67 3

* The number of cases on which the percentages were based were as follows: for
pro interviewers using answer boxes, 345-354; anti interviewers using answer
boxes, 66-68; pro interviewers using verbatim recording, 330-379; anti inter­
viewers using verbatim recording, 62-64.
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TABLE 60

THE EFFECT OF ATTITUDE STRUCTURE EXPECTATIONS

mmER TWO METHODS OF RECORDING

Contingency coefficients
between pairs of answers
in which the experiment­

al question was *
Classified by Recorded­
interviewer verbatim-

Respondent's 0p1n~on on U.S. participation in
world affairs and opinion about the North
Atlantic Pact • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .24 .23

Respondent's opinion on the Marshall Plan and
opinion on the amount to be spent on overseas
aid • • • • .. . • • • • . .. . .. . .. • . . • •

Respondentls opinion on the North Atlantic Pact
and his belief that it makes war or peace likely

*

.59

.79

.56

.75

The number of cases on which the coefficients were based under pre-coded con­
ditions ranged from 482 to 522, whereas the number of cases for the verbatim
conditions ranged from 473 to 537. Certain cells were not used in this part
of the analysis because of difficulty in interpreting what pairs of answers
were indicative of expectation-effects. Because these calculations liere
made on 2X2 tables, the coefficients have been corrected for the influence
of broad categories. While the differences in the coefficients under the
two conditions are small, some suggestive evidence in support of our hy­
pothesis is afforded by the fact that the difference between the coefficients
under the two conditions increases in the hypothesized direction as the pair
of attitudes becomes more closely associated, despite the fact that the re­
verse would be expected on grounds of sampling variance.

TABLE 61

THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF FIELD CLASSIFICATION AMONG

EXPERIENCED M~D ]lffiXPERIENCED INTERVIEWERS

Attitude toward amount being spent on
European recovery • • • • • • • •

Awareness of North Atlantic Pact • • •
Attitude toward North Atlantic Pact .•
Belief that North Atlantic Pact makes

war likely or peace likely • • •

The probability that the obtained dif­
ferences in the over-all results under
two methods of recording would occur
as a result of sampling for interview-

ers who are
Experienced Inexperienced

.60 . .•. .52

.05 .01

.46 .01

.28
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The latter findings are at variance with an earlier study reported in
Cantril in which level of experience showed no relation to amount of
over-all bias. However, one should note that his experiment differed
in certain essential respects from the one here reported. The earlier
study dealt with over-all amount of bias rather than bias introduced
specifically in the classification process, and the interviewers de­
fined as "inexperienced" had considerably more experience than those
in the present study. 60
-------------------------_......-------
60

Those who had completed 20 or more NORC surveys were regarded as
having had long experience and those who had completed three or less
surveys were regarded as inexperienced. This great discrepancy in
level of experience, we felt, would compensate for any crudi.ties in
regarding each NOnC survey (no matter how much work had been entailed)
as one unit of experience. The number of interviews available for the
comparisona within the experienced group ranged from 573 to 580 and
tor the inexperienced, from 307 to .316. The exact P values were
determined by interpolation from R. A. Fisher's tables.

If we postulate that interviewer effects in pre-coded questions arise as
a function of the demand on 'the interviewer that he make "on-the-spot"
judgments, it would seem to follow that such effects would be more fre­
quent where the answers given by respondents are ambiguous. It has been
pointed out above that this is true for free-answer material; it would
seem all the more likely to occur in pre-coded questions, since the alter­
native of merely writing down the verbatim responses is not available to
the interviewer and he must in all such cases make a judgment of some sort.
It would follow then, that if by some accident of procedure we increased
the frequency of responses which might prove difficult for the interviewer
to classify, we would thereby increase the likelihood that he introduces
error through belie~s, desires and expectations which are activated as an
aid in making the necessary judgments.

Several studies provide data bearing on this hypothesis. In the study by
Cahalan and associates referred to above, questions in which alternatives
are only partially stated or in which an alternative not stated in the
qUestign may be recorded seem to be channels for the introduction of
bias. 1 It seems likely that such questions actually elicit more ambiguous

61 '0 1 Taha an, amulonis, and Verner, 0E. cit.

•

answers than questions of other types.

A more elaborate test of this hypothesis was provided by an experiment
conducted by NORC. 62 The degree of ideological bias was measured first

62 Herbert Stember and Herbert Hyman. "How Interviewer Effects Operate
through Question Form," l~ternat. J. 0Ein. Att. Res., 3 (1949), 493->l2 •

..



-253-

under a condition which strongly increased the freql1ency of uncodable or
ambiguous answers and then under conditions which reduced such answers.
This was accomplished by changing one question on half the questionnaires
so that a frequently selected middle category was omitted from the stated
alternatives. Since this category was a normal repository for unstructured
opinions on the question, its omission would presumably leave the inter­
viewer with a sizeable number of ambiguous responses which required classi­
fication.

Results secured through this experiment were most revealing. It was found
that on the form of the qllestion where there was no ambiguity in the
stated alternatives, differences between ideologically contrasted inter­
viewers were not significant, whereas under the second form--where a large
proportion of answers presented problems of classification, interviewers
tended to classify the ambiguous responses in accordance with their own
ideology. The data are presented in Table 62.

TABLE 62

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES UNDER Tt-JO FOID1S OF THE SANE

QUESTION FOR TIrTERVIEltJERS OF CONTRASTED IDEOLOGY

Form A
(Alternative omitted)

A!Do!11~ ir~t,erviewers holding
. -''8f:.~~......~~-.-.-- )

lt1a.jor:r.Jq Minority
. oli~hicn opinion~"iWr,~~_... .-..__~";;,,,, _

Per oent of respondents
answering

~__ tM'~., •

Form B
(Alternative included)

AmOl:~.g interviewers holding
-:Majority Minority--

opinion opinion

Per cent of respondents
answe~j.ng

Less likely
42% 41%(majority ) • • 55% 40%

More likely
(minority) •• 19 30 18 22

No difference 18 9 32 27

Don't know •• 8 21 8 10

100% 100% 100% 100%
N=250 N~88 N=249 N=86

If the question form had no relation to bias arising from the interviewer's
own ideology, we would expect differences between the distributions secured
by interviewers of contrasted ideology to be about the same under both
forms. However J- if such bias were more operative under one form than the
other, we would find greater differences between contrasted interviewers
under that form. In the above comparison of the two question forms, the
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reader can see that differences between the distributions of the two in­
terviewer groups are in. the same direction in both forms but are consider­
ably greater under Form A than under Form B. Testing these differences
by the Chi-square method, we find that unqer Form B the differences are
not significant, 63 while under Form A they are significant at the .01

63 P value is .58.

level. Here, then, is evidence that the ibrm of the question affects the
degree of bias introduced by virtue of the interviellTer's ideology. Under
the question form which omitted the "no difference" alternative, ideologi­
cally contrasted interviewers got significantly different results, l'rhereas
under the other form they did not.

Detailed data presented in the original report also reveal that interview­
er effects deriving from ideological factors may operate in different ways
for different ideological groups. It was found that interviewers holding
the IImajority" political view exerted their bias by an inflation of the
category in which they themselves would have responded, while those in a
"minority" position biased answers by an inflation.of the "don't know"
category.

If the results secured here have any generality, they throw a somewhat
new light on past suggestions for controlling interviewer effect. For
example, Cantril, implicitly assumed that ideological bias works in the
same way for interviewers of contrasted ideologies when he recommended:

"Although interviewer bias exists, by and large the biases in
one direction cancel those in the opposite direction, so that
the overall percentage of opinion is not likely to be signifi­
cantly wrong•••lf an investigator wants to mininuze interviewer
bias, he should choose an equal number of interviewers who are
biased in different directions." 64

64 Hadley Cantril. Gaugill€LPublic Opinion (Princeton: Prince­
ton University Press, 1944), 118.

This quotation from. Cantril-,though it does imply-t-hat 'the
biases cancel, does not adequately convey the basis for
Mosteller's conclusion that bias will generally be min~tzed

by having an equal distribution of interviewers biased in
opposite directions. Mosteller (in the appendix of Cantril's
book) considers the case where the opposite biases may not
cancel. Given then a knowledge of the total bias, which
cannot be broken into pro and con components, the limts of
the possible bias, positive and negative, are equidistant
from the "true value. 1I It is on these grounds of symmetry
of limits for the non-canceling case, as well as zero bias
for the canceling case with equal distribution of interview­
ers, that Mosteller bases his conclusion. ~

Nevertheless, consideration of best possible distributions
of interviewers should be based not on possible limits of
bias with no assumptions about relative magnitudes of the
contrasted biases, but rather on the hypothesis of a sys­
tematic resultant majority bias. See Chapter VII.

•



-255-
Were we to follow Cantril's prescription in the use of question Form A
above, it is obvious that the biases would hardly "cancel themselves
out." While the majority category is unduly inflated by the majority
interviewers, the minority interviewers express their effects mainly
through inflating the ttdon't know"and therefore do not inflate the
specific minority category in a balancing fashion. In other words, a
net shift of the distribution toward the explicit majority position
would unquestionably take place.

Although we have no empirical evidence as to why bias works in such
different fashions for the two groups of ideologically opposed inter­
viewers, certain conjectures can be advanced as possible explanations
of the phenomenon. First of all, the experimental literature gives
ample evidence that the perception of scale values differs for differ­
ent indiViduals, and that such perceptions vary with cultural, personal­
historical and situational factors. 05 Therefore, it would seem likely

65 For a summary of this literature see M. Sherif and H. Cantril. The
Psychology of Ego-Involvement (New York: Wiley, 1947), Chapter 3-;--"

that individuals with such different v5.ewpoints as the majority and min­
ority interviewer would be likely to perceive the significance of the
scale categories in strikingly different ways.

Thus, even if the opposed groups of interviewers were equally motivated
to bias responses in conformity with their own ideology, it is quite
conceivable that the majority interviewers might perceive only the
majority category as agreement with their position. By contrast, the
minority interviewers might perceive all the catego!"ies, other than the
majority one, as agreement. Nerely iii"terms of t~1e relativity of judg­
ment, the interviewer who knows that the majority of people are against
him, might regard it as a considerable victor<f to find any respondent
who even goes so far as to question the validity of the prevailing view­
point, even if the respondent does not completely espouse the minority
viewpoint. They are not completely against him and might even be IIwon
over. 11 The interviewer who is characteristically in a minority position
lives in a hostile world, with the odds stacked against him, and any
one is welcomed who even indicates mild doubts about the prevailing
position. Thus, in a sense, our minority interviewer might see the
IIdon't know ll category quite differently from our majority interviewer.
Interpreting it as a vote against the majority it might serve him as
a satisfactory category for the disposition of doubtful answers.

However, if we conjecture about one further element of the situation, the
finding that the minority interviewer does bias the responses by inflating
the "don't know" categor<f becomes even more understandable. In earlier
chapters, it has been demonstrated that interviewers have expectations
about the attitudes of their respondents, and that these expectations
operate to distort the results. These expectations develop in the
course of the given interview on the basis of the prior attitudes ex­
pressed by the respondent or on the basis of his group membership.

1..-'''' v
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However, it was also noted that prior ,to such cues in the given interview,
interviewers have expectations about the attttude any,respondent would
probably have, on the basis of estimates of the prevailing sentiment:
on well-known issues.

We assume therefore, that both the majority and minority interviewers
initially approach any given respondent with the expectation that he
will probably take the majority view on an issue. What happens when
the respondent gives an uncertain or "biasable" answer? The-majority
interviewer tends to "press" the uncertain answer into the majority
category because, in him, expectation and desire coincide. The minority
interviewer, however, is subject to cross-pressures. On the one hand
he expects a majority answer and on the other hand, his ideology moti­
vates him to desire a minority answer. To "press" this doubtful answer
into the minority category is to depart a considerable distance down
the scale from his prior expectation. The "don't know" category, however,
is a lesser distance down the scale from his prior expectation in the di­
rection of his ideology. Since, as we have already suggested, the minor­
i ty interviewer perceives this category as partial agreement with his
ideology, he can resolve these cross-pressures by assimilating answers
into the "don't know ll category and still satisfy whatever drive exists
to inflate the percentage "on his side."

If the findings of this one experiment, E.I~ the conjectual explanation,
are substantiated by further research, they will have important impli­
cations for the interpretation of survey results. If' this kind of dif­
ferential manifestation of bias for majority versus minority interviewers
occurs regularly in such situations, poll results for such question types
will be systematically biased toward the majority end of the scale, es­
pecially on issues in which the prevailing sentinlent is clear-cut and
well-known to interviewers. Since many questic)ns now in common use are
prone to such ambiguous responses, a false picture of public sentiments
may often be presented.

Further research is needed to substantiate the theory discussed above.
For example, experiments parallel to the one here reported on issues
where interviewers have no pre-conceptions about the prevailing view­
point would be instructive. If no such differential manifestations of
bias occurred under these conditions, it would lend support to our specu­
lations regarding the influence of expectations. in producing such effects
and would indicate wit~in what domain such errors in interpretation are
present.

Effects Arising from Incr~ase~ Opportunity

for Expectational Proc~sses

In an earlier chapter we have described expectational processes which
lead to bias. While these sources of interviewer effect are latent in
every interviewing situation, it is clear that the degree to which they
are operative may be in part a function of the situation. itself. A
brief consideration of the situational facilitators of these biasing
processes is given below, with some experimental demonstrations of spe­
cific situational effects.
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Role Effects. In some kinds of interviewing situations, it is difficult
for role expectations to operate. If the respondents are a homogeneous
group, whose characteristics as individuals cannot be estimated by the
interviewer on the basis of their appearance or manner, role effects
would be minimal. Conversely, where there is wide disparity between
individuals in the sample we would expect an increased possibility of
role effects. Likewise, where the individual is interviewed "in con­
text"--such as his own home, it is possible that the characteristics
of the home might be used by the interviewer as an aid in forming judg­
ments about the responses of the individual.

Questions whose content is "role-linkedll will certainly be more conducive
to the operation of role effects. Thus the sitl1ational factor of ~estion

content may act to inhibi.t or heighten role expectations. In the study by
Feldman, reported in Chapter III, the variation in role effects between
paired interviewers given equivalent assignments was subjected to statis­
tical analysis. As previously noted, these tests were made on a series
of questions dealing with the purchase of various items by the respondent,
almost always a woman, and by the spouse, generally the husband. 66 The

66 The questions for respondent and for spouse were asked separately at
different points in the interview. ~vording of the questions was sub­
ject to minor variations appropriate to the various items and for the
respondent and spouse.

data from this analysis for all questions are presented in Table 63.

TABLE 63

THE RELATION OF QUESTION CONTENT TO VARIATIONS IN

ROLE EXPECTATION EFFECTS AMONG TEN PAIRS

OF NORC INTERVIEWERS

Significance Q*differences
between reports of purchases
obtained by pairs of inter-

viewers -:l-

~ms asked about

Gasoline • • • •
Auto repairs ••
House furnishings

.. . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . .

Respondent
answering
for self

.001

.0001
NS

Respondent
answering
for spouse

US
NS
.0001

Clothing ••••••••••• NS .01
Drugs ••••••••••• US NS
Hardware • • • • • • • • • •• NS NS
Dentist • • • • • • • • • • • NS NS
Banking • • • • • • • • • • • NS NS
Movies ••••••••••• NS NS

* The values are based on the aggregated chi-squared for the 10
pairs of interviewers.
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In the earlier discussion of these findings, support was adduced for
the view that the significant differences obtained on the questions
about gasoline, automobile repairs, and house furnishings by the
matched interviewers was due to the relative "proneness" of given
interviewers to expectations about the normal buying roles of husbands
and wives. While there is considerable truth to the idea that divi­
sions of the work of purchasing between husband and wife might exist,
and such expectations would reflect this general truth, it is certain-'
ly also true that some women do assume the "male role" and buy gasoline
or request auto repairs. Similarly, it is true that some husbands
would usurp the "wife I s role" and buy house furnishings. Insofar as
a given interviewer was more prone to an over-simplified role-expecta­
tion, the way this would essentiaIW operate to distort results is in
minimizing the reports of purchases that are infrequently made by a
given sex. The findings on the first three items work in the appro­
priate direction. Interviewers are equally likely to obtain the re­
sults that men purchase automobile repairS-and gasoline and that women
purchase house furnishings. But they differ in the reports that women
purchase auto repairs or gasoline and men house furnishings.

This analysis was further supported by the additional evidence presented
earlier that the very interviewers who obtained less reports of "deviant"
purchases had personal characteristics of the type that would predispose
them to such expectations. 67

67 See Chapter III.

However; what was not emphasized in the earlier treatment was the fact
that on the remaining items presented in the table, there were no signi­
ficant differences between pairs of interviewers for reports about pur­
chases either by the respondent herself or her spouse. It will be re­
called from discussion earlier in this chapter that interviewer effects
may be represented in fairly uniform distortions of data among all in­
terviewers, or they may be manifest as variations among interviewers
resulting from individual differences. 'While there may, of course, be
contained in the results on the last five items in the table above a
good deal of uniform interviewer effect in both self and spouse answers,
apparently there is no significant variation among interviewers on these
items, because there is no particular problem of "role linkage" for as­
pects of purchasing behavior for such items as drugs or hardware or
such services as banking, dentistry and entertainment.

Apart from question content as a situational determinant of role ef­
fects, the Feldman findings also provided some evidence that other
formal features of questionnaire design facilitated role effects.
Data were presented in Chapter III to show that the presence of a
question early in the questionnaire "tipped-off" the interviewer to
certain characteristics of the respondent and affected his handling
of the subsequent questions on purchasing behavior. While such pro­
cesses are normally subsumed in our theory under "attitude-structure
expectations,""in this instance the prior question altered the belief
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of the interviewer about the roles of the husband and wife. Thus,
the evidence has relevance to-the-discussion of role effects, and
the influence of questionnaire design on such effects.

Attitude-Structure Effects. Like role effects, attitude-structure
effects may be increased by situational factors. An "interlocking"
questionnaire, or one in which the questions are related to the same
general area of opinion, facilitates effects by providing the inter­
viewer many cues about the respondent's attitude-structures. Thus
this kind of questionnaire would be expected to induce greater effects
of this nature than one in which questions asked have no presumptive
attitudinal relation to each other.

One specific situational factor affecting attitude-structure expecta­
tions was studied in the experiment of Smith and Hyman. In this test,
the order in which interviews were collected was the situational vari­
able~d. 68 The order of presentation of the two simulated inter-

68 For a full description of the method used in this study see Chapter
III.

views was rotated among different groups of subjects. Thus comparison
of the aggregate results for each interview cannot be a function of un­
controlled temporal factors of practice or fatigue or contrast. How­
ever, it is possible to separate those subjects who heard the interview
which simulated the "ignorant" respondent initialll from those subjects
who heard that respondent only after they had been exposed to the mark­
edly contrasting "intelligent" respondent. There is every reason to
believe that the differences obtained depending on order of presentation
of the transcriptions cannot be due to intrinsic differences in the
groups of subjects hearing the respective orders of presentation. The
total group of subjects were assembled in one room and every other in­
dividual was assigned to a given experiment. That the application of
subjects to orders was fairly random is illustrated by the fact that
the mean age and sex distribution of the two sub-groups were iden.ticaL

This situational factor of order of interviewing carries with it the
likelihood that the contrast experienced between successive respondents
enhances the perception of their respective attitude-structures. The
incidence of expectational sources of. error may therefore not be purely
a function of the proneness of the interviewer, but of the accident of
the sequence of interviewing. That such factors actually operate is
shown in Table 64. In the five instances presented, and in three other
tests, the results uniformly demonstrate that the effect of attitude­
structure expectations is enhanced by the contrast experienced as a
result of the specific situational factor of sequence of interviewing.
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TABLE 64

THE ASSI1'1ILATION OF EQUIVOCAL ANSVERS INTO AN "IGNORANT

ISOLATIONIST" ATTITIJDE-EXPECTATION STRUCTURE

OR "INTELLIGENT INTEIlNATIONALIST" STRUCTURE

AS BELATED TO THE SITUfl.TIONAL FACTOR OF

CONTRAST

Subjects who heard the Isola­
tionist transcription

After
~tiallY Internationalist

Proportion of subjeots coding the
I~ol~t1onist. respondent as:

Subjeots who heard the Inter­
nationalist transcription

After '
Initially Isolationist

Taking no interest in U.S. Policy
toward Spain • • • • • • • • • •

Mean rating on respondent's atti­
tude toward international affairs
(rating of "5" indicates maximum
isolationism) • • • • • • • • • •

Mean rating'on respondent's interest
in international affairs (rating
of "3" means no interest) ••••

Proportion of subjects coding the
__Internationalist respondent as:

"Approving amount U. S. is spending
on European recovery" • • • • • •

Mean rating on respondent's attitude
toward international affairs (rating
of "1" means maximum interventionism)

0/9

2.56

h/8

1.63

4/8

4.8

3.0

8/9

1.56
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Probabilit;r Effects. From the nature of probability effects it is
clear that they are strongly affected by situational factors. Hypo­
thetically, they owe their existence to the fact that in particular
situations interviewers may develop some idea of the probable distri­
bution of opinion among the population. In situations where this is
not possible, for example, in surveys of unfamiliar occupational groups
concerning their professional problems, one might expect that lay in­
terviewers could not bias data through such processes. Even in such
situations, however, probability effects could occur after some inter­
'Views had been conducted by anyone interviewer. In such cases he might
in the course of his initial experience develop some idea about the prob­
able distribution of sentiments. Thus the number or sequence of inter­
views conducted by a given interviewer on the particular survey might
effect the operation of this source of bias.

Such a theory is difficult to test empirically and we have no substan­
tial evidence on the problem. However, a suggestive demonstration of
this phenomenon is available as a by-product of a study conducted by
Curtis Publishing Company. 69 In one study of magazine readership,

69 We are indebted to Herbert C. Ludeke of Curtis Publishing Company,
for making these data available to us.

the material used for "confusion control tt purposes was repeated in suc­
cessive surveys. (In the use of this technique, interviewers are not
informed that the control material has never appeared in magazine form.)
Since the samples used in the successive surveys were equivalent, one
would expect that each sample would contain approximately the same per
cent of respondents who claim to have read the non-existent magazine
material each time. The actual results obtained on the repeated studies
is presented in Table 65.

TABLE 65

CHANGE ill THE PROPORTION OF READEHS OF NON-EXISTENT

: MAGAZINE CONTENT IN SUCCESSIVE SUliVEYS

i e Per cent of "readers"
Exhibits used: 1st Time 2nd Time 3rd Time 4th Time

4 times
A • • • · • • • • 12.4 10.6 11.3 9.3

3 times
B • • • • • • · • 13.1 16.4 10.4
C • • • • • • • • 9.0 9.9 5.1
D • • • • • • • • 17.6 16.4 14.7
E · • • • • • • · 9.3 6.4 7.7
F • • • • • • · • 13.3 8.6 11.0

2 times
G • • • • • • • • 12.6 11.9
H • • • • • · · · 9.4 9.0
I • • • • • • • · S.5 8.3
J • • • • • • • · 24.2 20.0
K • • • • • • • • 18.7 7.5
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It may be seen from inspection that in general the average number
claiming readership declines as the control material is used again.
In the eighteen comparisons above we find that in 12 cases there is
a decline in the proportion identifying the material and in only
six cases is there an increase in this proportion. Moreover, the
total net decline is about three times as great as the total net
increase.

It is plausible that some phenomenon in the interviewer must account
for this decreasing proportion, since one would expect only slight
random variations due to sampling. The most logical explanation for
the results secured in this study is that probability expectations
were operati.ng among interviewers. As they used the material they
became increasingly aware that these items were "plantedll and that
the respondents could not have seen them prior to the interview.
Here we have an illustration of the way in which the situational
factor of the interviewer's prior experience with the material
acted to affect probability expectations and in turn, the distri­
bution of results.

...,
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CHAPTER VI

INTERVIEWER EFFECTS UNDER NORMAL OPERATING CONDITIONS olio

In the previous chapters, we have demonstrated how and why interviewers
may distort survey results under ct;lrtain specific or relatively simple
conditions J but we have thus far presented little data bearing on the
magnitude of such distortion in the course of normal survey operations.

Some of the evidence presented in Chapter III, for example, was based
on laborato~-like studies. The findings of these studies contribute
greatly to our understanding of a given process or component of inter­
viewer effect in isolation from the many other factors that operate
simultaneously with them in actual field situations. But they do not
enable us to infer the extent of distortion under the complicated con­
ditions of a field survey, since we cannot analyze fully enough the
actual situation into its c~ponenp$ &~d tha~~ iuteraotions.

Other evidence presented in Chapters III and IV was derived within a
field situation of a complex nature, However, our generalizations about
the extent of distortion in normal operations are again hind,ered, since
we concentrated our discussion on a specific determitiant of interviewer
effect, and abstracted that factor .from the total array of factors.
Expectations, group membership, ideology, and the like all operate simul­
taneously. While understanding is increased by the analysis of these
factors separately, it is also important to study their combined effects
and to find out hoW' frequently and to what extent these effects are a
problem in practical field operations. When one considers, further, the
evidence presented in Chapter V that the effects of these distorting
factors vary with a host of minor situational factors, and realizes that
previous studies have. been based on a limited range of situations" it is
clear that there is a need for observing these effects over many studies.

For these reasons, we must observe intervie'!'ler effect under a wide variety
of complex operating conditions in order to evaluate its normal extent.
In this chapter" we shall present the relatively small body of data which
was specially gathered under conditions appropriate to such generali..
ttations. We will supplement these limited data by review of the past
literature in an attempt to improve our· estimate of the extent of inter­
viewer effects.

Before examining the empirical findings, it is well to distinguish several
different classes of measurements of interviewer effects. These classes
cannot be rigorously defined here but even a cursory consideration of them
enables us roughly to place our empirical work in the perspective of the
total problem. Three such classes of measurements will be treated here.

* This chapter was written by J. J. Feldman and Herbert Hyman.
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1. Gross Effects

Strictly speaking interyiewer distortion exists whenever there is any
deviation from the "true" response (defined in terms of the purposes
of the study) in the response elicited and recorded by the interviewer
for a given respondent to a given question. Gross interviewer effect
over an entire survey may then be defined as a function of the total
n'liI11ber of such individual deviations (each deviation weighted ideally
by the degree to which it distorts the conclusions reached by the re­
search~ I It is obvious that in order to measure interviewer effect

-I
It should be noted that gross interviewer effect may not be the same
as the total number of errors occurring j_n a survey. Hany errors"
in the sense of departures from presoribed 0 r ideal procedure" may
occur in early phases of the interview without producing a discrepancy
between the true response and the end-product answer recorded in the
interview. The error is in such instances not "effective" error and
not subsumed under the cone ept of 11gros s error."

on this level it is necessar,y to have a validity criterion--some con­
ception of what the "true" response for a given respondent to a given
question is. Since any such validity criterion for attitude or opinion
questions is rarely" if ever" available and the criterion data for ques­
tions of fact or behavior are seldom obtainable even when such data do
exist" the measurement of gross interviewer effect in this strict sense
is seriously limited even though it would be extremely desirable.

Certain approximations to the measurement of gross interviewer effect
may" however" be more feasible. For instance" one can prescribe a given
set of interviewing techniques as minimizing distortion (e.g., the inter­
viewer should not use loaded probes, the interviewer should record ex­
actly what the respondent says). Then by direct observation or by some
sort of mechanical recording of the total interview one could measure
the degree to which the interviewing prescriptions were broken. Ideally"
neither the interviewer nor the respondent should be aware that his be­
havior is being either directly observed or recorded, but this condition
has to our knOWledge only rarely been met. Still, some sort of compromise
where one 0 r both parties are aware of being observed might still throw
some light on the extent of gross interviewer effect, assuming that our
prescriptions of "proper tt interviewing technique are in line with our
goals. 2

2
On the legitim3.cy of certain interviewing norms as avenues to viewing
valid data, see Chapter I

Another conceivable way of gaining some insight into the possible extent
of gross interviewer distortion is through having each respondent answer
the same questions or discuss the same subject-matter through several dif­
ferent media--for instance, through a self-administered questionnaire and
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a personal interview. The discrepancies in the responses gathered for
each respondent for each question or subject-matter through the different
approaches are examined. The central difficulty with this approach is
that it is almost impossible to determine in any specific instance which
of the two responses, the oral or the written, is the more nearly valid.
There is also the possibility that in many instances, when the two re­
sponses differ· or even when they are the same, both responses are in­
valid.

The suggested technique could also be used by having each respondent inter­
viewed by two or more interviewers using the same interview schedule. If
one makes some assumption as to the relative skills of the interviewers,
the superior one can be regarded as a criterion interviewer against which
gross effects can be evaluated. Such an assumption may be warranted,
under conditions Where specially trained or highly professional personnel
are used as check interviewers as in the Census quality check pro cedure •
This technique has essentially the same shortcomings as the foregoing,
but with even more danger that constant distortions, those common to all
interviewers, will be obscured. Consequently, estimates derived from
such an approach, at best, set a lower limit on the true extent of gross
effects.

Another approximation to the measurement of gross effect, involves the
use of "sleeper questions"--that is, questions for which certain answers,
by definition, are invalid. This would be the case, for example, in an
answer by a respondent that he had read a non-existent magazine. Such
items are readily cons tructed and easily applicable to most surveys.
Their use as measures of gross effects has not been sufficiently explored,
although it must be realized that there is some limitation in generalizing
about the magnitude of effects on other characteristics from the findings
on bizarre, non-existent items.

It should be noted that all these. techniques are extremely difficult to
use in the natural field setting. Even if the cooperation of the respond..
ent could be obtained, the very attempt to record an interview with a tape
recorder or .have the same respondent interviewed with the same schedule
several times may in itself make the situation so unlike the "natural"
field setting that the findings would tell us relatively little about
the magnitude of gross interviewer effect under normal operating conditions.
The entire problem of the measurement of gross effect thus falls under the
Principle of Indeterminacy, and thus far no one has thought of an approach
that particularly lessens the indeterminacy, that makes the act of measure­
ment itself intrude less into the field situation we are trying to measure.
Only occasional studies attempting to measure the extent of gross inter­
Viewer effects are reported in this chapter. Only a limited number have
been conducted, and most of those that have been made were done under con­
ditions hardly comparable to normal field conditions. At this point, we
can merely hope that some day the necessary resources to make further ad­
vances in the study of gross effects will become available.

It should be noted that the concept of gross interviewer effect defined·
in this section, by implication, attributes to the interviewer or the
interviewing process all invalidity in interview material. For some pur­
poses it might be desirable to distinguish betl~en irremediable invalidity;
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i.e., 1rtvalidity which could not be remedied by any change in interviewing
technique or interviewer characteristicsr-for example that due solely to
the respondent;--and invalidity which could conceivably be removed by the
alteration of some controllable element of the :interview situation. A
design appropriate to this problem would combine the use of criterion
data of validity with the assignment of :interpenetrating samples to
classes of interviewers. Then the differential level of validity could
be examined to determine the influence of the interviewer factor on
gross effects. For other purposes , it would be well to distinguish be­
tween invalidity that would rema:in if the most feasible alternative method
to the personal :interview were used to gather the requisite data and the
excess invalidity due to the use of the personal interview. A design
appropriate to this problem would :involve comparison of results for dif­
ferent enumeration procedures by reference to criterion data. Such hypo­
thetical alternative formulations point to the fact that the degree to
Which gross effect need concern us may well be a function of the extent
to which it can be remedied and/or the extent to which it is unavoidable
even when gathering data by other means and the extent to which the valid­
ity of the over-all findings of the study is affected.

2. Net Effects

Net effects may be defined as the difference between the distribution of
responses obtained by one or more interviewers to one or more questions
from a given population of respondents and the "true" distribution of re­
sponses to that question or questions for that population. Here distortions
in opposite directions may conceivably cancel each other so that even though
the responses of particular respondents have been distorted there is no
net distortion in the marg:inal distribution or even in cross-tabula.tions.
This level of measurement is of course very different from gross effect
where all distortions of the individual responses of individual respondents
are always considered -as cumulative and never as cancelling out. 3

3 In the Marks and Mauldin study there is a clear demonstration, for given
characteristics, of the way in which net effects can be IJUlch smaller
than gross effects due to cancelling of component errors. OPe cit.

Net effects can be calculated relative to any bo!iy of data in the survey.
They can be determined for the total group of interviewers and the total
sample of respondents or for a sub-group of interviewers and/or a sub­
group of respondents, or even for one interviewer and his respondents.
The errors are simply determined for whatever is the group under investi­
gation. Obviously, net effects can occur relative to any or all possible
groupings of the data. From a practioal point of view, the particular net
effects that should be our central eoncern are those occurring at the spe­
cific level of cross-tabulation most crucial to the survey. 4

4 The specific determination of net effects of a higher order requires that
the criterion data for the total group of respondents be distributed by
whatever is the characteristic in question; then that the enumeration
data for the same total group blli distributed by reference to the same' '.

, eharacteristj.c .!3y CDqlaring the criterion distributi0l! obtained for the
~,withthe enumerated data for the ce~ls, one determines net effects.
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The problems ofneasurement discussed in connection with gross effects
also arise here. However, while we would again be plagued by the problem
of what the "true" responses for our given purpose are: in cases where we
have defined such "true" responses, it should be simpler to obtain the
distribution of these responses, (e.g., from records or other sources)
than it would be to obtain the individual true responses. That this is
so is clearly indicated by the past literature. As will be seen below"
the number of direct studies of gross effects is very few, whereas the
number of studies of net effects is L~umerable. In a certain sense,
the many election prediction studies approximate to measurement of net
effects. Other usual examples involve the comparison of survey results
with aggregate records (the distribution of true responses) of bond pur­
chases" sales of commodities, etc. for a given population, which are
readily available in the files of government or industry.

While there are many such studies, they are confined mainly to the de­
termination of net effects on the marginals for the entire sample of
respondents interviewed by all intervie'tiers. This is no doubt due to
the availability of criterion records only in this limited form. In the
light of our remarks that net effects at some higher level of cross-tabu­
lation may be most important" the general unavailability of the refined
statistical distribution of the criterion data puts serious limitations
on the practical value of such past literature. It not only limits us
in qualifying the accuracy of specific findings; it also prevents us from
drawing inferences as to the origin of net effects. Onl~r by the compar­
ative study of net effects among particular sub-groups of intervievrers
and respondents, could we infer some of the specific causes. Gross effect
studies take on special importance" tterefore J in relation to experimental
work on the causes of interviewer effect since they provide maximum oppor­
tunity to analyze the phenomenon in relation to any hypothesized factor.

An approximation to the measurement of net effect can be made by having
either the same group of respondents or different random samples of re­
spondents from a single universe investigated by personal interview and
by some other means, and then comparing the distributions of responses
obtained by the different means. In practice it is of course difficult
to say definitively which of the distributions--the one obtained by
interview or the one obtained by other means--approximates more closely
the "true" distribution, although the investigator may often be reason­
ably certain that one of them is superior. 5

5 A vivid illustration of the difficulty surrounding such appraisals of
the relative merits of the contrasted methods is presented in Chapter
IV, in the discussion of the Lazarsfeld-Franzen study which in-
volved the comparison of two methods of enumeration.

Another approach to net effects involves having either the same respondents
or different random samples of respondents from a single universe interviewed
by different intervieloJ'ers using the same schedule , and then comparing the
distributions obtained by the different interviewers. This approach is
again severely limited by the impossibility of determining which of the
interviewers is getting the more nearly valid responses, and by the pos­
sibility that even when several interviewers get similar d1.stributions
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they have all merely distorted responses in the sai11e direction. Yet
this type of study does have some value in connection with the examin­
ation of net effects. 1t'Jhenever significant variation among the d~.~tri­

butions of responses obtained by different interviewers is found,'we
can be sure that at least some of the interviewers are introducing dis­
tortion. Also, in instances when most of the interviewers get quite
similar distributions of responses and one or two interviewers get radi­
cally different results, it is often assumed that the interviewers getti1'!-g
the more common results are getting then~T.e nearly valid results while
the deviant interviewers are distorting their findings more. 6 There

6
See Ferber and l,.1a1es for the use of such an assumption in estimating

and adjusting results for net effects. op. cit.

are~ also~ occasional situa.tions wherellTe have certai~ more or less'!:
Eriori beliefs concerming the wa.y people ~Jeh3.1VEl intJrre i:'lter<qiew, situ~
ation, on the basis of which lie judge which of the response distributions
is more nearly valid. For instaLee.., we c:n 8.<JSUD.6 that certain inter­
viewers~ .pe).>haps the regular staff superviu)rs~. s.re highly skilled in
eliciting what for our purpcses aL'e valid r:;.t;;pc:l1SGs> particularly if
they use a certain type of int.ervil3H schedule 2.j.1d procedure; t.hs responses
elicited by them can then be used as the criterion distribution against
which to campare the work of other interviewers using equivalemt samples
of respondents. 7 Or onr knowledgeJ--or a pric~i belief--as to the nature

7 See, for example, the Quality Check procedures of the Census Bureau, in
Marks and Mauldin, Ope cit. or the Kata study, where the sub-group of
most experienced interviewers were taken as a criterion. 0E. cit.

of respondent opinions can be used to decide which of several distributions
of responses is most nearly accurate. Or it can be assumed that an inter­
viewer with characteristics similar to those of his respondents will obtain
reas onably valid responses from these respondents, and then one can compare
the work of interviewers with divergent characteristics with the criterion
distribution obtained by the interviewers with like ohara.cteristics.
Studies of this latter type, where net effects are examined with some cri-

,terion distribution in mind, were treated in earlier chapters of this mono­
graph, particularly Chapter IV, and will not concern us further here.

In the following discussion, studies in which different intervievrers inter­
view samples of respondents from the same universe so that the distributions
of responses can be compared without any particular criterion distribution
in mind, will be referred to as studies of differential net effects. Studies
of this sort are extremely common. Although they are designed to determine
the degree to whIch interviewers distort responses, they generally ignore
biases that are constant over the entire staff of interviewers. a They

e· It should be noted that studies of this design can be intended simply
to measure "iJ:~t,er-i':'r:,erviewervariation II (the class of measureme.nt to
be discussed j~. the next section) practically disregarding differential
net interviewer effect.. In many cases, it is not clear whether a study
is 1nts"lded to examine diffeIfen-tial.net effects, inter...in'berv:iL8wer ..
variati~nJ or both.
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are justified by two main arguments.

FirstJ much of public opinion research is devoted to the determination of
certain functional relations among the data rather than to precise des­
cription of the data by marginal distributions. A complete determination
of interviewer effect upon a marginal distribution requires a knowledge
of the net interviewer effect and, hence" of the true or criterion value.
But if the effect of each interviewer on the response of every respondent
is exactly the same (in magnitude and direction), the fldistancef! between
the responses of any two individuals 'Would be the same as if the responses
'Were completely accurate, and correlations (which depend upon the distances
between individuals) would be unaffected. It is, then, the differences
among interviewers in their effect on responses that distort measures of
relationship. Since such differences can be studied without determinine;
the net effect (over all interviewers)" the distortion of relationships
by inter:iTtewer effect can be studied even "tfhere no criterion values are
available. Thus J to determine the interviewer effect on a correlation
we need to know only the differential net effect (the difference of an
interviewer's results from the average for all intervieT,vers) and not the
absolute net effect (the difference of an interviewer's results from the
true values). It is just the biases that are not constant that must be
discovered and taken into account.

This argument" though abstract" does at least justify the study of differ­
ential net effects even in cases in which criterion distributions are not
available and in which" therefore" the amount of bias in the marginals can­
not be ascertained.

A second reason for special concern over differential net effects is the
likelihood that the differential effects are those that are most subject
to remedy. If some interviewers are kno't-m to do a better job than others J
i.e." make either no errors or fewer errors of certain types than do other
interviewers J then it should be possible to bring the worse interviewers
up toward the level of the better interviewers. Even if we couldn I t im­
prove the work of the worse interviewers" we could at least improve the
general level of interviewing through selective hiring practices. But
errors common to all interviewers somehow appear to be less subject to
correlation because it is not yet clear that it is humanly possible to
do better. 'tt>1hile this generalization about the relation between differ­
entiation and mutability might not hold universallYJ it seems well warrant­
ed in the light of our body of findings. Systematic effects of the expect­
ational sort described in Chapter III seem firmly grounded in fundamental
cognitive processes. Systematic effects deriving from group membership
factors described in Chapter IV seem firmly grounded due to the current
economics of the interviewer labor market. Thus to focus on differential
net effects is most relevant and iwmediately practical.

Studies of differential net effects and/or of intej;'-±nte,~v:iewer'\tariation are
by far the easiest kind to make under operating field conditions. They
can often be made at relatively little added expense as a by-product of
a survey carried out for substantive purposes. In fact" if one ignores
the important structure that the samples of respondents interviewed by
different interviewers be random samples f!"om one universe (or that at
least the variation between samples due to non-interviewer factors be
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known), studies of this general type can be done practically at will any
time a survey is made. It is somewhat questionable" however" whether the
type of study omitting controls over respondent factors is a desirable
way of examining net interviewer effect.

3. Inter-Interviewer Variation

Fundamental to the definition of inter-interviewer variation is a co~cept

of a universe of interviewers. Then" in order to evaluate interviewer ef­
fects.; i-Te compare them wi.th the hypothetical distribution of responses that
would be obtained from a given population if all the interviewers in the'
universe of interviewers were to interview all the reEp ondents. Thus"
there is no concern here" as there is in the case of gross and net effects,
with the val idity or truth of either individual responses or of a distri­
bution of responses.

Inter-interviewer variation is the variation of the distributions of re­
sponses obtained by the different interviewers around the hypothetical
distribution described above. This variation is readily estimated by a
design such as the one described under net effects" where different inter­
viewers interview random samples from the same population of respondents
and the distributions of responses thus obtained are compared with each
other.

While the goal of studies of gross and net effect is to reduce the degree
of invalidity in surveys or at least to determine means of taking that
invalidity into account in interpreting survey results, the purpose of
studies of :inter-interviewer variation is to enable us to take into account
an additional component of sampling variance when we set confidence inter­
vals around estimates from survey data. This additional component of
sampling variance is due to the fact that on any particular survey we are
using only a sample from the universe of interviewers. Of course, the
simple estimate of inter-interviewer variation is generally not the final
goal of these studies. Almost all of them aim to determine ways of ef­
ficiently diminishing the contribution of interviewer variance to over-all
sampling variance either through study design (e.g.", determining the opti­
mum number of interviewers to be used for a given sample design) or through
interviewer hiring or training policy.

One serious difficulty underlying this approach is that the variance mieht
sometimes be minimized around a distorted distribution (i.e." a hypotheti­
cal distribution different from the criterion distribution) J if the vast
majority of the universe of interviewers tended to get invalid responses.
This qualification may be somewhat academic in the instance where there
is no clear fonnulation or measure of what is a valid response. It might
also overstate the danger, since it is unlikely that competent research
workers would knowingly concentrate on the problem of reducing variance
to the exclusion of the problem of bias. For instance" if it were found
that only about half of an interviewing staff could benefit from training
so that training tended to increase the differentiation in the quality of
work between interviewers, it seems inconceivable that as a consequence
of this an~one would forego training entirely in order to keep sampling
error at a minimum. 'l'hus, at the present, the devotion of resources to
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the reduction of interviewer variance is a reasonable course of action.

It should be noted here that the published papers on inter-interviewer
variability that have come to our attention actually do not totally
ignore the question of the validity of response. At least token refer­
ence is given to the problem in all of them. But, the empirical sections
of these papers usually do ignore the problem of validity and devote them­
selves completely to variabiIity.

4. Studies of Gross Effect

As was indicated earlier, there has been a paucity of studies of gross inter­
viewer effects. Much of the work that ha.s boen done has been discussed in
other sections of this monograph but it is reviewed schematically in Chart I.*
The only clear conclusion from the studies cited is that gross effects
assume no typical value, but range widely depending on the specific study
cited and the characteristic evaluated. It can also be noted that none of
the past studies is directly informative on our current need for evidence
on the influence of the interviewer on the level of validity of the data.
Moreover, the character of the field staff which obtained the given findings
is rarely indicated. Consequently, there is not even any inferential basis
for relating variations in gross effects to given classes of interviewers
over the total range of past studies.

The one major study designed to measure gross effect directly and to relate
these effects to interviewer performance was ~he Opinion Research Center
study in Denver in the Spring of 1949. 9 In this study, the individual

9 Hugh J. Parry and Helen M. Crossley. "Validity of Responses to Survey
Questions," Pub. Opin. Quart., 14 (1950), 61-80.

responses to a number of factual questions were validated against official
records. To questions concerning the possession of a library card, driver's
license and automobile (as well as the year and make of the automobile for
owners), between 10 and 15 per cent of the respq,ndents gave invalid responses.
To qu,estions concerning home ownership and the possession of a telephone,
fewer than five per cent gave invalid answers. To a question concerning the
age of the respondent.. s orn.ewhere around 10 per cent· of the answers were
probably invalid. Far higher estimates were reported for the proportion of
respondents giVing invalid replies to a number of questions concerning
whether or not the respondent voted in a series of elections or contributed
to a community chest, but since the validity of the criterion records ob­
tained in these cases is subject to some doubt, full reliance cannot be
placed on these particular findings.

These data alone do not permit us to say exactly l'lhat portion of total in­
validity can be ascribed to interviewer effect. But, if it could be shown
that interviewers varied significantly in the proportion of invalid answers
they elicited, then we could be certain that at least part of the over-all
invalidity is due in a sense to some chara~~teristics or behavior of the
interviewer, or at Ieafit, we could be sure of this for those interviewers who

-;} MUC~1 of the original nork irl1Jolved in construct,:-ng these charts was done
by Ruth Cooperstock and Louis Kriesberg. The detailed references to the
studies in the charts are given in Appendix C.
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1948 stated study based tions and be- records. of whether or not he point out that

on probabi1~t:y havior in 1948 voted corresponded these respondents
- sample of Presidential with records in 98% were cooperative

Elmira, N.Y. Election. of cases. members of a panel
study and therefore
would be expected
to give more truth-
ful responses than
people in other
types of surveyS.

Feldman, .5 sets of 9 Denver was Factual Appropriate There was a consider- On two of the speci- See Chapter VI.
Hyman, interviewers: divided into questions on records. able range in the fic items, the ex-
Hart Experienced 5 sectors, ownership of amount of invalidity perienced interview-
1951- (19) approximatelj driver's lic- obtained by differ- ers obtained results
1952 Inexperienced eqUivalent ense, personal ent interviewers. of greater validity,

(26) socio-econom contribution while on the third
Intensively ically.

..
·1 to Community item the difference

trained and Stratified Chest, and is negligible.
closely super random sam- voting in 1948
vised. pIe of 210 Presidential Also see Smith and

respondents Election. Hymau, 1950.
from each
sector.
Study con-
ducted in
1949.

I
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No. Inter- No. Type Evidence as to in-

vielvers Respondents, Contents, fluence of

Author- and Character of Form of Criterion General Specialized Interviewers on Leve

Date Competence Population Question Data Results Findings of Validity Remarks

Hepner, Total of 50 Several Respondents Subsequent reports On the 4 groups of in- Author comments that

1941 interviewers: hundred told to by respondents of terviewers: l-ex- lIa careful analysis .

II-experienced college answer any items which they lPerienced credit men of each interviewer's

credit men students. questions deliberately £alsi- Iwere wrong in 34% of judgments showed

14-experienced interview- fied. their judgments; that some of the in-

employment in- ers might 2-experienced employ- terviewers were

terviewers, ask (all ment interviewers in better detectors of

18-inexperieno- factual) bu:t 42%; false statements

ed men stu- deliberatel.: 3-inexperienced male than others. II

dents, 7-inex- falsify students in 34%, and

perienced some ans- 4-inexperienced female

women students;. wers. students in 47.5%.

Interviewers
instructed to
cross-examine
all students
on any respon-
ses that
seemed wrong
or contra-
dictory.

Hoffer Not stated 30tl farm Respondents Actual physical The medical examina- None This is essential-

1947 families, in- asked list examination for 153 tions confirmed the ly a test of the

cluding 1219 of 27 persons or one survey findings, in practicality of

individuals physical member of every 8 out of every 10 using self reports

in rural symptoms to 6th family inter- cases. of symptoms to

Michigan. <len- ascertain viewed. These were determine medical

erally the medical selected randomly. needs.

housewife was needs.
the informani
for the entil e
family.
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No. Inter- No. Type Evidence as to in-
viewers Respondents, Contents, fluence of

Author- and Character of Form of Criterion . General Specialized Interviewers on Level
fute Competence Population Qp.estions Data Results Findings of Validity Remarks

Hyman No. not 243 persons Poll type Official records 17% of respondents Denial increased in None
1944 stated. who had redeem question of war bond re- denied cashing in proportion to income

(Omnibus re- Study was ; ed war bonds on whether demptions. any bonds. 1% of "poorll respon-
port on conducted Wlithin 1 days respondent dents denied redemp-
three dis- by OWl staff; prior to in- had redeem tion; 25% of
crete presumably terview. ed any war "average" respon-

studies) professional bonds. dents; 43% of
interviewers. "average plus"

1st Study

No. not 190 Grocery Asked if Mailing list of 14% claimed they 46% of those who None2nd Study stated Store owners. they had re grocery store had never received reported receiving
ceived owners who had any posters and 58% the poster, report-

Same as gov't. pos- actually received claimed they had not ed it as displayed;
above. ters and gov't. posters. received the specif- in 42% of the

- then if ic poster. cases this was not
they had re the case.
ceived a
specific

.

poster, a
reproduc-
tion of
which was
shown to
them.
Those who
reported
receiving
it were
asked if
they dis-
played it.

e e
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I No. Inter- No. Type Evidence as to in-
viewers Respondents, Contents, fluence of

Author- and Character of Form of Criterion General Specialized Interviewers on Level
Date Competence Population Q'L~estions Data Results Findings of Validity Remarks

Hyman No. not 200 in first Study of in Plant records of I-In intensive inter- Tetrachoric corre- None This study points
stated study; 158 in dustrial the absences of view 4% of workers lations between plant out that some of

3rd Study second study. _absenteeism all workers. did not report ab- records and workers' the difference be-
in 18 plant~ sences. statements were com- tween the 4% and
In -2 plants 2-011 poll type in- puted in each of the 23% may have
2 studies terview 23% did not 18 plants. Results occurred because
conducted report absences. show that distortion the intensive inter-
simultan- varie~ markediy , views were drawn
eously ,- among plants-- from those most
I-Intensive ( .30-.88) recently absent, al-
interviews though the lapse of
with sample time was short in
of recent !both cases.
absentees
2-Poll
type inter-
views with .-
cross-sec-

, tion of-all
~ workers.
Jenkins Number not 70 respondents, Respondents Record of last Percentage of agree- Some evidence was None Sample

and stated. Com- all regular asked brand purchase from ment on 13 i terns found that the de- small.
Corbin posed of un- customers at name for sales slips kept ranged from 100% gree of correspon-
19:i8 der-graduates one grocery each of the in store. --62%;mean=77.S%; dence varies with -,

with experien- store in last of 13 A.D.=10.4%. the number and
ce. Received Ithaca, N.Y. different dominance of the
training for classes of brands concerned.
this study.

,
products Therefore, validity
they had should be studied
bought. individually-for

each product.
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/ No. Inter- No. Type Evidence as to in-

viewers Respondents, Contents, fluence of
Author- and Character of Form of Criterion General

.
Specialized Interviewers on

Date Competence Population Questions Data Results Findings Level of Validity Remarks
Keating, 1st Year Random sample Specific Personal inter- Relation between re- For longer duration None Employer records
Paterson, graduate stu- of 236 unemploy: informa- views with past ported weekly wages than 1 year the num- which seemed
Stone dents on ed registered tion on employers where and verified wages ber of cases is doubtful were dis-
1941-42 staff of Re- at St. Paul work his- possible. Other- for 0-12 months prior small, buttrthe evi- carded, therefore

search Insti U.S.E.S. during tories. wise used mail to interview: Valid- dence does not in- the error is
tute. Re- period Sept. '4 Clinical questionnaires to ity coefficient for dicate any definite assumed to be on
ceived mini- Feb. '42. type in- employers to ob- males +~90; for fe- drop in validity the part 'of the
mum of 1 day terviews tain information. males +.93. Relation- with passage of employee. Mention
training and conducted. ship for duration of time." is made of possibil-
were super- jobs held 12 months ity of interviewer
vised through- prior to interview: error but this is
out study. +.98. not taken into

account. Validity
data reported in
correlational
terms. The high
correlations do
not preclude errors
of large magnitude
distributed as a
constant.

I
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No. Inter- No.
viewers Respondents,

Author- J and Character of
Date Competence Population

Moore Staff of Design not in-
1948 Trenton Times dicated presum-

(unpub1ish- Poll, number ably from voting
edj see not indicated population of
P&'rry and New Jersey.

Crossley)

I
:0
!:­
N

I

Neely
1937

Not stated­
presumably
one--the
authoress.

200 persons who
had been injur­
ed in motor
accidents dur-

. ing' a' 5 month
,period in ·New
Haven, Conn. ­
In some ~cases·
~ member of thel
family other
than the in­
jured persoy
was intervi-ew­
edj particular­
ly-in cases
where children
-were involved.

e

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions
Questions
on voting
intention
in 1948
election,
on regis­
tration and
eligibility
to vote.
Data on
auto acci­
dent, in-

;cluding all
factual
data perti­
nent to it.
Questions
asked so
that a con­
nected
story of
the acci­
dent Vias
secured.

Criterion
Data

Official voting
records.

Information from
doctors, hospi­
tal records,
school records,
employers, and
a scattering of
other places.

CH/UlT I (Continued)

General
Results

12% of those who re­
ported that they were
registered, were not
actually registered.
95% of those who re­
ported intention to
vote actually voted.

Exact agreement be­
tween the two sources
ranged from 23.8% of
cases for total pay
lost up to 93.6% for
type of job.

e

Specialized
Findings

None

It was found that on
questions relating
to periods of time
(in hospital; out
of work, etc.) and
amount of money
lost, many more
people over esti­
mated than under­
estimated.

Evidence as to in­
fluence of

Interviewers on Level
of Validity

None

None

Remarks

Legal claims on
some accidents
were still perld­
ing, but this
seemed relevant
only on the matter
of 'iTotal lost
pay .~I. Pending
cases showed a
9% lower rate of
agreement than
settled cases.
No measures of
significance of
difference provid­
ed.



Official records
(Age checked
against driver's
license reports,
voting regis­
tration and
against another
question in same
survey).

,
:J'\

:\J,

Author­
Date

Parry
and

Crossley
1950

No. Inter- r No. Type
viewers espondents, Contents,

and Character of Form of
Competence Population Questions
45-int;erview- A probability Wording of
ers. Experi~' -method ofsyste-o.,questions
€nc ed pro- "matic selection followed
£ession~l i was used to usual sur-
terviE;;-Jers draw 1,349 vey form.
and univer- names from the Contents:
si:ty stuq13nt . ·City Directory a) regis­
All received of Denver. 920 tration and
intensive . usable inter- voting; b)
training and views were ob- personal
close super- tained. By contribut:iorr
vision. tratified ran- to CommuniW

dom samples, Chest; c)
interviewer library
assignments card; d)
were quite driver's
similar. license; e)

auto; f)
age; g)
ownership
or rental
of resi­
dence; h)
telephone.

Criterion
Data

CHART I (Continued)

General
Results

T11e Leverc)f invalid­
ity on the various
items ranged from
nearly zero to almost
half of the responses
received. Elections:
On questions regardingj
specific elections, in­
validity varied from a
7th to a 4th of all
responses. Community
Chest: 4 out of 10 re­
sponses invalid,
Dr:Lver's Liscense:

lout oflO
invalid responses.
Ownership of car: 3%
incorrect in ownershiJ;l"
~ge: 92% correct when
checked against dri­
ver's license records,
83% correct when .
checked against
election registration
records (men only).
IHome Ownership: 96%
correct. Telephone:
98% correct.
Library Card: lout
of 10 invalid respon­
ses.

Specialized
Findings

Evidenc e as to in­
fluence of

Interviewers on Level
of Validity

See Feldman-Hyman­
Hart - 1951-1952;
Smith and Hyman­
1950.

Remarks
See Chapter VI.
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No. Inter- No. Type Evidence as to in-
viewers Respondents, Contents, f1uence of

Author- and Character of Form of Criterion General Specialized Interviewers on Leve.
Date Competence Population Questions Data Results Findings of Validity Remarks

Washington Not stated Probability Reinter- Official voting Of 299 respondents These respondents
Public sample of view on registers. who claimed to have None were cooperative
Opinion State of actual voted, 96% or 287 of enough to consent
Laboratory Vlashington voting be- these were listed in to be empaneled
1948 from which havior the official lists as for are-interview.
(Reported a sub-sample after an having voted. The fact that they
in Parry of 317 who had election. had been traced for
and claimed to be a second time and
Crossley) eligible to re-questioned

vote were re- about their voting
interviewed• behavior may have

also increased the
carefulness of
their replies.

A1s< see E. L. C1 rk, Second Te~ t, reported in Table II, P g,.

-'

,
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got the larger proportions of invalid responses. The statistical signifi­
cance of the variation between interviewers in the proportion of respon­
dents giving invalid responses was testable in this study since in each
of five sectors of Denver, each of nine interviewers was assigned a
random sample of t.he respondents in his sector. Chi-squared tests of the
significance of the inter-int.erviewer variation within sectors were made
and cumulated over the five sectors. These tests failed to indicate a..Y1y
significant variation in validity among the 45 interviewers. But, three
other apparently more powerful tests did tend to show that there were actual­
ly real differences between interviewers in the degree to which they re­
ported invalid responses for their respondents. 10 Fi<l'st of all, therewere

10 For a suggestive demonstration of the differential extent of gross effects
among interviewers" the reader is referred to Harks and 11auldin: 9E...~.E,ll."
p .. 434.. Gross effects were determi,'1cd hy the criterion of a quaJ.ity check
intervie1i'T. The experiment vJas r8p:_ieat,ed ~_n several counties W.l.t:h dif­
ferent crews of interview8:r'·g. l~]hile respc:-tdcnt differences betvlecm
counties is confounded wit~ interviewer di:::ferences" nevertheless" it
is interesting that the gross errors varied markedly between counties.

positive intercorrelations (the median value of the intercorrelations was
+.39) between the proportions of invalid responses for a given interviewer
for different questions. 11

11 It is possible that given interviewers might obtain consistently invalid
results insofar as invalidity is a generalized characteristic of respond­
ents. While the interpenetrating sample design over the long run should
operate to give different interviewers equivalent numbers of generally
"honest" respondents, through the accident of sampling, there might be
a variation in the proportions of such respondents obtained. However,
it is hard to imagine that this respondent factor alone through sampling
variation would account for the moderately high intercorrelations in the
validity of answers over interviewers.

Further support from the same study for the existence of differences between
interviewers m~ be found.from the fact that members of certain classes of
interviewers tended to get higher proportions of invalid responses than did
the members of other classes. Inexperienced interviewers were more likely
to get a relatively high proportion of invalid responses than were exper­
ienced interviewers. Interviewers whose performance on a response record­
ing test indicated a tendency to allow attitude-structure expectations to
distort their recording of responses were more likely to get a high pro­
portion of invalid responses on several tests than were those interviewers
whose expectations did not distort their recording. These findings make it
appear very likely that some of the interviewers were responsible for at
least some of the invalidity found in the survey. 12

12
For a fuller discussion of the chi-sqm:cr;oed tests, the inter-question
correlations over interviewers" and the influence of experience, see:
J. J. Feldman, H. H;111lan, and C. W. Hart. "A Field Study of Into:cviewer
Effects on the Qual:i.ty of Survey Data, II ?ub .....9Pin. quart., 15 (1951)"
734-761. For a ful:J8r discussion of the rel2.t.ion between perfo:tmance
on the attitude-structure e:;:pecte:tions test ['.:'}.d the eliciting of in­
valid responses, see~ H. L. Smith and H. H;ym3Tl. "The Biasing Effect
of Interviewer Expectations on Survey Results," Pub. Opin. Quart., 14
(1950), 491-506.
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We have thus far uemonstrated 'that in the Denver Study, a survey conducted
under more or less normal field conditions, gross interviewer effects did
occur. But, this particular type of study yields little direct information
about the process through which this distortion occurred. Information of
this latter type is best gathered through direct observation of interviews.
But, as was pointed out earlier in this chapter, it would be extremely diff­
icult to record a normal field interview without the lmowledge of either the
interviewer or the respondent. The closest approximations we have to this
direct observation are two studies where wire or tape recordings l..rere made
of interviews between "planted" respondents and interviewers who were un­
aware of the "plant." In each of these studies, interviewers were given
normal assignments including a number of randomly selected respondents as
well as one or more respondents with whom it had previously been arranged
that they answer questions in specified fashion in the interview. The
interviel-TerS were not aware that they were working on anything but a normal
assignment, that any of the respondents were in any respect "planted," or
that arw of the interviews were being mechanically recorded. Thus, we here
have controlled observations of interviewer behavior since each respondent's
behavior was essentially the same for each interviewer that interviewed him.
This very stability of behavior on the part of the respondents, their fail­
ure to react spontaneously to the interviewer and be "affected" by him,
does make the experiments rather unnatural, but they nevertheless 1:i.eld
same notion of the extent to which interviewers commit acts that are likely
to produce bias in interviews.

The first of these studies was made by Lester Guest. 13 In his study"

13
L. Guest. "A Study of Interviewer Competence," Internat. Jrl. Opin.
Att. Res., 1, No.4 (1947), 17-30.

fifteen college student interviewers with varying degrees of interviewing
experience all interviewed the same "planted" respondent. The respondent
attempted to give, insofar as possible, the same responses to all the inter­
viewers. The responses to different questions were pre-arranged to vary
considerably in the degree of ingenuity in probing required on the part of
the interviewer in order to elicit a full, codable answer from the respond­
ent.

Criteria for a "good" interview were established, and the wire recording and
completed schedule for the "planted" interview of each interviewer were
scored for errors in terms of the criteria. The most frequent errors were
all basically in the area of inadequate probing and recording of free re­
sponses. There were 53 instances where interviewers failed to record "side
comments" or left out parts of a free response which were needed for the
proper interpretation of what the respondent said. In 66 instances inter­
viewers failed to probe responses that were either vague, evasive, irrele­
vant" or general. In fact, in 19 instances where the response was evasive,
the interviewer circled a pre-code as if the ,question had actually been
answered. In 19 instances" also" the interviewers failed to probe for
additional answers to a question where multiple answers were supp::>sed to
be elicited and, in 12 instances, "don't lmow" responses Here not. probed
at all. Another frequent error was of a more or less clerical nature; the
interviewers had been instructed to dis tinguish probed from unprobed answers,
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but they failed to do so in l.il instances. A variety of other errors like
utter fabrication of responses~ changing of respondentls terminology in
recording the response I changes in question wordings I and the introduction
of the interviewer I s own comments ~ ideas ~ and suggested answers all occurred
with generally relatively smaller frequencies than did the probing and re­
cording failures. Of course~ it is difficult to evaluate these comparative
findings wi. thout some idea of the number of opportunities available to the
interviewer for making each type of error and some l'l1'eighting of the errors
in terms of the degree of resultant distortion. Nevertheless I the results
show clearly that interviewers do commit certain errors which unquestion­
ably lead to a distorted representation of the opinions or knowledge held
by particular respondents.

Additional evidence from a laboratory-like study supports the Guest findings
that the locus of gross effects is frequently in the area of inadequate prob­
ing behavior. 14 In this experiment 61 interviewers on NORC's permanent"

14 The analysis of these data was made by Myra Finkelstein and William Cobb.

field staff "t'iTere sent questionnaires on which the verbatim answers to open­
ended questions had already been recorded. They were told that these inter­
views had been obtained by other interviewers in the course of a regular sur­
vey, and they were instructed to code the verbatim answers into a prepared
set of categories. To accomplish the task~ they were sent general coding
ins tructions and specific instructions for each question, similar to the
standard coding instructions used. They were further instructed that if
any particular answer did not fit any of the code categories, or if they
were completely unable to decide on the appropriate code l they should indi­
cate it as "uncodable ll in its present form. In the instance of such "un­
codable ll answers, the interviewer lITaS asked to indicate what additional
probe he would have used to elicit a reply for the purpose of coding.

In actuality, the completed questionnaires were entirely fabricated and
the answers were at different levels of codability, as indicated by the
variation in the agreement among the interviewers in handling different
ans"t'iTers.

The specific aspect of the findings relevant at this point was the extent
of the tendency to probe when the answer was so vague or confusing or irrele­
vant aa to require probing. As a criterion for scoring this aspect of inter­
viewer performance four judges, experienced members of the NORC professional
staff ~ were independently given the answers and asked to perform the same
task as that assigned the interviewers. Only in the instances where three
out of four judges agreed on a particular answer was that answer used in
scoring the interviewers. By reference to this criterion.. there was a
total of 701 uncodable answers among all the answers assigned to the 61
interviewers. The actual number of instantJes where the field staff sug­
gested a probe .. Le.~ indicated that the answer Kas uncodable in its present
form and listed an additional probe .. was i.p.S. Thus .. in 40 per CelYi", of the
instances "YJhere ,~:>Cpert judges claimed that, the intervie·~Jers should have
probed, trey did not. This statistic J hcwever J understate3 the frequency
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of total probing errors, insofar as some of the probes suggested for the
remaining 60 per cent of the answers were inadequate in content. In order
to determine the magnitude of error due to 1200r quality of probinf;, rather
than to mere occurrence of probing, the specific probes suggested by the
interviewers were again rated by judges according to fairly well established
and objective criteria. 15 Of the 418 probes suggested, 84 were judged to be

15 Examples of types of "badlt probes were: offering respondent alterna-
tives in the probe which should not be offered; asking a probe which
was irrelevant to the objective of coding that particular replj-, sug­
gesting within the probe that the respondent's opinion fell closer to
an end of the scale than respondent had previously indicated. Examples
of "good" probes were requested for elaboration of answer, repetition
of the question, repetition of the alternative choices.

of poor qUality. In other words, error in the total realm of probing
occurred for the staff as an aggregate in 52 per cent of the :instances.

Of course .. any generalization of this statistic is dependent in part on
the similarity between the level of difficulty of the answers used in this
experiment and the answers obtained in the usual survey. While no rigorous
statement can be made, on this problem.. it can be said that most of the ans­
wers were at a middle level of difficulty, with 0 nly some at extreme levels
of great ease or great difficulty, as indicated by the fact that the field
staff rarely showed complete unanimity or complete disagreement in their
replies. In addition the question of the artificiality of the circumstances
of the experiment limit the generalization. In some ways, the experiment
was easier than the normal field situation since the intervietiers had
leisure to consider their behavior .. and no conflicting cues to hinder
their judgment. However.. they were operating in a situation where any of
the normal aids to decision of a contextual or a spoken nature were elimi­
nated. Despite these limitations, the general order of findings certainly
supports the Guest finding that error ma;y very frequently occur through
the process of inadequate probing behavior.

It should be noted that many of the errors made in the Guest stUdy need
not necessarily have been biasing in any systematic directions or particu­
larly motivated by anYthing but carelessness" lack of perseverance due to
inadequate job involvement.. or simply the inability to distinguish a full
and unequivocal response from a vague .. evasive, irrelevant response, and!
or the inability to think of probes that would elicit the "proper" type
of response. Thus, it would appear higll1y likely that the amount of gross
effect would considerably exceed the amount of net effect because many of
these errors would probably cancel each other. 16

16 This cancelling of gross effects is clearly demonstrated in the study by
Marks and' Mauldin" Ope cit.

'The Guest study also gives us some information on differential tendencies
toward error among the interviewers. There was considerable varia.tion be­
tween interviewers in the total number of errors, the range being from 12
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to 36 with a mean of 19 errors. But it is impossible, owing to the design
of the study, to determine the degree to which this variation may be ran­
dom. It is interesting" however, to note that every interviewer made at
least three probing errors and at least three recording errors. 17 All but

17
On the question of individual differences in error tendencies the reader
is also referred to Chapter VII.

one of the interviewers made an error in asking the questions on the schedule.
As for the type of error perhaps most likely to introduce bias into the
interview, the introduction of the interviewer f s own comments, ideas, or
suggested answers, one interviewer was guilty of 8 of the 15 occurrences
while nine of the interviewers did not commit any such errors. This im-
plies that while almost all interviewers do tend to commit errors which
affect soree of the responses recorded for individual respondents, rela-
tively blatant biasing behavior is limited to a few aberrant interviewers.
This conception of the operation of interviewer effect fits the theory and
findings presented in Chapters II and III and the findings of the field
studies of inter-interviewer variation discussed in detail later in this
chapter.

The other study using recordings of interviews ...Tith planted respondents was
made in New York City by the American Jevush Committee in cooperation with
NORC. 18 In this study, fifteen interviewers were hired ostensibly for a

18
American Jewish Committee. Department of Scientific Research. Unpub-
lished manuscript.

special crew job. Community Surveys Institute" a fictitious organization
formed simply for this study, recruited this staff through the routine
procedures followed by research agencies executing a crew job in a city
where their regular staff is. inadequate in size. The U"S. Employment Ser­
vice and several research agencies were asked to refer interested people"
and newspaper ads were placed. The fifteen interviewers recruited were
extremely heterogeneous with respect to previous interViewing experience
and various personal characteristics. On the whole" though, they tended
to be ineA'})erienced at interviewing, 2/3 of them having had no previous
interviewing experience at all. These were essentially people with little
or no intrinsic interest in interviewing or in the subject-matter of the
study. They were merely tI'"'jing to earn a little extra money on a part­
tiine basis without necessarily intending to do any interviewing in the
future. These recruits were thus more similar to the interviel-1ers working
on the usual crew job than to the permanent interviewing staff of survey
agencies.

Each intervietfer interviewed one to four "planted" respondents and twelve
of the interviewers interviewed eieht or more uncoached respondents whom
they selected in assigned households in assigned blocks. 19 The general

-----:~~.-~........._--.------------------------
19 These twelve interviewers interviewed an average of twelve uncoached

respondents each.
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procedure was to have the interviewer first interview a Ilpl anted ll re­
spondent playing the role of a Ilpunctilious liberal,,11 a person incapable
of giving an unqualified" categorical response to any question. The re­
spondent was instructed to be difficult to interview in terms of expressing
ambivalent beliefs in all areas but to be friendly to the interviewer at
the same time.

Following the interview with the "punctilious liberal,," each interviewer
interviewed several uncoached respondents. Then" he interviewed a Ilpl anted lr

respondent pl~ying the role of a''hostile bigot." This respondent was in­
structed to be hostile, uncooperative" and suspicious of the entire situ­
ation. He generally required considerable persuasion to answer many of
the questions at all and was on the whole quite vicious .nth the interview­
er.

FollOWing the Ilhostile bigot" interview, the interviewers interviewed sever­
al more uncoached respondents. Then they interviewed another "planted" re­
spondent. Planted respondents of th.i.s last type were coached to present
different interviewing problems to the intervie"tfeI' J rather than a specific
uniform role. For example" in several instances, the respondent who "tfas
assigned to the interviewer was ostensibly not at home but a room-mate of
the respondent was there and offered to act as a surrogate for the assigned
person. In several other instances" a situation was set up where an ag­
gressive wife was supposed to intrude into an interview with her husband"
express her own opinions, and in general make a nuisance of herself. Sever­
al respondents were coached to appear more interested in the interviewer and
in the interviewing than in the substance of the schedule. These respond­
ents generally made the situation difficult by trying to interview the
interviewer, albeit in a friendly manner" rather than allowing themselves
to be interviewed. The multiplicity of respondent roles to which the in­
terviewers were exposed" in contrast with the unitary situation in the
Guest study, carries us beyond the study of the general process by which
gross error occurs. Comparing the behavior of the interviewers as they
operate in the different circumstances presumably illuminates the influence
of situational pressures.

As in the case of the Guest study" the interviewers were totally una'tt1are
either of the fact that any of their cases were anything but ordinary, un­
coached respondents or of the fact that any of the interviews were being
tape recorded. Of course" the uncoached, regular respondent interviews
were in all respects normal and were not tape recorded. These latter in­
terviews were included mai..11ly to establish verisimilitude to a normal sur­
vey.

The tape recordings were transcribed for the analysis. The typewritten
transcriptions were then compared 'ttJith the responses recorded by the inter­
viewer on the scr.edule and the errors found were tabulated. Also, the trans­
criptions were examined for interviewer behavior which could be considered
as potentially distorting regardless of what was recorded on the interview
schedule., Errors of this latter type were also tabulated.
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Although for the A.J.G. stu~y the classification and tabulation of various
types of errors was not nearly so refined as that of the Guest study, we
here too are able to learn a great deal about the processes through which
gross effects occur, as well as their extent.

The errors made were classified in four· brand categori~s:

1) Asking errors; omitting question or changing wording of
question.

2) Probing errors; failing to probe when necessary, biased
probing~ irrelevant probing, inadequate probing, pre­
venting the respondent from saying all he wishes to
say.

3) Recording errors; recording something not said, not re­
cording something said, incorrectly recording response.

4) Flagrant cheating; not asking question but recording a
response, recording response when respondent does not
answer question asked.

In tabulation, each error was counted equally with no attempt at weighting
by the seriousness of the error in terms of its potential distortiveness.
By this count, on the average each interviewer committed 13 asking errors,
13 probing errors, eight recording errors" and four cheating errors on
each schedule. There were fifty questions on the interview schedule, but
it was possible to commit a number of errors on a single question. Still,
the error rate was obviously extremely high. One should only take this
finding" though, as indicative of the kinds of errors that do occur rather
than as representing the extent of error ona normal survey since it should
be remembered that the "staged" situations were purposely set up in such
a way as to induce the interviewer to make many errors. Although in the
course of a normal survey an interviewer might well come upon a few re­
spondents as difficult as those encountered here" a considerable proportion
of respondents would nonna1ly be far easier to interview than the "planted"
respondents. In easier interviewing situations the interviewers would be
far less prone to make errors. Also" it should be remembered that the
interviewers employed for this experiment were on the whole inexperienced
and not regular staff members of the agency conducting the survey. These
latter factors might also partially account for the generally poor inter­
viewing performance.

The errors appeared in general to be highly pervasive. Every interviewer
made at least one error of each of the three non-cheating varieties. In
fact" the interviewer making the fewest errors on the first--the "punctil­
ious liberal"--interviel-1 committed ten errors. while ten out of twelve
interviewers comrnitted more than 20 errors on that interview. On the
"hostile bigot" interview, the interviewer making the fewt::s·c:, errors made
23 errors, and most interviewers made more than 50 errors. Thus" all
interviewers were at least somewhat prone to make non-cheating errors.

Owing to the absence of ade~ate replication in the experiment, i.e.~ the
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fact that each interviewer interviewed in general no more than one
"planted" respondent of each type~ it was impossible to make a power­
ful statistical test of the significance of the differences between
interviewers in the number of errors conunitted. For this experiment,
the number of errors committed by different interviewers did vary tre­
mendously but this variation could conceivably have been random. How­
ever, the study analysis suggests that the interviewer differences are
real rather than random" and this seems the reasonable interpretation.

Cheating errors were less pervasive among the staff. Although every
interviewer cheated at least once in the "hostile bigot" intervie't'iT~

four of the nine interviewers who turned in completed schedules for
this respondent did not really cheat to an appreciable extent. These
four recorded categorical responses to a few questions which they had
asked but which the respondent had failed to answer or had answered
in an irrelevant or equivocal fashion. However, the cheating of tlrese
four was of a completely different order of magnitude from the cheating
of another four interviewers. The latter four completely failed to ask
a very large number of questions (from 18 to 33 questions each) for which
they recorded categorical responses as if the question had been properly
asked and answered. These four interviewers clearly fabricated a large
proportion of the interviews. A ninth interviewer also fabricated most
of the "hostiJe bigot" interview" but he indicated on the schedule that
he had done this becal,lse he felt he could not break through the respond­
ent's hostility. This interviewer can really neither be classified as
cheating or as not cheating.

Again, we can not test statistically whether the differences in cheating
behavior observed here represent true differences or whether they are
simply due to sampling variation. We cannot determine, for instance,
whether the same four interviewers who cheated grossly with the "hostile
bigot" would also be most likely to cheat in some other situation, either
in connection with this surveyor some other survey. However, the differ­
ence in extent of cheating behavior between the two groups of interviewers
in this instance was very large. This fact and a number of other findings
suggest strongly that there is some basic intra-individual determinant of
cheating behavior. ThuS" for example~ it was demonstrated in these data
that the stability of cheating behavior between split-halves of the inter­
view was much higher than other forms of interviei-1er error. This demon­
stration" however" merely reveals that cheating is not affected much by
minor types of variation occurring within a situation of some particular
character. Analysis of the data also reveals that those interviewers who
blatantly cheated in the "hostile bigotll situation also resorted to cheat­
ing slightly more frequently in the "punctilious liberal" situation than
did the other interviewers. But, owing to the overall only slight in­
cidence of cheating in the llpunctilious' liberal" interview" this differ­
ence can only be minor. We can say that there i-1aS slight evidence of the
generality of the cheating propensity" i.e.~ the tendency for an inter­
viewer who cheats in one situation to cheat in others" at least under
the conditions of this survey. The evidence of apparent bimodality (and
almost discontinuity) of the distribution of cheating among the interview­
ers is supported by Guest's finding that flagrant bias or cheating is
aberrant behavior--an interviewer either cheats a great deal or very little
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in a given situation.

Yet, even with respect to cheating behavior, which seems characterological
in nature, the impact of major situational pressures is clear. Thus, in
the "punctilious liberal" situation~ there was on the whole very little
cheating. The greater extent of cheating in the more stressful "bigot"
situation was clearly a function of the need to cheat in order to escape
a painful situation as easily as possible. Even here, only half the in­
terviewers interpreted the situation as requiring cheating. Consequently,
interviewer cheating is a function of both individual differences and the
nature of the situation.

The reduction in general magnitude of cheating in the easier situation is
paralleled by the difference in extensiveness of cheating between the
A.J .C. and the Guest study: in the Guest stU<TJ cheating was somewhat
of a rarity, in the A. J •C. study half the interviewers cheated. This
was probably due to the enormous difference in the difficulty of the sit­
uations. The Guest "planted" respondent really didn It encourage the inter­
viewer to cheat in order to finish the interview "tvhile the "hostile bigot"
situation obviously did place a premium on cheating. Since few respond­
ents are as difficult as the "hostile bigot,," the incidence of cheating
on the Guest study probably approximates normal conditions more closely
than the A. J.C. study.

We have thus seen that gross effects occur extensively and are mediated
by certain processes. However, it does not follow that there will be
serious consequences on the results. If the effect of a particular inter­
viewer on a specific question were not consistent from respondent to re­
spondent, these gross effects would tend to cancel out over respondents
and there vlOuld be relatively little net effect on marginals. Gro ss
effects might also cancel out over questions on a single subject matter
for a given respondent. The interviewer might influence one response
relating to a given subject-matter in one direction and another response
relating to the same subject-matter in the opposite direction.

The magnitude of net effects will be dealt with directly in the next
section. However, certain conclusions can be foreshadowed. There was
some specific evidence from the A.J.C. study that some, although by no
means all, of the effects did cancel within subject-matter areas. Further,
the general evidence already p resented, plus additional evidence below,
indicating that much error arises from situational factors and varies
over the range of different situations suggests that there would be can­
cellation across respondents, and perhaps even within the interview of
a single respondent. It is, then, clear that at least some gross effects
would be in a sense random with respect to their influence on the sub­
stantive content of the recorded responses. However, there was also evi­
dence in the A.J.C. experiment reported in Chapter III that much of the
effect appeared to be due to "attitude-structure expectations." If atti­
tude-structure expectations were prevalent, one would expect re-enforce­
ment of effects in a given subject matter area for the same respondent.
We are also led to believe that such expectations would have little net
effect on marginals but relatively great effect on cross-tabulations.
This is only a speculation, however. At present, we cannot determine
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the relative incidence of net as compared with gross effects.

While the examination of these tape-recorded interview studies leaves
many questions unanswered" they provide valuable" definitive descrip­
tions of lo1hat occurred in particular interview situations. Their limi­
tations derive from their small scale character--their use of a small
number of interviewers of specific types ~ and of only a few "planted"
respondents covering a limited number of types of situations. It is
to be hoped that more large scale studies of this design can be exe­
cuted in the future.

We have thus far discussed in this chapter the incidence of gross inter­
viewer effect and the processes through which it occurs. We have raised
the problem of whether the net results would reflect the frequent occur­
rence of gross effects, and have offered conjectures based on the degree
to which situational factors operate. In the preceding chapter we gave
sane attention to the extent to which intervie'V'Jer effect was persistent
through time--e,g ... the extent to which a given interviewer tended to
affect his respondent's responses in the same fashion on surveys exe­
cuted at different points of time. However, the previous exaInination
of this problem was in terms of the distributions of responses obtained
by interviewers. Here, in this section on gross interviewer effect we
shall again present evidence on the persistence of effects, but use the
individual respondent as the unit of analysis. We shall do this by
comparing the reliability of responses of a given respondent when the
responses are elicited by the same interviewer each time to the reli­
ability of responses of a respondent when the responses are elicited
by different interviewers. Examination of the repeat reliability data
naturally bears on the problem of whether interviewer effects will be
systematic. Since attitude data are, by definition, subject to change
over time, the total unreliability would not necessarily represent error.
However, since most of the data to be presented here refer to unchanging
factual characteristics of the respondent, any unreliability, by defi...
nition, represents error. Conse,quently" the aggregate findings of this
analysis provide additional estimates of gross effects, while the re­
fined treatment of the data provides evidence on the systematic occur­
rence of such effects.

If a given interviewer has an influence systematic over time on the
responses of a given respondent .. then one would expect less variation
in response to a given question by a given respondent when the same
interviewer interviert1s that respondent each time than when different
interviewers interview that respondent. In order for the difference
in reliability under the two different conditions to be large, the in­
fluence of any given interviewer on the responses of any given respond­
ent (through inter-action or any other means) must be highly persistent
through time; i.e., if interviewer A affects the responses of respondent
I in a particular fashion on one wave of a panel, he must affect those
responses in the same way on the other waves of the panel. l'ITe are not
directly measuring here whether a given interviewer affects the responses
of different respondents similarly, {our problem in the analysis of net
effects). However.. such an analysis has relevance. If the variable in
the interview situation crucial to the determination of response is the
interaction between os: particular interviewer and a particular .
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respondent and the nature of this interaction is not particularly subject
to variation over time, there will be considerable systematic effects.
But, if among the crucial variables are highly ephemeral aspects of the
interviewing situation, like the time of day, the weather, how the in­
terviewer and respondent happen to be feeling on the particular day of
the interview~ distractions, and other similar factors which might read-·
ily be expected to differ between two occasions when a given interviewer
is interviewing a given respondent, then in general there will be little
systematic effect over time, even though responses are unreliable.

Our data here come from available panel studies" surveys where the S~h"ne

sample of individuals is interviewed two or more t:imes. In many panel
studies, through accident some respondents are interviewed on different
waves by the same interviewer, while other respondents are interviewed
by a different interviewer. These two sets of respondents constitute
the basis of our comparisons. The comparative reliability of response
to the questions that are repeated in different waves is our indicator
of the extent of systematic effects.

Comparisons from a number of different panel studies are presented be­
low. The results are essentially consistent in that" with rather few
exceptions, the responses obtained from respondents interviewed by the
sarne interviewers on both waves are some~1hat more reliable than the re­
sponses elicited by different interviewers on the two waves. But, these
differences in reliability are generally only of moderate magnitude.
It is also true, that there is generally a considerable degree of un­
reliability to the responses. Since in most instances the actual shift
in the respondent's characteristics could only have been negligible,
gross interviewer effect, by stringent defintion, must have been rather
widespread. This is especially true in light of the fact that whenever
two interviewers produced the same error in the responses of a given
respondent, or ti1henever a given interviewer produced the same erroneous
response both times he interviewed a respondent, the interviewer effect
is completely obscured in the analysis. Thus, we IIllU?t _ conclude that
some of the more ephemeral situational factors discussed earlier must
be highly influential even as compared to the more persistent factors
in the situation such as the personalities" relative socio-economic
status or age, etc. of the two participants in the interview situation
within the limits of the variability of the characteristics of the in­
terviewing staffs involved.

The earliest study of this type was a study of interviewer ratings made
by Mosteller. 20 In one study, a small national sample of respondents

20 Frederick Mosteller. liThe Reliability of Interviewers' Ratings, II in
H. Cantril. Gaugin~ Public Opinion (Princeton: Princeton Universi tg
Press, 1944), 98-10 •

was interviewed twice with the same interviewers interviewing the same
respondents on both waves. A three week period intervened between the
two waves of interviewing. In a second national study, respondents
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living in cities with more than 100,000 population were interviewed by
different interviewers on two waves of a panel. In this study the
interviews were spaced about two months apart. Another panel study
using different interviewers was also made in Chicago with inte!"".r:ievJs
spaced about ten days apart. Even though for the three studies the
universes differed sorr.ewhat, none of the sarrples was random (they were
all regular quota samples), and the time lapse between interviews dif­
fered.. the three studies would still app.e.ar, to be, essentially comparable.

The interviewers on the two national studies rated the respondents on
both waves on a five-point economic status scale. 'When the same inter­
viewer rated the same respondents on both waves, 77% of the ratings
were identical. When different interviewers rated given respondents
on the two waves only 54% of the ratings were identical. The Chicago
study sample contained almost completely respondents of average or
higher economic status and thus the interviewers used a truncated
rating scale (three categories on one wave, four categories on the
other). Even in this situation only 55% of the respondents received
identical classifications.

The interviewers estimated the age of the respondent and asked whether
he owned a car on both waves of all three surveys. Here again there
was greater reliability when the same interviewer made the rating or
asked the question both times than when different interviewers were
used.

TABLE 66

RELIABILITY OF RESPONSES TO REPEAT QUESTIONS

IN TlffiEE. PANEL STUDIES

Chicago Panel;
different inter­
viewers on tw:o

waves:waves:

Per cent identical classifications under different conditions~~

National Panel; Cities
over 100,000 popula­
tion; different in­
terviewers on two

waves:

National Panel;
same interview­

ers on both
Characteristic:

• • • • •

Estimate of age
of respondent:
(10 year class
intervals) ••

Automobile
ownership:

• • •
90%

(277)

96%
(256)

71%
(288)

86%
(288)

74%
(about 150)

89%
(150)

* Numbers in parentheses are the number of cases upon which the per cents are based.
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The implications of the greater reliability that ~xisted when the same
interviewer interviewed the same respondent tv-rice are not clear-cut.
With only a three-week period between the first and second interview
of the panel using the same interviewer, it seems very likely that at
least in some instances the interviewer remembered how he had previously
classified the respondent and merely classified him in an identical fashion
the second time. Thus, the greater reliability attained by the same ih­
terviewer classifying the same respondent both times may in part be an
artifact of memory rather than the result of persistent interviewer
characteristics which result in either stability over time in the inter­
viewer's perception and frame of reference for classification of the re­
spondent or in stability of the respondent's reaction to the interviewer.
Thus while the latter interpretation has some validity, it is likely that
the difference in reliability overstates the systematic operation of an
interviewer's effect.

A somewhat smaller difference in reliability bett-Jeen ratings of the
economic level of respondents made by the same interviewer as against
ratings made by different interviewers was observed in a panel study
conducted by NORC in Cincinnati. 21 In this study, lihere a four-point

-21 This study was done in cooperation with the Bureau of Applied Social
Research, Columbia University, tr..I'ough funds appropriated by the SSRC.

rating was used, 78% of the respondents received identical classifications
on both waves when the same interviewer made the rating, and 68% received
identical classifications when different interviewers were rating. The
difference between the differences (the difference between 23% and 10%)
in Mosteller's and the Cincinnati study is not statist;i.cally significant,
but is in accord wi.th our expectations because a six-month interval sepa­
rated the first and second wave of the Cincinnati study. This longer
interval would certainly have lessened considerably the possibility of
an interviewer's remembering how he had previously classified a respond­
ent. Mainly the persistent factors tended to produce differences in re­
liability between the same intervie~iers and different interviewers in
Cihcinnati, while both persistent factors and memory operated in the
Mosteller study. The greater difference in the Mosteller study was,
therefore, to be expected.

A number of other comparisons in the reliability of factual data from
the Cincinnati study are presented here. It should be noted in inter­
preting these comparisons that the study was by no means executed in '
accord with an experimental design. These comparisons are merely a by­
product of a regular panel survey; consequently, innumerable extraneous,
non-random, uncontrolled factors may have affected the results. For in­
stance I only nine of the interviewers ~vho intervielrJ'ed on the first wave
of the survey also interviewed on the second wave. This group of nine
interviewers who interviewed on both waves was certainly not a random
sample of the forty-six interviewers who worked on the survey (twenty­
seven on the first wave; twenty-eight on the second). Only the more
competent interviewers from the first wave--as judged from the quality
of their completed interview schedules and the subjective impressions
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of the supervisor--were offered jobs interviewing on the second wave.
Among this selected group half could not" or did not wish to, work on
the second survey. Thus, it is quite likely that the interviewers l-iTho
worked on both waves of the panel were more competent and more inter­
ested in the survey than were those who only worked on one wave, and
possibly would differ in their systematic effects on respondents f re­
plies over time. The resulting evaluation of the extent of systematic
effects is probably relevant only to a select group of intervieltVers.

The definitive design would have involved either having eveI'j'- inter­
viewer interview the same proportion of respondents interviewed by
himself on the previous wave and the same proportion of respondents
interviewed by a different interviewer; or having each interviewer
in one random sample of interviewers interview only respondents he
had interviewed on the previous wave while each intervieHer in another
random sample interviewed only respondents interviewed by another inter­
viewer on the first ifaVe. It is conceivable that if this experimental
stuqy design had been executed, the differences found through the com­
parisons would have varied somewhat fram those found here~

Of the respondents interviewed by first wave interviewers lolho also
worked on the second wave" only a portion were actually interviewed
by the same interviewer both times. WhiC'h respondents were to be re­
interviewed by the same interviewer was determined by the expediencies
of the field situation. Some interviewers could put in less time on
the second wave than on the first wave" so that some of their first
wave respondents had to be interviewed by some other interviel-rer.
Also" since a new sample of respondents was added to the study for
the second wave" assignments had to be clustered differently in order
to minimize travel between interviewr-s, and this factor also led to
the re-assignment to new interviewers of some of the ftrst l-iTaVe re­
spondents whose original interviewers were working on the second Tl'1ave.
Thus, various factors were involved in determining which particular
respondents were interviewed twice by the same interviewer and l...rhich
respondents were interviewed by different interviewers on the two l-ifaVes.
Since these two groups of respondents were not divided on a random basis"
it is conceivable that the respondents in one group were more likely to
be reliable in their responses than the other--irrespective of who inter­
viewed them. Actually" there is no particular reason to assume that the
respondents interviewed by the same interviewer both times were actually
"innately" more reliable than respondents interviewed by different in­
terviewers, but the absence of random assignment make s it impossible
to apply sampling error formulae in evaluating the observed differences
in reliability.
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TABLl67

RELIABILITY OF CINCmNATI FACTUAL DATA

Per cent of respondents giving. idlm­
tical responses on both waves

Characteristic

When interviewed When interviewed
by same by dif.ferent.

interviewer * interviewer *

Collapsed into 4-Class break • • • •

Education
7-Class break • • • • • • • • • • • • 77%

82

67%

79

• • • •
Frequency of Church Attendance

4-Class break. • • • •• • •

Collapsed into dichotomy • • • • • •

79

92

67

85

Age
Dichotomized • • • • • • • • • • • • 98 98

Service in W. W. II
Dichotomized • • • • • • • • • • • • 99 98

Which Newspaper(s) Read
5-Classes • • • • •

. .. .
• • • • • • • 82 82

-;} The reliability percentages for the "same-interviewer" respondents are based
on approximately 90 respondents. The percentages for the "different-inter­
viewer" respondents are based on approximately 410 cases.

Another panel study where we have been able to compare the reliability of
certain demographic information elicited by the same interviewer with the
reliability of the results obtained by different interviewers was executed
in Baltimore jointly by NORC, the Bureau of Applied Social Research, and
the American Jewish Committee •. Here, as in Cincinnati, there was an inter­
val of about six months between the two waves of intervie'Ning. The same
shortcomings in design as existed in the Cincinnati study apply to Baltimore
since the major purpose of the study was not experimental.

The results of the Baltimore study are essentially in confirmation of the
results of the two previously discussed studies. The responses of respond­
ents interviewed on both waves by the same interviewer were moderately more
reliable than were the responses of respondents interviewed by different
interviewers on the two waves.
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TABLE 68

RELIABILITY OF BALTTI10RE FACTUAL DATA

Per cent respondents g~~ng iden­
tical resEonses on both waves

Characteristic:

'When interviewed When interviewed
by same by different

interviewer ~f- interviewer ~f-

. . . .Collapsed into 4-Class break

Education
.6-Class break . . . . .. . . . . • • •

75

54%

67

Income
7-Ciass break • • • • • • • • •

Collapsed into 3-Class break

Collapsed symmetrically SO that
adjacent intervals are con­
sidered as identical • • • •

. .

. . .

57

75

86

50

62

79

* The reliability percentages for the "same-interviewer" respondents are
based on approximately 80 respondents. The percentages for the "different­
interviewer" respondents are based on approximately 470 respondents.

We have presented above three completely indep~ndentdemonstrations·that
some systematic effect of a particular interviewer on the demographic
classification of a particular respondent does occur. But" by and large,
the differences in reliability have not been particularly large consider­
ing the extraneous factors involved in the study design. These comparisons
clearly support the conclusion in Chapter V to the effect that there is a
considerable fluctuating component to interviewer effect in addition to a
systematic component of only moderate magnitude. However, the considerable
magnitude of unreliability for unchangeable factual characteristics supports
the evidence presented earlier in this chapter that gross effects are large.

Some evidence on the relative reliability of opinion data collected by the
same and by different interviewers is also available. 22 For opinion data

22
For the opinion data, we cannot regard the total unreliability as indi-
cative of gross effect since opinions may well change in time. However,
this fact should not jeopardize the analysis of systematic effects over
time, since whatever real change has occurred should be a constant in
the comparison.
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8180# the respondents' interviewed by the same interviewers on both waves
were in general more likely to give reliable responses than were those
respondents interviewed by different interviewers. The size of the dif­
ference in reliability varied extremely" but it was not possible to de­
termine whether this variation was random or connected somehow with
specific question content or form.

In the 1948 Elmira panel voting study, several interviewers interviewed
the same respondents on the second and third waves. These two waves
of interviewing were separated by an interval of about two months. There
were two questions which were asked on both waves of the study. For both
of those questions" the respondent was handed a card with twelve attri­
butes listed on it and was asked which of the attributes came closest
to describing Truman and which came closest to describing Dewey. Almost
every respondent mentioned several attributes as descriptive of each of
the candidates.

An example of one of the reliability comparisons follows.

TABLE 69

RELIABILITY OF EUlIRA OPINION DATA

Responses on Successive 1vaves for Attribution of Courage to Truman

Same intervielier on both Different interviewers on the
waves two 1r1aves

First ~Jave First Have
Did not Did not

Mention- mention Mention- mention
ed "cou- "coura- ed J1GOU- "coura-
ragaous" geous" rageous" geous"
as des- as des- as des- as des-
cribing _ ~ribing cribing cribing
Truman Truman Total Truman Truman Total

Second Wave Second vJave
Mention- Mention-
ed "cou- ed "cou-
rageous" 9 4 13 rageous" 78 75 153
as des- I as des-
cribing cribing

Truman Truman
Did not Did not
mention mention
IIcoura- 7 32 39 "coura- 64 468 532
geous" geous"
as des- as des-
cribing cribing

Truman Truman

Total 16 36 52 142 543 685
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One obvious way of conceiving the reliability of the responses shown in
these tables is as the ratio of the number of respondents either mention-
ing "courageous" on both surveys or not mentioning the attribute on either
survey to, the total number of respondents. Thus, for the II same interviewer,"
the reliability from the table would be 41/52 or 79%, while for the IIdif­
ferent interviewers" the reliability would be 546/085 or 80%. This way
of looking at reliability does represent the stability of response but
the reliability percentage computed in this fashion is to some extent a
function of the proportions of respondents mentioning the attribute on
each of the surveys. As the proportion of respondents mentioning a given
attribute approaches 50%, reliability computed in this fashion tends to
diminish. This wouldn't concern us here if the "same-interviewer" re­
spondents a.nd the "different-interviewer" respondents mentioned each of
the attribut'es in exactly the same proportion. But, owing to sampling
variation and perhaps to sampling bias, the two groups of respondents
were not randomly divided. In some instances there were rather large
differences in the two groups in the proportions of respondents mention-
ing a given attribute.

We have, therefore" used an additional method of computing reliability.
In this second approach" we take the ratio of the number or respondents
mentioning the attribute on both waves to the total number of respondents
mentioning the attribute on either wave; in other words" the denominator
of this ratio is composed of those who mentioned the attribute on both
l'laVeS plus those who mentioned it on the first 't<Tave and not the second
plus those who mentioned it on the second wave but not the first. This
procedure seemed to be less affected by the differences in the proportions
mentioning the attributes.

In the illustrative table presented earlier for the attribute "courageous,,"
the reliability for the "same-interviewer" respondents would thus be 9/20
or 45% and for the "different-interviewer" respondents it would be 78/217
or 361':. These percentages are thus a slight reversal of those computed
by the method which took all respondents into account. This reversal vTaS

to be expected owing to the fact that a higher proportion of II same-inter­
viewer" respondents than of "different-interviewer" respondents had men­
tioned., on either or both of the -gaves "courageous" as an attribute of
Truman.

The reliability percentages computed by the two different methods for
each of the attributes are presented below.
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TABLE 70

A COMPARISON OF THE RELIABILITY OF RESPONSES OBTAINED WHEN
THE SAME INTERVIEHER INTERVIEWED GIVEN RESPONDENTS ON BOTH

WAVES AND HIlliN DIFFERENT INTERVIEWERS INTERVIEWED
GIVEN RESPONDENTS ON THE TWO WAVES

Reliability computed on
the basis of those re-
spondents who mentioned Reliability computed on
the attribute on either theba-sis of'all-re"'-

Attribute or both waves spondents

Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents

TRUMAN interviewed interviewed intervie:wed interviewed
by same by different by same bJ different

interviewer interviewers interviewer interviewe!S

Courageous • • • • · • 45% 36% 79% 80%
(20)* (217)* * *

Conservative • · • · • 100 28 100 86
( 6) (130)

Weak . • · • • · · • 37 34 77 74
(19) (274)

Honest • · · · · • · . 73 54 83 70
(33) (446)

Inadequate • · • • · • ISo 43 85 77
(20) (280)

Sound • • • • • · 0 20 92 88
( 4) (104)

Confused • • • · • • • 68 53 79 71
(34) (422)

Efficient · • · · • • 60 15 96 86
( 5) (117)

Cold. .. · .. · · • • 100 19 100 97
( 1) (27)

Well-meaning • • • · · 69 57 79 67
(35) (520)

Thrifty · • · · • 0 17 96 91
( 5) (76)

Opportunist • • • · • 20 14 92 91
( 5) (69)

* The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of respondents involved for each
reliability percentage based on the respondents mentioning the attribute on
either or both waves. The Truman percentages for all respondents are based on
52 respondents for the "same-interviewer ll group and on 685 respondents for the
l'Idifferent-interviewers" group. The Dewey percentages for all respondents are
based on 51 respondents for the "same-interviewer" and 669 respondents for the
"different-interviewers."
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(TABLE 70 (Continued)

Attribute

Reliability computed on
the basis of those re­
spondents who mentioned
the attribute on either

or both waves

Reliability computed on
the basis of all re­

spondents

DEWEY

Respondents
interviewed

by same
interviewer

Respondents
interviewed
by different
interviewers

Respondents Respondents
interviewed interviewed

by same qydifferent
interviewer interviewe~

· . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

• '!' • •

. . .

72%

75

72

66

93

96

69

93

66

91

85

66

76

78%

86

65

73

88

67

90

92

94

82

96

53%
(394)

28
(237)

19
(32)

52
(478)

7
( 54)

34
(317)

14
(51)

55
(507)

23
( 78)

34
(344)

27
(259)

32
(150)

61%
(28)

50
(14)

o
( 4)
50

(36)

29
( 7)

48
(23)

14
( 7)'

56
.(39)

7
(15)

57
(21)

83
(12)

70
(10)

. . .

. . .

. . . .

• • • • •

• • • • •

· . . . .

• • • • •

· . . . .

• • • • •

· . . . .

· .. '.

Courageous ~

Conservative

Weak •

Honest

Opportunist

Cold

Inadequate

Contused ••

Efficient

Sound •••

Well-meaning

Thrii'ty ••

It is clear that there was a definite tendency for respondents interviewed
by the same interviewers on both waves to give more reliable responses
than those respondents interviewed by different interviewers. There were
a few exceptions to this tendency, but almost all the large differences
were in the direction of greater stability of the responses of "same­
interviewer" respondents. But, the exceptions and the incidence of a
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number of small differences favoring the "same-interviewers" do indicate
that the systematic effects that must exist are only of moderate importance.

A number of opinion questions from the first wave of the Cincinnati panel,
discuss!=ld earlier, were repeated on the second wave of that study. The
relative reliabilities for a sample of those questions are presented here.
Again in this study, there are definite indications that the "same-inter­
viewer ll respondents tended in general to be more stable in their responses
than the IIdifferent-interviewers" respondents.

TABLE 71

RELIABILITY OF OPINION DATA IN THE CINCINNATI STuDY

QUESTION:

Per cent giving identical
~onses on both waves

of those of those
respond- respond-
ents in- ents in-
terviewed terviewed
by the by differ-

same in- ent inter-
terviewer viewers on

on both the two
waves-r.- waves *

1. Do you think there will alw3ys be wars between
countries, or do you think someday we'll find
a way to prevent wars? • • • • • • • • • • • •

2. Do you think it will be best for the future of
this country if we take an active part in world
affairs, or if we stay out of world affairs? •

78%

77

66%

70

4.

5.

6.

In general, are you satisfied or dissatisfied
with the progress that. the United Nations
organization has made so far? • • • • • • • • •

Do you think we can count on Russia to meet us
half-way in working out problems together? ••

Have you read anything about the veto p?wer in
the United Nati.-ons •••••••••• ••

Do you expect the United States to fi~ht in
another war within the next ten years. • ••••

69

76

70

56

62

72

70

58

* The percentages for "same-interviewer" respondents are based on about 90 cases for
questions 1, 2, 4, and 6 and on about 55 cases for questions 3 and 5. The per­
centages for "different-interviewer" respondents are based on about 400 cases for
questioml, 2, 4, and 6 and on about 260 cases for questions 3 and 5. The per­
centages for questions 3 and 5 are based on fewer respondents because these ques­
tions ~lere asked only of people having heard of the U. N.
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Another t)'P8 of test of the extent of systematic interviewer effect over
time can be made with the Cincinnati panel data. Two rough indices, one
of interest in international affairs and the other of infonnation con­
cerning the U. N., were set up for each wave of the panel. The magnitude
ot change between the first and second wave for each of the scores was
computed. Since the same questions were used in setting up the indices
on both waves, one would expect that, if interviewer effects were syste­
matic over time, the "same-interviewer" respondents would be likely to
show less change in their scores than would the respondents interviewed
by different interviewers. This would be particularly marked if inter­
viewer effects were systematic over questions on the same subject matter-­
i.e., if a given interviewer tended to influence the responses of a given
respondent in the same direction on related questions, or, more specifically,
if he tended to elicit on all relevant questions expressions of greater
interest in international affairs than actually was true of the respondent.
In comparing the changes of the two sets or respondents in this way, we are
making a compound test, examining simultaneously whether effects were sys­
tematic over different questions and whether they were systematic over time.

The mean absolute value of the change in score is compared below for the
two sets of respondents for both indices. It is clear that neither of the
differences in the mean magnitude of change in score is even near to being
statistically significant. In fact, for the information index, the mean
absolute change in score for those respondents interviewed by the same in­
terviewer was actualJ.y greater than the mean absolute change for the re­
spondents interviewed by different interviewers. This difference. is the
opposite of what we would expect if there had been systematic effects.
The results certainly provide no basis for assuming that there are effects
that are systematic over both questions and time.

TABLE 72

RELIABILITY OF OPINION INDICES IN THE CINCINNATI STUDY

Mean absolute value of change
in score from the first to
the second wave by respond­

entq who ·were interviewed by,:«

Index of interest
in International
affairs • • • • •

Same
interviewer

on both
waves

.90

Different
interviewers
on the two

waves

Difference
between

means

.-06

"t"
(ratio of dif..
ference between
means to stand-

ard error of
difference)

.6

Index of infor­
mation about the
United Nations • 1.34 -.08 -.5
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We have thus seen that a multiplicity of comparisons front a number· of
different panel studies support in general the fact that there is some
interviewer effect on the response which is systematic over time. But,
the several anomalous comparisons and the generally small differences,
as well as consideration of such spurious factors as the recollection
on the part of the interviewer or respondent of the response on the pre­
ceding wave and the non-r~'1domness involved in the design, make it clear
that in general the systematic effects over time are at most only moderate
in magnitude. This conclusion on the basis of these panel comparisons is
in line with the discussion of systematic interviewer effects in the pre­
ceding chapter.

5. Differential Net Effects and Inter-Interviewer

Variation

Differential net effects and inter-interviewer variation will be discussed
together because of the similarity of the study designs used in the two
areas.

A vast majority of the published studies of differential net effects and
inter-interviewer variation in the course of nonnal field operations show
a widespread occurrence of these phenomena with rather considerable magni­
tude in various situations and with the use of various question-fonns on
various subject matters. According to the general view of these studies,
significant inter-interviewer variation is the rule rather than an exception­
al event. The relevant features for many of these studies are summarized
in Chart II below.

In the course of our work.. we have made two studies the designs of which
were particularly appropriate for the examination of the incidence of
significant inter-interviewer variation. In both studies several inter­
viewers were assigned random samples of pre-designated respondents from
the same universe so that any variation in responses in' excess of random
variation would be ascribed to some sort of interviewer bias.

The first of the differential interviewer effect studies was made in
Cleveland in 1948. This analysis was done in conjunction with an NORC
survey of the residents of three Cleveland suburbs on the adequacy of
their transportation facilities. A systematic random sample of households
within the specified suburbs was drawn from the Cleveland Householders'
Directorz. The. sample households falling into each census tract were
divided into blocks of about fifty households each on the basis of pro­
pinquity. Each of two interviewers was assigned systematic random halves
(alternate sample households) of the sample households within each block.
There were ten such blocks of paired interviewers in the study.

The existence of differential net effects among different interviewers
was tested by comparing the amount of difference in the distributions of
responses recorded by two interviewers in one block ~dth the amount of
difference in the distributions which might occur with a reasonable
probability between two samples from a single universe. Statistically



, CHART II
PAST STUDIES OF INTER-INTERVIEWER VARIATION

Section A. No Systematic Factor

t
.~:tg,

Author­
Date

Ackerly
1936

1st Study

Ackerly
1936

2nd Study

No. Inter- No • Type
viewers Respondents, Contents,

and Character of Form of
Competence Population QucstiCJl.')s
2 experienced 17 respondents Interviews
interviewers mothers of pre- included
in field of school and same data
parent educa- elementary as that
tion school child- gotten on
Presuma.bly reno Attempted 3 attitude
only one to get broad scales.
but not range of socio- Both in-
stated econ. back- terviewers

ground. All rated all
respondents 17 respon-
were volun... dents on
teers. the 3
40 respondents, scales.
presumably Comparison
chosen same way of mean in
as 1st study. difference

between in­
terviewer's
judgments
of respon­
dents (on
attitude
scale) and
respon­
dent's
actual
score.

•

Method of
Analysis and Type

of
Significance Test

Used
Comparison of
differences be­
tween 2 inter­
viewers' alloca­
tion of respon­
dent's answers on
attitude scales
(expressed in
terms of Bcale
values). Equiva­
lence of respon­
dents by defini­
tion.

DifTerence: ex­
pressed in terms
of step values.

Incidence
of

I. E.
Range of difference
between 2 interview-
ers:
1st scale: .1-1.9
2nd ": .0-1.3
3rd 11 : .1-3.2
Mean differences on
scales I and III:
.6 of a scale value;
on scale II, .7;
these differences are
within the reliabiii­
ties of the scales.
The range and inter­
quartile range of
difference between
the two scores was
respectively: .
1st Scale:~0-2~O and

.3- .9
2nd II : .1-2 ~8 and

.5-l~2
3rd 11 : ~0-h.6 and!

.3- .9
The mean differences
were: for 1st scale:
~6, for 2nd and 3r~,

.9; these mean
differences are with­
in the reliabilities
of the scale •

•

Specialized
Findings

Maximum Size ,
of Difference of

I. E.

3.2 scale values.

4.6 scale values.

Remarks
Interviews informal,
varied with respon­
dent's level of un­
derstanding, educa­
tion, etc. Time
interval between
interviews not
given. Both in­
terviewers quite
familiar with the
scales used.

Same as ahove. No
tests of signifi­
cance given-when
differences might
l;le significant.
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CHi,RI'II (Continued)

Section A. No Systematic Factor

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximumviewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size ofAuthor- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference ofDate Competence Population Questions Used I.E. Findings I. E. RemarksClark 2 interview 193 Freshman Test of Comparison of For each of the sub- Ohe interviewer had Oh I item difference The 2 interviewers1926 ers. Pre- men at North- time dis- average time spent groups, differences been active in ath- was 8.40 hours per often discussedvious train western Univer- tribution in activities re- for 7 of the items letics and recorded week. the :i,tems by" which1st Test ing or sity. by specific ported by the 2 were in the same more time spent in ' " they" categorizedstatus not items for interviewers. The direction as the intercollegiate ath- the activities,indicated. entire week sample of each in- differences between letics. but some differences(168 hI's.) terviewer was di- the total distribu- in classificationvided into 3 tions. probably occurred.groups and compar:h Suggestions andsons of averages help from inter-for groups made, viewers is im-

as well as for portant source
total time distri- of bias, 'according
butions. Assign- to Clark. Ques-ments made by" al- tions used not re-ternating the ported;. form: of
respondents, ~ questions 'not
they came for indicated. Notheir interviews, tests of signi-
between the two ficance of
interviewers. differenceS: irr

average were re-16 i tern classifi- ported.cation•

• •
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CHftRT II (Continued)

Section A

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum
viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of
Date Competence Pop2.:htion Questions Used I. E. Findings I.E. Remarks

2 Validity of Coefficients of 1st Interviewer: co- The estimates are Interviewers esti-Same as 1st Same as 1st estimates correlation of efficient of c:orrela;.. not only higher but mates in part basedTest. Test and opiniom · estimates and actu- tion of 0.66 vvith . also tended to avoic on students f own
of inter- al grades; means actual grades. 2nd extremes and are estimates--so stu-
viewers on of interviewers interviewer: 0.73. bunched around cen- dents bias inter-
student estimates compared Mean of 1st inter- tral tendency. acted with inter-
grades. In · Equivalence of viewer's estimate viewer's opinions.
terviewers assignments not was 0.4827 higher ~11 the factors on
used previ- · noted. than actual grades. iwhich interview~rfs
ous grades This is 1/10 of the estimates were
of students range of grades made lbasedn0t given.
estimates Mean of 2nd inter-
from stu- viewer was 0.2195
dents. If higher. This is
other means 1/22 of the range.
used, not
specifical~;
mentioned.

-

e e
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Author­
Date

Ferber ,and
Wales
1952

"

No. Inter- No. Type
viewers Respondents, Contents,

and Chc'.r<:::.~ter of Form of
Competence P:'::::"llat.ion Questions
2 members of A q;~,:;l8.· 'sample Attltude
the U. of of 16 respon- toward pre-
Illinois Bu- dents for each fabricated
reau of Eco- interviewer housing.
nomics and was assigned.
Business Re- Then a prob-
search staff, ability sample,
and 12 mem- drawn from the
bers of a same areas, was
marketing re- assigned. Study
search class- conducted in
all wi.th j,n- Champaign-
terviewing Urbana,

,. experience. Illinois.

e

CHAR'r II (Continued)
Section A

Method of
Analysis and Type

of Incidence
Significance Test of

Used I. E.
A 1 interviewers In the aggregate, no
filled out the selection bias was
questionnaire evident on 7 charac-
form, before they teristics, such as
knew they were to type of residence,
use it in a sex, occupation, age.
survey. Individually, there
"Selection bias were 14 instances of
was determined by selection bias, chi-
comparing the square significant at
distribution of .05 level.
the judgment In the case of factU;J~
semple respondents al ,famtlial"it'y" ag.:~.
by various charac hgr~t!ffe"ansi~-hJ:as{:..
teristics with th (relat1~nehtp to in.
corresponding dis-· tervieWer4's own"
tribution of the , ': opinions). vtas not
respondents in th eVidellt. Bias .--
probability (appeared on it of' thet'
sample. 11 • 6 pref'ep"~AG q,U68­

~. tions,. ~wever. In~

'~dividually, on.the
'; average, 3.8 1n- '
stances of inteP­
vieW'er bias per,
question were en­
countered in the
attitudinal ques­
tions.

e

Specialized
Findings

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I. E. Remarks
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CHART II (Continued)
Section A

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type ~nalysis and Type Maximum
viewers ~espondents" Contents, of Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of
Date Competence POPU~-;'::lt,~_on Ql'.83tions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks

Guest 10 men; 5· One woman who IQu~stion- Unknown to the in- About Its errors per The respondent's rat- See Chapter VI
1947 women. had received na~re on terviewer, the in- interviewer; ranging ings of the inter-

All had some and memorized attitudes terviews .were tape- from 12 to 36 errors. viewers showed little
training or a set of toward recorded. The in- , Errors were, e.g., ability to discrimin-
experience answers. psycholo- t erviewers , return- recording an answer ate.

gists. ed schedules were was not really pro-
Variety of compared to the re- vided; failing,to Students enrolled in

- question cordings and the record important Advanced Market Re-
forms. errors noted. lf side comments. lf search, judged in-

terviewers by listen-
ing to recordings;
reliability very low.

Correlation between
strong interest
scores and inter-
viewer excellence
inconclusive •

.

e e
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Section A ......
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Method of
No. Ll1ter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum
viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of
Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks

Hansen, 5 interview Approximately Monthly Sample: In 25 seg- The estimate of be- For the number of See Chapter VI
Hurwitz, ers, from 150 households survey of ments, with an ex- tween-interviewer ....- .... ---- persons per segment
Marks, the Bureau in the Balti- labor pected size of 6 variance in the ' employed at non-farm

Mauldin of the more area. force. households, the average per segment jobs "for wages~tJ

1951 Census households were was negative in three the variance was
divided into 2 sets ou.t offi..,e chara~' estimated at 1.28.
of alternate house- . t' "'h th "'\~s J.cs. J. US, ere ...
holds. "Two enu- was probably rela- r
merators were as- tively little inter....·~

signed to each of intervielier .vari..
the 25 segments ation.
and given (at ran-
dom) one of the
sets of households
for interview."
Interviewers A and
B shared 6 segments

. Band C, 5;in- .
! t.erviewers A andC,

, and interview-
ers C ana D shared
9. Estimates of
intez-interviewer
variation were
made--no signifi-
cance tests.

.. ,

...

e e
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CHART II (Continued)
Section A

I No.
Method of

No. Inter- Type Analysis and Type -
Maximumviewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size ofAuthor- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference ofDate Competence Populat.ion Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. RemarksHovland, Two. 23 bpen and A total score is Correlation of .71 -----------Wonderlic Not indicat- Job closed in- computed from the between scores was

1939 ed. applicants formation array of questions obtained.
and opinior 'W1 ich presumably
questions measures industri~
and inter- success. The
viewer rat- scores given the2]"

'ings, !:ov- applicants by thl
ering'viork ~interviewers were

~

histgry, correlated.
family
b.?-ckground, .
Social in-
'terests
and per-
,gonal
goals.

e e
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Section A
.•.

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximumviewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size ofAuthor- and Character of Form of Si~nificance Test of Specialized Diffomanoe ofDate Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings . I}. E. Remarks10 male, 8-

~.__._..._~
Demographic Probability sample; Enumerators found to One enut:erato:t."re-

Horvitz 2,791 house-
Medical student enu- An a ttempt was made1952 female. 3 holds, 'ap-:- data and area divided into be a heterogeneous mePators reported ported 64.9 persons to estimate theday trainin~ '··proximate"2 factual 6 relatively homo- group with respect rate of 124.3 ill ill per 1,000, proportion of enu-program. out of:t5" data on geneous sub-areas to illness rates; persons per 1,000; another 165.0 merator varianceAll males dnel1ings "in illnesses, and each interview- analysis of vari- the non-medical within the totaland 2 :£d~"''';'' . the-urfta of hospitali- er given sample ance reports mean student rate was sampling variance.were medica] PiUSlgh .zation, phy blocks chosen at square of 1.96, 89.5 In this study, itstudents studio·; .the sican's random with the (170

of freedom), was estimated to belnth no in- ::'.rc:!. i . 17ell care in condition that each significant at 1% 12%.terviewing belr; !he prior year had- a) at least 2 level.experience. rest 0 the .and month. blocks from each
All except . citY.M in- sub-area and b) a
one of the come level. minimum of blocks
other 6 fe- from 3 strata of
males had no blocks classified
interviewing by number of dwell':'
experience. ing units occupied.

Analysis of variancE
for enumerators and
classes of enumera-
tors for rate of
illness.

,

?

,

I

e e



f
(\J

.-1
(\"'\
I

CHART II {Con~d)

Section A

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum
viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized .- Difference of
Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I.E. Remarks

Kinsey 3 highly ex- Approximately Questions The frequency and Out of 75 sets of The 'inc'lderro:e data' One Investigator Some selection
1948 perienced 2700 males on incidenC"e incidence of vari- calculations, 35 are are more nearly found an incidence occurred in

interviewers with college and type of ous sexual outlets so similar that the identical than the of 17.6% homosexualsJ assigning subjects
education. sexUal out- as reported by the differences are im- frequency data. another 11.8%. to interviewers,
Interviewed let. Spe- three interviewers material; in 10 there e.g., ~oons

over a 4 yr. cial inter- are compared. are more or less !wi'th~ prtlmi.scu-
period. viewing Equivalence of material differences ~, h'i'S'tortes W.eTEl '

technique. samples by watch- between the lowest aslttgned to senior
ing for sex, race, and the highest investigators.

, marital status, ane figures.
educational level--
each group having
at least 300 cases.

e e
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Section A

Method of
Analysis and Type Maximum

of Incidence Size of
Significance Test of Specialized Difference of

Used I.E. Findings I.E.
Respondents were ]InCidenceof sexual Group Mean values arel. On age at first
reinterviewed 18 outlet: r. was better more consistent than knowledge of
mos. to 7 yrs~ after. than .9 in every case individual reports, venereal disease,
1st interview. Co- and better than .95 indicating cancelling Pearsonian r = .41
efficient of corre- in all but 3 cases. out and neither syste
lation between On frequency and re- atic exaggeration nor
original and re-t collection of early concealment.
reports computed; sexual experiences,
%of identical re- rls range from .5 to
plies, and %within .8. On vital statis-
limit of identical tics data, Pearsonian
replies. r was above .8 and

above .9 in 6 out of
8 cases.

I
~
.-l
.1"\•

Author­
Date

Kinsey
1948

No. Inter­
viewers

and
Competence

b specially
trained in­
terviewers;
how many in­
volved in
retakes,
not given.

Asabove.

No.
Respondents,
Character of

Population
10"2 males and
females.

231 pairs of
spouses.

e

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions

Frequency
and inci­
dence of
various
sexual out­
lets; vital
statistics.

As above,
and Coital
patterns.

Reportsoy husbana rln ~7':iey;-of tfieTtems,
and wife compared, I' was .7 or better;
by %of identical for 50%, r was .8 or
replies and co- better; for 25% it
efficient of corre- was .9 or better.
lation.

e

Agreement on
a verage frequency
of coitus, was .50;
34.7% were identi­
cal responses.

Remarks

"There may have
been collusion be­
tween some of the
partners and a
conscious or un­
conscious agreement
to distort the
facts."
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Section A

Remarks

Maximum
Size of

Specialized I Difference of
Findings I. E.

Between ex- One pair of investi-i
perienced and gators reported that
inexperienced 56.68% (! 4.38) of
investigators: of the population
liThe differen drank tea; another
do not exceed air of investigatrsj
the corres- eported only 31.17%:
ponding (± 3.41) drinking
standard tea.
errors II in 1
out of the 8
items tested.
The 8 items
were highly
intercorrelat-
ed. In the
case of the
exception,
ltThe standard
error is not
a valid tes't
for certain
special
reasons of a
technical
nature.1I

Section B:
Design not clear, pre­
sumably cover same wards

SectionA: Among investigators of
4 independent and ran- section A, many of the
dom subsamples of each means reported by each
ward were drawn. Data pair of investigators
from each subsample differ from each other
were collected by a significantly. (Pre-
different pair of in- sumably agr~ement with
vestigators, working in Section B and the absence
the ward at different of variation between
times. Each pair in- wards was due to cancelling
terviewed in 4 different of systematic effects
wards. among different pairs of

investigators of Section
A). On the whole, the
author seems to consider
the inter-pair differences
as being reasonably small

Tests of Significance: even though statistically
Percentage of families significant. The author
drinking tea, mean amount does not say how many of
of tea consumed, etc. the eight items evidenced
compared by standard significant inter-pair
error. Chi square tests variation.
and the analysis of var:i:
ance w.ere apparently
also used but no data on
how many of the tests
were performed, or
their results, are pre-
sented.

Method of
Analysis and Type

of I Incidence
Significance Test of

Used I. E.

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions
InterViewer
effect
analysis
based on 8
statistics
on prev....
lance of
tea drink-
ing. These
8 statis­
tics
apparently
were deriv­
ed from
only two
independent
questions.
Form of
questions
was not

___ indicated.

Section A: 7 -7 middle class
pairs of pre- wards of
viously un- Calcutta of
trained and varying ethnic
inexperienced combination. A
enumerators. random sample
Inter-pair (drawn from a
differences list) of the
in ethnicity families in
and sex. these wards was
Section B: 5 interviewed.
pairs of in- Each pair of
vestigators interviewers
wd..th previous interviewed
experience. . from 80 to 100
It is not })engal Hindus
cleat whether (other ethnic
a "pairll of groups were
interviewers excluded froJJ'
worked as a interviewer'
team. and did effect;
each inter- analysis).
view jointly
or whether
the two
members of
one pair
worked
separately.

No. Inter- No.
viewers Respondents,

and Character of
Competence Population

Author­
Date

Mahalono­
bis
1943

•.-:t
r-I
r"\
I
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CRIiRT II (Continued)
Section A
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Author­
Date

Mahalonobis
1946

1st Study

2nd Study

No. Inter­
viewers
and

Competence
Not stated

aj2-inter­
viewers,
training un­
specified.
b) 2 inter­
viewers.

No.
Respondents,
Character of

Population
Crop estimates
by investiga­
tors, crop
surveys during
1943, 1944,
and 1945.
Samples of
agricultural
plots.
Samples of
agricultural
plots; 1943
Bengal Crop
Survey; 322
plots.
334 plots.

e

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions
Estimates
of area
under jute,
Monsoon
rice and
winter
rice.

Estimates
of plots
under cul­
tivation of
various
crops.
Design
identical.

Method of
Analysis and Type

of
Significance Test

Used
Sample: 2 inter­
penetrating random
samples were used
each year. Esti­
mates of each
year's half
samples were com­
pared.

Complete enumera­
tion by 2 inter­
viewers, of the
same area, a fort­
night apart. In­
terviewer's esti­
mates compared.

Incidence
of

I. E.
Of 7 Fisher's tIs
computed, only the
calculation of winter
rice 1945 was signi­
ficant. (Other cal­
culations for 1945
had not been made).

Agreement in 106 out
rof.n~ plots., 31.9%.
Agreement in 315 out
of '334 fields,
94.3%. '

e

St1ealtaiilized
Findings

None

MUitJrattl
Size of

Difference of
I. E.

Fisher's t of 2.26,
significant at 5%
level.

Remarks
The difficulties in
carrying out the 1943
survey so great that
Mahalonobis suggests
the agreement of the
2 half samples was
to some extent
spurious.

/
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ca~T II (Continued)

Section A

Method of
IIJO. In- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum

.f .,j

riewettt Respondents, Contents of Incidence Size of
Author- and- t Character of Form of Significance Test of SpeeiG]J:i.zed Difference off

Date Com.P!3tell()~ Population Question~ Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks
Mahalono- '2 sets of 'Agricultural Plots Each field was com- percentage of total dis-

bis investi- plots, 1937, under pared as reported by crepencies ranged from
1946 gators" 1938, three jute, enumerators. 27.1% to 14.6%; but errors

3rd Study areas in 1944. wheat, cancel out and the percent-
Acreage varied etc. age of a~ebraic discrepen-
from about 300 cies range from 12.9% to
to 6,000 in -1.7%.
different sur-
veys.

2 sets of 1945-40 Land Estimates of the 2 In 51.0% of 0,204 grids,
4th Study enumera- 6,204 agricul- under enumerators, for each the 2 sets of records are

tors. tural grids winter area compared. in agreement. "If agree-
(sample land rice • mentis defined to include
areas). a margin of variation up

to 10% on either side,
then 4,213 (or 68.9%) of
all grids are in agreement.

S invest:i: WOrkers in an Family 5 interpenetrating Ratios of variance found
5th Study gators, #1dustrial budgets, subsamples over 5 significantly different

no indi- area at housing, blocks. in investigators' esti-
cation of Jugaddal, near economic mates of age in years and
training. Calcutta in condi- Analysis of vari- expenditlires per month for

1941, 642 fami tions. ance; three blocks cereals. Differences not
\

lies; in 1942, were compared, number significant for total ex-
740. of families for each penditures or expenditures

interviewer in each for food.
block was equalized
by randomly dropping Cost of living indexes for
extras. 1~2 and 1945 compared to

1941 base; investigator
differences not signifi-
cant.

e e
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Author­
Date

Mahalono­
bis

1946

No. Inter­
viewers

and
Competence
Number not
provided.
Field work..
er.a had. -no
pi'erious ex­
perience
were sent;
out in unll~
of £rmn 5 tot
8:. 'i1nd~
.fi'¢~..p., r;luper­
visors,.
Stt~dy cOil­
:t'}u-eted in
Bengal.

No.
Respondents,
Character of

Population
In 1937,
353,379 plots
of land of
various sizes,
randomly
selected.

e

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions

Estimates
whether
plot is
under jute
or other
crop.

CHART II (Continued)

Section A

Method of
Analysis and Type

of Incidence
Significance Test of

Used I.E.
Method of assign- "For a group of
ing investigators villages taken to-
not noted. Com- gether" the total of
parison was made of positive and negative:
the sample results errors "wasas high
with complete enu- as 58%" (How this
meration reports, group of villages
but those are not was seiected is not
regarded as neces~noted). The net
sarily more valid. effect was very
If a plot reported different: The Alge­
under jute by the braic sum of the dis­
n standardlt records crepencies in the
was not so reporte same group of
in the sample, it villages was of the
was called a order of 5%.
positive error; if
the plot was not
under jute but was
reported as such
it was called a
negative error.

,

e

Specialized
Findings

liThe investigator
has a tendency to
include rather than
to exclude plants
or land which stand
near the boundary
line or perimeter of
the g rid. This
boundary effect
naturally becomes
less and less im­
portant as the size
of the grid is in­
creased."

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I. E. Remarks
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CHARI'II (Continued)

Section 1\

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum
viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of
Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E.. Findings I. E. Remarks

Mosteller 2 groups of About 300 from "Control" The first group On estimates of age The interviewer's On estimates of eco- See Chapter VI
1947 OPOR inter- a national.. questions: of interviewers (respondent's an~ classifications of nomic status,

viewers. quota sartll'le-- age, eco- were assigned swers), r=.91 respondents· wealth r=.63; identical
j.n cities· nomic quota samples. Classifications in groups correlates classifications, 54%.
Over 100,000 status, They obtained the same 10 yr. inter- mo re highly wi th

aulo names and addresses val 71%. On mmer- the respondents I

, ownership. of respondents who ship of car, identi- reported incomes
were interviewed cal classification (.73) than does
by a new group , 86%. On :information either (a) the
in about 2 months., about telephone, respondents' self

i identical classifi- classification of
Correlation co- l

cation 87%. wealth groups with
efficients and %' the interviewer's

. - ciassificationOf. identical
'Classifications (.60) or, (b) the
ymre 'comp1,1'l1~d t<;> . respondents'classi~

tompare tpe c~~ssi :fication of them-
fications made on selves and the in.
~he~e individuals comes they say-
by different in- they receive
terviewers. (.,8)

,

, .-
/

l
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CHART, II (Continued)
Section A

Method of
No. No. Type Analysis and Maxilnum

Interviewers Respondents J Contents, Type of Incidence Size of
Author- and Character 0 Form of· Significance of Specialized Difference of

Date Competence Population Questions Test Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks
Shapiro Four professional Each of thE Study of Chi square Significant inter- Interviewer effects 39 points difference See Text. P.

and staff members of'V A 4 inter- degree to equivalence of viewer differences were traced not to (36%-7S%)between ex-
Eberhart Surveys Division. 3 viewers in- which assignmen ts by were found in 10 ideological dif- treme interviewers in

1946 of the 4 interview- terviewed difference randomization. of the 34 questions. ferences but to percent of responses
ers had had consider~ between in perfor- differences in in- to a factual question
able interviewing e~ 80 and 90 mance of terview methods. which were in agree-
perience. All 4 veterans interview- ment with VA records.
were well acquainted chosen ers doing 39 points difference
with the question- randomly intensive (37%-76%) between ex-
naire, having worked in 3 interview- , treme interviewers
on the designing of cities. ing influ- on a factual ques-
it and haVing pre- enced re- tion requiring con-
tested it. Highly suIts. In- siderable interview-
motivated to do a terviewers er judgment in cod-
good job, lived, did inten- . ing. 27 points
worked and traveled sive prob- (actual %'s not
together during ! ing :'b~fore given) on anopin-
course of survey and coding. ion question.
thus had opportunity Most of
to conununicate questions
opinions and techni- were pre-
ques to each other. coded.

Both opin-
ion and
factual
questions
included.

e e



CHART II (Continued)

Section A

Remarks

See Chapter VI

of

Maximum
Size of

Difference
I. E.

Specialized
Findings

Incidence
of

I. E.
r.;qulva.lanCe o.t
assignment by quota
sample, to test vari­
ance due to sampling
and to interview
effect.

On the factual and
opinion questions,
the interviewer
mean squares are
not significantly
different from the
sampling mean

Analysis of variance squares; on the
computed: the mean information
square among -in~er- question the in-
vieuers and among '._ terviewers I mean
responde~ts computed. squares was .70,1,
"The degree' by .which the respondents',
the variation. (Mean .2190. The
square) among .inter-- standard error for
viewers exceeds the the statistic was
sampling variation 2.6%; but con-
(Mean square. among ~ sidering sampling
respo"ndents") measureS, error alone it
the irlterviewer Iwould only be 1.5%.
variance."

Method of
Analysis and T;ype

of
Significance Test

Used

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions

ta) factua.J.
question
(b) an
information
question
(c) an
opinion
question.
All simple
yes-no
forms; con­
cerned
'WIli.th autos
and trucks.

Tfull-time ,015 respon-:
staff member dents; in­

terview.:ers
were given
sex, age,
occupation
quotas; sent
out in same
car.

No. Inter- ~ No.
viewers espondents,

and Character of
Competence Population

Author­
Date

1st Study

stock
and

Hochstim
1951

Io
(,-J
'Y')

I

e e



Method of
Analysis and Type

of I Incidence
Significance Test of

Used I. E.
Percentages of Standard error of the
dilapidated dwell- estimate was 3%; the
ing units re- error associated
ported by inter- wath the interviewers
viewers, assigned and their judgments
probability samp1 represents 90% of the
compared by total variance of thd
analysis of vari- estimate.
ance.

Interviewer source On four of the six J.

j
"'-

for percent of total qU66tiol!lB~ interne.. '.,' ,"l,

variance of the esti er val!'ianee:has'bee~'"

mate ranged from 0% decreased by addition
~estion (€lQ .to a~ sampling.restric-

. '.__ '. ~' "" tlons as endenced
70%, '"is,,!-estl0n ten t by comparing the

varianc e in the t~
sample designs.

,
:-01
,~

C"'\
a

Author­
Date
Stock

and
Hochstim
19,1

2nd Study

3rd Study

No. Inter­
viewers

and
Competence
10 inter­
viewers
trained
very care­
fully.

20 inter­
viewers.

No.
Respondents,
Character of

Population
J:488alielling
units.

,00 respon­
dents in 121
systematical­
ly selected
blocks in a
medium sized
Eastern city.

Type
Contents,
Forms of
Questions

Estimates
of degree
of tldilap­
idation. 1I

(a) inter­
[viewer

judgment,
(b) factual,
(c) infor­
mation, and
(d) multipJe.
ichoice,
(e) pro-con,
(f) free

~
esponse

uestions.
ontent: On

'local
~usiness.

CHART II (Continued)
Section A

Contributions of
interviewer, block,
and respondent
variances to the
statistical error
computed by
analysis of vari­
ance.

Two interpenetrat­
ing block samples
were USed; (a) Sex
by age block quota~

(b) probability
samples.

Specialized
Findings

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I. E. Remarks

e e
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CHi\RT II (Continued)

Section A

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum

viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of
Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of

Date Competence Population Questions Used I.E. Findings I. E. Remarks
Stock 6 B.L.S. in- 3 t;ypes of Prices of The interviewers The follmving vari- See Chapter VI

and terviewers stores vJi.th various were each assign- ances ~re found:
Hochstim the same kind clothing ed at random to Among interviewers

1951 of commodity for given one department 49.07
"

assigned to specifi- store, one family Among types of
4th Study each inter- cations. apparel store, stores 3.06

viewer. 18 and one menIS Among stores
stores in apparel store. (experimental error)
Chicago. Analysis of vari- 55.1

ance computed. \

• e
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"CHART II

Section B. Studies VVhere Effects are Related to a Systematic Factor

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum
viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of
Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks

Cahalan, 55-121, de- Used speCl.fic Op~nion Chi-~quare test to Statistically s~gn1- Ul- "the .it:: "types or No"t repor"ted. von"teu"t 01-

Tamulonis, pending on questions from study. deter.mine relation- ficant interviewer question construc- questionnaire or
. and particular different sur- Methodolo- ship between in- bias was found in tions analyzed, the position of
Verner survey analy- veys. Number gical stud. terviewers' and 3/4 of the 51 ques- there was marked the questions on
1947 zed. An aveIl- ranged from of effect respondents' opin- tions analyzed. interviewer bias on the ballot cannot

cage of 20 in- 983-2440. of ques- ions. Equivalence 4 types. "Bias be ascertained
terviews per National quota tion form of assignments not scores" compared to from the statis-
person. samples used. on inter- controlled. Ques- hypothetical bias -- tical findings.
Professional viewer tions which would (assumes interviel"w-
(Staff of bias. ,1 reflect wide regi~ ers equally divided
NORC) questions al differences in in their opinions)

classified opinion were not found to be small,
into 12 used. though may be dis-
types in- torted 5% or 6%.
eluding:
open, c~
ed, card,
and self-
rating
(scale).
Interview-
ers opin-
ions esti-
mated by
self-ad-
ministered
question-
naire.

e e
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Cik\RT II (Continued)

Section B

No. Inter- No. Type Method of Maximum

viewers Respondents, Contents, Analysis and Type Incidence Size of

Author- and Character of Form of of Significance of Specialized Difference of

Date Competence Population Questions T.est Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks

Blakenship 3 experienced Each interview All ques- . Comparison of 'to of 7 of a possible In 3 of the 7 cate- Analysis done

1940 professional er did 300 in- tions, ex- 'different responses total of 31 answer gories showing ---- not by total

interviewers. terviews. cept one, on each question categories (not by reliable differences, questions but by

Does not indi- on politi- obtained by each total answers but by the interviewer had attributes.

cate how cal atti- ' interviewer. attribute) showed more respondents
sample was tudes, Critical ratio reliable differences- in agreement with
chosen. All both domes- between highest this was true of four his own response
interviewing tic and and 101,'lest %se- of the 10 questions than other inter-
done in foreign. cured by any 2 of asked. viewers. In other
Irvington, New All in- the interviewers. 4 categories this
Jersey. t erviewers Samples were com- was not the case.

asked 10 parable by various
closed criteria. Inter-
questions. viewers completed

same questionnaire
before going into
field. Difference~

obtained were in-
spected in relatiol
to interviewer's
Oi'm ideology.

/

,
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CHART II (Continued)

Section B

The various combinations of
these factors were allocated
to the individuals in the
sample.

Remarks
See Chapter VI.

flu±mutil
Size Of

Difference of
I.E.

The L.S.E. students
had a refusal rate
of 13.5%, the BIPO
and S.S., 3.2% and
3.8% respectively.

Method of
Analysis and Type of Incidence

Significance of 1 Specialized
Test Used I. E. Findings

Factorial Tayou~sof-5Tac- 'T'!m,~s~&:j Little differences
tors were used: Interview- s a class, in performance
ers (J groups) Questionnaires ere less between male and
(3 kinds) Districts (3) Age uccessful female students.
of subject (4 categories) han the other "Interaction be­
Sex of subject (2). For the rganizations tween age and sex
LSE students, age and sex of on obtaining of the student
interviewers were also in- ompleted interviewers and
vestigated. ,uestionnaires age and sex of

~ ••this was a subject are of

~
eature of the negligible size."
lass rather
han individu...
Is; •••the
isability re-

Each interviewer was then in the
given his assignment from the lass without
sample. Although only groups being evoked
of interviewers were studied, particularly
the assignments were made strongly by
with regard to giving each the particu-
individual interviewer a lar circum-
wide spread in the factors stances" (of
studied. the interview
Success in obtaining inter-
views compared, by analysis
of variance, 'for each factor
Ij_sted above.

No. Inter- No. Type
viewers Respondents, Contents,

and Character of Form of
Compet~ce Population Questions
46 ex--- 1, 12 cases 3 ques ion-
perienced from 3 London naires: a)
investiga- boroughs, short,
tors from residents of straight-
the regular which are mixed forward, on
staff of working class, tuberculosi~

BIPO and lower middle b) a more
Gov't Social class and complicated
Survey. 119 middle class. schedule on
fun~er.L reading
student vol- Respondents habits and
unteers from chosen from c) a
the London National Regis- difficult
School of ter by systema- one on
Economics. tic selection. personal
All briefed Age and sex savings.
for the sur- (by 1st name)
vey. provided.

Author­
Date

Stuart
and

Durbin
1951

~
.:"'\
'..-J
.,",

I
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CH.tI.RT IT (Continued)
Section B

4 interview- 100 police
ers all with officers who
extensive in- were candidates
terviewing for promotion
experience-- to captain.
but of Oral examina-
different tion part of
types: 2 in promotional
connection examination of
with police the Civil
interviewing; Service
1 in social Commission of
work; 1 Los Angeles.
trained psy-
chologist
with ex-
perience in
psych. clinic

I
'-0
C'J
('"\

•

Author­
Date

Fearing
1942

No. Inter- No.
viewers Respondents;

and Character of
Competence Population

e

Method of
Type ~nalYSiS and Type

Contents, of
Form of ignificance Test
Questions Used
4 inter- Correlations be-
viewers tween ratings and
comprised independent re­
an inter- ports by respon-
viewing dents • Equivalence
board who of respondents by
judged can definition.
didates on The percentage of
a5 point hiah ratings (a
rating sc~re of 5) given
scale on 10 to groups of can­
character~tdid~tes (grouped
istics-- a~cording to
the last of characteristics

,. which was considered various­
a II summary ly important tnte!'­
evaluation" v$~re com­
that was to pared among the
be weighted interviewers.
differently
than others
The 40-
minute in-
terviews
were in-
formal.
Application
data were
also'avail-
able.

Incidence
of

I. E.

The known biases of
the 2 police inter­
viewers and to a
lesser extent, the
social worker clear­
ly were operative
in their rating.
Men with higher
ranks and experience
in "uniformlf divi­
sion favored, es­
pecially in traits
on education, ex­
perience, and
summary evaluation.

The psychologist's
correlations be­
tween interviewer's
rating on education
and education as
reported by respon­
dents (on forms) was
.67 i .037). The
same correlations
for other 3 inter­
viewers were .39,
.35 and .30.

e

Specialized
Findings

Correlations between
sunnnary judgment and
other traits indicate
"halo" effect. Mean
r's were .53; .57;
.61; and .68.

Maximum··
Size of

Difference of
I. E.

Not indicated

Remarks

No information
extent of train­
ing or collective
discussion that
preceded these .
interviews, or on
character of in­
terview- other
than "informal."



CR~RT II (Continued)

Section B

,
r0­
C\!
(Y),

Autho1'­

Date
Feld,'nan,
Hynan,
Hart
1 95::t.-S2

No. Inter­
viewers

and
Competence
.? sets oT9
interviewers
Experienced
Professional
interviewers
and Univer­
sity student~

Each inter­
viewer re­
ceived in­
tensive
training and
close super­
vision.

No.
Respondents,
Character of
Population

Denver-was di­
vided into 5
sections,
approximately
equivalent
social-econom­
ically. Strat­
ified random
s~ilple of 270
respondents
from each
sector.

-

Type
Contents,
:Forin of
Questions
Open and
various
forms of
closed
questions;
use of
card, .5 or
3 point
scales.
Content:
voting in
elections,
attitudes
about
local and
national
affairs,
and factual
character.;.
istics.

Method of
Analysis and Type

of
Significance Test

Used
Each crew had
similar composi­
tion ~~th respect
to major character
istics.
Each interviewer
was randomly·
assigned an equiv­
alent sub-sample
of the sector

sample.
The reports of all
45 interviewers
were compared and
pooled, chi-square
values computed.
The findings for
the interviewers
in each of the 5
sectors were com­
pared; the signifi~

cance of certain
differences was
tested by analysis
of variance. .

Incidence
of ,specialized

I. E. Findings
In Judgmental rat- Interviewer's own
ings, such as con- opinions on the
dition of dwelling, questions, expecta-
degree of respon- tions, sex, socio-
dent hostility, in- economic status,
terviewer differenc ..... and performance on
were significant. several psycological
Other closed ques- tests were all found
tions revealed no largely uninfluen-
interviewer effect. tial in the closed
On 4 open-ended questions. The
questions, there experienced inter-
were significant viewers tend to
differences among probe more on the
interviewers in the open ended ques-
aggregate in the tions. Interview-
number of separate ers who accorded
answers obtained. high importance to

lIkind of neighbors"
in deciding upon the
neighborhood in
which to live, tend­
ed to report more
respondents giving
that as a primary
answer than did
other interviewers.

e

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I. E.

On open ended ques­
tion, in one sector,
the range over in­
terviewers of mean
number of answers
per respondent was
.80 - 2.60.

Remarks
See Chapter VI



No.
~espondents,
pharacter of'
Population

,
n
~'J

,""'"
I

Author­
Date
Katz
1942

No. Inter­
viewers

and
Competence

20, divided into
2 groups: 1­
white collar,
consisting of' 5
regular Gallup
interviewers, 4
new interviewers.
2-working class,
consisting of 11
wag e workers all
inexperienced.
The 4 new white
collar interview­
ers and the 11
working cl:S,f,S in­
interviewers were
given the same
basie training as
other AIPO inter-

, viewers.

Approximately
1200, 600 for
each group of
interviewers.
The two groups
were assigned
to equivalent
working class
rental areas
in Pittsburgh.

e

· CHARI'II (Continued)
Section B

Method of'
Type Analysis and Type

Contents, of' I Incidence
Form of' Signif'icance Test of'
Questions Used I. E.
Ba1.1oton TComparison of the liil i te coIlar l.rrt-er­
attitudes Ipercent difference viewers almost con­
on labor If'or the two total sistently f'ound
and Govern-groups of respon- higher incidence of
ment ov;ne~ dents plus a com- conservative atti.
ship issues parison for the su tudes a'ilong working
and on groups of respon- class respondents
f'oreign dents who were .than did working
policy, al tmion members. 'class interviewers,
one ques- Critical ratios of'particuLarly on
tion on differences shown. questiOns relatfng
voting be- Equivalent quota ·to labo~ problems.
havior, and sample designs were 'Di:ff:erei'ices,·g·rea;t;er-.
factual used for the two 'When union members
data. All classes.;:~g' or their relatives
closed class interviewers were interviewed.
questions. tended to select

somewhat higher
socio-economic
sample.

e

Maxi.tUum
Size of

Difference of
I. E.

Specialized
Findings

IOn one of th~abor
questions, f'or one
attribute, there was
a percent difference
of' 18, with a criti­
cal ratio of' 6.8.

Generally, tne ex­
perienced Gallup
interviewers showed
less discrepancy in
responses as com­
pared with the in­
experienced working
class interviewers
than did the inex­
perienced white
collar interviewers.
A study of' the
com~ents recorded
suggests that the
inexperienced work­
ing class interview­
ers had better ra~
port viith their
respondents than did
the white collar
interviewers.

Remarks
IThe differences
found between in­
terviewers probably
showed a minimum
value because the
working class in­
terviewers chosen
consisted of two
interviewers Wi.th
som~ college, f'our
clerical workers,
and only four
~orkers identified
~'i.th' unions.
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Extreme range of re- "It is possible that
ported illness rates supervisors may on
is from 4.21 to 9.00 the average have
as reported respect- assigned their
i velyby male engin- 'superior" enumera­
eers, chemists, draft tors to upper
men, etc. and by socio-economic
females over 45. households ••••

such an assign­
ment of enumera­
tors would reduce
enumeratQl' vari­
ation in reported
(illness) r~tes.ll

But no discussion
on how regional
differences in
personal character­
istics and true ilIa
ness rates may have
increased variation.

G
~
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Author­
Date

Lienau
1941.

No. Inter­
vievfers

and
Competence

4,000--re­
cruited from
white collar
relief groups
Supervisors
selected from
non-relief
source and
trained by
the Public
Health Ser­
vice.. Sche­
dule check­
ed by squad
leaders and
editors.

No.
Respondents,
Character o:f
Population

800,000 families!
throughout the
U. S.

e

Type
Contents,
Form of

Questions
Factual data
on family
illnesses.

Census-style
enumeration.

Method of
Analysis and

Type of
Significance

Test Used
Sample - Popu­
lation is
assumed to be
homogenous.
Average enumer­
ate illness,
thus reports of
more than aver­
age illness
rates should
mark the
superior enum­
erator. Illnes~

rates compared
to classes of
enumerators, by
age, sex,
occupation, and
scores on the
American Counci
on Education,
Thurstone Psy­
chological Exam
and a. training
test. Coeffi­
cients of cerre
lation used.

Incidence
of

I. E.
liThe average enum­
erator seems to have
missed about 1/3 of
the illnesses that
would have been re­
ported by a standard
force, say, of male
and female teachers
among the relief
group available at
the time."

e

Specialized
Findings

Greater I.E. on ill­
ness count than on
household member­
ship count.
"Female teachers,
accountants, audi­
tors and bookkeepers,:
and males in similar
occupation as 2nd
choice, made the
best enumerators."
Variation in ill­
ness rate increases
on the obverse side
of the schedule.
Special Baltimore
Study: Ability as
measured by psycho­
logical and training
tests correlated
with illness rates
reported: +0.45 for
11 white enumerators
+0.60 for 11 Negro
enumerators.

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I.E. Remarks
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CHART II (Continued)

section B

;

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Maxim"tUIl

viewers Respondents Contents, Type of Signifi- Incidence Size ofAuthor- and Character 0 Form of cance Test of Specialized Difference ofDate Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks.
2 skilled in- i2,000 applJ. Questions ex- Percentage Overall incidence Rice con~ 44% (29-73) on ThJ.s was' l"J.rst s"tuay repor"tea on J.n-terviewers cants for amined in the distributions is not reported. eludes that interviewer terviewer bias. There was no prooffrom staffs public article were ins'pected and Large variation the bias of rating 23% offered to show that cause of biasof sociai charity in the interview- compared. between the two the inter- (11-34) in was "communicated." No indicationagencies. New York er's exp1ana- Assignment of interviewers w~s viewers was response to of the equivalence of the samples

City. The tion of why tIll respondents to reported for one communicat- question. of the 2 interviewers, althbugh
2 interview respondent was interviewers highly subjective ed to re- there is no reason to assume that
ers studied destitute and preswnably interviewer rat- sponden"ts an< they were not equivalent. Differences
(out of 12 the respon- determined b-y ing and for the affected in the distributions of ratings and
total), in- dent's own ex- "chance." responses e1±cit- their answers responses were attributed to a
terviewed ar planation of ed to one sub- since the difference between the interviewerts
unknown Why he was jective question. observed expectations. The absence of in-
number of destitute. The results for biases were formation about the form of the
men. The form of the other in- in accord questions asked and other crucial

these question: terviewers and With the aspects of the interviewing situa-
and the forirl <- for the other known pre- tion as well as the overall extent
and content of question were dispositions (over all interviewers and ques-
the other not reported. of the in- tions) of diff'erences make s the
questions on The author stated terviewers. findings uninterpretable.
the question- that the reported

'naire were not differences are
specified. probably the

; largest ones
! occurring but..

,;
that some other
similar diffeNi': -'.
ences did occur.

e e
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CHA.RT II (Continued)

Section B

Method of
No. Inter- No. Type ~nalysis and Type Maximum

viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of
Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of

Date Competence Population Questicns Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks
Robinson Not reported. l.St, ~t,ua.y: up~n~on Significance of Anti-semitic respon- ·When J emsh appearin€ On over-all ..

and 114 groups of 2,000 respon- study on differences be- ses mor~ numerous interviewers in- population 18.S%
Rohde interviewers dents from N. anti-semit- tween percents by in response to troduced themselves difference.

1946 did2,000 in- Y. cities ism. I-- critical ratio; direct questions with Jewish sounding
terviews." divided into Degree to .0S level used. than to indirect. names, it signifi-
Students-- four matched which anti- Equivalence of On the four tests cantly influenced
if other samples. semitic assignments by less anti-semitism withholding of
groups used, Matched on: responses matching. was reported to prejudiced responses.
not indicated. education, rent ~laenced Jewish appearing
Training and proportion by Jewish- interviewers.

.supervision native and looking in...
not mentioned. foreign born, terviewers.

Negro and 2--Differ-
white, and ences in
religion. respondentr~

2nd Study: answers due
Number of to form of
respondents question
not reported. about Jews.
Sample matched Closed
with first questions
study. used.

• e
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Cfu\RT II (Continued)

Section B

-
Method of

No. Inter- No. Type Analysis and Type Maximum
viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of .

Author- &'1d Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of
Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks• Ifibout 200 re- National Normal sur- Sample: Quota I.E. for each "In large cities Interviewers who "There was no meansttSalstrom

cited in gular AIPO sample, 12,000 vey ques- • sample; ne in- question not report- interviewers' favored helping of determining wheth
C'antril interviewers. interviews, tion form. dication of ed. opinions are not England reported any particular in-

1947 1/3 eliminated Questions equivalence of effectively corre- that 60% of their terviewer filled in
however. on 1940 samples. The in- lated with the respondents agreed; his •Interviewer's

elections terviewer filled opinions of their interviewers who Ballot' •••before
preferences out a question- respondents •••In the favored keeping out or after completing
and one naire ballot, pro- small towns and reported only 44% who his •••assignment."
non-electia .viding his rural farm areas, ••• favored helping
question opinions. Reports ,the difference is England. The 16% See Chapter VI
about keep- of interviewers ~ge,." difference has a
ing out of with different C.R. of 13.9
war or opinions compared.
helping Critical ratios
England and computed to
risking wa:r:: measure signifi-

cance of differ- I

enees.

-

I

e •



CHART II (Continued)
Section B

Author­
Date

No. Inter- No. Type
viewers Respondents, Contents,
and Character of Form of

Competence Population Questions

Method of
Analysis and Type

of
Significance Test

Used

Incidence
of

I. E.
Specialized
Findings

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I.E. Remarks

See Chapter VI.On precoded question
on "Amount spent by
U.S. on program for
European reOQtrery,"
the judges coded the
test responses as
"about right amount."
53% of the interview­
ers classified the
isolationist respon­
dents' reply as "too
much" and only 9% ot
the interviewers so
classified that
response- by the in­
terventi~nist respon­
dent.

39 of these experi­
mental interviewers
participated in the
NORC validity study
in Denver, 1949.
"In 3 instances,
those experimental
subjects who were
expectation-prone
were mor e likely to
fall into the cate­
gory of interviewers
who obtained rela­
tively less valid
data." The differ­
ence is significant
at the .05 level.
Neither experience
nor clerical ability
was related to ex­
pectation-proneness.

"Especially under
the condition of
equivocal or luke­
warm responses--the
effect of attitude
structure expecta­
tions is to influ­
ence survey find­
ings."

Each interviffiver
heard both record­
ings. They coded
the respondent's
replies while
listening.

The interviewers'
\ 1 d"co ~ngs were com-

pared with the
judges' codings.

117 subjects •.A professional Survey
1/3 had no ' actor played schedule;
professional the role of an Foreign
interviewing isolationist, policy
experience, provincial and questions.
only class prejudiced The same
work; half respondent; and test
had up to on the role of a responses
year of ex- thoughtful, were infjo~

perience; well-read in- serted in
the remainde terventionist. each re­
more than a The two inter- . cording;
year. views were re... the re-

corded. sponses
were coded
independent­
ly by
judges with
out the ex­
pectation
context.

Smith
and

Hyman
1950

~
-:""\
,~

.r'\,

• •
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Author­
Date

stember
and

Hyman
1949

\

No. Inter­
viewers

and
Competence

Regular NORC
field staff.
No. not in­
dicated.

No.
Respondents,
Character of
Population
Nationwide
quota sample.
1,284 respon­
dents.

It

CHAR'!' II (Continued)

Section B

Method of
Type ~nalYSiS and Type

Contents, of Incidence
Form of Significance Test of

Questions. Used I. E.
ReguTar Sample: Each in- Under Form B, "There
NORC surv terv-iewer alter- were no significant
One ques- nated the form differences between
tion with used; "split ballo1:l. the distributions
two forms: S~ l:~r~y' . secured by inter-
"I~ ~e sent eqDi}'j:ml~~ viewers of contrast-
m~1J.tary P';Jlill~mdicates. ed ideology." Under
supplies Form A, the majorit~
to these Au~~s: Inter- opinioned interview-
countries v~ewers returned ers inflated the
(of Wester questionnaire with majority category;
Europe) no their opinions. the minority, the
do you The returns report- "don't know" cate-
think ed by interviewers 'gory.
Russia with majority and
would be opinions
more like- were compared for
JYlDr less e~h question form.
likely~ X measures of
attack significance used.
them, or
wouldn't
it make
any differ-
ence?"-$­T\e:o~
ff)_~

ed'*~
a~a'lti:~

(Form A)

•

Specialized
Findings

Respondents at
either extreme of
the " involvement"
scale were less
susceptible, than
those at the middle,
to interviewer
effects.

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I.E.

Under Form A, Inter­
viewers holding
majority opinion re­
ported 8% "Don't
Knowst};; interview­
ers holding minor­
ity opinion report­
ed 21%.

Remarks

See Chapter VI
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Section B

Method of
No. Inter- No. .Type Analysis and Type Maximum

viewers Respondents~ Contents, of Incidence Size of
Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of

Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks
Udow 22 trained 660 inter- Internewers lITlI test to measure Differences In one case the
1942 interviewers views on each filled out significance of found could be difference was sig-

from staff 2 surveys. questionnaire differences for accounted for nificant at 1%
of NORC, Quota control before they were each question, on a chance level, largely the
many With sample. In- sent assignments. between 1) per- basis in 22 out result of the re-
experience terviewers in 2 surveys--both centage of respon- of the 24 lITlI sponses of 2 inter-
with other different same content but dents with given tests. viewers. Other
survey cities. on 2nd. given answer as reported case significant
organiza- (false) informa- by interviewers who at 3% level, but
tions. tion as to spon- a) shared and b) "one of the groups

sorship. First did not share that whose means were
four questions answer; 2) percent- compared consisted
closed opinion age of respondents of 2 interviewers.

. type • Last four naming brand as reo-
lImarket research ported by inter-
type"--had to viewers who
give brand names thought brand was
as answers. or was not
Study to deter- sponsored. Equiva-
mine I.E. under lent sample
conditions of designs used for
unknown sponsor- two surveys.
ship (personal

bias) and known
- sponsorship

(sponsorship
bias) •

• •
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Author­
Date

Williams
and

Cantril *
1944

No. Inter- No.
viewers Respondents,

and Character of
Competence Population

APprOXimatelJAPproXimatelY
32 in 2 800 Negro
groups: respondents in
Negro and New York
white • Trai City.
ing not indi-
cated.

Type
Contents,
Form of
Questions

.3 questions
on politi­
cal pre­
ference, 1
question
on attitude
toward
Germany and
Japan.
All closed
questions.

Method of
Analysis and Type

of
Significance Test

U.ij~d

Comparisons of
opinions of two
samples inter­
viewed by respect­
t-tre\stlaffs. 79
f4atehsd·s'ets'~ in·
per9!ewscampar€d
'UR!1J same· ",my.
~'llt1jja' ·saJtlp~

html,(ihesame 8
blocks.

Incidence
of

I. E.
No significant
differences obtained
between white and
Negro interviewers
on political
questions. On
question of "Who is
our main enemy-­
Germany or Japan?"
differences were
found.

Specialized
Findings

Maximum
Size of

Difference of
I. E.

On one question
having four attri­
butes, two of these
attributes had
differences of 10%
between white and
Negro interviewers.

Remarks
No indication of who
interviewers were, exte
of training, etc. No
tests of significance
reported.

*See Chaptler IV for two bther studies ofl this Factor

• •
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Section B

Method of
No. Inter- No. T;ype Analysis and Type Maximum

viewers Respondents, Contents, of Incidence Size of
Author- and Character of Form of Significance Test of Specialized Difference of

Date Competence Population Questions Used I. E. Findings I. E. Remarks
Wyatt 107 students 2,433 inter- Opinion Chi-square. 1. question out of 5 . There was a lOver hall ~n't,erVJ.ews

1949 brief train- views in the study of Equivalence of analyzed showed slight tendency discarded because of
ing. total sample. political assignments not significant bias for interviewers' cheating, lack of

However, used attitudes controlled. due to interviewers' opinions and ex- interviewer ballot,
specific during an expectations. No pectations to be etc. Expectations
questions from election significant rela- positively corre- correlated with
only 517-1155 campaign tion between inter- lated. results were for the
ballots. to find viewers' opinions total population.
Quota control relation and bias found in 5 Since assignments
sample of pop- of in- tests. were clustered there
ulation of terview- may have been role
Columbus, Ohio. erst expectation effects

opinions which were not
and ex- measured. Some
pectatiollf evidence that part
to bias. of the interviewer
(Inter- staff had no basis
viewers for estimating the
filled vote, consequently
out estimates were pure
ballot ane guesswork rather
estimated than structured
size of expectations.
vote.)
All
questions
analy-aed
were
closed
questions

•
r.r

•
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significant differenoes were taken to indicate the operation of differ­
ential net effect. Most questions were treated as dichotomies in the
analysis. Chi-squared was used as a test of significance of the differ­
ence between the proportion of the respondents of one interviewer giving
a specified response and the proportion of the respondents of the otthe.r
interviewer in the same block giving that response. 23 Then, in order,to test

.. ---- -
23 Owing to the fact that the two sUb-samples within a block were geo­

graphically systematically selected samples, the chi-squared test
may conceivably over-estimate the prob~bility of differences of a
given size occurring randomly between samples from the same universe.
But, for each of a number Of questions the correlation of the response
for adjacent households was examined and was found to be generally low"
due probably to the essential homogeneity of tbe blocks. In addition,
the occasional losses of respondents clue to refusals and not-at-homes
would tend to make the obtained systematic samples approximate more to
the model of s:implerandom samples. Thus" the chi-squared test no
doubt constitutes a reasonably accurate test of significance of the
dU'ferences between intervi,eW$rs in the same segment.

for the existence o£ differential effect on any single question, the chi­
squareds fran the ten pairs of interviewers were cumulated. 24

24 Since each interviewer interviewed only about 25 Pespondents" the in­
dividual four-fold tables for each question in each block often have
too few cases in them for the computed chi-squared to be distributed
in a chi-squared distribution owing to discontinuity. But" since we
have used only the chi-squareds cumulated over the ten blocks in this
analysis, the Yates continuity correction has not been used on the
assumption that the correction would over-compensate for the only
minor discontinuity in the distribution of the cumulated statistic.
See: W. G. Cochran. "The Chi-squared Correction for Continuity, tI

Iowa State Journal of Science, 16 (1942).

The .questions on the survey·were mainly of the. fixed-response type and
dealt with a variety of subject matters in the general area of shopping
and travel habits. A partial list of some of the subject matters follows:

1) 'Where and how food shopping was generally done and why
it was done there.

2) Where the respondent purchased each of nine different
types of goods and services the last time she pur­
chased that type of item.

3) Where the respondent's spouse purchased each of nine
different types of goods or services the last
time he pu.rchased that type of item.
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4) 'rht basi'S of the reJ,atiVEl attractiveness of pUt'Cl'laidng
goods or serVices downtown or in the neigtib:orho·od.

5) Hew f'requel1tly, by what means of t1."ansportation, and
under -what circumstar. as the respondent and her
spouse made trips downtown and what factors
(att:i~udina1 and others) underlay the choices
involved.

6) Where and how the main earner generally went to work
and various factors (attitudi.n~ amd other) under...
lying the choices invo~ved.

" General attitudes toward already existent public trans­
portation and. thoroughfares and toward suggested
clian~st.

The question form also v~ied, there \Ming a number of both fixed response
and free answer questio~.

Some f orty-rive CJJlestions were examined' ff)P differential net ef!"iaets. or
these" only five questions showed significant- intra.-paired interviewer
variation at the .05 significance level. For one of these questions"
"Does it often happen that you want to go sanewhere in the Cleveland
area" but do not go because the transportation is tOG difficult or takes
too much time?" the cumulated Chi-squared was only 19S with ten degrees
of freedom which is only slightly above the .05 significance. The vari­
ation between interviewers on the other foul" qu.estions was ve7!)f large. -and
had accordingly very small probability of occurring by chance from a uni­
verse with no inter-interviewer variation. These four que:;ltions were all
sUb-questions of the two questions on the last place of purchase of sev­
eral items. The questions and results were:

Question: "The last time you shopped for (item) did you get
them downtown or in neighborhood store'5?11

e Chi- Degrees ot
squared' Freedom P

Gasoline 30.75 10 .001

Auto repairs 43.21 10 .0001

"Now Ild like to lmow about the main eaJ:ner (main
shopper) of the household. The last time
he (she) wanted any of the following things,
did he (she) get them dGMltown or in some
neighborhood area?"

Clothing

House furnishings

10

10

.01
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A full exploration of the possible sources of bias on these particular
questions appeared in Chapter III" Section 2, and in Chapter V of this
monograph. But this does not concern us here. The important consider­
ation here is the fact that on about forty out of forty-five opinion
and factual questions on this survey there was no particular evidence
of differential net effects.

Several additional facts about the research design should be considered
before evaluating the import of this study. The variation that was ex­
amined was in all cases the variation between the results of paired
interviewers. Hence" in cases where both the interviewers in a given
block biased their results in one direction and both the interviewers
in some other block biased their results in the opposite direction we
would get no indication of differential net effect from our test even
though such effect was in operation on the question. Since the inter­
viewers were paired within blocks on an essentially random basis, there
would be no part.icular tendency beyond chance for paired interviewers
to be more alike in their biasing tendencies than non-paired interviewers.
Still" some differential net effects may have been overlooked owing to
chance pairings of similarly biasing interviewers.

The second factor to be considered is the possibility that our signifi­
cance tests were too weak to pick up differential interviewer effect.
It is true that only extremely large differences in the universes would
result in significant differences between two samples -of only twenty-
five cases each a reasonable proportion of the time. But" we have in­
creased the power of the tests considerably against at least a condition
where there was wide-spread differential effect by cumulating tests over
the ten blocks. It is obviously impractical to determine precisely the
power of the tests" but it would seem unlikely that relatively widespread
and fairly substantial differential net interviewer effects would so con­
sistently fail to show up as significant. Also" the extremely large chi­
squareds found on the "last-place-of-purchase" questions discussed above
tend to indicate that the test does have reasonable power and that if there
had been considerable differential net effect on most of the questions
there S1 ould have been a number of questions with chi-squareds having
probabilities around .0,. Since only one of the forty-five questions
had inter-interviewer variation that would have occurred with a proba­
bility of between .0, and .01 with no true differential net effects"
we can rather safely conclude that on a large proportion of the ques-
tions on the survey there was relatively little or no differential net
effects.

These conclusions about the general absence of serious differential net
effects were also confirmed by our second large field study designed to
examine this problem. This study was part of theJ.949 validity study
in Denver discussed earlier in this chapter. The ~tudy was designed so
that each of nine interviewers had geographically equivalent interviewing
assignments of pre-designated respondents in a single sector of the city.
Wi.thin a sector there was no clustering whatsoever of respondents by in­
terviewer. This design was replicated in all five sectors of the city.
The complete dest gn is discussed very fully :in the article treating the
study. 25

2~ 1:'eldman. u........ d Hart . t&' , uJ ......n, an , Ope C1..
I •
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A chi·squared test of significance or the variation between the results
or the difrerent interviewers was made for each sector. Then, for each
question the chi-squared tests were cumulated over the five sectors.

The interview schedule used was composed of a variety of different types
of question. The schedule included rixed response questions involving
the use or a card" three and five point scales, dichotomies, and ques·
tions where one of the pre-coded responses was not included in the list
of alternatives stated in the question. There were also several rree­
response questions and a number or interviewer ratings of characteris­
tics of the respondent and his dwelling.

The subject matter of the schedule was also quite varied. Some of the
areas covered were:

1) Various aspects of the respondent's attitude toward his
neighborhood.

2) Amount of interest the respondent took in various local
and national issues.

3) Respondentls voting behavior in a number or previous
elections.

4) Respondent I s opinions on several local issues.

5) Demographic and a number of other "factual tt character-
istics of the respondent.

The outstanding finding was that significant (at the .05 level) inter­
interviewer variation appeared on only eight of the twenty-one fixed­
response questions covering the various opinion areas indicated above.
However~ six of the questions with signi1'icant variation were sub-parts
of a single omnibus question with ten sub-parts, and the remaining two
which showed significant variation were almost identical. Also" signifi­
cant inter-interviewer variation was found on only one of the seven tra­
ditional "factual!! questions asked. 26 The questions with significant

26 Results on the field ratings and open-ended questions have already been
discussed in Chapter V••

Z 4

inter-interviewer variation and the results of the significance tests
were:



Fixed response 0Einion questions

We are finding out how much in­
terest people take in various
problems. (Respondent was hand­
ed a card listing three degrees
of interest: IIA great deal,t"
"some I II and "practically none~,t1)
For example l which of those de'­
grees of interest would you say
you take in ?
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Chi­
squared

Degrees ot
!'reedom

ProbabU­
ity

. .- . . .
• • • • •

U.S. Policy toward Spain ••

City p1aming in Denver

Unemployment in the U. S.

Denver Negro situation

Denver Public Schools

Presidential election

• •

• •

· .

• •

• •

• •

• •

211.79

137.21

147.24

148.15

113.15

120.31

120

96

112

120

88

96

.0000001

.,003

.013

.04

.04

.05

If something prevented you from
voting in an election for Mayor
of Denver.t how much difference
would it make to you Eersonally
-·~ou1d it make a great deal of
difference I quite a bit of dif­
ference,t or not much difference?

Factual questions

Now if s:> mething prevented you
from voting in a Presidential
e1ection l how much difference
would it make to you personally
--would it make a great deal of
difference I quite a bit of dif­
ference, or not much difference?

Do :you happen to own an auto­
mobile at the present time?
(If "Yes ll ) Is it registered in
your name alone, or in your
(wife's; (husband's) name also?

163.33

136.92

112

104

152

.0008

.04
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The similarity of the form of the question where most of the differential
net effects appeared on the Denver study, the omnibus interest question,
to the form of the question where most of the differential net effects
appeared on the Cleveland study, the omnibus shopping question" should be
noted. In each case we have a single question repeated over and over again
only with alight variation in the object in the question. As one would
expect on ~~ri~ grounds, on both surveys a few interviewers complained
about the dullness of these particular questions to the respondents. Not
only were the questions deemed to be initially lustreless" but it was felt
also that the respondents found the repetition boresome. Thus, it can be
hypothesized that" being eager to go through this part of the questionnaire
in a hurry, the interviewers may have become quite slip-shod in both the
asking of these dull and repetitious questions, and in the recording of
anSW!3rs to them.

It is interesting to note that while these seemingly innocuous questions
concerning the respondent's interests showed significant inter-interviewer
variations , there were several questions concerning what would appear to
be rather affect-laden opinion areas--e.g., political affiliation, satis­
faction with the community,--which did not have any such significant vari­
ation.. It is hard to imagine many interviewers being even unconsciously
motivated to distort responses to most of the interest sub-questions by
anything but a desire to get an unpleasant task over with as soon as pos­
sible, but one can imagine interviewers getting some gratification out of
having respondents give s orne particular response to more important opinim ques-­
tions. We may conjecture that the obviously greater inter-interviewer
variation found on some of the interest sub-questions than in the more
strictly opinion questions may be due to factors which we may consider
as situational, and this contributes additional evidence· in support of
the theory presented in Chapter V. That is, an important distinction be­
tween the two sets of questions may be that the interest s ub-questions
were somewhat boring both to respondents and to the interviewer and so
there was a premium on getting through them as rapidly and painlessly
as possible" whereas the opinion questions were of greater interest and
were thus handled more carefully.. Many of the interviewers may have
failed to probe responses to the interest sub-questions adequately and
may have coded vague responses on the basis of their own expectations
or on some similar non-random basis.

Another factor which may have contributed to the high incidence of inter­
interviewer variation on the interest questions was an apparent confusion
on the part of responderits, and possibly on the part of interviewers, as
to the meaning of the questions. From reports filed by interviewers after
the completion of their assignments" there was considerable evidence that
many respondents tended to respond in terms of their attitudes in the
various subject matter areas or in terms of the degree of interest they
felt they should take.rather than the interest they actually did take.
Also" a really operational definition of "interest" was absent, and it
is clear that the word had little meaning fOf some respondents and vari­
ant meanings among those who did understand'it. Thus, a great deal was
left to the discretion of the interviewer. Some interviewers may have
gone to tPe trouble of clarifying the question properly, others may
simply have allowed tr..e nrl.sunderstanding to remain or explained the
question improperly. Also" some interviewers may have insisted that
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the respondent classify himself on the scale of :interest while other
interviewers may have classified more qualitative responses themselves.
In the latter case~ different interviewers undoubtedly had different
frames of reference for the classification and would thus come out
with different distributions of responses. The opinion questions
were relatively straight-forward :in comparison with these interest
questions. There would seem to have been little chance of a respondent
failing to comprehend their meaning and so the interviewer's discretion
impinged less upon the response. The degree to which" on a given ques­
tion, the interviewer must engage in behavior not strictly prescribed-­
i.e." where he has alternative courses of action--would seem" as indi­
cated in Chapter V, to be highly related to the degree of inter-inter­
viewer variation to be found on a question.

In the following table, the chi-squareds from severalof the opinion
questions are presented and compared with the chi-squareds from sev­
eral of the interest questions" the latter selected because they are
especially prone to effects. The comparisons are made in the form of
an F-test. It will be noted that many of the F-ratios presented here
are significant at the .05 level" but these tests should not be taken
at face value. Since only the interest sub-questions with high chi­
squareds are involved in the comparison, the significance tests are
technically invalidated through the purposive selection of a few chi­
squareds from the number of possible chi-squaredsthat could have been
used in the comparison. While this procedure may appear arbitrary"
the real evidence of the differential results for opinion vs. interest­
rating questions was predicated on the earlier tests applied routinely
to every possible question. These data are selected and presented here
merely to indicate the max:ilnum size of the differences in inter-inter­
viewer variations on different questions in the study, rather than for
purposes of proof of the general hypothesis on degree of variation as
related to question type.

Although the incidence of substantial inter-interviewer variation was
generally absent for the fixed-response opinion questions and on the
factual questions, there were highly substantial and statistically
significant variations between interviewers in their ratings -?f char­
acteristics of the respondents and the respondents' dwellings. Also,
there was significant variation between interviewers in the number of
responses per respondent they obtained to free response questions. 27

27 Both of these findings are discussed at length in Chapter V of this
monograph and in Feldman, Hyman, and Hart, Ope cit.

These latter findings do not at all contradict the Cleveland findings"
though, because the form of the questions from that interview were
similar to that of the fixed response and factual questions of the
Denver study. Thus" in the area where our two studies overlap the
findings are in essential agreement: that there was little evidence
of substantial inter-interviewer variation on fixed-response opinion
questions and factual questions.
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interest in:
X2o

Freedom

TABLE 7)

THE RELATIVE MAGNITUDE OF INTER-INTERVIEWER VARIATION
AMONG DIFFERENT TYPES OF QUESTIONS

. Degrees F-ratio ~BH} of X2
I / nI to x~ /no

of where "I". is

2pinion of Questions

Which of these statements
comes closest to the way
you feel about Denver as
a whole as a place t@ live?
(The respondent was handed
a card on which were the
following statements:
"I wouldn't move away even
if I had the chance," "I
might stay here from now
on, but I'd rather move
somewhere else if I were
able," "I plan to move
away as soon as I can. lt ) •••

In general, how woUld you
rate the kind of job the
Community Chest is 'doing
in Denver--Vezz good, Good,
Just fair, Poor, or Very
P ? - -oor. .. .. .. . . . . . . .. .•-

107.)6 112

203.15 200

U.S.
policy
toward
Spain

&4 •
City Unemploy-
Plan- ment in

ning in the
Denver U. s.

4-

In general, how would you
rate the kind of job the
city administration is doing
...Very good, ~, JUst fair,
~, or Vezz poor? • • • • • 209.47 200

In politics, as of today do
you consider yourself a
~ocrat, a Republican, a
Socialist, or what? • • • •• 167.21 144 1.52 ~~ . 1.2) -Y.- 1.13

Would you like to see more
people come to live in the
Denver area in the next few
years or do you think there
are enough people now? ". 49.11 40 1.44 1.16 1.07

* F-ratio significant at .05 level.

** F-ratio significant at .01 level.

**"'t- The F-ratios of X2/n' s are reasonable indicators of relative inter-interviewer
variation here because the chi-squares that are eompared eome from the same de.,.
sig!). with the same number of respondents per interviewer. The numerator and de·
noiiiinator of F are conceivably somewhat positively correlated which would if
anything tend to over-estimate the probabi~ity of getting any.parti7ula~?!-ratic
(or a larger one) in this table from quest1.ons with the same J.nter-1.nterVJ.ewer
variation, since the probabilities used here are based on the regular Fisher
distribution.' .
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The same questions that were discussed in connection with the Cleveland
study also arise here.. The first arises out of the fact that only the
nine interviewers within a given sector are compared with each other.
If for some reason interviewers within the same sector tended to have
the same biases while interviewers in different sectors had different
biases, we would not have discovered differential net effects even though
they did occur.. It is extremely unlikely that this could have occurred
on the Denver study-because the interviewers within each sector were pur­
posely contrasted in terms of a number of their characteristics such as
age, sex, interviewing experience, etc.. Since there is no known char­
acteristic on which interviewers within a given sector were more homo­
geneous than interviewers in different sectors and since each sector
had nine interviewers (one-fifth of the forty-five interviewers
used), it seems inconceivable that much differential net effect could
have been over-looked owing to this cluster aspect of the design.

In the Denver study most interviewers interviewed between twenty and
thirty respondents. The over-all tests of significance for each ques-
tion were thus based on the cumulation over five sectors of individual
tests based on nine distributions of around twenty-five cases· each. The
distributions tested were generally treated as dichotomies, trichotomies,
or tetrachotomies. Thus, the over-all tests generally had between forty
and one hundred twenty degrees of freedom. Yet, owing to the relatively
small number of cases interviewed by each interviewer, the tests are still
fairly weak and some real differential net effects were no doubt overlooked.
Still, the fact that four of the six tests made on the interviewers' ratings
of respondents and the respondents t dwelling units did result in chi-squares
ltith probabilities of less than .0001 (several even yielded exact p values
of less than .00000001) does show that tests of this structure certainly
can pick up extreme inter-interviewer variation. Thus, we have no reason
to assume that differential net effects of any appreciable size were over­
looked on any substantial proportion of the free-responses and factual
questions.

Of course, the degree of differential net effects found in any study is
a function of the heterogeneity of the total group of interviewers used.
In the two studies discussed above, the interviewing staffs used were
certainly as heterogeneous as a staff working within a single city on a
particular normal survey generally would be. In Cleveland, the interview­
ing staff was composed of a few regular NORC interviewers and a great many
people of varying interviewing experience recruited through newspaper ads
and similar means. The major criteria used in selecting the interviewers
from among all the applicants were their previous interviewing experience
and the intuitive judgment on the part of the field supervisors as to
their interviewing ability. These are criteria that most agencies would
use on such a crew job and so there is no reason' to assume that the Cleveland
interviewing staff was in any way unrepresentative of the usual interviewing
crew. The entire crew was exposed to about a day of training which included
both instruction in general and interviewing technique and instruction in
the use of the interview schedule for the particular study at hand. This
training could not have particularly reduced the heterogeneity of the group
more than the usual training for a single-shot crew job such as this one.
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In Denver the interviewing crew was even more heterogeneous. Here the
interviewers used came chiefly from two groups: experienced profession­
al interviewers on the staffs of national and local research agencies and
students of social science at the University of Denver. Most of the
students had had no previous interviewing experience and even several
of the adults used had little or no previous interviewing experience.
Each interviewer was given intensive personal training in two or more
special sessions and was assigned to a special supervisor for the dura­
tion of the field work. But the original heterogeneity in age and ex­
perience of the interv1.ewers could hardly have been appreciably dimin­
ished by the somewhat ab"va average training and supervision they re- .
ceived on this one survey. Thus, there is no reason to assume that
there was any a~reciably less opportunity for differential net effects
to occur on the Denver survey than there would be on most regular sur­
veys. If anything the heterogeneity provided greater opportunity than
under usual survey operations, thus making the negative findings even
more compelling.

Before going further into the nature of the inter-interviewer variation
that has been found, it would be well to examine our conclusion that
tlfor most fixed response opinion questions there is relatively little
inter-interviewer variation" in the light of other studies which seem
to indicate the general existence of a considerable amount of such vari­
ation. Some differences between the design and analysis of the two
studies discussed above and earlier studies with conclusions at variance
from ours may account for the different conclusions.

First, there are a number of studies where the over-all distributions of
responses elicited by different groups of intervie~ers are compared.
In several instances, interviewers have not been assigned randomly to
respondents. When these studies have been based on a national inter­
viewing staff, there has been a correlation between the town or at least
the general area in which the interviewer and respondent live. This
correlation could of course lead to spurious differences between the
respondents interviewed by interviewers contrasted in terms of their
own opinions if there are positive intra-class correlations between
sampling place and both interviewer and respondent opinion. The dif­
ferences between the responses obtained by the different groups of
interviewers are generally tested for significance using a doubtful
assumption. It is assumed that. if there were no inter-interviewer
variation, the responses of the respondents interviewed by different
groups of interviewers would differ from each other to the same extent
as would responses of respondents in simple random samples of the same
sizes as those of the aggregates of respondents interviewed by the given
groups of interviewers. This testing procedure unquestionably leads to
a gross under-estimate of the possibility of getting such differences
by chance. Given research workers have been aware of this spurious
factor in their analyses and have tried to correct for it. For in­
stance, Cahalan, Tamulonis, and Verner excluded questions showing
substantial regional variation from their analysis. Still, it is
probable that even on the remaining questions there was substantial
intra-elass correlation between specific place and opinion remainillg
to inflate the differences between the responses of interviewers with
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different opinions. Qneneed simply picture the differences in opinions
that may exist between the residents of a wealthy suburb and the refJi...
dents of a medium sized industrial town or the residents of a small
fanning community even within a single region to see the possibility
that such a spurious factor' may produce differences in responses ob­
tained by different groups of interviewers in such a design. Even
within a single city, if interviewers are assigned to interview near
their own homes, the same sort of spurious factor could account for
the relationship between the interviewer's and the respondent's opinion.
Thus, we cannot really be sure whether studies employing this design
which have found significant differences between the responses obtained
by different interviewers really ClM'1ibr.$(i1c'\5 our nega,tive· i'indiilgs'. 28

28 H. Cantril~ 0p. cit. 1 Chap. 8, Parts 1, 3, 4a, an9 S.
D. a~~la:n.# V. Ta.mulonis, and H. Verner. "Interviewer Bias Involved
in Certain ~JPes of Opinion Survey Questions,," Intemat. Jrl. OBin.
Att. Res." I, No.1 (1947), 63-77. ·

•

A related problem involved in a number of studies is the absence of inter­
penetrating samples of respondents for different interviewers. The degree
to which this .tailing is present is noted in Chart II in the appropriate
columns. In some studief-, where thM?e tsco reason to assUll1e any spurious
correlation between interviewer characteristics or opinions and respondent
opinion through the positive intra-class correlation of sampling place and
opinion, the absence ot inter-penetrating samples may still lead through
improper analysis to over-estimatea ot tm incidence of inter-interviewer
variation. In these studies I which may cover the work only of interviewers
either within a single city or some wider geographical area" the respond­
ents interviewed by a particular interviewer are clustered in one or more
relatively small areas. An analytic problem arises since the different
interviewers or the different groups of interviewers whose results are
compared for the determination of the incidence of :1nter-interviet'Ter vat~;'"

ation generally do not interview within the same spatial clusters. There
is very likely to be a positive correlation between the ph ce where a re­
spondent lives and his opinions and characteristics. In such case, the
geographical clustering of respondents would generally result in larger
differences between the distributions of responses obtained by different
interviewers than would appear if the interviewers had been assigned
simple random samples. This statement 'Would hold even if there were no
real interviewer effect. Thus, when these studies are analyzed using
assumptions of simple random sampling" or at least failing fully to take
account of the extent of clustering, one unde.r-estimates the probability
of finding variations between the results o£. interviewers as large or
larger than those actually found, by chancel when there is no true inter"!!
interviewer variation.

In discus sing these studies we shall assume there is no outside knoW-ledge
from other studies as to variance between the different cluster areas..
If such information were available, it could be used to compute the
sampling error between different interviewers' assignments.
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There have been two basic designs in the analysis of such studies.
First, the responses obtained by interviewers haVing a given character­
istic are compared with the responses obtained by interviewers having
a contrasted characteristic. Such studies are indicated in Section B
of Chart II. We shall assume here that the interviewers were assigned
to clusters of respondents in a random fashion, although often this is
not the case as was pointed out earlier. We shall also assume that the
interviewers used in a particular study constitute a random sample from
the universe of available interviewers. Now" if there is no inter­
penetration of the clusters assigned to the different interviewers" it
is impossible to dete~ine the random sampling error between the responses
of the several groups of respondents because of a confOlmding of sampling
error with the variation between interviewers having the same character­
istic. But, as will be pointed out later, if the purpose of the study is
to examine the differences in results obtained by interviewers with the
different characteristics and not simply to establish the existence of
variation Between interviewers per se" this confounding of varianc-es does
not prevent one from testing his hypothesis. One can simply consider the
respondents interviewed by interviewers with a given characteristic as
having come from a multi-stage sample. The assignment of a single inter­
viewer would be the first-stage sampling unit. One or more additional
stages of selection within the primary unit would then be involved de­
pending on whether or not there were additional stages of clustering
of respondents within the area assigned to a given interviewer. But,
if one regarded the set of interviewer-area combinations used in this
study as constituting a random sample of an extremely large or infinite
universe of such combinations, then one could in essence ignore all but
the first stage of sampfing and use" with only a minor adjustment, the
observed variance between the results of interviewers with a given char­
acteristic in this particular study as the estimate of inter-interviewer
variance within a classification. 29 Thus, one can readily estimate the

29 The later stages of samplipg can be ignored because the observed vari­
ance between interviewers already contains within it the variance due
to later stages of sampling.

sampling variance of the difference between the means of the distributions
of responses obtained by the groups of interviewers with differing char­
acteristics" and test for the significance of the differences in the re­
sults obtained by the different groups of interviewers. But, owing both
to the positive intra-class correlation between area of residence and
opinion of the respondent and to the likelihood of interviewers within
a classification varying (at least if there is reason to suspect vari­
ation between groups of interviewers), there is good reason to believe
that the actual sampling variance of the means of the distributions of
responses obtained by different groups of interviewers, the variance
accurately estimated by the procedure described above" is considerably
larger than the expected value of the estimate of variance made by
assuming that the entire group of respondents interviewed by the inter­
viewers with a given characteristic constitute a simple random sample
from a universe of aiIl interviewers interviewing all respondents (in the
given area of the survey). Since" as was pointed out earlier, in most
analyses of such material J the assumption of simple random sampling is
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Jllade, it is probable that past studies have over-estimated the extent
of the incidence of differences in results obtained by different groups
of interviewers. 30

.~l>See, for instance, D. Katz. "Do Interviewers Bias Poll Results?"
Pub. Opin. Quart., 6 (1942); H. Cantr~, 0E. cit., Chap. 8? Parts
I, 3,~a, 4b, 4c, 5; Cahalan, Tamulon1s, and Verner, Ope C1t.
Although from the published material it is not clear exactly hOlo1
the analysis was made, Udow. "The Interviewer Effect in Public
Opinion and Market Research Surveys," Arcbives of Psychologz, No.
277 (1942), seems to have been properly analysed.

In one study (H .. Cantril, Ope ,ci.!., Chap. 8, Part 2, where inter­
viewers interviewed non-interpenetrating samples of respondents
and the distributions of responses of interviewers with different
opinions were compared, only the respondents of matched pairs of
interviewers, innerviewers. with differing opinions but working
in the same general area, were used in the analysis. Here again,
though, the analysis was made on the assumption that the aggregates
of respondents interviewed by interviewers with given opinions were
simple random samples. The factors discussed above might tend to
make the sampling variances derived from the assumption of simple
random selection an under-estimate while the fact that only matched
interviewers were used might lead to a positive correlation of the
means of the response distributions obtained by the different groups
of interviewers and thus tend to make the simple random sampling
variances of the differences an over-estimate • Clearly, the study
Should have been analysed by comparing the distributions of the
two interviewers in each pair separately and cumulating the results
from the different comparisons taking into account the direction of
differences (see for ins tance R. Fisher.· Design of Experiments

. (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1935), Sect. 13-17, or O~Tibbits and
S. Stouffer. "Testing the Significance of Comparisons in Socio­
logical Data, II Amer. Jr1. Soc., 40 (1935). Since the complete data
were not presented in the publication of the study, we do not know
whether the assumption of simple random sampling used in testing
the significance of the difference led to an over or under-esti­
mation of the probability of getting such a difference if there
were no tendency for interviewers with different opinions to get
different results.

The second analytic procedure used in the analysis of studies using
interviewers with non-interpenetrating clusters of respondents involves
the testing of significance of the inter-interviewer variation without
any grouping of the interviewers in terms of their characteristics.
Such studies are noted in Section A of Chart II. The distributions
of responses obtained by different interviewers are simply compared
with each other. Sometimes only the results of interviewers working
within the same city, having received similar initial assignments,
and having interviewed respondents with similar distributions on
several demographic variables are compared. Such controls are des-
Cribed in Chart II under the rubric of "equivalence by design or matching."
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StUl.. there is. nowaz of telling to what degree the respondents in
the clusters in terviewed by different interviewers might be expected
to differ from each other on the relevant variables even if there
were no inter-interviewer variation. Thus, here again we cannot take
the findings of such studies at face value and must try to jUdge the
validity of the findings in terms of outside knowledge. 31

31 It is often difficult to tell from the published materials just how
much clustering of respondents there was. Studies which would ap­
pear to have this difficulty are: Albert Blankenship. "The Effect
of the Interviewer upon the Response in a Public Opinion Poll,"
Jrl. Cons. Psych. 4 (1940); F. Mosteller, et ale The Pre-Election
Polls of 1948 (New York: SSRC, 1949), Chap. 7; J. S. Stock andJ.
Hochstim. "A Method of Measuring Interviel-l'er Variability.. " ~.
Opin••Quart., 15 (19$1), 322-334.

A third important factor to be cons idered in comparing the findings from
the Cleveland and Denver studies with those from a number of the earlier
studies is the confounding of inter-interviewer variation in the selection
or sampling of respondents with inter-interviewer variation within the
interview itself. In many of the earlier studies the interviewers were
simply given identical quota assignments rather than a random sample of
pre-designated respondents. Thus, it is impossible in such studies to
determine whether a d.ifference in the opinions of the respondents of
different interviewers is due merely to varYing biases in the selection
of respondents or whether there is also variation in performance during
the actual interview.

Since the Cleveland and Denver studies involved predesignated respondents,.
there was minimal opportunity for the interviewer to obtain deviant re'"
su1ts merely through bias in the selection of respondents. Therefore,
it is not surprising that there is less evidence of general inter-inter­
viewer variation from these studies than there is fran studies where
the interviewer was free to choose his own respondents. This fact,
as well as evidence fran two studies devoted specifically to comparing
inter-interviewing variation under different conditions of sampling, 32

32 Stoc~ and Hochstim, ibid., and Robert Ferber and Hugh Wales. "De-
tection and Correction of Interviewer Bias," Pub. Opin. Quart., 16
(1952)" 107-127.

indicate that much of what has been previous1y'interpreted as differ­
ential net distortion within the interview may well be simply varying
bias in the selection of respondents. 33 While this is, of course, a

-
33 See, for instance, Blankenship, Ope cit.; Udow, Ope cit.; Cantril,

Ope cit.; Cahalan, Tamulonis, and Verner, Ope cit.; Mosteller, et a:.
Ope cit.

i.
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signU'i;cant component of interYiewer p..rformanee worthy of irtVestig.tiOft,
its true character should not be misinterpreted. In addition, even when
probability samples are used, inter-interviewer variation could be a
·function of the differential ability of interviewers to obtain interviews
with all their pre..designated respondents. Insofar as there is a corre­
lation between a respondent's .availability for an interview and his opin­
ions, a variation in response rates would account for some of the observed
differences in the distributions of responses found for different inter­
viewers in studies of inter-intervievler variation. That interviewers
differ in their abilities to complete their assignments of pre-designated
respondents is clearly demonstrated in a large scale study conducted in
England by Durbin and Stuart under the direction of M. G. Kendall. 34

34 J. Durbin and A. Stuart. "Differences in Response Rates of Experienced·
and Inexperienced Interviewers," Joum~l. of the Royal Statistical Soc­
§ety~ Series A, 114 (1951). We are grateful to Messrs. Durbin and
tuart and Professor £.1. G. Kendall for making these data available to

us in advance of publication.

The detailed findings are reported below in the discussion of inter-inter­
viewer variation.

Consequently, unless tie respondent loss rate is small in magnitude, as
in the Cleveland study, or the losses are examined to determine their di~­

tribution and consequent effects among interviewers as in the Denver study,
there is the danger of misinterpreting the origin of the total inter-inter.
viewer '"variation found.

As was discussed earlier, studies where the distributions of responses
obtained by several different groups of interviewers are compared gener~

ally fail to take account of variation between interviewerswithin a
given group (i.e., between interviewers having a given characteristic).
This factor should be considered in estimating sampling variance under
the null hypothesis whether or not the different interviewers have been
assigned interpenetrating random samples. Above we discussed using the
observed variance bett-leen interviewers within a classification as the
basis for estimating the random error when non-interpenetrating clusters
of respondents were assigned to interviewers. This same observed vari­
ance could also be used. as the basis of estimation even when the inter­
m.ewing assignments are interpenetrating.

Another factor that may partially account for the general View that inter­
interviewer variation is prevalent is the probable tendency to publish
on' y positive findings. Although this supposition cannot be substanti­
ated" it seems likely on ~o!! grounds that examinations of inter..
interviewer variation that showed significant variation were more likely
to be published, being in line with expectations and being in a sense
less equivocal, than studies which failed to find significant variation
between interviewers. In Chart II such instances can be noted in the
column he~ded flI~cidence.II When an examination of the data--particu­
1ar1y whenon,ly.few interviewers are involved.or when each interviewer
interviewed a rather small sample of respondents-·fails to show statis­
tically significant variation between interviewers" there is the tmmi­
present danger that the weakness of the significance tests kas led to
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the neglect of differences that are really there and so one hesitates
to publish such negative findings. Now" of course: even if there were
no real inter-interviewer variation" five per cent of' all the signifi­
cance tests made would indicate that observed variation was significant
at the five per cent level. If our supposition that many tests which
failed to show significant variation were not published is correct"
then it becomes more likely that a fair proportion of the published
tests showing significant variation are actually in error--ioe., that
they reject the null hypothesis that there are no differences between
interviewers when actually the null hypothesis is true, the extreme
variation observed in those instances being simply due to chance.
Thus, our findings of a rather low incidence of inter-interviewer
variation again may not be as much in contradiction to the findings
of earlier studies as it appeared to be at first sight.

There have been several studies made with designs similar to those
of our Cleveland and Denver studies. In these studies, interviewers
were assigned interpenetrating samples of pre-designated respondents
or households. Thus, the results of these studies are comparable with
our results.

Mahalanobis has reported several studies of the variation in the results
obtained by different interviewers. In connection with the Bengal
Labour Enquiry, the results obtained by five interviewers were compared.
Significant inter-interviewer variation was found on tl-lO of the five
questions examined. In connection with the Nagpur Labour Enquiry, the
results obta:ined by four interviewers were compared. Here" sigtlifi­
cant inter-interviewer variation was absent from all four of the ques­
tions examined. In connection with two Cost of Living studies, cost
of living indices were computed separately on the basis of each inter­
viewer's work. In one of the studies, cost of living indices based
on five different interviewers were compared without finding significant
variation. In the other studyJ indices based on three different inter­
viewers were compared with the same failure to find significant vari­
ation. Thus, significant variation was found on only two of the eleven
comparisons made. Mahalanobis also reports an additional study, the
Radio Programme Preference Survey. Here, each of three independent
teams of investigators interviewed in one of ~ree interpenetrating
samples of respondents. The variation between the three samples was
compared to the variation that would be expected if the three samples
had been simple random samples from a binomial population. On fifteen
of the eighteen questions examined, the observed variance was larger
than the expected variance and in seven of those instances the observed
variation was significantly larger than the expected. But, it is not
clear whether the three samples were actually simple random samples
or whether there was clustering involved and so we cannot tell whether
the excess in observed variance should be ascribed to inter-interviewer
variation <>r to the spatial intra-class correlation of opinions. He
also have no information about whether the three sets of interviewers
differed from each other in terms of training or any other character­
istics. 35

35 P. c. Mahalanobis~ "Recent Experiments in Statistical Sampling in
the Indian Statistical Institute," Journal of the Royal Statistical
Societl, 109 (1946).
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Shapiro and Eberhart examined differences in the distributions of re­
sponses obtained by four interviewers conducting essentially intensive
interviews with comparable samples of respondents in a non-field survey
situation. Interviews were conducted with respondents at local VA of­
fices rather than at their homes but since the general form. of the ques­
tionnaire, the subject matter, and general intervievd.ng procedure were
not too far different from what might be found in an ordinary field sur­
vey, the findings are probably reasonably relevant to fteld surveys.
The authors report significant or near significant variation between
interviewers was found on ten of the thirty-four questions on the ques­
tionnaire.36 But, it should be noted that the interviewer's task on

36 This is probably somewhat 'Of an overstatement of the prevalence of
statistically significant inter-interviewer variation in this study
since it appears that the significance tests were not made properly.
Apparently for each question the test was made on the difference be­
tween the two interviewers who differed the most on that question.
Thus, the most extreme of the six possible differences was selected
in each case. Since the tests used were based on the distribution
of the differences between all pairs of samples that might be drawn
under the null hypothesis (I:e., when there were no interviewer dif;.
ferences), the selection of the largest differences: for testing in­
validates the test; the actual probability of getting a largest of
six differences as large or larger than the one observed even if
there were no true difference between the interviewers is obviously
much greater'than the probability ascribed to that difference through
the use of the significance test. based on all differences. A test
of the variation between all four interviewers would have been accu­
rate, or, if particular power was desired against the aberrant in­
terviewer, a test for the extreme values could have been derived.
Although from the published data it cannot be determined exactly
how much effect the use of a faulty method of testing significance
had on the results of the study, by and large the effect does not
seem to be particularly great.

this survey was somewhat more complex than his task on most of the other
studies reported here, including the Cleveland and Denver studies. Even
though a number of the questions used wer~ pre-coded, the interviewers
were supposed to probe intensively on the questions before eoding the
response. Thus, opportunity for variant behavior existed in the situ­
ation to a greater extent than on the pre-coded questions used in the
other surveys presented here; in these, the interviewer was expected
to accept the initial response of tre respondent or at least the first
codable response after a minimum of probing. Hhen one considers the
opportunities for variation in the intensive interview situation, con­
firmed by our very own findings from the Denver study on variatibn in
open-ended questions, reported in Chapter V, the Shapiro and Eberhart
findings are well in accord with our own. It should be noted, however,
that the interviewers involved in their study were all highly motivated
and three of the four were highly experienced. All four were very well
acquainted with the interview schedule and had a clear understanding of
the goals of the study. 37

37 Sam Shapiro and John Eberhart. "Interviewer Differences in an In­
tensive Interview Survey," Internat. Jrl. <pin. Att. Res., I (1947).

i .... p.
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Stock and Hochstim have reported a number of different analyses of
inter-interviewer variation in studies using probability samples, but
it is not clear in which~ if any, the interviewers actually had inter­
penetrating samples. 38 For the sake of the present discussion we shall

38 Stock and Hockstim, Ope cit.

assume that in those cases where the samples did not interpenetrate, the
over-estimate of interviewer variance was relatively slight~ although we
can of course not be at alleure of this. They report first a Bureau of
Labor Statistics stuqy in Baltimore where the interviewers rated the con­
dition of dwelling units. It cannot be determined from the report whether
the inter-interviewer variation on this question is statistically signi­
ficant, but since in the Denver study we found tremendous variation on
very similar questions, as reported in Chapter V, we could hardly be
underestimating the prevalence of inter-interviewer variation here.

Stock and Hochstim also report an experiment made in a medium-sized
eastern city,_ The experiment was designed primarily to examine rela­
tive inter-interviewer variation when the interviewer is assigned to
a pre-designated respondent, and when he is ass:Lgned to a specified
block but can choose respondents within the block on a quota basis_
The probability sample part of the design is comparable to our own
study. All the data needed to test the significance of the inter­
interviewer variation on the probability sample is not available,
but, from the data that are available, it is clear that at most, only
one of the six questions examined showed variation significant at the
.05 levels 39 (in fact, a negative interviewer variance was estimated

39 This conclusion was reached on the basis of data not presented in the
published article but kindly furnished us by the authors.

on two of the six questions~ due no doubt to sampling error but still
indicative of the fact that the actual interviewer variance could not be
verylarge~ The one question with considerable variation was a free re­
sponse question.

Stock and Hochstim also report a Bureau of Labor Statistics Study in
Chicago where each of six interviewers had to determine the selling
price of a number of different articles in three different types of
store. This task was in essence an interviewer rating because the in­
terviewer had to decide which of the many articlesof clothing in the
store met the requisite specifications and was to be priced. From the
data presented in the article, it is impossible to test the statistical
significance of the variation on most of the nine items priced. It is
clear that there was significant variation on one of the items and that
there was no significant variation on two others ~ 'but nothing can be
said about the remainino; six. But even if most of the remaining items
did show statistically significant variation, this would only again
substantiate the previous references to the high degree of inter-inter­
viewer variation resulting when the interviewer f s task involvas consider­
able judgment on his part.
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Additional evidence is available from a survey conducted by the Bureau
of the Census designed to measure inter-interviewer variation in con­
nection with their Monthly Labor Force Surv.ey in Baltimore in December,
1947. 40 The design of this study was somewhat unusual in that only

40 M. H. Hansen" et. ala "Response Errors in Surveys," Journal of the
American Statistipal AS~<?,,;;.;~l;;,;·a_t_i_o~n" 46 (1951).

pairs of interviewers handled interpenetrating assignments" but the same
interviewer was generally paired with several different interviewers in
different segments. This slight modification in design does not affect
the comparability of the findings of this study to the findings of the
other studies already discussed. In the Census study" the results of
four different interviewers were compared on five questions. The data
by which significance tests could be made are not presented in the pub­
lication on the study, but it is obvious that on three of the questions"
where the estimate of inter-interviewer variance is negative" the vari­
ation could not have been statistically significant. Although from the
data presented they cannot be tested precisely.? it is very doubtful if
the inter-interviewer variation on either of the other two questions
presented was significant. Thus here again there is little evidence
for prevalent inter-interviewer variation.

A particularly well designed studY of inter-interviewer variation was
executed in three boroughs of London in 1950 under the direction of
M. G. Kendall, and adds much to our knowledge of the prevalence of
inter-interviewer variation. This study was designed to examine dif­
ferences in various aspects of performance of three groups of inter­
viei'l1ers: experienced" practically full-time interviewers for the Gov­
ernment Social Survey; experienced, part-time, interviewers for the
British Institute of Public Opinion; and a group of inexperienced,
volunteer, unpaid, student interviewers from the London School of
Economics. The study was not primarily designed for the examination
of variation between interviewers within each of the three groups and
relatively little attention was given such variation in the analysis.
Thus" this study differs somewhat from most of the studies discussed
here" but it is stillof some interest to us. Whatever variation oc­
curred between groups would certainly be reproduced as variation be­
tween individual interviewers on a relatively heterogeneous staff.
But, if a great deal of variation occurred between interviewers within
groups but the differences cancelled each other in such a way that no
difference between groups occurred, then much variation of the sort
in which we are here interested would have been overlooked. However,
from the point of view of the reduction and control of error" to be
discussed in the following chapter J the comparison of classes of inter­
viewers is invaluable since its findings involve manipulable entities.

The study was executed through a factorial design so tnat the vari­
ations due to a number of different factors could be examined simul­
taneously with full efficiency. The factors investigated were:
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a) InteI"'liewers (three aforementioned groups) •

b) Questionnaires (three different questionnaires, each
concerning a distinct, different subject matter).

c) Districts (three boroughs).

d) Age of subject (four age classes).

e) Sex of subject.

For the London School of Economics group, two additional factors, the
age and sex of the interviewer, were taken into account.

The only factor to concern us here is ti1e interyiewer factor. Owing
to the factorial design, all factors ir.'l:erpenot.rate 0 Thus, each inter­
viewer group was assigned eql1al numbersJf eact~ specific questior..naire~

district-age of subject-se~A: of subject. type of interview. Thus, except;'·
for random variation with respect to dependent variables between equi~

valent four-factor specific groups, the three interviewer groups vJere
given completely identical assignments.

The finding s of the Kendall study have appeared in two papers. 41 The
,I

41 Durbin and Stuart, 012. ci~. N. S. Booker and S. T. David,. "Differ­
ences in Results Obtained by Experienced and Inexperienced Inter­
viewers," unpublished manuscript kindly lent us by Professor Kendall,

.till

Durbin and Stuart paper was concerned mainly with variation in performance,
in obtftining interviews with assigned respondents. This particular aspect /
of performance is of relatively little relevan~e to the specific dis­
cussion of performance within the interview preper. But as indicated
earlier, it does seem possible that variation between different inter­
viewers, or groups of interviewers, in the ability to obtain interviews
with assigned respondents may account for same observed differences in
the distributions of responses obtained by different intervieH'ers (assum­
ing a correlation between a respondentls availability for interview and
his responses) in studies with rather high respondent loss rates.

The main findings of the response rate analysis were:

"S0 far as success in obtaining the interviews is concerned
the students were decidedly, though not overwhelmingly,
inferior to the interviewers of the two professional organi­
zations. There appears to be very little difference in per­
formance betvJeen the male and female students, and though
the younger students t results are significantly superior to
the elder students' according to the statistical test, the
age differences are so small that this may not indicate a
real difference of any importance.
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"The response rate of each group of interviewers was remarkedly
constant over variations in the remaining factors, and within
each group there is no evidence of marked heterogeneity among
the individual interviewers. These results show that the main
differences are between the classes of interviewers rather than
between individuals, and that these differences are very little
affected by the circumstances of the interviews, at least under
conditions similar to those of this survey.1I 42

42 Du b· . tr J.n, op. CJ. •

It is worth noting that a large part of the excess losses of the inex­
perienced interviewers was due to refusals. A far larger proportion of
the assigned respondents of the inexperienced interviewers refused to"'pe
interviewed than of the experienced interviewers. This t:ac;t would s,'ee~"
to indicate that inexperienced interviewers lack the temeri:b'y-:",":abili:t.Y';
and/or the will to overcome the'resistance of respondents to lJelng ~,,'
terViewed. It would also appear likely, then, that in the -.illterviewing'
situation itself, the inexperienced interviewers might fail ~o press a
reticent respondent as fully as necessary; the inexperienced'interviewer
might be prone to accept refusals on individual questions or "don't knows 'I
of an evasive nature without an adequate attempt to overcome t.:\le resist­
ance; he might also fail to probe as fully as necessary in many instances.
This consideration is in accord with our explanations 43 of the finding

43 {.
The detailed discussion appeared in Feldman, 1{yman, and Hart,op. cit.
M~. '

reported in the preceding chapter tha~ the more experienced intervi~ers

elicited fuller responses to open questions than did the less experience~.

Booker anq. David reported on the analysis of differences in results ob"
tained within the interview by the three groups of interviewers. Their
main conclusion is:

"The evidence gives no clear, ground for assuming that differences
in results recorded by investigators of the three participating
organizations arose from differing abilities or that the in­
experience of the L.S.E. students led to their recording opin­
ions, preferences or facts significantly different from those
recorded by the experienced interviewers of the other organi·
zations." 44

44 Booker and David, Ope cit.

A few differences between the groups of interVieiITers were found. For
instance, the G.S.S. interviewers tended to omit fevler questions than
did the other two groups. This may have been partially due to the fact
that the format of two of the three questionnaires used in the study was
of the type to which the G.S.S. group was accustomed. The superiority
of the G.S.S. interviewers on these two questionnaires was particularly
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marked. The format of the third questionnaire was of B.I.P.O. design.
On th~t question~aire, there was practically no difference in the omis­
sion rates of G.S.S. and B.I.P.O. interviewers although the L..S.E.
student interviewers were still inferior to the other groups. The
omission rates were also analysed by type of question (open, pre-coded,
and factuals). The L.S.E. omission rate was markedly highest on the
factual questions appearing at the end of the interview, again perhaps
owing to the reticence or inability on the part of the inexperienced
interviewer to Bress the respondent after having already asked a number
of questions. 4;, The other differences in omission rates by type of

•

45 This finding gives further support to the demonstration in Chapter
V that factual questions, contrary to usual view, may be more sus­
ceptible to difficulty than many types of opinion questions.

question do not concern us here.

The interviewers of all three organizations obtained practically identi­
cal proportions of non-committal responses" (responses like "donIt know,,"
"no preference,," "nothing in particular"l1 and "all parts ll when the re­
spondents were supposed to choose between alternatives that were matters
of opinion rather than information). The absence of difference in this
respect between experienced and inexperienced interviewers is rather
remarkable. This result certainly detracts from the credibility of our
hypothesis in the Denver study of greater reticence and inability to
probe on the part of inexperienced interviewers.

For two of the three questionnaires, the B.I.P.O. interviewers reco~ed

more supplementary comments of respondents in connection with pre-c¢ded
questions than did the interviewers in the other two groups. It is not
clear why the B.l.P.O. interviewers were superior in this respect" but
here again the experience factor does not appear crucial since the G.S.S.
interviewers did little better than theL.S.E. interviewers.

No consistent pattern of differences was found with respect to the number
of responses obtained to questions permitting multiple answers. On three
questions" significant variation in the number of responses recorded was
absent. On one question" the G.S.S. interviewers elicited considerably
more responses than did the other groups but the variation between the
groups was not quite significant at the .05 level. On the other ques­
tion permitting multiple response, the L.S.E. interviewers got signi­
ficantly more responses than did the other groups. Thus, these re-
sults question the generality of our finding in the Denver study that
experienced interviewers elicited more multiple responses than inexper­
ienced interviewers. The basis of the contradiction is not clear-cut"
although conceivably the Bntish experienced intervieNers had less
practice with open or other multiple response qQestions than had their
American counterparts. Thus the difference in results with such ques­
tions between the American experienced and inexperienced interviewers
would conceivably have been greater than the difference between the
British experienced and inexperienced interviewers.
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Two questions involving some rather detailed questions about special
forms of savings accounts appeared on one of the questionnaires.
The interviewers were instructed to encourage the respondent to re­
fer to their savings certificates and books in answering the ques­
tions. The G.S.S. interviewers seemed to have greater success at
getting their respondents to refer to their records than did the
other interviewers. The L.S.E. interviewers had the least success.
But the differences were not statistically significant and so the
evidence is at best only suggestive.

Thus far we have discussed variations in performance between the
three groups in terms of certain formal characteristics of responses
instead of the content of the responses themselves. Booker and David
also examined such differences in the distribution of reSDonses them­
selves reported by the three different groups of interviewers. They
found variation significant at the .10 level for only 20 of the 119
questions. While it is clear that not all of the observed differences
can be accounted for in terms of sampling variation alone, it should be
remembered that some of the significant variation may have been due to
previously discussed differences in refusal rates or similar factors
extraneous to the interview proper. Thus, here again there is rela­
tively little evidence for tre existence of widespread variation in
results due to behavior during the interview itself.

The questions with significant variation did not follow any particu­
lar pattern. Several of these questions were rather complex and the
variation may well have been due to the failure of several members of
one or two of the groups to follow instructions properly. In several
instances the variation mainly consisted of one group getting a far
larger proportion of "don r t know" responses than the others. By and
large, there seemed to be no reason to assume that any of the differ­
ences in the distributions of recorded answers had anything to do with
the fact that one group of interviewers .vas inexperienced and the other
two were experienced. The results of the two experienced groups by and
large differed as much from each other as the results obtained by the
inexperienced group differed from those of either of the experienced
groups. This fact confirms our general notion that much of the inter­
interviewer variation that does occur is non-systematic in character.
We cannot determine in this instance whetr£r there was variation be­
tween interviewers within a given group. However, even if there was,
this variation generally cancelled out over the group or when there
were still group differences there was no evidence that these differ­
ences were systematic over the different questions.

It is worth stressing the value of well-designed enquiries such as
this Kendall study. The particular design used and the variables
examined are not completely relevant to our specific discussion.
Actually, there is little reason to expect variation in the substantive

. content of responses obtained by groups of interviewers contrasted merely
in experience. Variation between groups of this sort would be expected
to be along more formal lines----e.g., the number of responses elicited,
number or evasive responses, etc. The variation in substantive responses
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would be perhaps more affected by a factor like interviewer expecta­
tions than by the experience factor. Nevertheless, the Kendall study
is significant because of its unique application of a factorial de~

sign to the study of interviewer effect" and because of the contri­
bution of its specific findings.

We have thus far seen that" in studies where the equivalence of the
assigrnnents of different interviewers has been insured through the
predesignation of randomly selected respondents, the prevalence of
statistically signUicant--rnte'r::tiiterviewer variation has been rather
low. It is of course true that in most of these studies each inter­
viewer interviewed rather few respondents. Thus, the significance
tests were on the whole rather weak and so real but small differenges
between interviewers were often overlooked. Still" when one e.onsj;,ders
the extent of the tests made and their general agreement as to the"
absence of significant variation on at least a majority of the fixed
response pr~coded questions requiring a minimum of interviewer judg­
ment, it does not seem possible that substantial inter-interviewer
variation could be very widely prevalent on such questions.

Yet in earlier chapters we showed that certain processes of :interviewer
distortion (expectation effects, clerical errors, reaction effects,
etc.) did occur and in the earlier parts of this chapter we indicated
through the validity studies, the recorded interview studies, and the
panel studies that gross effects did occur in field studies. These
findings of gros s interviewer effects on responses would appear to be
somewhat in contradiction to our conclusion that substantial inter­
interviewer variation was not particularly prevalent. Two important
considerations help reconcile these divergent findings.

First, gross effects need not vary particularly from interviewer to
interviewer. All interviewers can bias their results in more or less
the same fashion and thus the distributions of responses obtained by
different interviewers need not differ particularly even though they
are all affected by the interviewers. Thus, for example" in the re­
corded interview studies all errors, including those common to all
:interviewers" were tabulated as gross effects. Also, as was pointed
out in Sheatsley's study of the interviewer labor market, available
interviewers constitute a rather homogeneous group. 46 It seems very

46 Paul B. Sh~atsley. "An Analysis of Interviewer Chara~~~~istiCS and
their Relationship to Performance," Internat. Jrl. Opin. Att. Res."
4 (1950).

likely that interviewers with similar characteristics shouldinfiuence
their results in a similar fashion and thus produce biases more or less
constant over the entire staff.. This consideration was discussed more
fully in Chapters IV and V above" so we shall thus not dwell on it
further here.

The second consideration involves the fact that only net effects show
up as inter-interviewer variation. If we consider an interviewer as

./
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having a strong need to find all of his respondents agreeing with him
on every issue (or even disagreeing with him) and if there are differ­
ences in opinion among the members of the interviel'Jing staff, then
we t d expect large net effects to occur and along with them substantial
inter-interviewer variation. But" if we view the interviewer as being
essentially task oriented and as engaging in biasing behavior or making
other interviewing errors solely to expedite getting his job dorie as
painlessly as possible, then there is no particular reason why dis­
tortions of individual responses may not s imply cancel out over a
number of respondents. This cancellation is particularly likely when
the interviewer's task is very easy--where the task is mechanically
feasible or without strain (e.g., where the interviewer is not re­
qIDred to do a great deal of writing during the interview) .. where
the task is clearly laid out, where it is no particular trouble for
the interviewer to do what he is supposed to do (i.e., where following
instructions will not lead to an embarrassing or otherwise painfUl
situation for the interviewer) , and where the interviewer has to ex­
ercise his own judgment to an absolutely minimal extent. In general,
the preceding chapters tend to support a view of an interviewing situ-\':­
ation in which the interviewer is mainly task oriented--involved in "­
getting his job done, not so much concerned with what his respondents
say. Thus, it is not contradictory that each interviewer should dis­
tort a large ntIIltber of individual responses, but that the distributions
of responses obtained by different interviellers should in general look
much the same.

There is no particular reason to assume from this that different inter­
viewers will get the same responses from a single respondent or a group
of respondents. As was indicated earlier in this chapter, a single
interviewer interviewing the same respondent twice is more likely to
get the same answers than are two different intervietifers intervieWing
the same respondent. Although there is undoubtedly a great deal of
random or situational error in interviews, it still seems very posstble
that different interviewers may exert diff~rential net biases on ~yen

respondents or sub-groups of respondents. 47 These individual b~

h1 See, for instance.. the differences in responses obtained by white
and Negro interviewers discussed in Chapter IV above.

may cancel out to a large extent when the total assignment per interviewer
contains a number of respondents or a number of groups of-respondents.

Some interesting findings in a study by Mahalanobis illustrate just Such
a situation where net differential biases over one group of respondents
may be cancelled out by differential net biases in the opposing direction
in some other group. In the study done in coimection with 'the Nagpur
Labour Enquiry, discussed earlier in this chapter, each of four inter­
viewers interviewed in each of five different areas. On two of the four
questions analysed, the interaction between interviewers and areas wa~

significant; i.e." while the four interviewers obtained different results
within certain given areas, the differences they obtained were not con­
stant from area to area. In illustration, let us say that two interview­
ers found expenditures for cereals in areas A, B, and C to be greater
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than expenditures for cereals in areas D and E while the other two in­
terviewers found the reverse to be true. 48 Yet, on~ of the four

48
This example is :fictitious but illustrates the type of effect that
actually occurred.

questions analysed did the aggregate distributions of responses for the
different interviewers vary significantly. In one case" in fact, the
interaction variance was significantly gr.eater than the interviewer
variance. The biases apparently cancelled out over the five areas.
Thus" if the study had .been made in only one or two of the five areas,
we might have concluded that there was significant inter-interviewer
variation, but with the study covering all the areas the variation dis­
appeared. It is doubtful that such situations are very common" but
this particular finding is interesting as an indication of how differ­
ential interviewer bias can exist and still not be manifested in margi­
nal distributions. 49

49 Mah~lanobis" Ope cit.

If a survey is to be analysed in terms of the inter-relationship of
variables, situations where differential distortion occurs, even where
it occurs only within particular groups of respondents" can be very
serious in terms of their effects on the interpretation of results.
Unfortunately" in most of the studies presented here each interviewer
interviewed too few respondents to allow us to explore this problem.
further. We can merely conclude that our finding that substantial
inter-interviewer variation is not highly prevalent does not neces­
sarily imply that interviewers do not frequently distort systemati­
cally the responses of individual respo,ndents or sub-groups of respond­
ents. It would appear desirable for future studies to be so designed
that more attention could be given to the interviewer's performance
with individual respondents and sub-groups of respondents rather than
only to comparisons of marginal distributions of responses obtained
from heterogeneous samples of respondents.

Even though on most questions there was not a great deal of variation
between interviewers in the distributions of responses they obtained"
on almost every study examined some questions did show such variation ....
Two questions arise about the nature of this variation: In what manner
did the distributions of responses differ from each other and hO~l were
the variant distributions compounded out of the total interviewing
staff?

With respect to the first question, tre only reasonable answer seems
to be that absolutely anything can happen. If the interviewer dis­
tortion stemmed mainly from the desire of the interviewer to have re­
spondents hold certain opinions, then one might expect the responses
obtained to be pushed in a single direction or conceivably toward a

I
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"don't know" category. 50 For example, suppose that six interviewers

50 For an extended discussion of different manifestations of ideologi­
cal bias, see Herbert Stember and Herbert Hyman. "How Interviewer
Effects Operate through Question Form," Internat. Jrl. Opin. Att.
~., 3 (1949).

put the following question to equivalent random samples of 100 cases
each: "How would you rate the job the current administration in
Washington is doing--would you say it is doing a 'very good,' 'good,'
'fair,,' 'poor,,' or 'very poor' job?" And suppose further that three
of these interviewers desired to find respondents holding pro-admin­
istration views, whereas the other three had just the opposite desires.
Under these circumstances" the distributions of the responses reported
by the six interviewers might be:

1st Pro- 1st Anti- 2nd Pro- 2nd Anti- 3rd Pro- 3rd Anti-
Adm. Int. AdIlh Int. Adm. Int. Adm. Int. Al>'in1i~ iI~tAt, Adm. Int.

J .: i111

Very
10% 5%good. • 15% 3% 15% 5%

Good • • 30 15 30 15 23 15

Fair • • 40 40 40 40 40 65

Poor • • 11 28 11 20 5 11

Very
poor . • 2 12 2 5 2

Don't
know. • 2 2 2 15 22 2

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

It will be noted that the distortion in these distributions is syste­
matically unidirectional in the sense that the response the interviewer
does not want to hear is under-represented and the response that he
does want to hear is at least somewhat over-represented; in some cases
almost all the responses pushed out of the undesired categories are
pushed toward the opposite end of the continuum, while in other cases
many are pushed into the "don't know" category.

In practice, we occasionally find distributions of responses differing
in the manner described above. These differences may have arisen in
a situation where the interviewers were concerned with the content of
tt'.e response. But there are numerous situations where we find differ­
ences- which could not readily arise through a content bias. For in­
stance, there are situations where there are too few responses at both
ends of the continuum and too many heaped into the middle category.
There are situations where the middle category has too few response~
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and both ends of the continuum have too many. There are even situations
where the "don't know" category has too many responses and both ends and
the middle of the continuum all have too few. One gets the feeling from
viewing such cases that it is not so much concern with the substantive
content of the resp'onse that leads to inter-interviewer variation as it
is differences in 'the perceptual frame of reference of interviewers when
they code responses in the field, when they select parts of ansW'ers to
open questions to record, or when they decide which answers need probing
and which don't. Interviewers have different criteria for judging whether
a response adequately answers a question or whether it requires further
probing., Then, there are of course variations in interviewers' ability
to think of proper probes for vague responses as well as variation in
their morale, or their desire to do a good interviewing job. Factors
like these can explain how the distributions of responses can vary with
no apparent relation to the substantive contents of the questions.

Similar conclusions as to the non..substantive source of much of the vari­
ation betwe,en intervievlers were reached by Shapiro and Eberhart. It
should be remembered that in their study, extremely large differences
were found between the distributions of responses obtained by different
interviewers on a number of questions. These differences occurred in
the proportion of "don't know" and "not ascertainable II responses as well
as in positive response categories on attitude questions. We shall quote
at length from their discussion of interviewer variation because of its
relevance for our own discussion here.

liThe study of interviewer bias has most often been concerned
with the influence of such factors as the interviewer's social
or racial status and personal opinion on responses obtained
to attitude questions. The emphasis on these sources of bias
should not lead one to assume that controlling them will solve
all or eveJl1, the greater part of the problem of bias. Unfortunate­
ly the problem of interviewer bias is frequently complicated by
the presence of factors which are unrelated to status and opinion
but which are a direct function of interviewer performance.

"The characteristics of the interviewers ruled out the possibil­
ity that differences in status were large enough to produce dif­
ferential biases among them. Furthennore , it was clear from
close contact w.ith the interviewers throughout the survey that
they held similar views on the principal areas under investi­
gation and that they Here thoroughly aware of the necessity for
not influencing responses by suggestion.

!lIn the analysis of the interviews with on-the-job trainees it
was possible to separate from the general area of interviewer
bias the following deviations from 'good' interviewer performance
which contribute to bias: (a) reliance on an initial response;
(b) incomplete reporting of the respondent's answers; and (c)
independent decisions by an interviewer concerning the neces­
sity for asking questions included in the schedule. The suc­
ceeding paragraphs demonstrate how each of these variations
operated in a specific .attitude question to produce a bias." 51

Sl Shapiro and Eberhart, Ope cit., 4, 5.
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"It. is apparent trem the analysis that the errors were not
equally distributed among the four interviewers. In about
half the instances of interviewer ditference~ A was the
principal variant. Each of the other interviewers" hOlolever,
appeared in this role in one or more instances. It must be
realized that Ar s interviewing was a product of the same kind
of instruction, training, group discussion" and pretesting
experience that produced the other interviewing. But his
interviews reveal also the effects of some attitudes that
did not characterize the other interviewers. These attitudes
had to do essentially with method, and not with the subject
matter covered by the interview. It would appear that inter­
viewer A did not respond in the same manner as did the other
to certain of the instructions and group discussions.

"The errors made by the other mterviewers follow no special
pattern. They represent types of variation that presumably
will appear among interviewers in any survey of this kind.
The extent to which these variations are held to a minimum
depends in large measure, of course, on the success with which
accepted survey techniques and controls (careful schedule de­
sign and pretest, intensive training of interviewers, and ade­
quate supervision) are applied. It is necessary to peint out,
however, that the routine application of these techniques and
controls will not of itself insure a high level of interviewer
uniformity. l..fuch depends on the extent to which the director
of the survey is aware of the many subtle ways in which inter­
viewers can get off the prescribed path.

"In this connection it is useful to comment briefly about the
kinds of interviewer difference found in the present survey. • ••

"Instances of apparent interviewer bias on attitude questions
lolere discovered. These appeared to result not from variations
in the interviewers r own attitudes toward the topics covered
by the questions, but from differences in the intervieWing
methods used•••••

"There were fewer differences between interviewers :in classi­
fying respondents r answers, but instances did occur. This
kind of variation can occur as frequently as interviewers
are required to perform also as coders. In classifying in­
formation after the respondent has given it to him the inter­
viewer must use his own judgment a s to the meaning of the re­
ply and the meaning of the answer categories he is supplied
with. These judgments can vary widely from interviewer to
interviewer if the categories lack precision or if the inter­
viewers are inadeque.tely trained." ,2
52 .!£i4., 16, 17.
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This explanation of inter-interviewer variation fits very well with
the fact that, on the whole, variation is not highly prevalent. For,
if the substantive content of the response is not the main factor under­
lying interviewer distortion, it can readily be seen that various dis­
torting errors made by an interviewer could cancel each other frequently
over a series of respondents. This consideration gives further credence
to our view of the non-substantive source of a great deal of inter-inter­
viewer variation.

We do not wish to imply here that no interviewer variation originates
out of the classical substantive source. Obviously, there are some
interviewers who on some questions on some surveys have a strong pre­
disposition to get certain responses owing to their own expectations
or ideology. We certainly have viewed distributions distorted unidi­
rectionally as in the models presented earlier and in many instances
this distortion was in the direction of the interviewer's 0'Wl'l ideology. '
But, we cannot tell in any particular case what the basis of the distor­
tion was and we wish to stress here that in many instances neither the
interviewer's own ideology nor even his expectations need have been the
basis for his distortion of responses.

With regard to the distribution of variant tendencies throughout the
interviewing staff" we have relatively little evidence owillg to the
small number of cases interviewed by each interviewer on most studies
and awing especially to the small number of interviel-rers used in most
of these studies. It is our general impression, though, that for most
questions, most interviewers get more or less the same distributions of
responses while a few interviewers get highly aberrant distributions.
For instance, the significant variation on the interest sub-questions
on the Denver study, discussed earlier in this chapter" was due in sev­
eral instances to the fact that one or two of the nine interviewers in
each of tloTO or three sectors reported a large proportion of "don't know"
responses while all the remaining interviewers reported very few such
responses. In other cq.ses, the variation was significant because one
or two interviewers in one sector got far fewer responses in the middle
category than did other interviel-lers while on the same question in some
other sector" one interviewer pushed most of the responses in the di­
rection of an extreme category. 53

,53 Ferber and Wales report similar findings of an occasional interviewer
deviating markedly from the mass. Ope cit.

Only in the rarest instances have we noted a bi-model distribution--two
nearly equal-sized groups of interviewers where each member of one group
obtained one type of distribution while each member of .the other group
obtained a considerably different distribution of responses. Thus" either
there is little net interviewer effect or most interviewers tend to dis­
tort their responses in the same fashion. But, on some particular ques­
tions, a few aberrant interviewers engage in highly idiosyncratic behavior
and turn in results considerably different from those of the majority
interviewers. This phenomenon of the aberrant interviewer emphasizes
the danger of predicating generalizations about interviewer effect on
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experiments involving the comparisons of only a limited number of inter­
viewers. Only when the results of the aberrant interviewer who happens
to be included in the study can be incorporated into a large body of
results from many interviewers, can we attenuate his influence on our
generalizations.

This distribution of distortion throughout the interviewing staff on
particular questions fits well with our conception of the basis of dis­
tortion. If the substantive content of the response were the main de­
terminant of distortion, then one would expect that on questions l-Ihere
interviewer opinions OIl expectations were reasonably equally divided, the
interviewers would obtain some sort of bimodal distribution of response
distribution--a considerable proportion of interviewers would get re­
sponse distributions biased one way while a considerable proportion
would get response distribution biased in the opposite way. But, if
distortion enters through the misunderstanding .or the disobedience of
instructions, then a J-curve situation would exist--most of the inter­
viewers would get about the sarne results but a few would occasionally
get highly deviant distributions.

It also should be noted that it is. not always the sarne interviewers who
are aberrant on different questions. Although we have shown that there
is some systematic component to interviewer performance in that there
is a positive inte1"-Correlation in the number of multiple answers obtained
by interviewers on different questions and a positive inter--correlation
in the proportion of invalid responses obtained by interviewers on dif­
ferent questions, these inter-correlations are generally of only a moder­
ate magnitude.. There is plenty of room left for interviewer performance
to vary from question to question as illustrated by the low inter-corre­
lations in unreliability over different questions from the Elmira politi­
cal study discussed in Chapter V. Actually, there are many ins tances
where an interviewer obtained a highly deviant distribution of responses
on one or two questions but not on others while interviewers who were
not deviant on these first questions were deviant on one or t,wo other
questions. Thus, inter-interviewer variation appears generally to be
a highly idiosyncratic rather than a systematic phenomenon.



CHAf'RER VIr

REDUCTION AND CONTROL OF ERROR *
~ ,

An underlyinc purpose of the Interviewer Effect' study was to lay the
groundwork for a syst.ematic approach to the reduction and control of
error arising from the internew process. Before we could consider
methods of accomplishing this control" it was necessary to leam as
much as possible about how" under what conditions" and to what extent
interviewer effects operate. In tne' preceding chapters" therefore"
we have explored the nature of the interview situation" examined some
of the specific factor~ 'which bring about interviewer effect or error"
and provided some evidence on the total amount of error actually occur-
ring under normal field conditions. .

On the basis of the evidence presented in Chapter VI , it might appear
that the magnitude of error under normal field conditions is so negli­
gible that there is no need for lengthy discussion of methods for con­
trol or reduction of error. This would be a most hasty conclusiOTl for
a number of reasons. Even if one were to grant that the sources' of po­
tential error seem to be under corttrol at t~present time sinoe error
is not~ifest" this might simply mean that survey agencies have man­
aged to hit upon lucky procedures. Such luck is hardly insurance against
error in general. The history of election forecasting provides a most
appropriate analogy to the present problem. The successful forecasts
of a dozen years did not preclude a failure in 1948" and upon analysis
it seems that the success was based on a precarious system in which cer­
tain errors had temporarily been under control, or had been in abeyance"
giyen certain situations" or operated in totality in such a way as not
to jeopardize the final results. A far better insurance of future suc­
cess than mere past success is systematic knowledge of the process under­
lying interviewer effect" and systematic discussion of methods of control.

It should also be noted that the evidence presented in Chapter VI on the
magnitude of error under normal field conditions is neither massive
enough in quantity nor based on a suffi,cient sampling of types of field
conditions to permit us to conclude that the results of normal surveys
are not seriously distorted by i'nterviewer effect. The two large scale
studies reported in that chapter are both based on the staffs of one
field agency" NORC" and cover of necessity a limited range of contents
and situational factors. These studies were supplemented by evidence
from other studies in an attempt to get an estimate of the probiem that
would be more typical. But still the question of evidence on nonnal
field surve;ys poses a sampling problem far more difficult that the
sampliri'g of humans, and one which the statisticians have hardly touched.

For these reasons" it is desirable to deal with the reduction and control
~f interviewer effect" and to swmmarize the implications of the earlier
chapters for the problem.
_ .J •••• i .. -r " .1

*. .This chapter was written by William J. Cobb and Herbert Hyman.
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It will require tiIne and research to develop the implications of this
study for error control. Greater understanding of the interview situ­
ation provides no magical formula for eliminating interview bias or
error, but it should help to define the appropriate directions for re­
search to take and to correct misapprehension as to the factors which
need most attention. lnunediate or short-run soluti.ons will have to be
explored Nithin the framework of the particular problem and the admin­
istrative and operating limitations involved. But the conditions of
present-day research must not be regarded as fixed and unalterable,
if a serious attack on some of the fundamental sources of bias is to
be made. In this chapter we shall discuss some of the methods which
may be effective in reducing or controlling error as suggested by this
study and by the research of others.

Approaches to the problem of reducing error may be classified into
three groups:

1) Empirical methods which attempt to remove or diminish the
source of error, so that minimum error will occur in
the iI1terview. '

2) Empirical methods which may allow effects to operate in
the interview, but seek to bring about a cancellation
of effects over all interviewers or to produce homo­
geneity among interviewers so as to eliminate at least
the differential effects of different interviewers.

3) Formal or mathematical methods which-allow effects to oper­
ate in the interview, but attempt by analysis or measure­
ment of the magnitude of the effect to minimize or esti­
mate their influence on final results.

The methods employed to remove the source of error will depend on what
the source is. Methods which aim at the cancellation of eff!3cts or at
minimizing or estimating them by analysis and measurement apply gener­
ally to error from all sources. The approaches to error control are
considered schematically below, although overlapping of the sources
of error and of the methods of control and interaction between the
sources of error and methods of control renders any such scheme merely
suggestive.
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Source of error-
Factors within the interviewer

(expectations, ideology,
errors of judgment, lack
of skill, dishonesty, care­
lessness, etc.)

Respondent reactions
(particularly effects arlslng
from dispariti.es between in­
terviewer and respondent in
group membership)

Situational factors
(question types, method of
interview, mechanical and
psychological difficulties,
etc. )

All sources

Example of approach to
control of source of

error

Better selection and training
of interviewers

Assigning sample respondents
to interviewers of same
group Inembership

Designing survey procedures
to minimize situational
stresses

Empirical techniques for pro­
ducing zero net effects
in field

Formal techniques for mini­
mizing or estimating in­
fluence of effects on
final results

1 •. Control of Error Arising from Factors Within the Interviewer
i!II ,-",. _. 1M

Empirical approaches to the control of interviewer effects through the
manipulation of the interviewer may take the form of improvements in
selection and training of interviewers or improvements in general per­
sonnel policy which will reduce turnover among the better interviewers,
or attract people of superior ability to interviewing work.

Improvement in the selection of interviewers requires some decision on
the part of survey agencies as to what particular traits are desirable
in an interviewer. If all kinds of interviewer error were positively
and highly correlated, this problem would not arise, but insofar as
skills are independent, some choiqe has to be made as to which skills
are primary.

T~e essential phases 9f the interviewer's work are:

1) Sampling. The interviewer must be able to follow instructions
for probability sampling or to use good judgment in se­
lection under quota controls.
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2) Obtaining accurate information. The interviewer must be able
to get respondents to anSWer fully and truthfully, so that
the opinions they express are not influenced by the inter­
viewer. Social skills, accuracy in asking questions and
skill in probing are required in this phase of the work.

3) Reoordi~g. The interviewer must be thorough and accurate in
recording the respondent's answers.

An interviewer may be "skilled in one of these phases but not in another.
The interviewer who is careless in the clerical work of recording ans­
wers may use excellent judgment in probing equivocal or vague answers
in an unbiased manner. An interviewer skillful at getting the respond­
ent to "open up" may find it difficult to follow complicated sampling
instructions or may be prone to obtain or record too many responses in
accord with his own expectations or opinions.

Before improvement in selection of interviewing personnel can come, it
is essential to know to what degree these skills are compatible with
each other and what types of individuals are most likely to have com­
bined skills.

Intercorrelations of Interviewer Skills
. - \L-. ••

An unpublished study of the American Jewish Co~mittee described in
Chapters III and VI provides some evidence on the intercorrelations
of interviewer skills based on actual observation of the interview it­
self by means of concealed wire recorders and on comparison of the
recordings with the completed schedules. Where interviewer performance
is judged only by examination of the completed schedules, some of the
more important cp~ponents of interviewer skill cannot be adequately
evaluated. The schedule may be completely filled out, with adequate
replies on free-answer questions, but the central office can only infer
the interviewer's skill in probing, his ability to obtain good rapport
with the respondent, or his accuracy iri asking the questions and record­
ing the answers. There is nothing to show definitely whether the answers
on the schedule really represent the respondent's views, whether the in­
terviewer exhibited biasing behavior by projecting his own opinions in­
to the interviewer situation or even ltmade up" the answers himself when
he failed to ask the question or the respondent did not reply.

The AJC study furnished recordings of 33 interviews with coached re­
spondents playing roles which were designed to create stress situations
for the interviewer. The interview was concerned primarily with atti­
tudes toward Negroes, Jews and authoritarian practices. The fifteen
interviewers supposedly had no knowledge that the respondents were
"stooges." In most of the 33 interviews, the respondent role was
either that of a "PuntiliQus Liberal," difficult to pin down t<;> qefi­
nite answers, or a f1Hostile Bigot," with whom it was difficult to main­
tain sufficiently good rapport to complete the interview without skimping
on some of the questions.
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Errors committed by each interviewer noted in reading the transcribed
recording or in comparing recording with schedule were classified as:

1) Asking errors (omitting ~lestion or changing wording of
question)

2) Probing errors (failure to press for an answer, changing
respondent's wording significantly in recapitulating
respondent's reply, preventing respondent from saying
all he wished to say, inadequate repetition of a ques­
tion, irrelevant probing)

3) Recording errors (recording something not said, not record­
ing something said, otherwise incorrectly recording re­
ply)

4) Cheating errors (an answer inserted even though question
wa~ not asked or no reply was received)

Table 74 gives the intercorrelations among the four types of errors
and the correlation of each type of error with the total number of
errors.

TABLE 74

INTERCORRELATIONS OF TYPES OF ERRORS IN AJC STUDY

Probing Recording Cheating Total
errors errors errors errors

Asking errors • • • • .23 .40 -.12 .53
Probing errors • • • .58 .24 .81
Recording errors • • .04 .71
Cheating errors • • • .53

The intercorrelations among asking, probing and recording errors are
all positive, although only the probing-recording correlation is sig­
nificant at the 5 per cent level.l The results suggest a moderate de-

1 Assuming that the correlations were based on the 15 interviewers
rather than the 33 interviewers.

_._----------------------------~-,--

gree of association between the various abilities. The low correlations
of cheating errors with the other kinds are largely an artifact of the
method of scoring; when the interviewer failed to ask the question but
nevertheless supplied an answer, no other error could occur on that item.
This also explains the negative correlation between cheating and asking
errors. However, the correlqtions do indicate that cheating behavior
is not c10ae1y related to errors in general.
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Since each interviewer had only two or three respondents and these re­
spondents played the same roles for all 15 interviewers, the validity
of the intercorrelations is not certain. They may partly measure
characteristics of the particular respondents, as well as those of
interviewers. Intercorrelations based on a large sample of respondents
in situations offering a more normal variety of stresses might be dif­
ferent.

A laborator,y experiment to test probing ability of NORC interviewers,
which l>1aS described in Chapter VI, gives an opportunity to compare
probing skill in a laboratory situation with the regular over-all in­
terviewer ratings based on field performance as determined from the
completed schedules. From the results of the experiment a "probing
tendency" score was calculated for each of 61 interviewers. A score
of 100 means that the interviewer probed the answers he received with
the average frequency for all interviewers receiving these answers.
The scores ranged from 26 to 171. 'In order to examine the association
between probing behavior and the regular interviewer ratings, the aver·
age of the last three ratings was used to obtain greater stability.
Interviewers were divided into two roughly equal groups--the 30 highest
in this average rating compared with the remaining 31. The distribution
of "probing-tendency II scores for high- and low-rating interviewers is
shown in Table 75 below.

TABLE 75

COMPAHISON OF PROBING SKILLS ~VITH REGULAR .RATINGS

(61 NORC interviewers)

"Probing tendency" High Low
score rating group rating group Total

Less than 50 • • • • 1 3 4
51-70 • • • • • • • 1 4 5
71-90 ... • • • • • 5 7 12
91-110 • • • • .. • 9 7 ',16
111-130 8 6 ,- 14• • • • • •
131-150 • • • • • • 3 :3 6
Over 150 • • • • • 3 1 4

30 31 bY

There seems to be some association here, but it is not very strong.
The mean probing tendency score for the high-rating group was 106 as
compared with a mean score of 94 for the low-rating group. The bi­
serial correlation between ratings and probing scores is .25. The
difference between means and the bi-serial correlation coefficient
are both a little short of significance at the 5% level. It does seem
to be true that the very low probing scores, which indicate that the
interviewer was far below the average in ability to perceive uncodable
answers which needed further probing, were obtained almost entirely by
the low-rating group; of the 14 probing scores below 80, 11 were obtained
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by interviewers in the low-rating group.

Further evidence on intercorrelations of interviewer skills is given
in Sheatsley's study of the interviewer labor market. 2 Each NaRC

2
Paul B. Sheatsley. "An Analysis of Interviewer Characteristics and
Their Relationship to Performance--Part III," ~rna.t. J. 012i12.
Att. Res., 5 (1951), 193-197.

-
interviewer is rated regularly on 1) his performance on free-answer
questions, as measured by the completeness and relevance of his ver­
batim and free-answer material, 2) his clerical ability, as defined
by.the interviewer's apparent skill·in asking the questions properly
and recording the answers accurately, and 3) his sampling ability
which is determined by his faithfulness in following instructions
in making his selections under quota controls. These three ratings
provide some measure of the interviewer's performance, in the three
essential aspects of his work, insofar as this can be determined from
examination of the completed 6chedules.

Table 76 presents the correlation coefficients among these measures of
performance, based on average ratings' over a period of time.

TABLE 76

INTERCORRELATIONS BETIiEEN INTERVIEWER SKILLS

(Based on 1161 NaRC interviewers)

Tetrachoric
correlation
coefficient

Free-answer ability and clerical ability. • .52
Clerical ability and sampling ability • • • .46
Free-answer ability and sampling ability. • .33

There is no question as to the statistical significance of the corre­
lations based on 1,161 interviewers. The fact that they are all posi­
tive and moderately high indicates that the skills measured are not
completely discrete. The findings correspond reasonably well to those
in the AJC study, with correlations of the same general magnitude.

It was not possible to determine how the intercorrelations vary with
experience or by type of interviewer. The lower correlations of sam­
pling ability with free-answer ability may be partly spurious" for an
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interviewer who rates low on sampling ability because he selects too
many upper-class educated persons m.ay rate higher in free-answer
ability simply because such respondents are more likely to talk freely.
Also free-answer ratings, based only on the completed schedules, had
to be taken as a measure of the interviewer's ability in probing and
rappcrt as well.

Sheatsley concludes that "Nevertheless, the data do indicate that most
NORP-1nt8.ry}~wers tend to b~~enerall~good, Re~~ly fairJ or sener:
alIi{ poo~."

The relatively high correlation between f*ee-answer ability and clerical
ability does not seem to support the notion that precise, meticulous
persons are likely to lack social skills. Several explanations may be
suggested:

1) A person ~arkedly lacking in either social skills or clerical
ability is not likely to be hired as an interviewer.

2) "Clerical ability," as measured by the ratings, is quite
different from traditional clerical ability, as measured,
for example, by the standard Minnesota Clerical Test.
Ability in asking questions and recording answers in
a social situation like the interview requires some
social skill, as well as the exercise of judgment and
intelligence. Guest and Nuckols found practically
no association between scores on the Minnesota Cleri­
cal Test with interviewer recording errors, even in
a laboratory experiment. 3 But they point out that ...

~ . .., . -
rttro..L.· . h , . > .' 'stc·· ,.? "). '¢ ~,.

3 L. Guest and R. Nuckols. '''A L9.b~ratorY' Exper~ent in Recording
in Public Cpinion Interviewing, fI Internat. J. Opine Att. Res.,
I. ( ,r'" \ 16 f.' - .-
U 192Q-Lk3!J:L______ .

a special kind of clerical ability is required in interview­
ing, and that the type of clerical task performed on the
Minnesota Clerical Test could not with certainty be expect­
ed to predict this type of performance. McRae found that
clerical ability (measured by omission of questions or fail­
ure to record answers in the interview) was associated with
ability to handle the enumeration process which involves
an interpersonal relationship with the respondent, but not
with the other paper work involved in following directions
on an area sample such as listing dwelling units, etc. 4

h Duncan McRae, Jr. "Interviewer Performan~e in a Probability­
Samp;Ling SurveyJl Unpublished document on file at the National
Research Council--Social Science Research Council sampling pro­
ject•

• •
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If we consider that "free-answer ability" requiree the most
skill in interpersonal relationships, "clerical ability"
the next greatest skill, and sampling ability the least, it
is consistent that "free-answer ability" should be most high­
ly correlated with "clerical ability" and least with sampling
ability.

3) "Free-answer ability" i~ not solely a matter of social skill or
ability to obtain good rapport I but also requires the exercise
of judgment and intelligence in proping and recording responses,
qualities which would seem related to "clerical ability," The
moderately high positive correlation (.s8) between skill in
probing, an element of "free-answer ability," and recording
accuracy, an element of f·clerical ability, II cited earlier from
the AJC study, is further confirmation that the two abilities
are related through common underlying elements, so that we
would expect a fair degree of correlation between the two rat­
ings. Even if we supposed that "free-answer ability" consisted
of 75 per cent social skill and 25 per cent intelligence, while
clerical ability consisted of 25 per cent social skill and 75
per cent intelligence, the correlation between them would be
about .60.5 There is reason to'believe moreover, that social

5 Assuming that social skills and i~telligence are uncorrelated--and
that they have about the same variance, and assuming that the social
skills and the kind of intelligence required in eliciting free-answers
and in competently handling the clerical aspects, are the same. This
example is not intended as a realistic representation of the constitu­
ents of the two abilities, but mereJ y to show that the possession of
some common elements will result in a moderage degree of correlation.

skills are not as important a determinant of the free-answer
J:'ating as in this example, for there is evidence that some of
the elements that enter into "free-answer ability, "--probing
skills, for example,--may not be closely related to social
skills. In the AJC study referred to previously, judges' rat­
ings of the naturalness, friendliness and rapport of the inter­
viewers show no positive correlations with either recording or
probing skill.

Guest also obtained results in an earlier study which suggest that the cor­
relation between "naturalness" and interviewer competence as measured by
lack of errors is low or negative. 6 In a later study, Guest and Nuckols. .- . -
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found a negative correlation (.32) between flagreeableness" and perform­
ance, as measured by lack of errors. 7 In another study, Keyes noted

-
7 Guest and Nuckols, Ope cit.-........-.-

prJ

_________.. ··_·_u _
some tendency to superior performance for "introvertive" personality
groups and those with "low social adjustment" generally, especially in
probing ability, although the differences were not clearly significant. 8

I b lC

8 Dolores Anne Keyes. A Study of Interviewer Effect and Interviewer Com­
petence. M.A. Thesis, I1niversit.y or Denver, I949:

•

Finally, overall NORC ratings :fOr interviewers whose past job experience
involved persuasion or approach were lower than for other interviewers,
although their average scores on "free-answer abilityll were fairly high.

The cumulation of this evidence leads to the tentative conclusion that,
although social skill pl~s some part in the survey interviewer's work,
it is not closely related to the other skills demanded by the job, and
that excessive social orientation of the interviewer is not conducive
to superior performance. This view is reinforced by the qualitative
materiai presented in Chapter II. Earlier conceptions of the interview
process have emphasized its social nature and in consequence have tended
to enthrone good rapport as the sine qua non of the successful interview,
and to over-evaluate the socially-oriented personality as the most de­
sirable interviewer type. Some of the current interviewer manuals sound
like the pep talks of sales managers. But the phenomenological investi­
gation of the nature of the interview situation seems to shOtoJ' that the
analogy with IIselling lt has been pressed too far. True, a moderate de-
gree of sociableness and ability to meet people is an essential for
getting respondents to consent to the interview and to answer questions
willingly. Survey agencies are not likely to hire people for interview­
ing work who do not possess at least this minimum degree of Ilsocia'lity
Beyond this point, however, there seems to be little relation between
social skills and interviewing success over most of the .range, and, in
fact, there is reason to believe that too great rapport or too much social
orientation in the intervieN'er may actually be detrimental. "The Creepfl
and "Tough Guy" cases cited in Chapter II were instances where, from the
usual point of view, rapport was poor, hostility of either interviewer or
respondent was present, and yet there was no evidence that bias was intro­
duced. In the "Hen Party" case, on the other hand, the respondent was com­
pletely "sold," 1"apport was excellent, but there was evidence that t he re­
spondent was aware of the interviewer's opinions and may have deferred to
those opinions in giving her answers. The kind of situation which the
salesman attempts to produce may be precisely the one which is least suit­
able for the accurate measurement of opinion. And the interviewer who is
most adept at producing ~ch situ~tiQns may be as unsuitable for the inter­
viewing task as the one who encounters too many refusals.
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Other evidence was presented in Chapter II to show that the respondent
is often much more detached from the social aspects of the interview
situation and from the personality of the interviewer than he is usually
considered to be; and that the interviewer himself usually has a kind of
professional task-orientation which enables him to preserve objectivity;
that interviewers themselves regard over-involvement in the interview
socially as a fault to be avoided, and that interviewers as a group
show less "sociality," as measured by the inclination to discuss per­
sonal problems with others, than the general nonn of college-educated
women with whom they may be compared.

SOMe general conclusions of a tentative nature emerge. Overall skill,
in the various phases of the interviewing task (getting respondents to
answer easily and truthfully, recording answers accurately and sampling
efficiently) show a fair degree of association. However, each element
of the job requires social skills and other abilities--carefulness,
judgment, intelligence, etc.,--in varying proportions, and these under­
lying skills, particularly the social and non-social, do not appear to
be closely related.

The implications for the survey agency are that the current practice of
rejecting applicants who are markedly lacking in either ability toap­
proach people or ability to understand and follow instructions and fill
out questionnaires accurately is a sound one; but also that caution should
be exercised in having interviewers who are excessively socially-oriented.
In order to apply these findings efficiently, these skills and traits need
to be measured. Hence we need to know how they are related to other more
easily determined characteristics. If we can find correlations between
skills and independent variables, such as test scores on interviewer char­
acteristics, we would have some basis for the selection of good interview­
ers within the limitations imposed by interviewer labor market conditions.

Correlations Between Routine Skills and Biasing Behavior.. . ... ,. . ..-. - -
The AJC study described earlier also provides some data on the relation­
ship between performance in the routine interview tasks--asking questions,
probing and recording answers--and biasing behavior in the interview.

Measures of biasing behavior were computed based on a subjective evalu­
ation of each error occurring on a Negro, Jewish or Authoritarian item
to determine whether the error was of a nature to influence the direction
of the respondent's reply, or to distort his answer in the process of re­
cording. Any error which seemed to increase spuriously the respondentls
apparent pro-Negro, pro-Jewish or anti-authoritarian attitude received a
value of 1 to 3, depending on the estimated distortion potential. Errors
tending to bias toward anti-Negro, anti-Jewish or pro-authoritarian atti­
tudes were scored -1 to -3 similarly. In addition, comments of the inter­
viewer in his conversation with the respondent were examined and scored
for bias in the same fashiQ depending on direction and distortion poten­
tial.
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However, in correlating biasing behavior with errors of the various kinds,
the direction of bias was ignored and the scores on Negro, Jewish and
Authoritarian items were added together. Correlations of this total
arithmetic bias with errors are shown in Table 77.

TABLE 77

CO~mLATIONS. OF TOTAL ARITH14ETIC BIAS

IN' AJC STUDY WITH VARIOUS

KINDS nF ERHORS

With asking errors • • • • • • • • • .26
With probing errors • · • • • • • • .42
With recording errors • · • • · • • .38
With cheating errors • • • • • • • .35
1~th total errors • • • • • • • • • .55

Since each kind of error includes biasing as well as neutral errors, the
correlations with biasing errors would not be very meaningful if they
were high. Correlations of biasing errors of each kind with neutral
errors of the same kind would have been more interpretable. However,
the fact that the correlations are so low in spite of the procedure
used indicates virtual independence between biasing and neutral errors. 9

.... --
9 From data given in the AJC report, we calculated the correlation be­

tween total biasing errors and the total neutral errors to be .19.
The bias-neutral correlations for the various kinds of error would
be even smaller.

This result is rather surprlslng, since we might have expected that those
interviewers most affected by the strain of difficult interviews would
have made more errors of both kinds than interviewers 1-1ho could remain
lTlore detached from the sitUation.

The intercorre1ations,in Tables 74 and 75 may indicate that the reaction­
a1 effect of the respondent on the interviewer is not uniform across all
aspects of his work or that the interviewer does not have a generalized
error tendency_

Somewhat different results were obtained by Guest and Nuckols in their
laboratory experiment using three electrically transcribed interviews
concerned with labor-management relations. Answers were pre-arranged,
one respondent giving predominantly pX'O-'management answers, another pre­
dominantly pro-labor and a third answers which were about neutral. The
subjects were 24 college student interviewers who had had a small amount
of ~xp~rience in. public opinion studies. The questionnaires filled out
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by those interviewers from the transcribed interviews were scored for
errors in the direction of management, errors in the direction of labor
and neutral errors. A fairly high correlation, •.52, between the number
of biased errors and the number of neutral errors was obtained, indi­
cating that interviewers who made more neutral errors also tended to
make more biasing errors. The biasing errors however, tended to cancel
each other, as is shown by the low correlation of .13 between number
of biasing errors and net resultant bias.

In this sa:me study, the corrt=)lation bet'tveen the direction of bias (pro­
management or pro-labor) and intervi~vers' predispositions in favor of
management or labor as measUl'ed by the Leaman Labor-relations scale,
was only .19, indicating that the biasing errors were not, for the ~ost

part, attributable to the interviewers' ovm predilections. These re­
sults, taken together, suggest to the au~hors that biased errors, at
least those which arise in the process of recording are really random
clerical errors. 10 This conclusion is in accord with the theory of

10 ~his Buggestion is stipp"Ol'ted also by the results of the.Ferber study
described later in this chapter. (See Robert Ferber and Hugh Wales.
"Detection and Correction of Interviewer Bias," Pub. Opin. Quart.,
16 (19.52), 106-127.) SOMe of the interviewers obtaine"do ;j~i8;er'ssig­
nificantly more unlike their own opinions, and this phenomenon is
termed by the authors as 11negative ideological bias. II It seems
more reasonable to explain such a phenomenon on the basis of a
theory of bias as random error.

i·

interviS'tv bias set forth in Chapters II and VI, where the intervie~ver was
described as essentially task-oriented, and error was traced not so much
to the concern of the interviewer with the substantiv9 content of the
response as to the difference in judgment, and in the perceptual frame
of reference of interviffivers in coding responses or in selecting what
parts of the answers to open questions should be recorded. In this
view, the main sources of bias are misunderstanding of instructions~.,

mistakes in judgment of equivocal responses, idiosyncratic definition
of his role by the interviewer himself proceeding from his own beliefs
as to the nature of attitudes and of respondent behavior, and non­
observance of prescribed procedures when situational pressures are
strong and the like deficiencies of intellection and cognition.

Since at least a substantial part of the biased errors occurring in the
interview seem to arise from the same set of causes that produce errors
in general, the selection of interviewers on the basis of skill in the
routine tasks of the interview should also have the effect of minimizing
at least one of the determinants of interviewer bias. 11

11·So~e evidence on the association between different types of bias was
presented in the_ article by Ferber and Wales • They compared the bias
in selection of respondents on background characteristics using judg­
ment sampling with the bias in responses obtained in the direction of
the interViewer's own opirions for 14 interviewers. Only a moderate
PQsitive correlation of .42, not statistically si~nificant, was ob­
tained, and owing to certain necessary crudities ~n the methods of
measuring the bias, this finding probably overstates the degree of
association. See, ibid.--
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The relation between expectational or stereotypic tendencies and routine
skills has not, to our knowledge, been thoroughly explored, although
some evidence will be presented later on their association with exper­
ience and with validity in general. 12
..
12 One minor bit of evidence on the relationship between expectationa1

sources of bias and the routine skill of recording answers to simple
pre-coded questions was available in the Smith-Hyman study. Inter­
viewers were classified into two groups on the basis of the nlnnber
of errors they made in coding answers to innocuous questions and
compared with respect to the errors they made on two questions test­
ing "attitude-structure" expectations'. lfo significant relationship
was demonstrated suggesting that such a simple mechanical skill is
not correlated with expectationa1 biases. H.Smith and H. Hyman.
"The Biasing Effect of Interviewer Expectationa on Survey Results, t1

~2Ein. Quart., 14 (1950),491-506.

------._._-----------------,-,------------
Correlations B~tween Skills and. Inj2.P2.!lc!.e.nt Variables

Menefee lists as some necessary qualifications of good int.erviewers: 13------------------_......--_.._---_._-_._---
13 Selden Menefee. "Recruiting an Opinion Field Staff," :r:ub. Opin. Quart:.,

8 (1944), 262-299.

stability, honesty, and dependability, ability to meet people, intelligence,
interest in the work, objectivity and experience. Many more have been sug­
gested by others.

While ~hese qualifications may have some empirical basis in the cumulative
experience with field investigations, they can not have the weight of gen­
eralizations based on experimental study of the problem over a wide range
of interviewing conditions. This can be clearly demonstrated in the wide
variability in the qualifications recommended in the literature. Years
ago, Cavan tabulated the suggestions of 38 different investigators writing
in thr decade of the Twenties on the common subject of the good interview­
er. lLj. The maximum agreement iolaS on one trait which 19 of the writers

14 Ruth Cavan. "Interviewing for Life History Material," Amer. J. Soc.,
35 (1929-30), 100-115 •

•

mentioned. In all other instances, traits mentioned by any writer were
omitted by the majority of the other Writers. With respect to one trait,
"Sympathetic attitude toward the respondent," there is actually a complete
contradiction in the suggestions, with almost equal numbers recommending
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and opposing the presence of the trait in the good interviewer. 15'
..~-------'-_.~------

15' It is interesting to note that the indeterminacy in the suggestions
is so great on a trait most akin to "social orientation." In
Chapters II and IV, we showed by a lenathy theoretical discussion
how complex is the influence of social orientation in the interview.
This finding revea.ls quantitatively how much confusion has attended
this theoretical complexity.

Cavan's tabulation is reproduced in Table 78.

TABLE 78

THE QUALITIES AND ATTITUDES OF A SUCCESSFUL INTERVIffi,lliR

SUGGESTED BY 38 DIFFE?ENT INVESTIGA'l'ORS

No. of times
mentioned

Expert knowledge in the field of investigation .. • • • • • • • 5'
Broad general knowledge 2
Previous knowledge of the interviewee •••••• • • • • • • 1
Poise, interviewer should be organized emotionally, should

understand himself ••••••••••••••••••• 5'
Good personal appearance, pleasant manner, t-1ell-dressed • • • 5'

Attitude toward interviewee:

Respect interviewee, understand his point of view, do not
ridicule or talk to him •• • • • • • • • •.• • • • •

Helpfulness, "here is a friend" •••••••••••••
Non-moralistic or non-critical attitude, without emphasis

on misdeeds of interviewee • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Impersonal, detached, unsentimental, unsympathetic ••••
Sympathetic .
Unemotional, never feel surprise or shock •••••• • •
Responsiveness to interviewee, never bored •••••••
Impartial, unprejudiced ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Be a good listener, give interviewee complete attention

General qualities, mentioned by only one or two persons:

Health, drive, perseverance, humor, patience, jollying,
cheerfulness, punctuality, courage, business-likeness,
ease in talking

19
I)

13
11
10

8
6
5'
4
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It seems that different past ~~iters may either be sampling different
types of interviewing behavior in establishing the correlates of per­
formance, or may have no objective criteria by which they have deter­
mined the correlates. However, it may be that. the different writers
are talking about different kinds of interviews. Adequate experimental
study is required.

Attempts to establish objective criteria of intervi.ewer competence and the
correlatos of such competence were made by Guest and· by Guest and· Nuokols
in the two studies referred to above.16 In the f:1:rst of these, fifteen col-

-
10 Guest, Ope cit:.

-

oega students interviewedtne Same nstooge~ respondent. The interviews were
transcribed from concealed wire recorders. Performance of the interview~

ers based on number of errors of recording, question wording, omission of
questions, failure to probe, etc., was correlated 'l-7ith their scores on the
Bernreuter Personality Inventory, the Moore-Hill College Aptitude Examin­
ation and the Strong Vocational Interest Blank. Few of the positive rank­
order correlations were high enough to be of predictive value. Such per­
sonality factors as emotional stability and dominance showed negative cor­
relations with interviewing skill. Total score on the college aptitude
test showed a positive correlation of only.ll. A few fairly high cor­
relations with some occupation on the Strong Vocational Interest Blank
were found. Guest suggests that these might be used in combination with
each other and with aptitude test scores to develop a multiple predictor
or test battery of high value.

In the more recent laboratory study by Guest and Nuckols 17 24 college-.~ .
17 Guest and Nuckols, ,2E. cit.

student interviewers were first given a number of standard tests, including
an auditory number-span test and sentence-span test, an abridgment of a
labor relations scale developed by Leaman, the }Knnesota Clerical Test.
the Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory I, and the Wonderlic Personnel Test
this last being considered to measure academic aptitude or intelligence.
The subjects were later tested for accuracy in recording three recorded
interviews concerned with labor-management relations, with prearranged
answers developed by the authors. Correlations between total number of
errors and the various test scores are shown below.

The most positive results of the study are the indications that the more
intelligent interviewers are less likely to make errors, as shown by the
negative correlation of ." between the Wonderlic test and total error
score. Since scores on the auditory number-span test showed a corre­
lation of only .02 with error scores, the authors reason that it is not
memory-span, but some other aspect of intelligence that is responsible
for the better performance of the more intelligent interviewers. What­
ever the reason, there is a strong suggestion to select intelligent
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interviewers--even at high cost IIbut mere college education is no guar­
antee of the intelligence needed. 1I 18

p.., b."

18 If one considers other aspects of interviewer performance besjnes
error-proneness, such as dependability, Guest and Nuck?ls~ ~aution
against selecting the better educated takes on added slgnlflcance.
Sheatsley clearly demonstrates that turnover increases with formal
education. See Sheatsley, op • cit. , ~07.

--~

TABLE 79

CORRELATIONS BETIVEEN TEST SCORES AND TOTAL NUHBER

OF ERttORS IN GUEST-NUCKOLS EXPERINENT

Hinnesota Clerical Test • • • • • • • • • • • • •
1!J"onderlic Personn~l Test (Intelligence) •••
Guilford-Martin

Objectivity ••••••••••••••••
Agreeableness •••••• • • • • • • •
Cooperativeness ••••••••••••••

Auditory Number-Span Test (Memory) •••••••

. .08
- •.5.5

.12

.32
-.06

.02

The only other statistically significant finding is the positive corre­
lation of .32 between agreeableness and error. The authors suggest that
lIagreeable" interviel\l'erS may record extreme viewpoints in a less extreme
category or use less forceful words when recording free response answers,
leading to biasing errors or that they are just less careful generally.
If we consider lIagreeableness" as related to social interest, this find­
ing is in accord with the apparent negative association between social
skills and other interviewer skills mentioned earlier. The personality
factors of objectivity and cooperativeness show little relation to er­
rors in recording.

In a recently published study by Herbert Fisher, test scores of recording
ability (determined by reading a dull passage and having the intervieTrTers
record as much of it as they could) were found to be a good measure of
ability to record responses in an interview situation. 19 The good re-

19 Herbert Fisher. "Interviewer Bias in the Recording Operation," Inter­
nat. J. Qpin. Att. Res., 4 (19.50), 391-411.

corders--those interviewers who made good scores on the test--recorded a
consistently larger proportion of the responses in subsequent laboratory
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interviews, with the author acting as respondent. Furthermore, the poor
recorders show a slightly greater tendency to select responses which were
in accord with their own opinions, but this difference does not approach
statistical significance. Fisher concludes: "These findings support
the hypothesis that good recorders will take down more statements and,
correspondingly, will be less selecti.ve and less prone to bias." The
second part of the author's statement concerning the assoc:Lation between
motor recording ability and bias is scarcely warranted in view of the
lack of statistical significance.

A large scale analysis of the differential performance of various tyPes
of interviewers, according to their factual characteristics, was made
by Sheatsley in his study of the interviewer labor market. He examined
the quality of the work and stability (length of time on staff) of 1,161
present and former NORC interviewers. 20 Quality of work is based on

20 Sheatsley, Ope cit. Table 94.

median over-all ratings of each group on a five-point scale ranging from
1.00 (Poor) to 5.00 (Excellent). The three components of the over-all
ratings, as mentioned before, were free-answers, clerical performance,
and sampling perfor.mance.

The median rating for all 1,161 interviewers was 3.06, but the rating for
those em the current staff averages much higher (3.62), reflecting the
process of weeding out of the interviewers with poorer performance.
Table 80 gives some results of the analysis for a number of the factual
characteristics.

TABLE 80

PERFORHANCE OF NORC INTERVIEWERS, AS RELATED

TO PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Number Median Per cent rated above average on
of months average over- Free- Clerical Sampling

on staff all rating answers performance Eerformance
',.

All interviewers • 7.98 3.06 35% '/33% 30%
Current staff • • • 25.20 3.62 50 48 34

Men . • • • • • • 5.08 2.95 32 34 31
Women . • • • • • 8.32 3.12 35 32 30

Single women • • • 6.23 2.91 35 31 22
Married women • • • 9.71 3.15 35 32 33

Age:
Under 21 • • • • 4.79 2.68 27 24 20
21-25 • • • • • 4.65 2.98 38 39 35
26-29 • • • · • 7.38 3.13 39 38 35
30-39 • • • • • 9.40 3.20 37 32 34
40-49 • • • • • 11.42 3.04 35 33 25
50-Up .. . . • • 7.70 2.91 28 21 26
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TABLE 80 (Continued)

Number
of months average over­
o~_staf!- ~ll rating

-per cent rated above average on
Free- Clerical Sampling

an.a,~~~ performanc~ P2rformanae

Education:
Some graduate work •
Completed college
Some college •••
No college ••••

Major field of study:
Psych., Soc., Anthr.
Other soc. science.
Bus. and commercial
Physical science • •
Humanities, law ••
Fine arts •••••

Employed full time ••
Employed part time • •
No other employment •

Past job experience:
None •••••••
Less than 2 yrs •••
2 yrs.-5 ~~s. • ••
Over 5 yrs.-lO yrs.
Over 10 yrs. • .•

Experience with job:
As teacher •• •
Involving approach,
persuasion •••

Involving public con­
tact but little ap­
proach, persuasion

Involving no public
contact •••••

6.40
7.12
7.62
6.70
7.03
7.90

5.92
9.12
8.75

8.70
6.82
8.35
5.77
9.04

8.45

7.66

8.95

8.10

3.20
3.17
2.99
3.00

3.33
3.09
2.99
3.22
2.99
2.67

2.95
2.99
3.12

3.00
3.11
3.12
3.06

··3.07

3.05

3.17

39%
40
35
28

48
40
45
38
35
33

34
40
35

29
42
38
35
33

38

38

31

36

35%
30
35
29

36
27
28
36
29
28

30
31
33

34
34
37
28
27

30

30

28

38

36%
35
29
24

39
29
24
38
32
33

27
33
31

26
37
32
33
26

35

28

24

35

7.55
7.64

Type of past interview-
ing experience:
Student, academe survls 7.60
Other opine research 10.10
Conswner, market res. 10.16
Informal unscientific
surveys • • • • • •

No past experience •
Supervision:

Independent interviewer 8.64
Asslt. to supervisor 7.00

3.38
3.17
3.09

3.00
3.05

~~
34

35
36

35
32

h~
36

27
30

31
40

46
26
28

27
35

)1
.26
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Summarily stated, the salient findings are:

Sex and ~rital statl~: Women had better average ratings than men (3.12
against 2.95) and the married women were superior to single women (3.15
to 2.91). Furthermore, the married women remain longer on the staff than
the other groups.

Age: The 30-39 age group showed up best on both ratings and length of
service. Below 25 and over 50, the quality of the interviewer's work is
below standard, and the younger age groups also had higher turnover.

~ucatioE: College-educated interviewers achieved somewhat higher than
average ratings, though the differences are not statistically signifi­
cant and are offset by lower turnover of the less-educated group.

Field of stU§~: The college-educated interviewers who majored in psy­
chology, sociology or anthropology received the highest ratings, followed
by those trained in one of the physical sciences. Fine-arts majors re­
ceived the lowest ratings of all while those trained in business, humani­
ties or law also received inferior ratings.

Outside employme~t: Interviewers with full-time jobs in other work were
below average on both ratings and length of service. Interviewers em­
ployed part-time on other work also were below average in ratings, though
not in longevity.

Length of past job experience: Little relation between this factor and
the ratings 01' longevity was noted, except that those with !!.2 past job
experience did obtain somewhat lower ratings.

Type of job experience: Surprisingly, interviewers whose past job exper­
iences involved least contact with the outside public: e.g., office and
clerical work, medical technician, etc., averaged highest in the ratings,
while those whose experience had been in jobs involving approach or per­
suasion of other people, salesmen, reporters, social workers, etc., had
the lowest average ratings. In the middle were those whose jobs involved
considerable contact with the public, but little approach or persuasion,
salesgirls, etc. Sheatsley points to the varied nature of the interview­
er's job as the explanation: "The group experienced in approach and per­
suasion, for example, averaged well on 'free-answer' performance, but
fell down slightly on the clerical and sampling aspects of the work, while
those with only clerical or allied experience carried out the last two as­
pects of their work in a superior manner."

'!ilEe of past (pre-NORC) i~.:terviewing eeEerience: Interviewers experienced
in student 'or academic surveys at college achieved the highest ratings of
any experience group (3.38), but those experj.enced with other opinion sur­
vey organizations also earned better-than-average ratings, and have lower
turnover.

Supervision: Interviewers whose work is directly supervised (mostly those
in the large cities) obtained higher ratings than those receiving their
assignments from the central office. This is largely attributable to sup­
erior clerical work, an expected finding, since the clerical aspects of
the work are most easily verified by the supervisor.
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Some of these findings will not be unexpected to those in the field of
public opinion or market research, but they are useful in providing an
objective confirmation of long-held opinions and impressions. Others
furnished new evidence on hitherto disputed questions, such as the evi­
dence that experience with other agencies appears to be an advantage
rather than a disadvantage, as some have held. Still others completely
upset prevailing notions, notably the evidence that those with prior ex­
perience in approach and persuasion seem to do poorer interviewing work
than those without such experience. Yet the differences found are small
in most cases, and none of the factual characteristics has in itself high
value for selecting the superior in.terviewers since no group shows an
average rating of better than 3.38. In this sense, the study may be con­
sidered somevIhat disappointing, but Sheats1ey reminds us that interview­
ing is a complex of many different skills and cites the two Guest studies
already mentioned to show that other investigators have had difficulty in
finding factors related to even one isolated aspect of interviewing skill,
such as recording ability. Moreover, if some of the factual characteris­
ti I1S are combined, the chances of successful prediction are increased. He
states: ... ". "

'tWa find" for example, that .housewives aged 30 to 50, with. some
past opinion or market research interviewi.ng experience, achieve
average ratings of 3.29 and remain an average of 14.9 months on
the NORC staff. These are a great deal better than the averages
for all interviewers, and a staff hired merely on such a basis
would be expected to perform with above-average skill, all other
factors being equal."

Sheats1ey concludes with the suggestion that cooperative research in the
development of new and more appropriate tests offers the best prospect of
success and emphasizes that these tests must measure not only skills, but
also job motivations, attitudes to research, etc., if they are to predict
total performance.

Another extensive experimental attempt to fi~d the correlates of good in­
terviewer perfonnance is reported by Keyes. 1 A group of 45 interview-

21 TI" -tneyes, Ope c~ •

ers employed on a community survey of Denver by the Opinion Research Center
were the subjects of the experiment. Assignments were made roughly equi­
valent by dividing the city into five sectors approximately equal in fam­
ily income and housing characteristics and distributing the respondents
in each sector to the nine interviewers assigned to that sector in a ran­
dom fashion. Afterwards, the interviewers were given seven psychological
tests and their test scores together with interviewer factual data were
compared with survey performance as judged from the number of "DK" re­
sponses, ratings of adequacy of respondent answers, evidence of probing,
and completion of assignments.

The major findings are summarized below:



Factual characteristics:--
1)

2)

Education--College graduates showed higher competence than the
interViewers with some or no college. Those who had reoeived
training in public opinion theory showed outstanding perform­
ance.

E!perienc~--Interviewers'who had worked on 25 or more surveys
achieved better scores than those with less or no experience. ,

Sex--Women obtained higher competence scores than men.-
Age--The 35-44 age group were most competent.

Personality: A tendency to introversion and low social adjustment was
associated With superior perfor:mance.

Interests: Aesthetic and theoretical value orientations were associated
With better performances, while interviewers whose values were chiefly
economic, political or religious were inferior. 22 In terms of occupation-

.)f •

22 These values were derived from the Allport-Vernon Study of Values and
are defined in the terms of the test •

.

al interests, those interested in literary pursuits did best, while inter­
est in "persuasive" occupations was associated with lower competence.

Intelligence: Somewhat superior performance was shown by those who ob­
tained high 'scores on the California test of mental maturity.

S!-erical Ability and.~ecording Ability: Clerical ability as measured by
the Minnesota Clerical Test and recording ability, as determined from
tests constructed especially for this study were both somewhat related
to superior performance.

The study was not successful in finding psychological tests of high pre­
dictive value. Correlation coefficients of the test scores with perform­
ance criteria were all too low to insure confidence in predictions made
from the scores. Furthermore, some of the relationships cited above may
be spurious or confounded, since the partial association or co~relation

between the test variables and factual characteristics and the performance
scores are not available. Nevertheless, the general profile which emerges
of the better interviewer as female, 35-44 years old, possessing superior
education, experience and intelligence, with introversion tendencies is
in general agreement with the findings of other investigators already
cited. It will be remembered that the Guest studies showed a high posi­
tive association between intelligence and interviewing performance, with
a suggestion of a negative correlation between social orientation and per­
fonnance. The Sheatsley Labor Market study found that women, those in
the 30-40 age group, those with superior education, and those whose back­
ground was in the non-persuasive occupations obtained better interviewer
ratings.
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A study by Taft gives support to this somewhat paradoxical finding of
a relation between social tendencies end poor performance, and provides
insight into the dynamics involved. 23 Taft studied the correlates of
... ......
23 Ronald Taft. Some_Cor.r:e1a;yef!,of tbe Ability to make AC9.urate Social

~dgments. Unpublished Ph.D_ Dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley, 195'0.

ability to judge or rate both the traits of other individuals and the pro­
portion of a group which would collectively show certain traits. The
correlates were determined for a group of 40 male graduate students on
the basis of an elaborate three day personality assessment program. Such
specific findings as the following were obtained:

The physical science majors were superior to social science students.
There was a moderate positive correlation between accuracy of judg­
ment and "carefulness." '!'he good judges Here significantly more
alert, calm, cautious, logical, reserved, and serious. The poor
judges were more often outgoing, taL~ative, and imaginative. The
good judges were task-oriented rather than person-oriE;:ated. They
possessed an "organized, socially passive, serious, uner.lotional and
realistic personality."

Taft concludes that:

" ••• the good jUdges of others are extraceptive persons possessing
a hard headed jUdging attitude ••while poor judges are intraceptive
persons who view other people in terms of their relationship with
themselves; they are socially dependent and err in the direction
of being over-generous."

While these findings bear specifically on only that component of the inter­
viewer's task involving judgment or rating of traits, they seem germane to
the larger findings reported earlier, and they suggest that objectivity in
other realms of performance may also be jeopardized by excessive sociality.

Additional confirmation of this general finding is available from an ex­
ploratory study done under widely different conditions. A group of ten
interviewers listened to a transcription of· an interview, took notes of
the contents, and later wrote a report of the interview. Their reports
were rated by two independent judges on clarit;>r of expression, organi­
zation of the material, completeness of recording of details, and freedom
from distortion. The interviewers were also rated on their tendency to
be "person-oriented" or "content-oriented" (analogous to our concepts of
social vs. task involvement) as determined by judges t ratings of the com­
ments and evaluations the interviewers were asked to make on the technique
used in the transcribed interview. Correlations of the skills with type
of orientation revealed a negative association between person-orientation
and skill. What is again suggested by these data is that too great a
social orientation in same manner interfered with the performance of the
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more routine duties of interviewing. 24
, d

24 E. L. Hartley. Memorandum based on research conducted in Germany, for
Coltunbia University Bureau of Applied Social Research, Project AFIRM,
Under the Auspices of the Human Resources Research Institute, Air
University, Jan., 1952.

This specific finding is supported by Vernon who after examining the
general literature on the appraisal of personality states: "There
is fairly good evidence that in the long run better judges are
slightly superior in••• introverted, asocial tendencies. This latter
finding may indicate that the extraverted, sociable person is less
capable of standing back and viewing others impartially." See,
P. E. Vernon. The' Assessment of pSfrihOlOgiC~_Qualities by Verbal
Methods Medical Research Council,ndustrial Health Research Board,
Report #83 (London: H.M. Stationer,v Office, 1938).

Relation of ~erienc~ to Interview~r Effects

There is considerable disagreement in the survey field concerning the ef­
fect of experience on interviewer performance. Many research workers
claim that the improvement in skills and understanding that comes with
experience is offset by greater knowledge of short-cuts and cheating
practices and development of idiosyncracies of interviewing. There is
a general tendency to hire inexperienced interviewers who can be more
easily trained in the research agency's particular techniques and pro­
cedures.

The factual evidence available does not settle all the issues in this
controversy, especially since current measurements of performance rely
largely on the evidence which appears on completed questionnaires and
do not demonstrate what actually goes on in the interview. Nevertheless,
studies relating experience to various aspects of interviewer performance
deserve some attention in any consideration of desirable interviewer
characteristics.

The most comprehensive examination of the relation between experience
and performance is again found in Sheatsley's st.udy of the intervielV'er
labor market. Table 81 reproduced below shows how NORC interviewers'
ratings changed with the length of time on the staff. A simple com­
parison of ratings of interviewers with various lengths of experience
would not answer the question, because selective firing and resignation
tends to weed out the poorer interviewers in time. Therefore the table
compares the ratings over time of the same interviewers.- -,

We see from the table 1) that the ratings for each group showed consist­
ent improvement over time, with the singl.e,exception of the fifth and
later years, when there is a slight dr0pj'2) interviewers who remained
longest on the staff turned in the highest first-year ratings, and the
longer-lived interviewers received consistently higher ratings at
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equivalent points.

TABLE 81

MEDIAN ANNUAL RATINGS OF NaRC INTERVIETNERS

N First Second Third Fourth Succeeding
;vear ;vear .• yeel: ;vear years

All interviewers:
Ratings for 1st yr. 932 3.04

Interviewers who
lasted more than
one year:
Rating in 1st 2 yrs. 369 3.29 3.32

Interviewers who
lasted more than
two years:
Rating in 1st 3 yrs. 192 3.33 3.53 3.65

Interviewers who
lasted more than
three years:
Rating in 1st 4 yrs. 115 3.38 3.53 3.73 3.82

Interviewers who
lasted more than
four years:
Rating in each year 67 3.43 3.65 3.82 4.06 3.88

As Sheats1ey says, the findings "cast grave doubt on the hypothesis that
interviewers do their best work early in their careers, and then tend to
lose interest or to grow careless. On the contrary, there is, for the
most part, a steady though not sensational improvement from year to year."
This seems true enough for the interviewers who remain on the staff a
long time, but it may be accounted for by loss from firing or resignation
of interviewers who do not improve or whose performance deteriorates.
In other words, those who remain on the staff are much more likely to
be those interviewers who for one reason or~another sustain their inter­
est so that they are able to profit from experience. It is clear from
the table that they were the better interviewers from the beginning.
Sheatsley gives the median second-year rating of 3.11 for those who
lasted only two years compared with a medianat 3.53 for those who last­
ed more than two years, with the median for the entire group of 3.32.
Examining the median first-year ratings, it seems certain that this must
have been higher than 3.11 for those who were to last only two years.
Apparently those interviewers who last only two years do not improve
in their second year, but actually receive poorer ratings.

From Table 82 below, it appears that an interviewer's work during his
first year on the staff is a pretty reliable predictor of how he will
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do in his secor.·~ year. This· is' perhaps the mORt. important finding.
As Sheatsley says, tilt now appears .that if an interviewer is not
turning in satisfactory work at the end of the first year, the money
spent on educational correspondence or personal re-training had better
be spent on the hiring of someone else."

TABLE 82

RELATIVE PERFORMANCE BY GROUPS

(NORC Interviewers)

Second-year rating •. Fi~t-~r rating
Below Above

Average Average Average- - ----------
B'31ow-average • • • • • 63% 34% 17%
A-,,rer-age . • · · • · · 17 26 21
Above-average • • • · • 20 10 62

100% 100% 100%
N=137 N=lOO N=132

Fortunately, most of the poorer interviewers do not remain long on the
staff--82% of those with poor ratings in their first year remain less
than one year and only 6% of them stay more than two years. On the
other hand, interviewers receiving the very best ratings at the start,
do not re.r:~tin as long as those with "average" ratings, probably because
of the com?etition of better-paying jobs.

TABLE 83

LENGTH OF TINE ON STAFF BY FIRST-YEA'R RATING

(NORC Interviewers)

-l;e~th of time on staff
First year Less than One to Over two

grade N ~ year two years lears

Poor • • • • • • • 33 82% 12% 6%
Be:1.ow-average • • 104 63 18 19
AV6rage . • • · • 100 43 27 30
Above-average • • 84 53 20 27
Excellent • • · • 48 55 22 23
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We have been discussing the relationship of performance ratings to ex­
perience with NORC. In terms of prior experience with other agencies,
the picture is somewhat different. We cited earlier the slightly super­
ior performance of NORC interviewers with some previous experience in
interviewing with other agencies. However, those with very long prior
experience--over five years--show much poorer-than-average ratings;
the differences shown in Table 84 between the distribution of interview­
ers with over five years prior experience over the groups below average,
average, and above average, and the corresponding distribution for all

.interviewers, is significant at the .5 per cent level. This tends to
support the contention that interviewers with a long record of past ex­
perience with other agencies find it difficult to adjust to the demands
of a new agency.

TABLE 84

AVERAGE RATING OF NORC INTERVIEWERS BY PRIOR

INTERVIEVJING EXPERIENCE,

Below Above
N average Average average-

No past interviewing exoerience 430 48% 17% 35%
Up to 6 mos. past u • 139 43 18 39
6 mos.-2 yrs. past II 103 42 20 38
Over 2 yrs.-5 yrs. past 11 70 4].. 22 37
Over 5 yrs. past experience 45 54 27 19

Evidence of superiority of experienced interviewers in obtaining multiple
answers on open-ended questions is available from unpublished data from
the NORC Denver Community Survey described elsewhere in this report.
In this stUdy nine interviewers were assigned to each of five sectors,
with assignments in each sector randomized. On all four open-er.c.ed
questions shown in Table 85 below~ a higher percentage of the experienced
interviewers (those who had worked previously on seven or more surveys)
were among the top three in their sector in number of answers obtained.

TABLE 85

THE RELATION OF EXPERIENCE TO ABILITY TO OBTAIN MULTIPLE

ANSWERS ON OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

Per cent falling in top 3
in sectorQuestion

Suggestions for improvements in Denver • • •
Reasons for attitude toward neighborhood • •
Reasons for moving to Denver •••••••
Reasons for attitude toward neighbors •••

N eo

Experienced Inexperienced
19 26
42% 27%
42 27
47 23
42 27



It seems that these data can be interpreted in terms of greater probing
skill for the more experienced interviewers. Evidence tending in the
same direction, although not statistically significant, is available in
the results of the experimental measurement of interview·proping
skills in a laboratory situation described in Chapter VI. Of the 61
interviewers who participated in the experiment, I) might be called in­
experienced--arbitrarily defined as those who had worked on less than
nine surveys for NORC. The liprobing tendency" score, measuring tendency
to probe answers which shmlld be probed, averaged 93 for these 13 against
a score of 103 for the remaining interviewers.

In the same study, it was possible to determine the validity of respondent
answers on a number of characteristics from outside records. Table 86 ' .. '
shows that on two of the three items validated, the experienced inter­
viewers obtained results of greater validity, while on the third i tern,
the difference is negligible.

TABLE 86

THE RELATION OF INTERVIEWER EXPERIENCE·· TO

INVALIDITY OF RESULTS

Among interviewers ·who are
~erienced ~xperienced

Per .cel~t who fall into grou~s shown
N=19 N=2

Ownership of driver's license

· . . . . . . . . . .· . . . . . ... . .
· . . . . . . . . . . . .

In the upper three in amount of invalidity • •
In the middle three •••••••••••••
In the lower three •••••••••••••

Personal contribution to Community Chest

In the upper three
In the middle three
In the lower three

. -,.,"

26%
21
53

100%

10%
37
53

100%

38%
~J
19

100%

50%
31
19

100%

· . . . . . . . . . . . .
· . . . . . . . . . . . .· . . . .

Voting in 1948 Presidential Election

In the upper three
In the middle three
In the lower three

• • •
37%
26
37

100%

31%
38
31-

100%
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When the chi-squared values for the three items are pooled, the re­
sults are significant at the .02 level.

How experience develops in interviewers an ability to get valid ans­
wers is not revealed by the study. It should be noted that inexper­
ienced interviewers in this study, though lacking field experience,
had taken courses in interviewing and other phases of survey method.

In a study of the bias introduced by field classification of responses
in an NORC survey, Stember and Hyman found no over-all differences in
the results between responses classified by the interviewer into pre­
pared boxes and those recorded verbatim a,rld subsequently coded in the
office. 25 However, data were available to compare experienced and

25
H. Stember and H. Hyman.
of Responses," Pub. 9Pin.

"Interviewer Effects in the Classification
Quart., 13 (1949), 669-682.

inexperienced interviewers under the two methods of recording. The
/

authors hypothesized that the biasing tendencies among interviewers
would become unconscious aids in simplifying the difficult task of.
classifying answers and that inexperienced interviewers therefore
would be most likely to introduce errors in this manner. Test.ing this
hypothesis, they compared the results obtained by interviewers who had
completed 20 or more NOliC surveys with those of interviewers who had
completed not more than three surveys.

The outcome of this comparison is shown in Table 87 below, stated in
terms of the probability of getting a difference as large or larger
than the observed difference if there were no true difference in the
distributions of responses to be obtained by the two methods of record­
ing.

TABLE 87

THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF FIELD CLASSIFICATION AMONG

EXPERIENCED AND INEXPERIENCED INTERVIEWERS

The probability that the obtained differ­
ences in/the ove:r-all results under the
two methods of ~cording would occur as
a result of sampling for interviewers who

are
r

Attitude toward amount being spent on
European recovery • • • • • • • •

Awareness of North Atlantic Pact • • •
Attitude toward North Atlantic Pact
Belief that North Atlantic Pact makes

war likely or peace likely •••

.60

.05

.46

.75
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The data seem to support the hypotheses of the authors that the less
experienced interviewers are moTe likoly to introduce interviewer ef­
fect in the classification of responses. On two of the four questions,
the differences for inexperienced interviewers were significant at the
.01 level and the aggregated ohi.-square for all four questions gives a
probability of only ,01 that the differences would have occurred by
chance, compared ~1ith a probability of .30 for the experienced. 26_,
26 Sj.nce the same respondents are ans't'1ering all questions and the same

interviewers are using both forms, the chi-squareds may be inter­
correlated and the validity of the aggregate test might be questioned.
However, there seems clearly a significant difference, in view of the
two questions which yielded P values of .01 for the, inexperienced in­
terviewers.

-
Smith and Hyman tested the hypothesis that inexperienced interviewers
would be more prone than the experienced to allow their expectations
based on the whole attitude-structure of the respondent to influence
their coding of respondents' B...l1swers, owing to insufficient training
or lack of conscientiousness. 27 In this case a phonograph transcrip-

-
27 Smith and Hyman, C?p. cit., 505-,06.

•

tion of an interview with a respondent whose attitudes were predominantly
isolationist was used. A't- intervals equivocal responses or responses
inconsistent with the attitude-structure of the respondent were inserted.
Coding of these responses by the experienced and inexperienced interview­
ers was compared for correctness, that is to see whether one or the other
group showed greater tendency to code the response correctly or to' force
it into line with the respondent's structure of attitudes. In Table 88
below, we see that on both the questions tested, the inexperienced re­
spondents had more incorrect codes and seem more likely to code in terms
of expectation effects, but the differences are not statistically signi­
ficant so that no definite conclusions can be drawn.

TABLE 88

THE RELATION OF EXPERIENCE TO EXPECTATION EFFECTS AS SHOWN ,
- r'"

BY CODING OF THE ISOLATIONIST RESP01mENTfS REPLIES ~~

Take no interest in policy toward Spain (incorrect)
Some interest (correct), other codes •••••

Attitude toward foreign spending

Spending tao much mQney (incorrect) ••••••
Spending right amount (co:rre~t), other oodf.~., •

Interest in Spain

* Separate chi-square tests yie14 P values of .28 and
on the aggregated chi-square yields a value of .21

Amon~~nterviewe?s with

,8%
42

100%
(N=33)

29% 16%
71 84

100% 100%
(N= 34) (N=37)

.16 and a combined test based
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We cited in Chapter VI the findings of a well-designed study of inter­
interviewer variation in Great Britain in 1950 under the direction of
M. G. Kendall, which yielded comparisons between experienced and inex­
perienced interviewers in a number of aspects. Interviewers of the
London School of Economics were significantly less successful in obtain­
ing interviews than the experienced professional interviewers of the
Government Social Survey and the British Institute of Public Opinion,
as sho~m in Table 89;

TABLE 89

EFFECTIVE SCHEDULES IN SAMPLES ANALYZED

Savings Tuberculosis
Interviewers of Reading survey surve~ survey Total-

GSS . .- . . • 137 136 154 427
BIPO •• • • • 134 133 144 411

LSE • • • • • 108 108 134 350

The original sample for each cell was 168. The differences between the
experienced and inexperienced interviewers are significant at the 1%
level for the "total" column. Excess losses of the inexperienced inter­
viewers were due chiefly to refusals, indicating lesser ability to over­
come resistance of respondents. This reticence or inability to press
the respondents was also reflected in a higher omission rate by the in­
experienced student interviewers on the factual questions at the end of
the interview. 28

28 M. G. Kendall, Ope cit.

In a subsequent analysis of the obtained responses, Booker and David con­
cluded that the evidence gives no clear ground for assuming that the in­
experience of the LSE students led to their recording opinions, preferences
or facts significantly different from those recorded by the experienced in­
terviewers of the other organizations. Thus, in this case, no greater ten­
dency to bias was demonstrable. However, the fact that the inexperienced
interviewers-had higher non-response rates is significant, because this
difference might lead to differential biases in other cases where the
characteristics being measured were more closely related to differential
tendencies to respond. 4;

il-.

All the studies just mentioneci (and the Keyes study cited earlier) have
shown some tendency for the experienced interviewers to be superior,
either in one or another aspect of interviewer coptpetence or in the avoid­
ance of bias. An earlier study by Cantril, however, found no relation be­
tween experience and bias. 29 He examined the results of twelve questions

29 H. Cantril, Ope cit •......
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.on' two: OPOR q~.stionnaire.a_ :r;~latiPg; ...tQ ..conduct of foreign affairs. The
measure of bias used for any group was the excess in percentage of pro
responses obtained by pro over con interviewers averaged over all ques­
tions. For the most experienced group of interviewers this measure of
average bias was 5.06 per cent, while for the least experienced group
(averaging less than 10 assignments) it was 5.02. The difference is not
significant. In this instance, apparently, eA'Perience was not effective
in reducing the amount of interviewer bias. However, it should be noted
that the inexperienced group already~had considerable past experience
(i.e., approximately 10 surveys) and. therefore may not be as "inexper­
ienced" as would be desirable for a crucial test of this hypothesis.

In sununary, it appears that the weight of the evidence inclines us to
the conclusion that we may expect superior performance from the more
experienced interviewer. Two qualifications should be made, however:

1) Any apparent superiority of experienced interviewers may be
due as much to selective turnover (the better interviewer
generally remains longer on the staff) as to the beneficial
effects of experience itself. Whatever the reason, the
length of experience still seems valid as a predictor of
performance.

2) It seems that the research agency should be cautious about
hiring interviewers with particularly long experience with
another agency, but this should obviously depend on the
degree of similarity of the work of the two agencies.

Correlation••of Bias and Independent_V~riables

Very little information on the relationship between biasing tendencies
and other interviewer characteristics is available. We have already
cited sane suggestive evidence that experienced interviewers may be
less likely to bias results. In the Guest-Nuckols study already des­
cribed, the number of biased errors of recording in an artificial
interview situation were compared with psychological test scores for
24 college students. Errors were scored by the judges as in a pro­
management direction, pro-labor direction, or neutral. The excess
of errors in one direction over errors in the other direction was
divided by tp.e total number of biasing errors to obtain a resultant
bias index (net bias). The correlations between, these bias measures
and test characteristics are shown in Table 90 b~~ow:

TABLE 90

RELATION OF BIAS TO VARIOUS INTERVIEWER CHARACTERISTICS

C.orrelation with
~T-ot'l"'a~l=--riumber Resultant
biasQd errors bias index

• •Clerical ability (Minnesota Clerical Test)
Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory:

-Objectivity •••••••••••••• ••••
Agreeableness • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Cooperativeness • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Intelligence (Wonderlic Test) ••••••••••

..04 -.08

-.07 .04
.35 .24

-.11 .30
.53 -.24



These results are not conclusive, the correlations of less than .3,
are not signifioant at the , per cent level. In their general di­
rection, however, theY' are corroborative of the persistent tendenoy
we have noted for superior performance to be positively associated
with superior intelligence as shown by the negative oorrelations of
intelligence with both total number of biased errors and net bias;
and for characteristics which seem associated with social skills or
social orientation, agreeableness or cooperativenese to be somewhat
negatively associated with performance, although this relationship
is not a strong one.

Evidence on what variables might be used as predictors of tendencies
to ideological or expeotation biases is almost non-existent. It might
be expected that ideological bias would be most likely to be introduced
by interviewers whose viewpoints are nearer the extremes. In the Ouest­
Nuckols study~. i1'iterviewers were tested by the I,eaman Labor Relations
Soale, which had been shown to differentiate betWeen persons who, be­
cause of their background might be expected to be pro-management or
pro-labor. However, the low correlations of .19 between scores on this
scale and the direction of the net bias revealed little tendency for
interviewers to record respondents' answers to accord with their own
point of view. 30

30 In the study by Fisher alluded to earlier in the chapter, he reported
a suggestive relationship between motor or clerical ability as measured
by a simple recording test and selective or biased recording in the
direction of the interviewer's ideology. However, in view of the
statistical non-significance of the Fisher finding, plus the Guest­
Nuckols finding on the lack of any correlation between clerical abil­
ity as revealed on the Minnesota test and ideological bias, it would
seem that ideological bias is not predicted:from simple motor or
clerical ability.

The quantitative material presented in Chapter II, particularly the phe­
nomenological.interviews, seemed to show that interviewers differ widely
in their proneness to expectation effect. Some interviewers do not accept
the notion of a consistency or unity of attitudes, and apparently this
is particularly true of the interviewer who shows little "intrusiveness"
or social orientation to the respondent, a fact which may;prevent him
from synthesi7..ing his impressions. On the other hand, about a third of
the interviewers said they could size up the respondent and predict his '
answers in advance half the time or better, an indication of role-expecta­
tion tendencies, and many interviewers reported using "contextual aids
of a stereotyped sortl! in classifying ambiguous answers.

When interviewers were classified as sterotypic or non-sterotypic on the
basis-of the F scale derived from the Berkeley study of authoritarianism,
found to be correlated with stereotypicality, a larger proportion of the
Itstereotypic" interviewers reported in a subsequent questionnaire that
they could predict respondent answers half the time or better (44% against
30% for the "non-stereotypic" interviewers}. From psychological studies
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of stereotypicality, tests might be developed which would be more ef­
ficient diagnostic indicators of tendencies to expectation biases.

The sources we have cited thus far all attempt to relate interviewer
performance to classical traits or characteristics. The individual
correlations found are too low to be very useful for selection pur­
poses, although a test combining a number of characteristics might
be found which would have good predictive value. The relative weak­
ness of individual psychological tests for predicting performance is
not uniqu~, to interviewing. Ghiselli found the same thing to be true
of tests for predicting worker's performance in many other occupations,
after examining some 120 published references on the subject. 31 Fur-

31 Edwin Ghiselli. liThe Validity of Oommonly Employed Occupational
Tests," University of Ca~!:!:ia Publications in Psychology, 5
(1949), 22>7. -., -.

thermore, he points out that tests which may be useful for one organi­
zation may not suit the requirements of another.

Possibly a more fruitful approach would be found in the use of tests
which do not attempt to find the correlations of interviewing skill as
such, but rather to measure performance in a situation which stimulates
that of the interview itself. This quasi-interview situation may be
eo designed that some of the more important yomponents of interviewing
ability and skill may be measured. A number of tests of this kind have
been described in this report, though they were undertaken as experiments
in interviewer effect rather than for the selection of interviewers.
Comprehensive tests designed to measure freedom from bias, recording
ability and even probing skill and rapport in simulated interview situ­
ations would probably be very expensive and certainly would not always
be practical as a regular procedure in personnel selection, but under
some conditions they might be used profitably, perhaps supplemented by
batteries of psychological tests.

There is some suggestive evidence that such performance tests involving
a quasi-interview situation may be superior instruments. A number of
organizations now make use of a "test narrative," in which a fictitious
interview is described in detail, with each qypstion by the fictitious
interviewer and each answer by the respondent'twritten out. On the basis
of these answers the interviewers or prospective interviewers taking the
test fill out the schedule or questionnaire • This procedure gives an
opportunity to introduce knotty problems which will test at least the
ability of the interviewer to understand and-follow complicated instruct­
ions and his accuracy in recording respondents' answers. The Census
Bureau makes effective use of such test narratives. In 1948 as a part
of the pre-test of the forthcoming census, the Bureau made a quality
re-check of schedules in a few counties, using personnel from the
central office to carry out the re-interviews. Comparison of test
narrative scores with measures of field work accuracy of the original
interviews as determined by agreement with the quality check re-interview



suggest that the test narrative may be useful as a predictor of per­
formance in the fie1d~ although, statistically, the sample is too
small and the differences too unreliable to constitute definite proof. 32

32 E. S. I1arks and- W. P. Mauldin. uResponse Errors in Census Research/'
1ou~~1 of the Ameri~n Statis~.a1 Associat~, 45 (1950), 435.
Also see unpublished reports of the office of the Stat~stica1 Adviser
to the Director, Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce.

Researchers working for the British Social Survey report that they have
found the IItest narrative II approach useful in the selection of interview­
ers. 33 For the purpose of devising an upgrading scheme for interviewers

33 Personal communication from Lrnlis Moss, Director, British Social Sur­
vey.

of proven competence, the Social Survey used two tests: one, a simple
clerical test, the other a series of dummy interviews with prepared
answers (i.e., interviews in which the informant supplies identical
information to each candidate). By this means, the researchers report
they found important differences between interviewers in clerical abil­
ity and accuracy of recording, although admittedly they could not measure
by this means alone, all the factors, many of them intangible, which go
to make up the good interviewer.

The Smith-Hyman study of expectation bias, described in Chapter III,
provided an instance in which performance in a quasi-interview situation
could be compared with quality of work in an actual field survey. In
the laboratory experiment, proneness to expectation effects was measured
by the tendency to distort the recording of replies to one question, in
the direction of the total attitude-structure of the respondent. On
this basis, the interviewers involved in the experiment were classified
as IIprone" or "not prone" to expectation effects. 'thirty-nine of these
interviewers had participated in the Denver Community Survey of 1949,
in which independent checks on the accuracy of report for several ques­
tions were available in official records, and hence a measure of the
validity of results for each interviewer was calculable. The relation
of the relative validity of results obtained on this field study to the
tendency to expectation-effects in the laboratory ~xperiment is presented
in Table 91.

On two of the three questions, the expectation-prone subjects proved much
more likely to be the interviewers with the most valid results in the
first survey. Chi-squared tests give P-valuee of .02, .85 and .05 and
the aggregated chi-squared reveals that the relationship is significant
at the .05 level.
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TABLE 91

RELATION OF EXPEC1~TION-EFFECT TENDENCIES TO THE VALIDITY

OF REPORTS OBTAINED TI-r THE COURSE OF A FIELD SURVEY
Number falling into follow­
ing classes among inter­

viewers w110 are

R~port of vote inJ948 Presidenti~e1ection

Interviewers with least invalidity ••••
Interviewers with moderate invalidity •••
Interviewers wi.th most invalidity • • •

· .
• •· .

. . .
• •

. . .. . 6
4
7

7
7
8

· .· .• •

Interviewers with the least invalidity
Interviewers with moderate invalidity
Interviewers with most invalidity

Report of automobi1~ owners~

· .

Report of personal contribution to .s0mmunitz Chest

Interviewers with the least invalidity ••
Interviewers with moderate invalidity •••
Interviewers with most invalidity ••

5
7

10

9
6
2

Such results suggest the possibility of using laboratory tests for bias
in combination with test narratives to weed out those interviewers who
show up as markedly poor under either test.

~[.
,;I'F:

Mi.n~4 zin, Bias· Throu~h ~rai,~hg Pro~!durs.a

Research agencies depend largely on careful instruction and training of
interviewers in correct interviewing procedures for the avoidance of
bias. These training procedures have been developed naturally out of
experience and from the experimental studies of interviewer bias which
have appeared in the literature, and the emphasis in training manuals
reflects the prevalent beliefs as to the sources and locus of bias.
Examination of a number of the training mal'luals 34 currently in use

34 The manuals that were examined included the following:
"Interviewing for NORC"--Nationa1 Opinion Research Center
"Manual for Public Opinion Reporters'J.-American Institute of Public

Opinion (Gallup)
"The Interviewers' Guidetl-~Institute of Market Research
"Interviewers 1 Handbook"--Eimo Roper
"A Manual for Interviewerstt--Survey Research Center, University

of Micpigan ¥



by market and op~n~on survey agencies discloses that the principal
source of bias is conceived to be ideological and that the locus of
bias is considered to be chiefly in the process of asking questions.
By contrast J biases arising in the process of recordjng respondents'
answers has received less attention and the operation of perceptual
and cognitive factors such as expectations has been aL~ost completely
neglected. We may hope that one result of this study of Interviewer
Effect will be to shift some of the emphasis in training to those
sources and loci of error which this study has shown to be of hitherto
unsuspected importance.

Every one of the interviewing manuals examined has included admonitions
to the interviewer to ask questions using the exact 't<Tording of the ques­
tionnaire and in the exact sequence in which the questions appear on the
questionnaire, and every one of them has cautioned the interviewer to
avoid influencing the answer of the respondent either by actu~l suggest­
ion of answers or by conscious or unconscious verbal emphasis or man­
nerisms, and to refrain' from expressing his own opinions, even when
asked to do so by the respondent. But with the exception of the NORC
manual, most of them have scant material on the biases which may arise
in the recording process, and none of them that we have seen makes any
mention of possible biases arising from interviewer expectations, in­
clUding the NORC interview manual, which is the most voluminous and
has twenty-five separate references to biasing factors, including even
a warning concerning biases arising from differences in race, economic
class or sex between interviewer and respondent.

Curiously enough, one manual contains an admonition which would seem to
encourage the introduction of bias through the employment of attitude­
structure expectations. We quote:

"Should the respondent change his opinion during the course of
an interview, you must check over the questionnaire from the
beginning and make sure all answers are consistent."

and again:

IlMake sure all answers are properly coordinated and provide a
complete story. It

This insistence on consistency seems to require that the interviewer re­
ject any answer not in accord with his expectations based on the attitudes
revealed by answers ~o the earlier questionst

However, it should be stated that survey agencies have and are making
continuous efforts to eliminate or reduce bias in interviewing by in­
tensive instruction and training, by means of manuals, specifications
for particular surveys and by continuing supervision and inspection of
the interviewer's 't<lOrk. Every effort is made to enforce uniform practi­
ces in interviewing so that the results will at least be comparable.
The degree of supervision exercised varies depending on the kind oJ: '
work and the size of staff of the particular agency. Some of the larger
agencies have regional supervisors who are in at least occasional contact
with the interviewers. NOnC training and supervision procedures are
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described at length in an appendix to this report. Each interviewer's
work is rated regularly and upon the completion of each assignment, the
interviewer receives a personal letter from the central office in which
errors of procedure, insofar as they can be detected from examination of
the completed schedules, are pointed outto him. For example, marked or
unusual patterns in the responses, the repetition of particular words or
phrases in free-answer replies, indications that suggestive probes have
been used l deviant behavior as revealed by comments on the interviewer's
report form and the like faults are noted and called to the attention of
the interviewers.

Simil~r procedures are used by other agencies. This intensive training
is designed not only to reduce error but to produce homogeneity, which
is useful in itself in error control, as we shall have occasion to elabo­
rate later on.

When the interviewer is first hired, he receives individual training in
NORC techniques and procedures under the personal direction of an office
or regional supervisor. This training includes study of the manual and
basic instructions and trial interviews which are observed and criticized
by the supervisor. During the course of this training the supervisor will
point out weaknesses and biasing tendencies in the interviewer's work.
Applicants with obviously biasing personal characteristics are never hired,
and the new interviewer is indoctrinated early in his training with such
precepts as "Never suggest an answer," "Ask all questions exactly as
worded l " "Never show surprise at a person's answer," "Never reveal your
own opinions," etc. The intervie'wer manual devotes particular and de­
tailed attention to the subjects of field ratings and probing behavior
--two of the areas in which studies have found greatest evidence of
bias. The specifications for each survey point out the areas in which
bias is most likely to occur on the survey.

Improvement in Personnel Policies, Working Conditions

To one familiar with the status of present-day interviewing and the con­
ditions under which interviewers work, the~~ must appear to be a certain
futility in elaborate research to find meth6ds of selecting the best in­
terviewers I without at the same time finding ways to make interviewing
work sufficiently attractive to appeal to such hypothetically superior
personnel. Lists of the qualifications required for good interviewers
have been made to sound like a catalog of all the virtues,--a high de­
gree of intelligence I pleasing personality, carefulness~ dependability,
honesty, good physical condition, good education and many others. But
what does the research agency offer for this paragon? Work which is
physically and mentally demanding, low pay, sporadic assignments given
with little advance notice, and no opportunity for advancement. Pres­
ent average pay rates for interviewing work run as low as $1.00 per
hour J compared with the ave~age rates of 70-75 cents common 10 years
ago. Although we someti1n~s see interviewing characteri:t:ed as "pro­
fession,al tl work, such pay rates could hardly be expected to attract
persons with professional qualifications, certainly not for full-time
work.
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But interviewing, as market and 0p1n10n research is currently organized,
is not full-time work. The frequency and size of assignments varies
somewhat from one agency to another, but the range is probably from
about eight to twenty assignments per year of a few hours to four or
five days in length. Hence most of the agencies rely on housewives
and others who do not have to work full-time for a living, who may be
able to use a little pin-money or who accept the work because it re­
lieves the tedium of household duties. For the compensation received,
it seems that they produce a high calibre of work1 38% of NORC in­
terviewers J in reply to a mail questionnaire thought they would continue
to do NORC interviewing even if paid only 75¢ an hour and only 29%
thought they would be better intervieNers if paid $1.50 an hour. 35

-,--------------------------------
35 The detailed information about NORC interviewers cited in trns section

is based on the previously cited articles by Sheatsley, and on the
mail questionnaire administered to NORC's current staff, which was
described in Chapter II and Appendix.

However, it may very well be true that if interviewers were employed on
a full-time basis and given more of a professional status and higher
rates of pay, improvement in results would be obtained. Opinion survey
agencies in particular, because of the presumed effect of their findings
in the determinations of public policy, have a responsibility to increase
the reliability of these findings. And a mere statement of the undoubted
difficulties in the way of employment of full-time interviewers at higher
rates of pay does not discharge this responsibility. If current limitations
imposed by financial and operating conditions are accepted as fixed and ;
unalterable it is doubtful if any thorough-going improvement in interview­
ing standards can be achieved.

Improvement in the conditions of interviewing work might not only attract
a superior type of interviewer, but might also bring about a reduction
in turn-over of the better interviewers. As matters now stand, many of
the better interviewers leave after a short period to take better-paying
jobs. Of all NORC interviewers hired over a period of years, only one
in five remained as long as two yea~ or completed as many as 20 assign­
ments. The NORC experience is fairly typical of most research organi­
zations. In contrast, of interviewers hired by The Bureau of Agricultural
Economics during four war years, almost half remained two years or more.
BAE interviewers were employed full-twe, had professional status and
received considerably higher-than-average pay. This comparison implies
that interviewer turn-over would be greatly reduced if the job could be
made to offer greater security, more regularity, higher pay and higher
status.

On the other hand, as long as interviewing remains an occasional or part­
time job at low pay, turn-over in the staff will be minimized by hiring
persons who are not in the full-time labor market and who will therefore
not be attracted by other jobs. Under present conditions, the frequency
and size of assignments and the type of work determine almost completely
the type of interviewer hired. The cities and counties in which the
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services of interviewers are required are specified by the sampling
requirements, and hence the field department is restricted in its
ability to act on independent applications, or to increase the fre­
quency of assignments. If interviewing were to be made a full-time
job research agencies would probably not only have to pool their
interviewing staffs (a practice already followed to some extent) but
might also be forced to use the same national samples of primary areas.
And higher rates of pay for interviewing would mean drastic changes
in the economics of the industry. It is unlikely that such changes
will come about without great pressure from outside.

g"•• C~ntrol of Errors Ali,!ling from Respondent Reaction~

In Chapter IV, it was pointed out that certain respondent reactions arise
from the interpersonal nature of the interview ~s:'i_tuation itself, independ­
ently of the particular interviewer. Reduction of the error from this
source can be effected therefore only through modification of the inter­
view situation, as discussed in the next section~

Bias arising from the group membership disparities between interviewers
and respondents has long been recognized by research agencies, which have
modified certain practices to control error. As Sheatsley remarks:

lilt has become more and more unlikely that any research agency
today, except for experimental purposes, would use white inter­
viewers to survey the opinions of a cross-section of Negroes,
would hire IIJewish-looking" interviewers to conduct a poll on
the subject of anti-Semitism or would employ a crew of upper
class clubwomen to carry out a survey on the attitudes of the
slwn dwellers."

But aside from such precautions in special cases where it is clear that
the group membership disparity could seriously affect the results, such
disparities continue to exist as a potential source of bias. In his
study of the composition of e~sting field staffs, Sheatsley shows that
interviewers are of a considerably higher education and socio-economic
status than the general population. "The 'typical' interviewer, in
fact, is an upper-middle class woman, about 40 years oldJ with at
least one or two years of college~ft

The Katz study referred to in Chapter IV provided evidence that the use
of middle-class interviewers to interview the working-class population
tends to distort results in the direction of conservatism. Selection
of respondents under quota sampling, as has been shown repeatedly, tends
to produce an under-representation of lower-income and lower-education
groups, and such an under-repre~entationalso distorts results in the
conservative direction. 36 This compounded bias against lower-class

36 H. Cantril. . gau;inf Public 9Einion (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1947), 14 -i 9.
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op1n10n is probably the largest and most systematic of all biases
operating in opinion survey work, and is probably responsible for
the Republican bias in the results of many of past' election polls.
More serious in its effects would be the continual pro-con~ervative

bias in t.he studies of opinion on important public issues in the
interim between elections.

What can survey agencies do to minimize such biases? An approach in­
volving matching or doYe-tailing characteristj.cs of interviewer and
respondent is severely limited by labor market and administrative con­
ditions. First of all, the existing composition of interviewer staffs
is determi,ned largely by the nature of the work--the fact that inter­
viewing is a white-collar part-time job 1n.th a low hourly pay rate means
necessarily that most interviewers will h8 peopJ.,e who do not have pri­
mary responsibility for a family and w117. 'oe d)'uwn predomiE8.ntly from
among middle-class housewives. HE:nce, apa:."1i f:,om such experiments
as Katz made, the economics of sur'vey W:):"~:: ey.,:~lude most working-class
people from interviewing. So that under 6xisl.iing conditions the general
composition of interviewing staffs cannot be greatly altered. And even
for special types of surveys in wh~_ch group disparities might be con­
sidered as particularl~; great potential sources of bias, op2rating con­
ditions impose severe limitations on any approach to minimi5jing biases
through matching characteristics of interviewer and respondent.

To quote Sheatsley:

"AIthough most research agencies handle a t-lide variety of
studies, the composition of their field staffs can be modi­
fied. in only very minor ways ••• By and large, the same in­
terviewers must be used for all types of studies because they
have been trained for our work, at considerable expense, and
because it would not be possible to recruit and train a differ­
ent nationwide field staff for each particular type of study
we conduct."

Further.more, most market and 0p1TI10n surveys are national cross-sectional
studies, so that each interviewer must interview a representative sample
of .e.!! types of people in his own town. Even if it were feasible to em­
ploy many different interviewers in the same town, there is no sure means
of "matching" interviewer and respondent in advance.

However, some of the survey agencies have made some attempt to achieve a
partial "matching" by trying to make the field staff a miniature sample
of the population being studied--usually a national cross-section with
respect to certain characteristics, e.g., by hiring approximately equal
numbers of men and women or proportionate numbers of Republicans and Demo­
crats, on the theory that biases will cancel out, a sort of application
of Mosteller's expedient of equal numbers of pro- and con-interviewers to
be discussed later on. Agencies. which maintain large field staffS" such
as AIPO, tend to emphasize this solution, since greater flexibility of
the large staff enables the agency to select its interviewers to fit the
study. Such attempts have not been completely successful, and in any
case, do not greatly affect potential reactional biases, since they are
directed mainly toward minimizing ideological bias of the interviewer
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rather than differential ~esponden~ reaction to the interviewer.

Smaller agencies cannot use this approach, and hence rely largely on
training methods to avoid bias. It is possible for these agencies to
exercise closer supervision over their smaller staffs and to train each
interviewer in talking to all kinds of people. No matter how intensive
the training in correct interviewing procedures may be, however, it
cannot eliminate biases from respondent reactions to the appearance of
the interviewer himself.

3. Contro.l, of §rror Through Modification o,f the Situation

Perhaps the most practical approach to the reduction of interviewer
effect lies in greater control over or modification of the 5ituat ional
factors which mediate effects. The discussion in Chapter V points out
that the psychological processes and tendencies in interviewer and re­
spondent which lead to bias remain latent until the conditions of the
interview situation permit their manifestation. Where the effects mani­
fested by an interviewer are consistent, they are caused mainly by per­
sonal factors, and the approach of better intervi.ewer selection and
training would be most fruitful. But where effects are inconsistent,
situational factors are chiefly responsible, and our aim-should be-to
modify these conditions insofar as possible to render them less favor­
able to the realization of the latent biasing tendencies.

Implicit in the standardization of instructions and interview procedure
which is common practice in survey work, is the continuing effort to
minimize interviewer effect by control over the situational conditions
and over the interviewer's behavior in response to these conditions.
But as our study has shown, this control has not always been effective
against situational stresses.

Some aspects of the interview situation which may lead to bias are not
manipulable as we pointed out in Chapter V.. Aside from the difficulty
of controlling the personal factors or psychological propensities within
the interviewer which lead to bias in certain 6ituations, the respondent
himself cannot be controlled, and the broader objectives of the survey
may conflict with the effort to modify biases inherent in the situation,
,e.g., we may have to ask a series of questions on inter-related atti­
tudes even though such a series may dispose toward maximum operation of
attitude-structure expectation effects. Other limitations were mentioned
in Chapter V. Controls must not be applied to the extent that they reduce
the interviewer's ability to use his skills or the respondentls feeling
of ease in the interview. Nevertheless, the theory of..effects of situ­
ational factors elaborated in Chapter V contains many \~plications for
modifying the situation so as to eliminate or reduce interviewer effects.
The reader must weigh these potential gains against other considerations,
and make decisions most appropriate to his own research problems. Thus,
for example, the evidence that lack of structure in procedures is a
major source of error would normally lead to the conclusion that the use
of field ratings and open-ended questions should be avoided. However,
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there may well be overriding considerations dictating the use of such
procedures. Under such conditions of a need to use potentially danger­
ous procedures, one must seek the control of error' through the other
means suggested. One would then seek by training and selection and
appropriate administrative policies to produce a staff which would
undertake such procedures with impunity.

Effects Arising fram Increased Opportu~i~

for Respondent Reaction

Although the mere presence of the interviewer is often sufficient to in­
duce same bias, effects will increase in the degree that the personality
of the:rriterviewer enters the situation as a focus for the respondent.
The available techniques for collecting inform9.tion may be scaled accord­
ing to the degree to which they "socially involve" the respondent in this
manner from minimum to maximum involvement.

1. Self-administered questionnaires, which may be mail ques­
tionnaires or self-enumeration schedules picked up by
the interviewer.

2. Secret ballots, handed to the respondent by the interviewer).
but filled out in the interviewer's presence.

3. The "deliberative" technique, by which the interviewer leaves
the questionnaire for the respondent to "think about," and
returns later to conduct the interview.

4. The personal interview of the usual type.

The tests cited in Chapter V do not conclusively demonstrate that effects
uniformly increase with the presumed increase in opportunity for respond­
ent reaction from the first to the fourth of these techniques, and it was
pointed out that respondent reaction to perceived group membership could
function partly independently of verbalization by the interviewer. How­
ever, where the respondent's prestige is involved in the answer to the
question, or where the questions are of a highly personal nature or other­
wise embarrassing to either interviewer or respondent, there is some evi­
dence that effects will tend to be greater as the technique employed in­
creases the ratio of "social involvement" to "total involvement. II For
questions of this type, research agencies might consider more frequent
employment of the less socially involving techniques, or at least a
combination of techniques, with the usual type of personal interview
reserved for those questions which experience haSoshown are less produc­
tive of bias, unless other gains to be derived through the agency of the
interviewer are paramount. Where these other gains dictate the use of
the personal interview, variations within the interview should be attempt­
ed of such a nature as to alter the respondent's perception of the saliency
of the interactional process. One such modification involving interview
techniques by which the interviewer asks the questions but does not re­
cord the answers in the respondent's presence has been used in the past
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on the theory that the respondent may feel more at eaS13 and talk more
freely than when paper and pencil are used in his presence. Under one
method, the "reconstructed" interview, the interviewer fills out his
schedule after he leaves the respondent. This procedure, of course,
places a severe strain on the interviewer's memory. It seems that
possible reductions in bias through better rapport would be offset by
increased opportunity for the interviewer's biasing tendencies to come
into playas a substitute for his imperfect recollection of the respond­
ent's answers. Particularly attitude-structure expectations might in­
fluence recording, because the interviewer would probably recall at
least the general attitude of the respondent and might use it as a clue
to the answers imperfectly recalled. Payne reports errors in one­
fourth of the cases when the "reconstructed" schedule was compared with
tape recordings of the same interview, though many of the errors were
trivial. 37 Probably this is a conservative measure of the reconstruc-

37 Stanley L. Payne. llInterviewer Memory Faults," Pub. Opine Quart.,
13 (1949), 684-685.

tion error that would normally occur, since the interviewers in this
case knew they were being checked. Another example of error in the
"reconstructed interview" is given in an experimental investigation of
the counseling interview cited in Chapter I.38 The completeness and

38 Bernard J. Covner. "Studies in Phonographic Recordings of Verbal
Material: IV. Written Reports of Interviewers," J. App. Ps:;:.,
28 (1944), 89-98.

------------------------------~_ ...---.-
accurac,y of the reports were determined by comparing them with phono­
graphic recordings of the corresponding interviews. The reports were
written immediately after the interviews and the counselors were aware
that the interviews were recorded. Most of the material actually re­
ported was accurate (75-95%), but over 70% of the interview material
was omitted. Some of the omissions were important, so that, according
to the author, the reports "gave a somewhat distorted picture of the
contents of the original interview" and were a poor substitute for the
typewritten transcription of the phonographic recording.

Bevis describes a survey of gasoline station attendants in which tape
recordings were used to take down the resp~ndent's exact words through
the device of concealing a microphone and 'recording apparatus in the
interviewer's car. 39 Employment of tape recorders would, if unknown

39 Joseph C. Bevis. "Interviewing with Tape Recorders," Pub. Opin.
Quart., 13 (1949), 629-634.

to the respondent, not only increase his feeling of ease, but would elimi­
nate all recording bias as well as provide a check on bias in asking ques­
tions and in probing. However, besides the technical difficulties of
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using and concealing bulky apparatus in home interview, the method
seems highly objectionable on grounds of ethics and public relations:
The secret would "out" sooner or later, and public reaction against
the polls might be disastrous, since such records could conceivably
be used to the respondent's disadvantage by a third party.

~cts Arising from Difficulties of the Task

Mechanical dffinands upon the interviewer may result in pressure so great
as to demoralize him, causing him to cheat or distort the data, con­
sciously or unconsciously, to comply with the mechanical requirements
of the task. Psychological difficulties for the interviewer may arise
from requirements of the survey which lead to respondent resentment,
embarrassment or apathy, or simply· from general respondent hostility,
Again distortion and cheating behavior may result because in the con­
flict between the demands of the job and those of personal relationship
with the respondent, the latter may take precedence, especially since
maintenance of good rapport may be necessary to get the job done at all.

Frequently, these difficulties are beyond the control of the survey
organization. However, insofar as they stem from survey procedures,
these should be modified so far as possible to avoid such difficulties.
Specific aspects of procedure which should be carefully considered are
the content and form of questions. Types of questions which are likely
to produce psychological difficulties for the interviewer or unfavor­
able reactions in the respondent should be avoided as much as possible
or special techniques employed to mitigate the psychological difficulties
involved.

Now of course, it is evident that all such questions cannot be .eliminated.
Frequently they may be essential objectives of the surveyor essential
to the analysis of survey results. However, it may be possible to lessen
their biasing possibilities in other ways: 1) By use of the less "socially
involving I! data collecting technique. Income questions, might, for ex­
ample, be obtained via the secret ballot, even where the rest of the ques­
tions are asked personally by the interviewer. 2) By careful attention
to 9Hestion sequence on the schedule. Personal questions or other types
likely to arouse resentment, embarrassment or apathy should not be placed
at the beginning of the interview·, where they may destroy rapport at the
outset, unless the survey purpose makes this order mandatory, as for ex­
ample, when necessary to determine whom to interview. 3) By greater
attention to simplification of wording. 40

40 Fay Terris reports 92 per cent of questions used by opinion survey
agencies are too difficult for 12 per cent of the respondents, 73
per cent too difficult for 23 per cent, and 10 per cent too diffi­
cult for almost three-fourths (73%) of respondents.--"Are Poll
Questions Too Diffi.cult?, II Pub. Opin. Quart., 13 (1949), 314-319.



§!fects Arising from Increa~e? Qpportunity

!pr EeEectation P~ocesses

In some cases attitude-structure expectation effects might be minimized
by embedding the significant attitude questions in a context of ques­
tions which have no presumptive attitudinal relation to each other, or
by placing related questions as far apart as possible to prevent the
carry-over in the intervielrJer's mind.

The situational pressures which bring into play certain biasing tenden­
cies as an aid in coping with the difficulties of the :interviewing task
are attenuated by experience. The experienced interviewer has had prac­
tice in learning how to overcome many of the difficulties that arise in
interviewing, and hence he is less hostile to such difficulties, is
able to maintain a more detached or professional attitude in cases
where the inexperienced interviewer might try to f:ind a way out of his
troubles by the conscious or unconscious employment of his o~m precon­
ceptions or expectations. Thus the implications of Chapter V for the
modification or control of the situation to minimize bibS are most rele­
vant when inexperienced interviewers have to be employed.

4. Control Through Cancellation of Effects....
The empirical approaches to the control of interviewer effect which we
have discussed so far are concerned with control of error at the source,
through better selection and training of interviewers, matching inter­
viewer and respondent characteristics, and elimination of situntional
pressures. Another approach simply attempts to produce greater homo­
geneity or zero net effects in the behavior of interviewers by selection
or training methOdS, or by designing assignments so that effects are
cancelled in total, even though they may continue to operate in the field.

Cantril and Mosteller suggest that interviewer bias may be minimized by
selecting an equal number of interviewers on each side of an issue. 41

L1 Cantril, Ope cit., 118, 286-249.

This conclusion is based on formulae worked out by Mosteller for the re­
lation between total bias and the distribution of interviewers' opinions,
and hence applies only to the minimizing of ideological bias--that aris:ing
from tendencies of the interviewer to obtain too many responses favorable
to his own point of view. Unless the different interviewer assignments
are interpenetrating, the effect will be confined chiefly to the mini­
mizing of ideological sources of bias affecting the accuracy of marginal
totals, The device has no bearing on biases arising from other sources,
such as expectation, class differences or question wording. .

Furthermore, there are a number of practical difficulties in applying
this expedient. The labor market and operating conditions involved in



hiring and maintaining an interv:i.ewing staff do not permit the continual
juggling that would be necessary to insure an equal number of pro and
con interviewers on every issue. Even in a single survey, usually a
number of different issues are involvedJ so that it would be impossible
to obtain an equ.al division of opinion on all of them. However, the
principle might profitably be applied in situations which experience has
shown to be most productive of ideological bias, or where recurring sur­
veys of the same or similar type are undertaken. For example, opinion
research agencies engaged in pre-election polIo and in studying other
iSLlles highly correlated with political party affiliation might, on
this principle, maintain approximately equal numbers of Republican and
Democratic interviewers on the staff, as some of them try to do. But
since labor market conditions and the nature of inteI""Jiewing work bring
about a hi.gh degree of homogeneity of interviewers' characteristics,
equal distribution of opinions on most issues would seem to be difficult
to obtain.

We refer the reader to the original source for Mosteller's detailed form­
ulation of the problem. However, the argument may be briefly summarized
as follows: Assuming that the tendencies of pro interviewers to get too
many pro responses are, on the average, equal in strength to the ten­
dencies of con interviewers to get too many con responses, it is clear
that the biases will cancel if the numbers of pro and con interviewers
are equal. For every Republican interviewer who obtains, say five per
cent too many pro-Republican answers, there will be a Democratic inter­
viewer who gets five per cent too many pro-Democratic answers. In most
practical situations, there will be no basis for assuming a differential
biasing t.endency, so that, on practical grounds, equalization of the number
of pro and con interviewers is indicated.

In case the interviewers are not equally divided on an issue but an esti­
mate of the total bias is available, the assumption of equal biasing ten­
dencies could be used to correct the results, providing we can be sure
that pro and con interviewers were assigned equivalent samples. Suppose
that the interviewing staff consists of 60 per cent Republicans and .40
per cent Democrats, and that the Republican intervievlers obtain 57 per
cent pro-Republican responses as against 47 per cent for the Democratic
interviewers. We might assume that thi~ 10 per cent difference is com­
posed of a five per cent pro-Republican bias for the Republican inter­
viewers, and a five per cent pro-Democratic bias for the Democratic
interviewers. In other words, we assume that both groups should have
obtained 52 per cent pro-Republican responses, so that this would be
the corrected estimate. The uncorrected estimate of the pro-Republicans
in the population is 53 per cent (60% x 57% + 40% X 47%). The biases
are not self-cancelling, since we do not have an equal di.stribution of
interviewers. Clearly, however J adjustments of this kind would be
risky unless extensive experience had shown them to be reliable.

Chapter V, however, provided a demonstration that biases in opposing
directions do not necessarily cancel each other. There it was shown
that in a particular case of bias connected v.rith omission of an alter­
native, majority interviewers exercized their bias by inflating the
category which they themselves would have selected, while the bias of
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!ninonty interviewers usually took the form of inflation of the "Don't
know" category. In this case, at least, the result is a systematic
net bias in the majority direction. In view of this finding and the
general lack of information about how biases operate" Cantril's con­
clusion seems too strong.

In the unlikely case that we have actual information about the rela­
tive strength of the opposing biases" the number of pro and con inter­
viewers assigned should be in inverse relation to the biases. If" for
example, we have a total of 30 interviewers, and we know that pro in­
terviewers exert a 10 per cent bias, con interviewers a five per cent
con bias, then 10 of the interviewers should be favorable on the issue"
while 20 should be opposed. The total bias in each direction will then
be equal" since the greater strength of the pro-bias is offset by a
proportionately smaller number of interviewers exercising this bias.

For the general case when nothing is known of the relative strengths
of the opposing biases and no assumption is made that they are equal
in strength, Mosteller shows that an equal dist!'ibution of interview­
ers is preferable. He compares the case when there is an equal dis­
tribution of interviewers (Case 1) wi tl1 the case vJhen interviewers I

opinions are distributed in the same proportion as the population
(Case 2)--p% pro, (l-p)% con.

The net bias may be stated as:

Net bias=pro bias x per cent pro interviewers
minus

con bias x per cent con interviewers

Under Case 1, the net bias will be (pro bias minus con bias) x .,0, and
hence the biases will cancel if they are of equal strength. Under Case
2, the net bias will be (pro bias x p) minus (con bias x I-p) and the
opposing biases will cancel each other only if they are inversely pro­
portional in strength to the corresponding pro and con percentages in
the population.

Instances can be given in which the net bias will be smaller under
Case 1, others in which the reverse is true. But to compare the two
cases generally, suppose that we do not know the sGparate biases but
only their sum. For example, suppose that there is a 10 per cent dif­
ference in results between pro and con interviewers. If all of this
bias were attributable to the pro interviewers, the net bias would be
,0% of 10% or 5% for Case 1 and p x 10% for Case 2. If P were 70%,
the net bias would be 7% for Case 2. If all the bias were due to the
con interviewers, the net bias would be -(,0% of 10%) or -5% for Case
1, and -(30% of 10%) or -3% for Case 2. The total possible range of
bias would be 10% in both cases, but the maximum possible distortion
is greater for Case 2 (7% against 5%). Under Case 1, the possible
biases would distribute symmetrically about zero, while in Case 2 they
would distribute asymmetrically.



Now consider the !yera«e absolute distortion over all possible divisions
of the total bias. Ass'uming a rectangular distribution of possible
biases, that is, that all possible biases occur with equal frequency,
for Case 1 plus biases would occur in 50% of the possible cases, would
range from 0 to 5% and hence would average 2*%. Similarly minus biases
ran.ging from 0 to 5% and thus averaging 2~% would occur in 50% of the
cases. Thus the arithmetic !!.era~ bias over all possible cases is 2!%.

For Case 2, a net plus bias would occur whenever over 3% of the total
bias of 10% was attributable to pro interviewers, because then .70 x
pro bias would be greater than .30 x con bias. So plus biases would
occur in 70% of the cases. Minus biases would occur in 30% of the pos­
sible cases, or whenever less than 3% of the 10% total bias was due to
con interviewers. We have plus biases ranging from 0 to 7% and aver­
aging 3~·% over 70% of the possible cases and minus biases ranging from
o to 3% and averaging l!% over 30% of the ~ossible cases. The average
of absolute distortions is .70(3!} + _30(1~) ~ 2~45 +.45 or 2.9%. Thus
the average bias is greater under Case 2 than for the case of equal dis­
tribution of interviewers.

In general, it can be shown that the average distortion under Case 1
is B/4, where B is the total bias, while for Case 2 it is B/4+B(p-.,)2,
and hence the average is smaller for an equal distribution of interview­
ers. 42

42 Plus biases will occur in p% of the cases (where p is the per cent of
pro interviewers), will range from 0 to Bxp and will average (B/2)p.
Minus biases will occur in (l-p)% of the cases, range from 0 to B (l-p)
and will average (B/2)(1-p).

Ave. net bias '= px(B/2)p+(1-p)x(B/2)(1-p)
r }= (B/2) tP2 + (l-p)2J = (B/2)(2p2 - 2p+l)

=B(p2 -p + .25 + .25) = B(p - .,)2 + B/4

If p ..= .5, as for an equal distribution of interviewers, this reduces
to B/4.

Since the Mosteller procedure deals only with marginals, some other device
would be desirable to minimize interviewer effect for sub"group character­
istics and for comparisons between sub-groups. In fact, as we pointed
out in Chapter VI, in public opinion research particularly, the main
interest of the analysis is not so much in marginal totals as in certain
functional relations, as for example, comparisons between classes of the
population. We can often tolerate considerable error in the marginals,
provided these functional relations are relatively free from distortion.

One device that may be effective in minimizin.g such distortion is the
use of interpenetrating samples. In the first place, the use of inter·
penetrating samples gives assurance that no single sub-group estimate
will be unduly influenced by the idiosyncracies of one or a few inter-
viewers. For ~ple,i£ weare :rtudying' the attitlallt6!l of



various classes on some public issue, the ideal distribution of assign­
ments would be to give each interviewer an equal random sample of the
cases within each class. If a single interviewer tended to bias re­
sults for some particular class of respondents, the distortion intro­
duced into the results for the class by this interviewer would be
attenuated by the data obtained by the other interviewers. r-1ore im­
portant, the bias in comparisons between sub-groups will be minimized.
Even though the biases for the different sub-groups tend to be fairly
constant where a large number of interviewers are employed, a high
degree of clustering of assignments is likely to result in distortion
of sub-group comparisons because of interviewer variability and a Iso
because of interaction between interviewers and classes (certain inter­
viewers may bias results particularly for certain classes). Use of
interpenetrating samples will tend to insure the constancy of biases
over the different sub-groups so that no distortion or very small dis­
tortion in the comparisons betl1een classes will occur.

Interpenetrating samples have also often been used for experimental
purposes in the control of error, particularly for measurement of in­
terviewer or sampling variability. Their most extensive use for this
purpose has been in the experimental work of Mahalanobis in India,
discussed later on. 43

43 See P. C. Mahalanobis. "Recent Experiments in Statistical Sampling
in the Indian Statistical Institute," Journal of the Royal Statis­
tical ~ociety, 109 (1946), 325-370.

Financial and operating considerations usually dictate a considerable
degree of clustering of assignments. However, the repeated evidence
from experimental studies of interviewer effect that bias tends to
concentrate among a few aberrant interviewers suggests the desirability
of emploYing this principle of spreading risk as much as possible.

Methods of error control may be directed toward ironing out the vari­
ability between interviewers, as, for example, training methods which
may at least produce homogeneous standards within the interviewing
staff, although they may also leave some constant error. Like inter­
penetrating samples, reduction of interviewer variability brought about
by the uniformizing effect of training, will have the effect of reducing
the error in sub-group comparisons, a useful accomplishment, since con­
stant biases may often have little effect on the interpretation of data
in research concerned with the determination of functional relations.
Such a reduction would occur when whatever bias produced by, or remain­
ing after, the homogenizing effect of training was in the same direction
for both sub-groups being compared, which seems fairly probable. As
an example, suppose interviewer A's respondents are largely middle··
and upper-class, while interviewer B's respondents are lower in the
social scale. On some opinion questions, more intensive probing might
tend to push the majority of the responses which were initially "DK' a"
into 'b'~ll column. If A probes more frequently and intensively than



B, his higher class respondents will show a higher proportion "yes"
merely because of the difference in probing behavior. If training
methods succeeded in producing greater uniformity in the probing be­
havior of A and B" differences arising from the different "DK" rate
would be reduced.

It is conceivable, though, that homogeneity might increase the error
in cross-tabulation. This would be true if the result of training
was to produce greater bias for one sub-group than another, or biases
in different directions for two sub...groups. This might even occur
as a result of a procedure designed to reduce bias in the marginals,
if for example, the procedure could be applied more easily to some
classes of respondents than others, but such an effect of homogeneity
would seem unlikely.

A classic example in the use of training methods to produce uniformity
in personnel interviewing was presented by L. J. O'Rourke of the Civil
Service Commission in 1929. 44 The qualifications of 4,000 applicants

-----------------~---_.._---------
44 L. J. O'Rourke. "Measuring Judgment and Resourcefulness: An Inter­

view Technique," Personnel Journal" 1 (1929), 428-440.- --------------------------------_.-_...........-
for positions as prohibition officers had to be evalllated ~ thirty oral
examiners. A set of hypothetical, but realistic problems concerned with
the investigation of reported prohibition law violation" was constructed
to test the judgment, resourcefulness, and skill of the applicants. The
problem was presented to applicants by the examiner or interviewer in a
uniform manner; the possible questions the applicant might ask the in­
terviewer were anticipated and worked out in advance, and a prepared list
of answers or statements was available for the interviewer's use in re­
plying to each of the possible questions. Next, the applicant was asked
to tell how he would go about investigating the case. Again, every pro­
cedure which the applicant might reasonably suggest was listed for the
interviewer, and for each suggestion" a series of probes or follow-up
questions was listed, so that the :interviewer was prepared with a logi­
cal and uniform method of probing that suggestion. A scale of numerical
values was pre-assigned to the anticipated answers, questions and sug­
gestions of the applicant, and the interviewer was supplied with a
table of these values applicable to all problems involving the appli­
cants. On this basis, objective ratings of the applicant could be made.

Examiners were given an intensive training course, during which the en­
tire group of 30 trainees witnessed the same oral eXaminations, with
Commission employees playing the role of "applicants," and each trainee
had to assign each "applicant ll one of four possible ratings, say A, B,
C, or D. The first three "applicants" were rated before the training
course began. Comparison of the distribution of interviewers' ratings
for these three with their ratings for the 8th, 15th and 22nd "appli­
cants," given in Table 92, below, shows how the training course tended
to increase uniformity in the ratings:



TABLE 92·

INCREASE IN UNIFORMITY IN RATING OF APPLICANTS AS A

RESULT OF TRAINING *

Before training After training
Applicant number ~D1icant number

Rating 1 2 J. _ 12. g£.-
A • • • • • • 1 9 13 1

B • • • · • • 5 14 11 9 27

C • • • • · • 14 6 6 20 3 3

D •• • • • • 10 1 27

Per cent in
largest rating
group • • • • 47 47 43 67 90 90

* The numbers given in the table are approximate, having
been inferred from the original graphic distribution.

Although the training of Civil Service examiners provides an extreme
case of standardization, it is possible that this approach might be
more extensively used in certain types of recurring opinion surveys,
where most of the possible answers of respondents, both direct and
equivocal, might be anticipated and probes worked out in advance for
the guidance of the interviewer. To a limited extent such a pro­
cedure is followed now by opinion research agencies in their in­
struction manuals, but the recommendations given in these manuals
usually apply to general situations encountered in many surveys,
rather than to a specific survey. It is true, also, that the pro­
cedure is used to some extent in the specifications or instructions
for individual surveys.

However, training and other methods of handling interviewers (se­
lection, dismissal, contacts, etc.) may not only produce homogeneity
but also diminish error. 45 Occasional checks for bias may be

45 An instance in which training resulted in apparent interviewer im­
provement without reducing interviewer variability is cited by
McClelland. Counseling interviewers were administered a test of
attitudes toward counseling practices before and after training.
Although the effect of instruction in changing counseling atti-
tudes as shown by changes in mean score on the counselor attitude
questionnaire is cited in the published article, a private communi­
cation from the author informs us that training did not appear to
reduce the variability for the undergraduate group,--F tests of
the variance before and after the counseling course did not give
significant differences. On the other hand, it is true that the
graduate students l a better-trained group, seemed to have less
variability than 1ihe undergraduate group. See William A. McClelland.
"An Investigation o.f a Counselor Attitude Qui}stionnaire," Educational
!J1d_PSycho10gical Measurement, 10 t1950), 12tj-1JL,•

•



instituted in non-experimental surveys through the use of supplementar,y
questions, minor modifications in ffilrvey design or in assignment of
sample cases to interviewers, which will enable the survey agency to
single out the worst defects or the interviewers most prone to bias,
and either.1ntensive re-training or dismissal of the aberrant inter­
viewers may be effective in reducing bias. These, together possibly
with infrequent specially designed studies, could be used to supple-
ment the usual ratings of interviewer performance as a guide in handling
dismissals. The evidence already given for generally superior performance
of experienced interviewers seems to show that present training and dis­
missal practices do tend to weed out the poor interviewers and thus re­
duce interviewer bias.

Most studies of interviewer effect, however, have not been so designed
as to yield evidence on which interviewers were biasing results. Con­
ceivably erroneous jUd~n~as to which interviewers are superior
could eliminate interviewer variability by eliminating the deviant
interviewers while giving results of complete invalidity, because a
homogeneously bad staff had been selected. Sometimes internal evi­
dence will furnish a clue to the relative validity of the results.
Occasionally, independent checks may be available, as in the NORC
Denver Community Survey, in which official records of the character­
istics of each respondent. gave an opportunity to measure the relative
validity of the results obtained by the different interviewers.

5. Control Through Formal or Mathematic~Methods

The approaches to reduction of interviewer error discussed thus far 'have
all been concerned with manipulation of the factors responsible for er­
ror. Another approach involves estimation of the magnitude of error.
Such estimates are of considerable value in the analysis and interpre­
tation of the data, and they are useful in determining how the error
arising from the interview process may be minimized in future surveys.
The detailed discussion of the advantages of the approach will be pre­
sented shortly.

In Chapter VI, several different classes of measurement of interviewer
effect were distinguished. Gross interviewer effect referred to all
deviations of responses recorded by the interviewer from the "true"
response, as defined for the study. 46 Net effects were defined as

------------------------_._--------------
46 As noted in Chapter VI, "gross interviewer effect" is to be dis­

tinguished from the total error which may occur in a survey. Many
procedural errors may occur which do not result in a deviation be­
tween the recorded response and the "true" response. An'interview­
er might erroneously alter the prescribed wording of a question,
and still obtain the same answer, or rather, the "true'! response
to the prescribed question, so that the error does not become
effective error.



the differenee between the distribution of responses obtained by one
or more interviewers md the fttrue" distriwtion ot responses tor the
population interviewed. Since errors in opposite directions may cancel
each otherl net effects may be negligible or absent even when a con­
siderable amount of gross effect oocurs. Also net effect may ooour
for particular interviewers while canoeling out over-all interviewers
leaving no resultant net effect or bias in the distribution of the re­
sponses for the total population of respondents interviewed by all
interviewers. The definition of inter-interviewer variation is based
on the concept of a potentially iiirini!te universe of interviewers.
Each of these interviewers I under given conditionsl would obtain a
particular distribution of responses 11' he interviewed all persons
in the universe. Inter-interviewer variation is thought of as the
variation of these separate distributions of individual interviewers
about the combined distribution of responses for all interviewers.
If the criterion distribution of responses differs from the distri­
bution of "true" values for the population, there is net effect or
bias so that the measurement of inter-interviewer variability does
not provide a measure of the constant bias or net sum of biases over
all interviewers. In faot inter-interviewer variation may be zero
even when a large net effect exists, if the bias is constant over
all interviewers, a condition which may sometimes be approximated in
practice because of homogeneity produced by training methods or by the
composition of the interviewing staff. In sum, interviewer variance
represents the error about the "expected value" for all the interview­
ers, while net interviewer bias represents the deviation of this ex­
pected value from the true population mean. Total interviewer error
is the sum of the two kinds 0'1' errors and is usually designated as
the "mean square error."

The condition for the absence of bias is that the response errors of
different interviewers (deviations from the true values) be compensating,
while the conditioIi for the absence of inter-interviewer variability is
zero correlation between the response errors obtained by a single in­
terviewer. If the response errors of any interviewer tend to deviate
in the same direction from the average error for all interviewers, his
errors will be correlated. Hence, both the presence and absence of
inter-interviewer variability may occur in conjunction with the pres­
ence or absence of net ~ias, depending on the co-existence 01' the two
conditions. But if inter-interviewer variability is present, it means
that at least some of the interviewers are introducing distortion, and
it is not safe~assume that the individual biases will cancel in the
aggregate.

There are a number of ways in which the measurement of interviewer
error, in the form of measurement of gross or net effects or measure­
ment of inter-interviewer variability, may contribute to the reduction
and control of error:

1) By showing whether there is a problem, that is whether
interviewer effect is large enough to be of special
concern.



2) In interpreting survey results, measuremel1ts ot gress
and: net effects make it possible to take account ot
the degree of invalidit~ ot the data lIhUe measures
ot inter-interviewer variation as a ccmponent of
sampling vanabUity enable us 10 state the degree ot
reliability ot survey results.

3) A series of such measurements may localize the interviewer
error. I.t it is found that particular questions or par­
ticular content areas are most productive ot effects,
attention can be directed toward improving survey pro­
cedures in such areas and the survey organization will
know where to place the emphasis in the training of in­
terviewers. Studies of inter-interviewer variability
as well as studies ot gross and net effects may serve
this purpose, since, as we mentioned before, signifi­
cant interviewer variation indicates that at least
some ot the interviewers are distorting the results.
However, only studies of gross and net effects can
reveal the presence of biases which are fairly constant
over all interviewers, or show clearly which interview­
ers are biasing the data. It may be that the :interview­
ers whose results show the greatest departure from the
average are obtaining the more valid data, but if we
assume that the opposite is true, we may sometimes be
able to track down the error by spot checks of the
schedules for the aberrant intertiewers or l;)y reference
to a priori considerations or experience. Where the
error is successfully localized in particular interview­
ers I intensive re-training or dismissal may be effective
in reducing error.

4) Isolation of the component of sampling error due to inter­
viewer variation may enable us, under certain assumptions,
to determine how great an increase in the number of inter­
viewers is necessary to bring about a desired reduction
in interviewer contribution to the sampling error, or to
determine the optimum number of interviewers to give
minimum variance for a fixed cost, or minimum costs for
a fixed degree of reliability.

5) Alternative survey methods may be employed experimentally
on ~amples within a single survey. If one method
(such as the use of supervisors or supposedly superior
interviewers) can be assumed fGr some reason to be
relatively unbiased, the bias under the less accurate
method can be estimated as the difference between the
results for the two methods. Then comparison of in­
terviewer variability and relative costs for the two
methods will enable us to select the procedure for use
in later surveys whieh gives the minimum. total error
(bias plus variance) for a given cost, or to combine
the two methods most efficiently in a double sampling
design.
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6) Measurement of differential net effects of groups of inter­

viewers of contrasting ideology~ expectation or group
membership ~ if correctly made ~ would show the sources
of bias to be attacked.

Problems in the measurement of gross and net effects wGr~ explored rather
thoroughly in Chapter VI and need not be reexamined here. In general,
such measurement is extremely difficult and usually not feasible under
practical operating conditions, especially in the field of public
opinion studies~ where independent validity criteria are rarelyavail­
able. For this reason, most studies of methods of estimating inter­
viewer or response errors in surveys have been confined almost ex­
clusively to estimation of interviewer variation. Since such esti­
mates, as indicated above, can be useful in the control of error in
a number of ways, we will discuss here the conditions under which it
is possible to estimate in·terviewer variability and methods by which
the estimate may be accomplished.

The fundamental conditions for the estimation of interviewer variance
for any characteristic are that the assignments of different inter­
viewers must be interpenetrating, that is, they must be equivalent
samples of the same population, and each assignment must consist of
two or more sample units. The interviewer subsamples themselves may
be simple, stratified as systematic random samples, and the units of
sampling may be individual persons or households or clusters of persons
or households. Under these conditions, the variation among the distri­
butions obtained by the different interviewers in the survey would be
equal, on the average, to the variation among random samples of the
same size taken by anyone interviewer, provided there is no inter­
intervieitler variability, that is, provided the effect of different
interviewers on recorded responses is not significantly different.
Hence by testing the significance of the ratio of observed variation
between interviewers to the variation between respondents of the same
interviewer, we can determine whether interviewer variability exists.

It is, of course, not necessary that all the interviewer subsamples
interpenetrate. If assignments are equiValent for pairs of inter­
viewers or within groups of interviewers in geographic areas or other
subclasses of the population~ interviewer variation can be estimated.
Such an interpenetrating design was the type used in the Denver and
Cleveland studies described in Chapter VI.

When the condition of equivalence of assignments is not met, interview­
er variation is confounded with locational variability or variability
between subclasses of the population. In normal survey practice, a
considerable degree of clustering of interviewer assignments is usually
necessary because of the expense and time required for travel between
scattered units. In many opinion and market surveys, the population
under study is the entire country, and in many of the sample places
only one interviewer is employed. In many others, the number of
sample cases and the number of interviewers is very small, necessitating
clustering to save travel costs. Therefore it is not ordinarily feasible
to assign equivalent samples to interviewers, even'in sets. Thus under



ordinary survey conditions, interviewer variability cannot be measured
in any strict sense~ This fact is often glossed over lightly and
equivalence of intervielver assignments assumed without adequate justi­
fication. A number of instances of this kind in published studies of
interviewer error were cited in Chapter VI, where the reasonable sug­
gestion was made that interviewer variability has been greatly exagger­
ated on this account.

Under quota sampling, in particular, interviewer variation in the
responses obtained cannot be measured in the strict sense since the
probability that a given individual will fall into the sample or be
interviewed by a given intervi.ewer is indeterminate. Interviewer
variation in responses is confounded with variation between the dif­
ferent interviewer subsamples arising from the latitude allowed the
interViewer in the selection of respondents. IVhere block-quota samples
are used, as in the traditional NOltC procedure in the larger cities
(See Appendix B), this freedom is restricted by the predesignation of
the blocks from which the quotas are to be filled. In this case, the
assumption of equivalence of interviewer assignments may not be so
greatly in error, provided the samples of blocks are equivalent.
Maximmn limits of interviewer variation in responses elicited, calcu­
lated from the observed variation in the obtained distributions of the
different interviewers, may sometimes be low enough to justify a con­
clusion that interviewer variation is absent or negligible.

Moreover, from a practical standpoint, there may be some value in measure­
ment of the variation even though it cannot be separated into the re­
sponse and selection components, when the blocks in different interview­
er subsamples represent equivalent samples of blocks in the survey area
or within subdivisions of the survey area. The observed variation be­
tween interviewers, divided by the number of interviewers, could be
used to calculate a rough approximation to the total sampling error
(including the error arising from sampling interviewers as well as
error arising from sampling respondentS;-Qr at least a rough approxi­
mation to upper limits of the sampling error of sample statistics about
the corresponding parameters of the criterion distribution--the dis­
tribution which would be obtained if all interViewers in the universe
of interviewers interviewed all respondents under the specified survey
conditions. Also some idea of differential interviewer variability be­
tween types of cpestions may be obtained, although differential selection
of respondents may also have differential effects on the non-interviewer
components of total observed variation between interviewers, so that
even for this purpose, the comparisons would not be conclusive. A
number of studies of this kind which provide clues or suggestions about
interviewer variability rather than definite conclusions are reported
by Stock and Hochstim and will be discussed further on. 47

47 J. Stevens Stock and Joseph R. Hochstim. "A Method of Measuring In­
terviewer Variability," Pub. Opin. Quart., 15 (1951), 322-331.

Tr
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Sometimes the non-interviewer component of the observed vari­
ation between the results of different interviewers may be known
from other sources, so that interviewer variation can be sepa­
rated. This might rarely happen in the case of certain factual
characteristics which might be known for different small geo­
graphic areas from a recent census. Of course, response errors
are present in complete censuses and response bias is probably
larger usually, but the contribution of variance between inter­
viewers would be small because of the large number of interview­
ers. In practically all cases, however, no such information is
available.

In sum, the precise determination of interviewer variance requires
that the study be specially designed for this purpose. Under ordi­
nary survey procedures in the assignment of cases to interviewers,
the variance between interviewers in small groups or pairs within
the same geographic small area or in areas presumed to have closely
similar characteristics might be used to approximate interviewer
variance. Where each interview'er is assigned a single segment or
area at random, a closer approximation could be obtained by spotting
the sample cases for each interviewer on a map, subdividing the
area covered by the interviewer into two or more smaller areas,
and taking the variation between paired adjacent small subareas
of different interviewers as an approximation of the true vari­
ance. Such methods would usually give overestimates of the vari­
ance, but at least they would set reasonable upper limits. Per­
haps one practical procedure which may be used when recurring sur­
veys of the same type are made, would be to design an occasional
survey to measure interviewer variance, and assume that this vari­
ance will be the same for other surveys of the same type. However,
the repeated evidence given in earlier chapters, re-inforced ~
some of the data cited later on in this chapter, that much of the
interviewer error and bias which occur are situational in character
or occur randomly, or in the form of aberrancies of one or two
deviant interviewers, counsels caution in imputation of the same
variance to later surveys.

The concept of interviewer variability as formulated here as a
form of statistical variability implies that its effect on sample
estimates will diminish as the number of interviewers increases
in the same way that sampling error in the usual sense diminishes
with the increase in the number of units drawn into the sample,
that is, in inverse ratio to the square root of the number of in­
terviewers. A little reflection will show that the model does not
conform to the limitations and demands of reality. If we double
the number of interviewers and the variation between interviewers
remained the same, then the effect of interviewer variability on
the variance of sample estimates would be halved. Actually, in
this case, the variation between interviewers would probably change



because training procedures might have to be altered, possibly
less time given to intensive training. of each interviewer, and
because a change in the size of assignment given each interviewer
would probably affect the magnitude of response errors and the
correlation of response errors within interviewer assignments.
For example, with a large assignment, fatigue or time pressure
might increase the tendency of the interviewer to cheat or to
employ his own expectations or opinions in the interpre~ation

of equivocal responses. I~ effect, then, any change in the
number of interviewers results in a different set of survey
conditions, and the strict definition of interviewer variabil­
ity becomes the variation in the distribution of responses ob­
tained by different interviewers when a specified number of in­
terviewers is employed about the distribution of responses over
all possible samples of this specified number of interviewers.

In practice, moreover" when the number of interviewers is in­
creased markedly" the universe from which the additional inter­
viewers are drawn differs from the universe from which the
smaller or more usual number of interviewers is drawn. The
additional interviewers may be less experienced, less able,
or college students instead of housewives, and so on. Hence
the variability between interviewers would probably be greater.
The effect of interviewer variability on the variance of sample
estimates probably declines in approximately inverse ratio ··to
the. number of interviewers up to some number which does not
greatly exceed the usual number employed, but thereafter the
decrease probably becomes smaller" or there may even be an in­
crease. Moreover, interviewer bias may increase if the addition­
al interviewers are less able -or cannot be given the usual
training. Over a fairly small range, however" the assumption
of constancy of interviewer variability may hold fairly well.
Suggestions for reducing interviewer effect or response error
by manipulation of the number of interviewers should be con­
sidered in the light of this discussion.
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~thods of Measuring Interviewer Variability

The analysis of variance technique may be used to determine the presence
of interviewer variability. This is the approach used by Stock and
Hochstim and we shall cite some of their reported studies as illustra­
tions. 48

t8 Ibid._.
-----,-----_._-----------,-_..'-~-..- ~~----

In one case, three interviewers were sent out in the same car and given
an over-all quota by sex, age, and occupation. The total number of re­
spondents for the three interviewers was 1,015. The results obtained
are. shown in Table 93.

TABLE 93

VARIATION OF RESULTS OF THREE DIFFERENT INTERVIEWER.S

ON THREE DIFFERENT QUESTIONS

Proportion of respondents giving the speci-
fied anSfLSt , E;

guestion

All 1,015 Interviewer Interviewer Interviewer
respond- ABC

__ 6QtS (326 cases) (346 cases) (343 case~

Fac~ual question: Do you know
how to drive an automobile?
(Answer--"Yes") • • • • • • •

Information question: So far
as you know does State X
have any laws that limit the
size of trucks~ etc.?
(Answer--"Yes"J •••••••

Opinion question: Do ~r(>u think
bigger trucks should be
allowed or are they big
enough now? (Answer--"Big
enough now") ••••••••

66.1

74.0

66.9

61; .4

73.3 71.1

. 68.. 2

The numbers of sample cases for the different interviewers are approximately
equal. Taking this average as 340, and assuming for the moment that the
interviewer subsamples were equivalent random samples from the same universe,
the standard error of the individual interviewer percentages on the three
questions would be approximately 2.6, 2.5 and 2.3 per cent respectively.
The difference obtained by Interviewer C on the information question does
not seem to be accounted for by sampling error. However, on all three
questions, the analysis of variance was made, breaking up the total mean
square into "iritewiewer mean square and mean square between 'respondents
within intervfi.ewer subs-amples. On the information .question, the i.:lrper­
viewer mean:5quare, as .e2qiected" turned OU~ to be.i-Significantly larger'
than the respondent or sampling mean square, but not· on the factual and
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opinion questions. Thus interviewer variability was indicated for the
information question. The analysis of variance for this question is
shown below:

TABLE 94

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INFOIDiIATION QUESTION

Source of Sum of Degrees of
Variation SquareS' Freedom,

Total 223.0581 1014

Among interviewers 1.4101 2-

Among r~~Rq~4~nt~ 2?+.6460 1012
(within interviewer) , '

Mean
Square

.7051 =:a

..~:),9P =A

F ratio =wean square amonfi interviewers:: 3.22 which is significant at the
Mean square among respondents 5 percent level..

The total sampling error including the interviewer contribution was calcu­
lated, again on the assumption of equivalence of assignments., For this
purpose, we can consider the analogy of cluster sampling. The responses
that would be obtained by a single interviewer from all individuals in
the population would be a single "cluster" of responses. A sample of k
of these clusters or k interviewers is selected, and within-each cluster
a subsample of responses is taken. Thus the variance" <S 20." of the sample
estimate of P" the proportion answering "yes," would be taKen as the usual
variance for cluster sampling. Assuming that the universe of respondents
and the universe of interviewers are very large" and that interviewers had
equal numbers of cases, this variance would be apprOXimately

where: k is the number ct interviewers in the sample =3

n is the total number of respondents =1,,015

62r represents the variation between the proportions that would be obtained
by different interviewers if all interviewers in the universe of interviewers
interviewed all respondents in the population.
2

6 R represents the average variation between all possible res.pondenta of the
same interviewer.
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= If (B-oJA) = 3(.7051 - .2190) = .001J.~37
n 1015

From the eample mean squares B
can be calculated:

Estimate of of

2
and A, estimates of Or

Estimate of o~ = A .2190

Variance of P = 0 2 = .001.437 + .2190 = .000479 + .000216= .000695
p 3 1015

The variance49 of p can also be calculated directly from 0
2=&=.7051=.000695.
P ii-mE

= .00144
(.4861) (2)oi = (B-~) (k-l) =

n - Zn2
i-n

~ = of l:n! + an = .000479 + .000216 = .000695
n Ii

'lifuere niis the number of respondents interviewed by the i-th interviewer.
Thus the approximation which assumes equal size of interviewer assign­
ments gives the same result as the more exact formula to 6 decimal places.

The first term in the variance (.000479) represents the interviewer contribu­
tion to the sampling variance. The standard error of p is v';000695 = .026 Olt'

2.6 per~. 7!interviewer variability were not t W. n into account, the
standard error of p would be calculated from op =Vp =1.5 pel' C$nt. .
The net effect of taking into account interviewer variance was to triple the
variance and almost double the standard error.

The conditions necessary for strict measurement of interviewer variability and
for calculation of the sampling error were not present in this example. Since
this was a quota sample, the comparability of interviewer subsamples cannot
be assumed, even if the three interviewers were working in the same geo­
graphic area. However, the fact that the factual and opinion questions did
not show significant interviewer variation suggests to the authors that it
was not differences in sample selection which caused the variability on the
information question and that there was some peculiarity in the way C inter­
viewed as contrasted with A and B.

The explanation is reasonable enough but we could also hypothesize that C
might have tended to select respondents of slightly higher education or class
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on the average, and that it is precisely on information questions such as
the one in this case, concerned with fairly obscure state laws, that re­
spondents of higher education or class might be expected to show differences
from the average" while the • ':erences between classes of respondents would
be likely to be negligible on questions like "Do you know hOw to drive an
automobUe?t1, or ftBo you think bigger trucks should be allowed?".

Nevertheless, in this as in other cases, it seems to us that the attempt'
to measure interviewer variability is worthwhile, in that it provides a
strong suggestion as to the type of question on which variation is most
probable. In t.he same study, the results of measurements of interviewer
variation for a number of different types of questions are reported. The
data are mostly from block-quota smdples of the Opinion Research Corporation.
The per cent of interviewer variance to total variance is shown below:

TABLE 95

INTERVIEi"JER VARIANCE AND QUESTION TYEE

Factual questions:

Paid on hourly rate
Union where respondent works
Own car

Opinion and Information questio!!:

Oity X is a good place to work
Electric company is most important to city
Store A is owned by local people
Local store benefits shoppers more
Variety main reason for shopping at Store A
Trucks are big enough now
Know of law limiting size of trucks
Favor less government control of business
Expect less prosperity next year
Farmers get right amount for their products

Judgment questions:

Lower Socio-Economic status (Survey A)
Lower Socio-Economic status (Survey B)
Dilapidation of houses

Per 'cent of Interviewer
Variance to Total Variance

).90
2,00

.00
5.4l~
1.43

.27

.S8

.00 .
1.4Z:,' ..
.48'

7.55
7.17

11 ..30

Analysis of variance among types of questions showed significant differences
with judgment questions productive of the greatest variation, a finding in
accord with the results of other investigators, and with the evidence from
the Denver Survey reported in Chapters V' and Vl. The percentages shown in
the table do not reflect the relative contribution of interviewer variance
to sampling error. To obtain the sampling error, mean squares rather than
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sums of squares 'Would be used, and the interviewer variance would be di­
vided through by a small number of interviewers while the block and re­
spondent variances WOUld be divided by larg~ numbers. Thus the relative
contribution of interviewer variance to total sampling error will be very
much larger than suggested by the percentages in the table.

For the reasons discussed earlier, the differential variability among types
of questions may be partly due to selection variability, but the results
are nevertheless suggestive.

In another study reported by Stoek and Hochstim, a survey was especially
designed to test the effect of sample design on interviewer variability.
Two inter-penetrating systematic block samples were used. In one sample,
sex by age quotas were assigned within the selected blocks, in the other,
specified respondents in specified blocks were assigned to the interviewers.
Results on questions of six different types were first analyzed for the two
samples combined.

TABIE 96

CONTRIBUTIONS OF VARIANCES TO STATISTICAL ERROR

TyPe of question

Interviewer judgment (Economic status
of respondent)

Factual (car ownership)

Informati6n (whether Store A owned by
local people)

Uultiple choice (which of 5 businesses
most important to city)

Pro-con opinion (whether locally owned
stores benefit shoppers more)

Free response opinion (variety main
reason for shopping at certain stores)

Per. <c,enteolJ,t.ri.:llution 'ot '.
1e-r.t@!~~'r ~:r1IJ..Itqe to tot?:!.,

variance of estimate

70.0

The contributions of interviewer variability varied considerably with the
type of question. To measure the effect of sample design, the interviewer
variances were next determined separately for the block-quota and the pro­
bability sample. The separate variances are shown below:
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TABLE 91

SAMPLE DESIGN AND INTERVIEWER VARIANCE

Lower socio-economic status • • • • • •
Own Cclr • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Store A owned by local people • • • • •
Electric Co. most important • • •
Store locally owned benefits shoppers

more • • • . . •
Variety main reason for shopping at

store A • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Interviewer vari-
Interviewer amaas a per cent
. variance of total variance *

Proba- Block- _Proba- Block-
bility quota bility quota
sample a~l~ .~ample sample

.0034 .04889 .14% 16.60%
-.00861-l* .01003 .00 3.30
.00430 .00442 2.38 1.10

-.00891-lH~ .01133 .00 2.56

.00145 .02445 .66 1.38

.03228 -.0023r:B~ 15.84 .00

-*-These percentages are much lower than those given for the "per cent c~ntribu­
tion of interviewer variance to total variance of estimate" given in Table 96.
The percentages in Table 97 represent merely the fraction of the total variance
(sum of .Bqllares) due -to interviewer variation. In arriving at the percent
contribution to varia~c~e of sample estimates given in Table 96, the inter­
viewer variances of Tah~e 97 woUld be divided by a small number (number of
interviewers) whereas the remaining variance would be divided by a large
number (number of sample cases), hence the contribution of interviewer variance
to sample estimate would be much larger relatively than its proportion of the
total variance.

** Although varia.T1ces are positive" estimates of them are themselves variable,
and hence may be negative. To estimate interviewing variance, the mean
square between blocks within interviewer assignments is subtracted from the
mean square between interviewers and the result is divided by the average
number of cases per interviewer (corrected by a function of variation in
block size). If there is no real variability between interviewers, we would
expect the two mean squares to be equal. But in such a case, the block mean
square might be greater than the interviewer mean square because of random
sampling fluctuations and hence the formal estimate of interviewer variance
may be negative.

J~ ~ .~.z4 I 8 1 1 .... \F

On four of the six questions, the estimated interviewer variability is prac­
tically negligible for the probability sample, suggesting that inter-interviewer
variability measured from a quota sample is likely to reflect chiefly variation
in the selection of respondents. However" the results are not conclusive,
since the interviewer variability was higher on two questions for the probability
sample.

The authors state that reassignment of sample blocks among interviewers re­
sulted in a condition approaching randomness of interviewer subsamples, so that
the analysis of variance seemed justifiable. The fact that most of the inter­
viewer variances for the probability sample were very small lends some support
to this conclusion.
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--Tfie mostJex~ensive JleUUrements-of iritel"VI"ti- v&l"ia'DllitY' under riCidl;r

controlled conditions of equivalence of interviewer assignments are found
in the continuing series of studies using interpenetrating samples c¥ried
out bY' the Indian Statistical Institute and reported bY' lIahalan9,bis~50 Sur-

50 P. c. Mahalanobi2" ,22- ill-
, .59

•

vey'S of housing and economic conditions of factory 'Workers in the Jagaddal
area conducted in 1941, 1942 and 1945 provide an example. The survey area
was divided into five geographic sub-areas or strata. Within each sub-area
the sample units were divided into five equal subsamples, each of which "WaS'

an independent random sample of the whole sub-area. Thus the five subsamples
constituted five independent interpenetrating networks of sample units within
each sub-area.. Each of the five subsamples in a sub-area was assigned to a
different interviewer and the same five interviewers were used in all five
areas.

With such a design" an analysis of variance of the result! could be made to
show the contribution to total variance of areas, interviewers and area­
interviewer interaction. The results of this analysis for 1942 are shown in
Table 98 below. Only three of the five areas were used in the analysis, as
the numbers of cases' in the other two areas were too small. The numbers of
cases in each of the resulting 15 area-eells were equalized by rejecting an
appropriate number of schedules at random,

. - - _.

TABLE 98

consumption
of cereals
in lbs. per
haadper

month

Expenditures in
rupees per month

per capita-..Age

Degrees
of

Freedom

BENGAL LABOR INQUIRY-..JAGADDAL AREA--1942--ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
(Analysis using equalized cell fre~encies)

Values of vari.amae:£or, fol1.ow!o
ing Characteristics

Source
of

Variation

Between areas • • • • • •
Between investigators • «

Areas x investigators • •
Between sub-samples • • •
Within sub-samples •••

Total • • •• • ••

Between areas • • • • • •
Between investigators • •
Areas x investigators • •
Between sub-samples • • •

Total Food <!:ereals

2 62.13 805.52 36.5 o.cn 79.6
.4 304.84 275.78 22.3 1.25 114.7
8 78.47 129.38 9.6 1.47 152.8

14 140.81 267.80 16.8 1.21 132.0
510 127.74 168.12 9.9 0.49 100.3
524 128.00 170.78 10.1 0.51 100.8

F ratios of variances (ratios to variance within
sub-samples)

0.40 4.79{P,} 3.69 0.14 0.80
2.39-* 1.64 2.26 2.55i~ 1.15
0.61 0.77 0.98 3.00~ 1.53
1.10 1.59 1.70 2 .4"~-''t- 1.52

* Significant at 5% level.
** Significant at 1% level.
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The various components of the variance were compared with variance within
"area-investigator cells," that is with the variance between respondents
in the same area interviewed by the same interviewer, and F-ratios computed.
In the case of age and monthly expenditures 'for cereals, the interviewer
variance was significant.

From the analysis of variance, estimates of the total sampling error could
be calculated. We will illustrate by the calculation of sampling error for
per capita expenditures on cereals. If B is the mean square between in­
vestigators, the varianoe of the sample estimate will be approximately

02. =B =1.25 = .00238
x n ~

a. = .049
X

The estimate of mean per capita expenditure for cereals was 3.09. The stan­
dard error of this estimate is approximately .05. The variance of the sample
estimate calculated in the usual manner (without taking account of inter­
viewer variation) would be the mean square between respondents within strata
divided by the total number of respondents calculated as follows:

Between all respondents
Between areas
Between respondents within areas

Mean Square

0.51
0.07
0.51

l'
X

524
2

522

Sum ?f Squaref!

267.24
0,14

267.10

The usual calculated variance would be 0251 = .00097 which gives a standard
error of .031. Thus the effect of inte~v~ewer v~iabilitywas to increase the
sampling error by something over 50 per; cent,.

It will be noticed that the interaction variance for cereal expenditures was::
the only significant interaction variance, indicating in this case a
differential interviewer effect for different areas. Accordingly, the signi­
ficant values were analyzed by area-investigator cells and it was fOWld that
the a1:IDormally high values were due to a single interviewer in one particular
area.51 Where replica~ed interpenetrating samples of this kind are used, it

51 This tendency for interviewer effect to locate within occasional aberrant
interviewers was also noted in the Denver and Cleveland findings reported
in Chapter VI.

sometimes becomes possible to localize the error not only to a particular
interviewer, but also to a particular area, so that the control of error is'
greatly facilitated.

A similar survey using interpenetrating samples was conducted in Nagpur'in
1943. The design was arranged in the form of a randomized block, with five
zones and four investigators each having approximately the same number of
family schedules, about 50, in each zone-investigator cell. F-ratios are
shown in Table 99. Again the variances were divided by the error variance-­
the mean square within subsamples.
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TABU: 99

F-RATIOS OF VARIANCES IN NAGPUR FA1,ULY BUDGET

INQUIRY, 19h3

TotaJ. Monthly Expenc1iture!L_
Source of variation IncQtJ.e Total; ~~ood Ce!'~a~~

Between zones ll.06~H~ 9064** 8.36'iH~ 8.28~*
Between interviewers 0.21 1.5, 0.91 0.15
Zones X interviewers 0~9, 1.03 2.10'i1- 2.OO~~

Between sub-samples 2.,96~H~ 2.93'iHI- 'HL 3.00~HI-2.80~ ..

-*3t
.... Significant at 5 per CC'nt level.

**' Significant at 1 per cent level.

In this case, the zones were set up purposely to differ as much as possible.
but interviewer variation was negligible. As :Mahalanobis expressesit,
.'Personal equations had been completely eliminated. 1I 52

52 This statement does not seem completely justified since \ve are only
sure that error due to inter-interviewer variapi1itl was eliminated.
Consistent bias over all interviewers may still have been present.

It is interesting to notice that the interaction variances found in these
two studies are confirmatory of the theory and findings of Chapters IV and
Tt. In Table 99, significant interaction is shown in two oaaes--monthly
expenditures for food and cereals. Since the zones were purposely made
as different as possible and all the between-zone variances are significant,
this may be interpreted to mean that the significant interaction between
interviewers and zones is really evidence also of the assistance of a
"reactional" effect in the sense that the term reaction was used in
Chapter IV, that is, an effect deriving from the reaction of a particular
group of respondents to a particular interviewer and vice vers"a. Here the
respondents of each of the widely different zones may be considered as a
particular group or class of respondents, interacting differently with
different interviewers,

In the earlier JagaddaJ. studY, expenditures flft' cereals showed a signifi­
cant interaction variance. h1 this case the significant interaction
variance also indicates an i~teraction between a particular set of re­
spondents (those in certain zones) and particular interviewers. But since
there was no significant variation between areas, the interaction evidently
does not mean a reaction between a particular interviewer and particular
respondents as such, but rather the operation of situati~ factors. One
possibility is that some temporal factor, such as fatigue, could be the
explanation. If, for example, a particular interviewer was tired out while
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interviewing in the last zone, significant zone-interviewer interaction
could occur.

Several other studies 'Wi.th similar designs are cited by l.1ahalanobis with
varying results. Cost of living studies showed no significant interviewer
variability. On the other hand, studies of radio program. preferences showed
significant departures from the binomial probabilities for the frequency of
listening for most types of programs. One cannot be sure, how'sver, that
these departures mean significant interviewer variation) sir.ce it is not
clear from the report whether there was any clustering of units which might
have accounted for the significant departures from the binomial.

The studies cited by Stock and Hochstim and those of 1iahalanobis 'with their
occasional findings of interviewer bias on some studies and on some questions
but not on others show that while the bias seems to vary somewhat with con­
tent and question type, the OCJc.urrence of bias is rather capricious and un­
predictable. The occasional character of the findings of bias confirms the
theory of Chapters V and VI as to the situational and random nature of the
occurrence of bias, and furnishes a warning against the use of formal methods
of bias measurement on a sporadic basis. Historical data of this kind must
be applied to limited classes or the experimental measurement must be re­
spected.

Mahalanobis and his co-workers have made maximum. use of the possibilities of
error control through sample designs which pe:rmit the estimation of inter­
interviewer variability. Another device which they use as a routine measure
in crop surveys is to have a certain proportion of the sample units enumerated
twice by different sets of interviewers. This further control is in addition
to the use of two independent, interpenetrating random networks of sample
units or grids. As an example, in one crop survey in Bengal 1945-46, the
proportion of crop area under winter rice was estimated for a number of grids
twice by independent field parties _ The field investigators had no knowledge
as to which particular grids were to be enumerated twice. Marginal distribu­
tions for the two sets of investigators were very similar and the mean pro­
portions differed hardly at all, 52.0 per' 'cent against 51.9 per cent. Yet the
estimates for individual grids differed in over half (52 per cent') of the
cases, despite the agreement in marginal totals and in means, and the co­
efficient of correlation between the individual estimates was only .74. In
this as in other cases, a considerable gross effect or gross error exists,
with little or no intervie\ver variability in the marginal distributions.
Nevertheless, systematiC' bias 01' net effects may' have been present..,
It these .w~re .~pproximatel~ tha same $or all interv:i.ewers~ l\e 'would expect
tJ;1e two ~ets of in~~vi.eweFs to come out with the same means, ~ven though
random errors in both directions may occur on individual units. 53 Both means-53 An alternative possible explanation of such a phenomenon is offered in

Ch. III, where it is suggested that an identity between the marginals
of different interviewers, despite differences in the cells, could arise
from probability ~xpectations, in this case possibly a wide~y-he1d be­
lief as to the approximate proportion of crop area under rioe.

lIlay be too high or too low. The notion that interviewer errors t~d to can-
cel each other is too frequently based on the observed fact that the differences
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between interviewers on the same units are often not reflected in marginal
distributions, while actually it ma.y not be differe2'2f'.:!l between interviewers
thatproduees ~a:.net bj.aS·~ 'but:similarities, or constant biases.:

An example of such constant bia.ses taken from these same crop s1irveys is
reported by Mahalanobis. Small samples are cut from various portions of the
field and from the samples, estimates of total yield are made. When the crop
cut used for estimating yields is small, there is evidence that there is a
systematio over-estimate of yields. The reason for this is that the in­
vestigator has a tendency to include bordering plD.:rr~D with~.n the sample cut,
so that the plants incorrectly included form a much larger proportion for
the smaller cuts. 1dith a cut of 50 or more the bias becomes negligible •.·In
this case~ marginals and means for different interviewers could be equal and
yet all means would be too high. As usual, in order to detect biases, re­
course must be made to a comparison of alternative procedures together with
! priori eonsidemtions and othel' evi~Me to dete1?JlltnQ ~,h p'l'OOE»Qu.re is!
biased.

Hitherto, we have assumed that interviewer variance and sampling error of
'estimates taking into account interviewer variation were the same as in
cluster sampling, with the responses of all individuals in the population
to a single interviewer as the cluster. But the response of a given indivi­
dual to a given interviewer is not fixed--that is, there are a number of
possible responses and associated with each of the possible responses is a
certain probability. So we may conceive of the responses of a given re­
spondent to a given interviewer as a random variate. This concept of re­
sponse error as a random variate has been used by Hansen, HUrwitz; Harks and
llauldin to formulate a mathematical model for response errors and to derive
formulSf) for estimating interviewer variance and total variance under this
model. 54 The formulae are derived first for the case in which assignments are. .

54 Morris H. Hansen, et al. "Response Errors in Surveys,lI Journal of the
. American Statistical ASsociation, 46 (1951), 147-190.

randomized within groups of interviewers. Since this is a condition which
may be approximated in practice much more often than randomization of assign­
ment of the whole sample over all the survey interviewers, the practical
utility of the formulae is increased.

Under this approaoh, there is a "true value ll for each individual in the
population, defined in terms of the purposes of the survey. An "indi­
vidual response" is the vaJ.ue obtained in a particular interview by
a specified interviewer with a specified respondent at a given time,
so that the individuaJ. response will vary with any alteration in the
survey conditions. The "individual response ·error" is the difference
between an individual response and the true value for the individuaL
The variability of individual responses is oonceived to be random, so
that the response error of a particular individual in a given sur­
vey has an expected value (the individual response bias) and a ran-
dom component of variation around thatexpeoted value. If the value
to be estimated from the survey is an average or aggregate of the
"true values" for the individuals in the population, this estimate
will have a response bias, the differenoe between the expected value
of the average or aggregate of observed responses and the average ~
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aggregate of the true values, and a response variance of the average of
observed responses about the expected value of this average.

The analysis assumes that the random components of the response error for
different individuals interviewed by different interviewers are uncorre­
lated. It is true that there may be correlation between responses even
in this case. This might occur because of the influence of a common
supervisor or common trainj.ng for two different interviewers, but such
correlations will probably have a negligible effect on sampling variances.
It is assumed that response errors for individuals interviewed by the
same interviewer may be correlated. The alternative assumption of zero
correlation between the random component of response errors of a par­
ticular interviewer would imply that there is no differential effect of
differenti interviewers on responses.

The model assumes that interviewers are divided into groups, each group
being available to interview only certain classes of the population or
in certain geographic areas. A number of interviewers are selected at
random from each group and assigned an eq~al number of cases selected
at randbm irOlTl among the sample individuals in the class or area, aesigned
·to the group ... Sample individuals aro s.elocted independently of the groups,
that is,. the sample is not selected separately for each area or olaas oor­
responda.ng to a group so that. the total number of sampl$. .. individuals inter­
viewed by each Eroup is a ranaom variate.

With the assumptions outlined above the mathematical model includes

1) a population of N individuals and a population of K interviewf'1
2) n of the N individuals are selected at random without restric'tion
3) kA interviewers are selected at random wi. thout restriction from

A-th group to interview the Nil, sample cases available for inter­
view by this group. If the total number ?f groups is L, the
t?t~ number of interviewers ~ill ~e. k =Z RA. .

'. . . '. _..- .' ..'.. ';;' -. ',~ . ." .

4) The same number n of individuals is assigned to each of the
interviewers, and the P individuals assigned to any interview
are a random subsample of all the sample individuals available
for interview by this group.

From this model, formulae for the mean square error55 and variance of the

55 'the me';!2 squa~ of_the ~~le estimate about the true population mean
X, is a y + tE (y) - Xj

As the derivation shows, E (y) = I, where Y is the mean of
all individual responses in the population. Thus the mean square
error is the variance of the sample estimate about the population mean
of individual responses, plus the square of the net interviewer bias.

sample estimate are derived:

= value obtained for c-t,h sample individual by b-th
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sample interviewer in the A..th group,

The sample mean is

Y~bc I n

From the derivation, the variance of the sample estimate, 03. , is
app roxi:mately equal to 2 2 . co' 2 y (- )' i

0- = 0 - a I + ayI =.! ~ 0 + OyI n-l (y y y , y .
-n k n '.~ .,.I

where O'2y represents the variance of all individual responses
around the mean of all individual responses in the population,
if every interviewer interviews all individuals in the popula­
tion. Each of the possible responses of each indiVidual to each
interviewer is weighted by the probability of that response.

Hence

OyI represents the covariance between responses obtained from different
individuals by the same interviewer, the covariance being taken wi thin
interview'er groups. If the variance of responses 'Wi. thin interviewer
groups is oyw2 , the correlation between responses obtained from
different individuals by the same iIiterviewer is f = OyI/oyw2

If 0 ~B is the variance of expected responses between interviewer groups

ay2 = ayw2 + OyB2

=.! ~. Oyw2 + OyB2
n l

:.: ayw2 f. 1 + (- 1) (J':. + a Bn- "\ .V
n .J -n-

In this expression for the variance, OyB2/n represents the variance
arising because the sampling was not carried out separately within each
interviewer group. It' we had only one interviewer group, that is, if the
assignments of all the different interviewers were equivalent samples of
the entire populationJl the variance would be:

~ = O~ II +::(ii-l) \5
This expression shows the analogy to cluster sampling, since it is the
formula for the variance of a sample mean with a sample of k clusters of
rr units each.

SyI

k

n - k
+ 1n -n-l

Estimates of variance from the sample. Unbiased estimates of Q yI .
and ° 2 can be obtained from the sample.: Desi@ating these as- SyI and S2

Y _ L k ka _ _ 2. L kA n _ 2 Y
they are: SyI - Z -!- L (YAb - yA) Z Z Z (YAbc - yAb)

A kO-l b - Abc
k ~"--:::::n,....(r-n-_-k~)---
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Where
n

YAb = Zc
kA

YA = Z
b

YAbc / rr _ mean of responses for b-th sample interviewer
- in A-th group

YAb / kA = ~ean o~ all responses for A-th group of
J.nterVJ.ewers

The first term of SyI above is the average over all groups of the mean
square between interviewers within groups, divided through by i'i , and
the seconq term is the mean square between respondents within interviewer
subsamples, divided through by rr • Thus the ratio of the first to the
seconq t,erm of SyI is the ratio of the average interviewer mean square to
res,pondent mean square, and testing this ratio for significance by the
Jr-test would show whether inter-interviewer variability is significant.

SyI
T

n (n-l)

n-k
+ n - I

ist

k (n-l)
If we have a single interviewer group (all interviewers have equivalent
assignments), we have

k
8'3.. = Z (yAb _ y)2

y b
...;............k-Ck--.....lJ...-

An unbiased esti.In1lte of a 3.
L kAfi "!

Sy2 = ~ ~ ~ (YAbc _ y)2

n (n-l)
The. f'il:'s;1;. t~m of the above is the usual formula for estimating the
vari@~~ at a sample mean for a random sample of n units from an infinite
univel:'~e. The second term represents approximately the increase from
tak:img int·o account intra-interviewer correlation.

A simpw expression for the estimate of o~ when a separate estimate SyI is
not nee~d is: L k Y L

2 n A(_ -y)2 ~ (_ _)2
Ey = Z A-I ~ YAb- A + A" nA YA - Y

A !A=I

This is equivalent to the mean square between interviewers (as used in the
anqlysis of variance) .ctivided by n, the number of sample cases, which is the
same estimate of the sample varianoe used by stock and Hochstim in the
f4&alysis of varianoe approaoh when interviewer assignments were equivalent
random samples of t~ entire population.

:a.ducing Effect of Interviewer Variance

We discussed earlier some reasons why interviewer variability (or intra­
intervievTer correlation) may change with a change in the number of inter­
viewers. If we assume, though, that interviewer variability is independent
of the number of interviewers employed, its effect on sample estimates will
decrease as the number of interviewers employed is increased. Under this
assumption, we caul; Minimize the: effects of interviewer variability by
assigning one sample-. unit to each interviewer. But increasing the number-
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of interviewers would increase costs of training, supervision and travel
and require reduction of costs at some other point--for example, by re­
ducing sample size. The solution offered by Hansen, et al is to determine
the optimum combination of sample size (n) and number 01' interviewers
( k) to give minimum variance for a fixed cost. If the cost is:

C =ncy + kCyI

where

C = total budget available for field work in the survey
Cy =cost per respondent
CyI = cost per interviewer

(Here it is assumed th~G per unit and per interviewer costs do not change
with .ol\anges in sample si.ze and number)

c

Then the optimum values of n and k aret

n =A j~~ - a~
Cy

liihere

+ ICyI + <71

We need to emphasize that the general inverse relationship between inter­
viewer variability and number of interviewers as well as the equations for
determining the optimum number of interviewers based on this relationship
apply to estimates of marginals only. If interpenetrating samples were
used, an increase in the number of interviewers would have the effect of
decreasing interviewer variability in subgroup estimates and subgroup
comparisons, inasmuch as the number of interviewers for the respondents of
each subgroup would also be increased,

But we have to consider the effect of an'increase in the number of inter­
viewers under normal survey conditions where economy of time and money re...
quire thatasmignments be made in clusters of units. Under these condi­
tions, if the number of interviewers is small, units assigned to each inter­
viewer may cover a fairly large geographic area and hence may be fairly
heterogeneous in character. Any systematic biasing tendency of a particu­
lar interviewer, that is, a tendency of the interviewer to obtain too many
answers in one direction from ~ groups of respondents, will tend to .
affect all subgroups leaving the subgroup comparisons unbiased. If the
number of interviewers is increased, normally each interviewer will inter­
view in a smaller area and his respondents will usually be more homogeneous
in character. Thus subgroup comparisons will tend to a greater extent to be
comparisons between respondents of different interviewers, and will be
affected to a correspondingly greater degree by interviewer variability.
Of course, j,f the degree of interpenetration is increased in proportion
to the increase in the number of interviewers so that the respondents of
each' of the larger number of interviewers are scattered over as wide an



area as when fewer interviewers were employed, some reduction in the
effect of interviewer variability on subgroup comparisons would result.
But this would increase cost of travel between units and render the
optimum equations inapplicable.

In public opinion research where for~ analytical purposes, the greatest
interest is in the functional relationships between classes of respondents,
the application of this approach to minimizing variability in the margina1s
may therefore be unwise in many cases, since it may actually decrease the
reliance to be placed on the comparisons between classes.

Hansen, Hurwitz, Harks and Mauldin give a number of examples of the appli­
cation of these eq,uations to detennine optimum values of n and k. One
set of examples is taken from an experiment conducted in Baltimore- by the
Census Bureau as part of the December 1947 monthly survey of the labor
force.

Segments averaging about six households were selected, and the households
in each segment were divided into two sets of alternate households, the two
sets being assigned randomly to two different interviewers. Pairs of
interviewers had a nwnber of segments in common, but these pairs overlapped,
for example, interviewers A and B shared six segments, Band C shared five,
etc. By compining the interviewers into two groups, a rough approximation
to the conditions of the mathematical model was obtained.

The estimate Sy2 from the sample represents between segment variation in
segment totals, and the estimate SyI between interviewers variance in the
average per segment. The following costs were assigned:

C = Total budget = $400
Oy =Cost per segment (using one interviewer for each segment) = ~~6
CyI= Cost per interviewer = $7

= 18

per segment the estimates ofFor the estimate of total number of persons
variance were Sy2 = 64.5, SyI = 1.04

400

·We have: A = /6 (64.5-1.04) + '1"7(1.04)

n =optimum number of segments =18 /64.5-1.04 = 58 app.
V 6

k =optimum number of interviewers = 18 V1.04 = 7 app.

7

It would be interesting to compare the relative contributions to the
variance for several combinations of n and k which could be used
under the total $400 budget.

Taking the formula for the variance as

8- 2 _S 2 S
Y - ~ + y1 (n-k)

n nk
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The first term represents the variance of the sample estimate as ordinarily
calculated (ignoring interviewer contribution) the second telm represents
the interviewer contribution. We show this clivisionfor 3 different com­
binations below:

Segment Interviewer Total
.n Contribution £.o~tributiol1 Variance........- to. -( .. ' . ." . , ," ,.

64 2 :1,.01 .50 1•.51
58 7 (optimum) 1.10 .13 1.23
31 31 2.08 .00 2.08

Looking at the last case with 1 segment assigned to each interviewer there
can of course be no intra class correlation within interviewers' assign­
ments, so that the interviewer contribution to va.riance is zero. Thus, if
cost were not a factor so that we could sample the same number of cases,
for the same cost, no matter how many interviewers we used, we would obtain
minimum error by assigning one segment to each interviewer. But, in this
example, increasing the number of interviewers means that the number of
sample segments has to be reduced to stay within the fj.xed budget of $400,
which means increasing the segment variance. For the civen budget and
conditions, sampling 58 segments using 7 interviewers provides the maximum
total accuracy.

Table 100 shows optimum values of nand k for a number of characteristics
from this study. It will be noted that the optimum values vary considerably
from one characteristic to another. Negative values for SyI are ob­
tained in three cases. If 0yI is close to zero, SyI , the unbiased
estimate, "Will frequently turn out to be negative. In such cases, cryI
has been taken as zero in the calculation of variances and optimum values
of nand k • In these three cases, since there is no interviewer
variance, the theoretical optimum requires that k be as small as possible
(i.e., k = 2, the number of interviewer groups), so that the funds which
might have been spent on training and travel for additional interviewers
can be used to reduce segment variance by increasj.ng the number of segments.

The mathematical model given here can serve as the basis for an approach to
minimizing: both bias and variance. A particular survey may be regarded as
subject to considerable response bias, but there may be alternative tech­
niques that will reduce the bias, possibly' with substantial increases in
cost. First each of the alternative methods can be tested in the field,
and from these tests, the optimum values of!; and 1;, can be determined,
as before, tominirniz.e the variance for a specified totl:il cost. The chief
difficulty is in estimating the net response bias. Experience or reasoning
may lead to the conclusion that one of the al ternative methods is probably
subject to negligible response bias. Assuming this to be true, the bias
for any other method may be estimated from experience or pilot studies from
the difference obtained between this method and the method presumed to be
most accurate.
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TA.BIE 100

VARIANCE ESTI1IATES AND OPrD.WM VALUES OF n and k FOR

THE BAI,TIl.IOHE SURVEY

(in estimating number of persons per segment)

Employed at
Operati~

.own
Under non farrn busines~

'rotal 14 years Total jobs for or
Persons of age. ~m:el.?le.£, wages or salary Erofessi;on

Variance estimates:
.....L _ t,
64.5 4.98 34.3 44.0 1.51

1,04 -0.68 -0,013 1.28 -0.14

optimum val ues :
n 58 64 64 56 64

k 7 2 2 9 2
S~2 (Variance of

y estimates for
optimum n and k ) 1.23 0.078 0.54 0.90 0.024

Variances of estimates for
various combinations of n and Ie
possible under total fixed
cost

n 64, k 2 1.51 0.078 0.54 1.32 0.'024
n 62, k 4 1.28 0.080 0.55 1.01 0.024
n 57, k 8 1.28 0.088 0.60 0.91 0.026
n 48, k 16 1.39 0.104 0.71 0.96 0.031
n 31, k 31 2.08 0.161 1.11 1.42 0.049

As an example of al ternative methods, farm' expenditures mi.ght be determined
by direct questioning of farmers or by detailed examination of purchase
records, the latter method being presumably more accurate uut also more ex­
pensive. Actually, in opinion and market survey work, there would ordinarily
be great difficulty in finding a practical alternative to the usual survey
techniques which would result in lower bias. Factual characteristics can
sometimes be validated at great cost from independent records, as in the
Denver Community Survey described elsewhere in this report. Some alterna­
tive methods to the usual personal interview for ascertaining opinion were
described earlier, particularly in Chapters V and VI, such as the use of
mail questionnaires, secret ballots, self-enumeration schedules, "depth
interviewing, II employment of interviewers with superior training



and experience or presumed superior qualifications, post-interview re­
cording of responses, and others. The results of experimental studies
to compare alternative methods for validity have been inconclusive for
the most part, although there have been indications that certain methods
produce more valid results under certain conditions, as for example, the
use of the more anonymous techniques; like the secret ballot, on questions
involving respondent prestige or questions of a highly personal nature.
Criteria for the evaluation of relative validity may sometimes be developed
from internal evidence of the data or from ~ Rriori reasoning and psychologi­
cal theory. The problem of finding such criteria has been discRssed earlier
in this report.

Assuming that we can make a reasonable evaluation of relative validity, we
could choose the method 'Which minimizes mean square errors for a given cost l
or we could combine two methods in the same survey by using the device of
double sampling, which might be more efficient in some cases. First, a
relatively large number of cases would be interviewed by one of the cheaper
and presumably less accurate methods. Then a subsample of cases would be
selected £rom the original sample and re-interviewed by one of the more
expensive and presumably more accurate methods. Thus we would have a sub­
sample of respondents interviewed by both methods. To obtain the final
estimate, the ratio of estimates for the more accurate method to estimates
for the less accurate method for the subsample would be multiplied by the
estimate from all cases obtained from the intervievrs recorded under the
less accurate method.

mean value under method 1 for the entire sample of n

The formula derived for the mean square error of the estimate
-2 -2 u . v w

M.S.E. of Z = (z - X) + Z (n + ~ + kl)

accurate method)

would be:

1n

z , is

meqn value under method 1 for subsample of

mean value under method 2 (the more
for the subsample of nl •

1

= =f iz y

-If Y =
..1
y =

-1
z =

The final estimate

where Z is the mean value that would be obtained if the entire papulation
were interviewed under method 2 by all interviewers in the universe of inter",!
viewers.

X is the true population mean

Y is the mean value that would be obta:i.ned if the entire population were in­
terviewed under method 1.

u = 2tyz crycrz
y Z

2
cry - cryI...

y

v = i crz - ~I - u
2

z
w = 0zI

::r
Z



Here ~yz is the correlation betwezn expected responses under methods 1
and 2 for the same individual. 0y and OyI have been previously de­
fined.

2
o z and 0 zI are the analagous variance and covariance under method 2.

n = the number of sample cases in the original sample.

nl = the number of sample cases in the subsample.
56

kl = the number of interviewers used under method 2.

56
In the formula given here, the same sample scheme as described earlier
is used for the original sample, i.e., randomized assignments within
groups of interviewers. For the subsample , an equal number of individuals
assigned to each interviewer is taken, giving a subsample of nl • A:fw
sample of interviewers from each group is taken, to give a total of k
interviewers for method 2. Interviewers for the subsample may be drawn
from the original groups independently of those for tho·01ri.ginal sample,
01" the se?ond set may be drawn from a different population of possibly
supor1o~ ~nterViewors. .

The ;ample means~· y and -;. '2-;an be used as estint~tes of Y and!.
The variances and covariances 0y' Oz2 cryI and' 0ZI can be
estimated from the formula given earlier. If we assume that the bias is
negligible under the more accurate methods, we can take Z - X as zero. An
estimate of the covariance between responses for the same individual under the
two methods is nl

Estimate of f'yz 0yOz = ~ YAbc ZAlblc - n¥ zl

n1 - I

To obtain the first term in the numerator, for each respondent in the sub­
sample the product of the responses under methods 1 and 2 is obtained, and
these products are added together for all respondents.

2
The variance of the mean under method 1, cry , can be obtained from the
formula given earlier. The bias under method 1 can be taken as Y- '¥. •

To find the optimum values for n, nl and kl
assume the cost function

under the double, sampling scheme~

where

Cy = cost per respondent under method 1

CyI = cost per interviewer under method 1

Cz = cost per respondent under method 2

CZI = cost per interviewer under method 2

C = total. survey budget
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k = A CZI
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Since the mean square error does not involve k, but Gost increases with k,
the optimum design would J'8quire making k as small as possible. But if an
interviewer can complete, say, only t y. interviews in the allotted period the
smallest value that can be given to k is k::; n/ty • . "

The values for n (original sample size), nl (subsample size) and ~l
(number of interviewers for subsample) to minimize the error of the final
estimate for the fixed cost C, are

I u - r;-
n =VCy + ~YI n1

:= A J c;,
y

where C

---=;"-;:::;---;:::=:------;:===­
A =vu (Cy + Ct"I) + VvCz +''.1 wC'zI

\ yJ

Using the optimum values in the fonnula for the mean square error of the use
of a combination of methods 1 and 2 can be compared with the use of either
methods alone or with other methods and combinations to detennine the optimum
design.

We have outlined, in some detail, the approach of Hansen and his associates to
reducing error because it provides a logical rnathematicalframel'10rk for identi­
fying and measuring interviewer error and this clarifies the problem of erx-or
control. The applicability of this approach in actual practice depends on
the particular survey conditions. To summarize some of the limitations which
usual public opinion and market survey conditions impose:

1) Most surveys are multi-purpose in character. Estimates are
usually desired for a number of major characteristics in
marginal totals as well as cross tabulations to show the re­
lationships for sub-classes in the population. The possible
conflict between the optimums for marginals and for sub­
group comparisons has already been discussed. But even where
the chief interest centers in the marginals, the optimums for
the major characteristics will often differ widely. In the
illustrative example given above (see Table 100), the optimums
ranged from two to nine interviewers for the five labor force
characteristics. If some average optimum is used, the com­
bined efficacy in minimizing variance for a given cost will
be slight.

2) The mnnber of interviewers employed on a survey must ordinarily
be determined by administrative and op~rating considerations I
particularly limitations of time allotted to complete the survey.
Referring to Table 100 notice that for three of the five
characteristics, the optimum number of interviewers for mini­
mizing the variance for a given cost turned out to be only two.
In actual practice it would be extremely unlikely to find a
survey for which the time limitations were sufficiently flexi­
ble to permit the use of only two interviewers, each of whom
had to cover 32 sample segments. Hence the optimum equations
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will be applicable only over the usually relatively narrow
range permitted by the survey conditions. Also the economics
of public opinion and market surveys require the employment
of a regular staff of part-time interviewers whose assign­
ments must be spaced so that they get neither too much nor
too little work, and the number of i.nterviewers to be em­
ployed in surveys cannot be manipulated to a great extent
without upsetting the existing arrangements.

The national cross-sections used in most public 0pln10n
and market surveys permit little manipulation of the number
of interviewers in many localities where it is feasible to
employ only one or a few interviewers.

3) Determination of the optimum number of interviewers depends
on the assumption that interviewer variability does not
change with the number of interviewers, an assumption which
is probably valid only over a limited range for the reasons
discussed earlier. Also, in practice, whatever the effect
on interviewer ~riability, the effect of increasing the
number of interviewers is quite likely to be an increase in
the net ~, since the additional interviewers usually have
to be drawn from a different universe of persons with in­
ferior training and experience.

4) Many surveys are limited in scope and non-recurring in
character so that variances and costs cannot be estimated
from a previous survey. Pilot studies used for this purpose
would be very expensive if satisfactor,y estimates of variances
and costs, that is, estimates based on a sufficiently large
sample, are to be obtained, and the conditions of such studies
do not usually simulate those of the final survey.

5) Assuming that cost accounting methods are capable of determin;i.ng
separately costs per interviewer and cost per respondent, these
unit costs are probably not constant, but vary in some manner
with the number of interviewers. For example, cost per inter­
viewer for training and supervision would probably decrease as
the number of interviewers increases, but costs per respondent
would go up because of the increased travel between the units
assigned to each interviewer, assuming that the assignments
were interpenetrating in equal degree.

6) Interviewer assignments have to be clustered under ordinary
cost and time conditions. Equivalence of assignments, even
within groups of interviewers, is unusual, though sometimes
the overlapping of assignments is sufficiently great so that
the necessary conditions for the measurement of error may be
approximated_

7) In using the approach to minimize both variance and bias,
criteria for determining the "most accurate method" or
least biased &nong alternative methods are very difficult to
find.
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8) Under the double-sampling scheme described, the fact that a

respondent is interviewed tidce may result in a different
set of responses under the presumed more accurate method
(method 2) than would have been obtained if this method had
been used alone, either because of respondentls resentment
or his desire for consistency. Hence estimates of variances
and differential biases may be affected.

In spite of these limitations, the mathematical model for response error
and the approach given for reducing error under the model can be used on
occasion by survey agencies when the necessar,y conditions are approximately
fulfilled or special survey designs are used, and the results of such studies
Will have some applicability to later surveys, even when the necessary con­
ditions are less closely approximated.

Correction for Interviewer Bias Associated va th Differential Net Effects
.J ---.----...:.:;.-;;..;;.;.=-;~;;...;=.;;;.:;;.....;;.;;;=~.;;;.;;;;~=...;.;.;;...;;.....;;;;.:;~~=

Methods of measuring differential net effects of interviewers of contrast­
ing ideology, expectations, or group membership through the use of chi­
squared analysis and other techniques have been illustrated frequently in
this report and in the lit.erature of interviewer bias.. Earlier we men­
tioned the suggestion of lIos teller and Cantril that final results might
be corrected for ideological bias if we can make cortain assumptions,
usually the assumption of equivalence, about the relative strengths of
opposing biases.

But other methods of correcting the final results may also be used in
cases where differential net effects have been demonstrated. One such
method is the elimination of the data collected by some of the interviewers
on the basis of certain assYmptions about which interviewers are biasing
the data. Ferber and Wales57 describe a procedure of this kind used in a

_ ~. ., 4 _ , .to:~,..' • _ .~ ~-., .J". "'!' ~

1950 study of attitudes to pre-fabricated housing in the Champaign-Urbana,
Illinois area. The fourteen interviewers were required to fill out the
questionnaire themselves before the survey. Respondents l replies were
classified according to the answer of the intervieweF' and chi-squared values
were computed to determine whether interviewers obtained significantly more
replies in the line with their own opinions, using a five per cent level
of significance. On four of the eight questions over-all biases were in­
dicated by the tests. To determine bias fOI"individual interviewers the
distribution of the replies, wrned in by each interviewer was compared

--- - withthe--correepondine: -distr-ibution-for the- tete±- -sample--,exc-luding--the­
replies of that intervievler. 58 If the distributions differed significantly

58 Since the subsamples for interviewers were interpenetrating the expecta- j

tion is that differences between the two distributions could be accounted
for by random sample fluctuations.

the interviewer's returns were taken to be biased. Final results for these
questions were then corrected by eliminating the data obtained by the
"biased" interviewers.



This procedure, of course, involves the dubious assumption that the distri­
bution of repli.es obtained by the other interviewers is unbiased. Further­
more, as we have pointed out before, significance tests often indicate bias
where none really exists, so that mrrestricted application of this procedure
is not recommended.

Estimates of Error Based on Experience .or Independent Info,rmation

Sometimes the effects of interviewer error and bias on final estimates may
be removed or reduced by adjustment or qualification of the estimates on the
basis of experience or of independent information. The only instances of
such procedures that we can cite from the past literature involve adjustments
for the total system of errors, i.e., sampling and response error in addition
to interviewer error. However, in theory, such adjustmal ts could be derived
purely for that component of error due to interviewer effects. As an example
of an adjustment for the total system of errors, we may mention the age-sex
adjustments of labor force estimates by the Census Bureau. Results of the
110nthly Labor Force surveys of the Census Bureau are adjusted by inflating
the estimates of laQo~force.eb~racte»ietmcsfor eaoh age~sex group to 1n~

______ .._dependent ourrent estimates of th~. total number of nerso:as. in that age-sex
--eroup·-·de-rlvedbj·-actuai-methods. ·59 •

~ • f ,~.,....-.., .......,'...' _' • _

59 See "b.abor ,F~e"Me~?randum N~. 5tt of t!ls" CUr.'r~nt p'~~:ation ReEorts,
u. S.~reau of the ljensus,Nov. 8, I9~0, or Estadistica, March 1948,
Vol. VI, No. is. ' ,~I. ~ '- - ~ ••. -

Opinion and market survey agencies are aware of the tendency in quota-sampling
to obtain too few respondents in the lower educational status and lower socio­
economic categories, and have sometimes corrected the results by reweighting
the data for the various economic or educational groupings, in accordance with
independent information of the educational or economic distribution of the
population. This procedure was used by Gallup in the 1948 election polls.
'1'he sample showed :7.9, 46.8 and 35.4% of the respondents in the college,
high school and grammar school educational groups respectively, but the
census educational distribution of the population aged 21 and over showed
13.0, 42.0 and 45:))% in the three groups. Of the college-educated re­
spondents 6106 per cent indicated an intention to vote for Dewey, compared
with 43.1 per cent for the high school group, with 42.1 as the per cent for
the entire sample (I

uu1tlplyfrig·,.tiIe percentage intending to vote for Dewey in each group by the
corresponding Census percentages for the population in each group gave ~O

revised estimate of 40 p9r cent Dewey supporters for the entire sample.

e;0 Frederick hostell'er, et ale The Pre-Election Polls of 1948 (New York:
SSRC, 1949), 211-212.--

Another example of the adjustment of final estimates for 1948 by Gallup was
the correction of estllnates of voting intentions to allow for the inflation
known to occur in the number of respondents who say they voted in 1944 and
in the number who say they voted for Roosevelt. The estimated inflation is
determined by studYing a large number of past surveys and the inflation
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factors were then applied to the actual ro.stribution of the major-party
vote in 1944 to give revised weights to be applied to the groups set up
on the basis of 1948 voting intentions.

Still another example of such an approach is available in the "quality check"
of the 1950 Census. We alluded to the quality check procedure earlier, but
there its relevance was to measul~ng gross or net effects, rather than as a
procedure for reduction of error by empirical adjustments. An estimate of
error is obtained by comparing the result s of the original enumeration with
the results obtained by intensive re-interviewing of a sample of the original
households on selected items, using specially trained, superior enumerators.
Naturally, the superiority of the check interview is assumed to yield the
more accurate results. On the basis of these check figures, qualifications
of the ~fndings can be published and the original results can even be cor­
rected.

61 See, for example, Phillip lI. Hauser. "S0IT!.e ;asp~ct.s. of' Methodological Re­
search in the 1950 Census," pub. Opine Quart., 14 (1950), 5-13.
In addition to the use of the re-interview data as a basis for the ad­

'justmeht;' tho' Conaus-'a.!so"ttlll' check the'" ontiIfiezration-tta'taagaifist' inde;;;
pendent records such as birth c~~tificatae and presumably derive addition­
al empirical adjustments.

62The recent development of question scales for the measurement of attitUdes,

g2 For a detailed d;§cue~ion of sa~linB ~ethods1 the reader is refe~red to
B. Stouffer, at ale ' r~gaBurement and Prediction (Princeton; Princeton

_University Press, 1920). "

for example the Guttman scales, may prove to be useful in minimizing the
effects of interviewer bias under certain conditions. If the bias is not
systematic in char~oter, that is, is not manifested uniformly by the inter­
viewer, but tends to occur randomly or is situational in character, then we
might expect that the employment of indic.es or scale scores from batteries
of questions would tend to attentuate the effects of bias, since the random
bias occurring on one question might be lessened by "burying" this question
in with a battery of others. In this case, the use of the scale scores tends
to average out the biases, insuring against the risk from reliance on a single
question.

There are of oourse instances where the bias is of such a systematic character
that a scaling procedure would simply compound or aggravate the effect. Such
would seem to be the case in instances involving attitude-structure expecta­
tions as exemplified in Chapter III. However, there was also considerable
evidence presented in Section I of Chapter V that bias varies with situationa~

factors, and in Chapter VI that bias may simply be random in character. For
such ins~ances, scaling would be recommended.

An actual example of the value of using scales or batteries as attenuators of
bias can be constructed from some data of the Denver Community Survey not pre­
viously presented in Chapter VI. One omnibus question contained ten sub-parts
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asking about the respondent's degree of interest in various public problems.
Three of the items represented logical components of a battery or scale of
interest in local affairs. These dealt with city planning, the public
school system, and the activities of the city administration. On the first
two of these, interviewer differences in the results obtained from equiva­
lent samples were highly significant, indicating that the result s per item
were not reliable. This unreliability would have been reduced, however,
if the three items had been pooled into a co~~on scale of interest in local
affairs, since the deviant results for given interviewers were not consistent
over the three items. This can be indicated by ranking the nine interviewers
in each sector on the degree of interest their samples manifested in each
item and intercorrelating the ranks over questions, sector by sector. The
15 coefficients ranged from -.13 to .80 ,lith a median value of .33. Since
the expected value of these coefficients, even if there were no interviewer
effect, would be of some positive magnitude because of the sheer generality
of interest among human beings, the median value of .33 is all the more
compelJ.ipg in arguing that the ranking of respondents by the use of a scale
would be less affected by the interviewers' own bias, then ranking by in­
dividual questions.

Additional evidence of the attenuation of Gffects througll the use of scores
based on the pooled answers to a battery of questions was available in
Chapter VI, in the finding that there was no difference in the relative re..;
liaoility of scores on two indices when respondents were re-interviewed by
the same vs. different interviewers. 'fhis was in contrast '\"11. th the finding
that answers to single questions were affected systematically by the particu­
lar interviewer used~

Besides the possible use of the scale scores for attenuation of bias, they
might also provide a better measurement, or test, of whether bias is present.
Chapter VI offered a good argument for the belief that many of the findings
of interviewer bias may represent simply chance fluctuations. Thus the
erratic character of results when testing for tj~e on individual questions
could be decreased by 'the employment of the more stabla scores for a whole
scale of questions.

6. Sunnnacr

In this Chapter we have presented a number of approaches that may be used in
the effort to control and reduce interviewer effect. It is too early to ex­
pect that these approaches would lead to a great number of specific an<;l con­
crete suggestions for reducing bias. As we stated at the outset, the problem
of error control does not lend itself to solution by any magical formulae,
at least not at the present stage of our understanding of how error occurs in
the interviewing process; and though we believe that this understanding has
been considerably extended by the Interviewer Effect study, there has not yet
been sufficient time to explore with any thoroughness ways in 'which our know­
ledge can be translated into a practical and comprehensive program for error
control.

Even with the passage of time and the further development of principles, the
translation of general knowledge about interviewer effect can only be made



after detailed examination of the concrete circumstances attending a spe­
cific research operation. General principles can only be comprehensive
and approximate to the goal of universal applicability if they are stated
out of the context of a particular research. agency' s op~~tio~s. The ~ro?lem
of translation, therefore, will always requ~re some modif~cat10n of pr1nc1ples
by the specific research worker.

'We have elaborated on the merits of the various approaches under various con­
ditions. Each situation must be viewed eclecticall y and remedies that are
applied in any given case must depend on the nature of the sources of bias
present and the' extent to which th(.se sources may be controllable. But. a con­
tinuing, comprehensive and systematic program of error control can comb1ne a
number of approaches. Here we will confine ourselves to a sununary of the
approaches that have been discussed in this Chapter.

Error Due to Factors 'Within the Interviewer. Selection of interviewers with
~requisite skill is an obvious approach to the control of error. However,
since interviewing is not a unitary task, but involves a complex of skills,
selection would involve multiple criteria, unless it were the case that the
many different skills were organized consistently. Therefore it was necessary
to inquire into the extent to which the various skills required were compatible
with each other. Examination of the available evidence reveals a moderate
degree of association among the routine skills required in'interviewing, and
between these skills and freedom from biasing tendencies, so that selection
of interviewers on the basis of any single one of these skills will not generallj
decrease the level of the other skills. On the other hand, it will produce
a staff which is only moderately superior in the other skills. It remains
for each survey agency in the light of its specific research work to order
the many skills in some h.;i.erarchy of relative importance before engaging
in any systematic selection program fo~ the control of error.

With respect to initially selecting the good interviewer, we must seek the
relationspip of the various skills to other more basic personality and
psychological characteristics. Here we are so far unsuccessful in finding
single characteristics of high predictive value, but some useful conclusions
amerge. There is repeated evidence that a high degree of sociality or social.
orientation is not a good qualification for the prospective survey interviewer.
A general profile of the superior interviewer is that of a person in the 30 ­
45 age group, of superior education, possessing superior intelligence, with
relatively low social orientation and, in fact somewhat on the introvertive
side. Experience appears to be of considerable value in improvement of inter­
viewing performance, suggesting that hiring of experienced interviewers where
feasible and greater efforts to reduce turnover should receive greater atten­
tion in personnel policy. Further research is needed to determine whether
testa combining a number of characteristics might unearth more successful pre­
dictors of interviewing performance.

It is suggested that'WJe of "test narratives" and other performance tests in
quasi-interview situations for applicants may provide a better test of inter­
viewing ability than classical psychological tests.
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!!!'1provementwin Tra~ing Procedures. Some of the emphasis in training
should be shifted to those sources and loci of interviewer bias which
more recent research has shown to be of hitherto unsuspected importance.
Greater attention should be directed to the biases which may occur in
the process of recording and to the biases due to cognitive and perceptu­
al factors such as expectation, completely neglected in current training
manuals. Emphasis on two other: frequent areas in which biases occur-­
field ratings and probing behavior--should be continued and strengthened•

~yement in.Per~onnel Policies. Consideration should be given to the
employment of more interviewers on a full time basis, to raising inter­
viewer pay rates and to giving the interviewer more of a professional
status. Such steps would probably result in attracting persons of super­
ior ability, might introduce more variation into the composition of inter­
viewing staffs, improve job motivations, and reduce interviewer turnover.
Some radical alterations, in the existing operational and economic struc­
ture of survey research would be required, but such basic changes may be
needed to effect substantial improvement in·the reliability of survey
findings.

Control of Errors Arising from Respondent Reaction. Research agencies
recognize bias arising from group memberShip disparities, and usually
take precautions against such biases by assignment of special interview­
ers in special cases where they may clearly be serious. But interviewers
in general are still better educated and higher in the social scale than
the general population and working class people are still interviewed only
by middle class interviewers. Survey economics and interviewer labor
market problems are a barrier to dove-tailing characteristics of respond­
ent and interviewer. Some agencies have attempted to make the field
staff a miniature sample of the population, in respect to party affili­
ation for example, others rely largely on training to minimize this
source of bias. All such current approaches are of limited and dubious
effect, and probably only drastic steps such as deliberate employment of
working class people as interviewers, increased pay rates and the like
will effect any fundamental control over this source of bias.

Control of Error Through ManiP2lation of Situational Factors. This
approach has been widely used in the control of error due to factors
other than the interviewer. There is a voluminous literature on the
avoidance of bias in question wording, order of questions, and the like.
However, the manipulation of situational factors as an avenue of control
of interviewer effect has been neglected, and provides relatively easy
access to the problem. Such methods of control are elaborated in the
detailed discussion in Chapter V. It should again be noted that such
approaches to control may conflict with other objectives of the research,
and the specific research agency must apply these principles only after
weighing the problem of interviewer effect in the larger content of the
total research process.
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It should also be realized that a multi-faceted approach to error may
change the significance of given situational factors for error. A
particular task difficulty may lead to error, given the type of inter­
viewer currently employed. But that same factor may be innocuous to
the superior breed of future interviewers selected under conditions of
better personnel practices and training metbods.

M~hods for Pr.2.,ducing Cancellation ofEffec~.. Some methods discussed
were:

1) Training progress aimed primarily at producing homogeneity of
inteniewer bobayior; and honea l'aducing biases 'in function­
al it'elationships foX' subclasse,.s by :OOw'Qing interviewer vari",,··
e.bllityo

2) Equal distribution of' pro and con interviewers as suggested by
Mosteller and Cantril. This deals only with ideological
bias affecting margina1s.

3) Use of interpenetrating samples to minimize biases in sub­
group estimates and sub-group comparisons.

Formal and Mathematical Methods for Use in Error Control. These are
concerned principal1Y':",1.th the measurement of interviewer error and
contribute to the analysis and interpretation of data and to locali­
zation of error. Measurement makes it possible to state the reliabil­
ity of results, shows where error occurs, may sometimes discover inter­
viewers with particularly biasing tendencies. Changes in the number of
interviewers to produce a desired decrease in interviewer variability
and hence a desired level of reliability of the results can be determined.
The mathematical model for response error developed by Har.~en and others
can be used in conjunction with cost data to find equations for determin­
ing optimum number of interviewers to give minimum varianoe for a fixed
cost, though the applicability of this approach, particularly to opinion
research, is severely limited by a number of practical difficulties and
the procedure is not directed towards sub-group comparisons l of greatest
importance in the opinion field.



APPENDIX A

PROCEDURAL AND 1:lETHODOLOGICAL DATA BEB.RING ON THE QUALITATIVE

MATERIALS FOR CRAnER II.. THE DEFINITION OF THE INTERVJ:E1Ji

SITUATION oj*'

The purpose of this appendix is to describe the procedures by which the
phenomenological" reports drawn upon in Chapter II were collected. Inso­
far as readers are impressed with the value of a phenomenological de­
scription of the interview for future research into interviewer effect,
this appendix might serve as a guide to others who would collect new
data to add to the fragmentary picture we now have. In addition, the
reader can assess the quality of the original findings in the light of
the procedure and specific evidence to be presented on the problem of
validity.

Admittedly, the procedures necessary to obtain the tJ'Pe of data we were
seeking will never satisfy the positivistically minded reader in the way
that experimental and statistical data would. But experimental and sta­
tistical data would never have been adeCluate to ou~ purpose."" He sought
~snl)ject'iveView"of'''tnc' interrlEni' - .:d~tuation, and this called for subject­
ive data which for some readers unfortunately, has the connotation of un­
reliabil:Lty. For such readers nothing would buttress their faith in the
data. But in relation to such categorical criticism, it should be pointed
out with clarity and emphasis that the use \-le made of such data was tenta­
tive. Generalizations l insofar as they were advanced, were qualified.
The data were the basis essentially for speculation and theorizing; the
verification of such theories involved other more orthodox procedures of
a st~ltistical and experimental sort. The support for these suggestive
findings in Chapter II, therefore, rests ultimately on the entire body of
evidence in this project, and not merely on the evidence of the quality of
the procedures here reported.

Three procedures were relied upon for reconstructing the definition of
the situation: First, intensive interviews ydth interviewers to obtain a
picture of the totality of their experiences. Secondly, a reconstruction
of a series of particular single interviews through reports from both
parties. Third, accounts of the interviewer's experiences while listen­
ing to a transcription representing a recorded interview. Each of these
will be discussed in turn.

* This appendix was written by Herbert Hyman.
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1. The Intensive Interviews With Interviewers

Sampling Considerations

Seven such interviews were conducted. All seven of the interviewers were
long experienced, professional, survey interviewers. Five of them were
women. Five of them had had their main experience in the New York Metro­
politan District, one had worked in the kiddle i.est, and the other had
worked in every conceivable area. All but one were on the staff of NORC,
(the non-NORC interviewer had had longest experience with intensive inter­
view surveys for government agencies), but five of them had worked for a
variety of agencies doing field work of all types. It is obvious that
they constituted no representative sample of survey interviewers. But this
is no serious criticism. The interviews were deliberately restricted to
interviewers who would have the greatest fund of experience as a basis for
conununicating a richness of material to us. Further, the interviewers
were deliberately selected in terms of ability to reminisce, to introspect,
to analyze their experience, and to report it to U$ in detailed terms. If
one seeks a phenomenology of the interview, he must obtain it where it
can be found. That what was obtained consisted of private and unique
experience:; is perfectly possible. But out of such revelations might come
the stimulation for a theory, which would be regarded as provisional until
verified in precise ways and found to have generality.

'The-ProcedUre Followed and the "Validity of Reports

Six of the seven were interviewed by one interviewer, Hyman. The seventh
was interviewed by a highly experienced professional survey interviewer.
The interview was conducted privately. The procedure followed was simply
to tell the interviewer that we vvished the benefit of his broad experience
in order to improve our future work, and to ask him to start by telling
us what he felt was important. Often, this led to an inunediate outpouring
of something the interviewer felt strongly about. After this, or in
occasional instances where there were no spontaneous remarks, the sug­
gestion was given that we try to recollect some of his experiences by
thinking back to some concrete dayt s work as an interviewer, to start
with his approach to the respondent and to report his recollection of
his feelings. Such spontaneous reports were interrupted periodically
by probes to clarify some point, but generally the interview proceeded
with exceedingly little structuring, and the order and content of re­
marks were determined naturally. The answers were recorded verbatim by
manual procedures.

No standardized questionnaire was used. "While the attempt was made to
cover particular areas of experience, vmerever possible no questions on
the particular area were mentioned until late in the interview so that
much of the material was liberated spontaneously. It is unlikely,
therefore, that the phenomena reported are in any considerable degree
artifacts of direct questioning. The particular areas which we attempted
to cover included: the gratifications they derived from interviewing,
the interviewer's reactions to the respondents l attitudes and to the
treatment respondents accord them, their beliefs about the existence of
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certain attitude patterns within the respondent and in different groups
of respondents, the role interviewers feel it is desirable for them to
assume, their attitude toward probing and experiences in probing; the
reaction of the respondent to the approac~ the questions, the inter­
viewer's personaJ. characteristics, and to certain interviewing circum­
stances; and finally in the sequence some direct questioning about bias.
NaturaJ.ly, in such a lengthy interview, with a minimum of structuring,
and with the respondents themselves being interviewers, there was a very
discursive quality to the reports, and many other areas of experience
Were broUght into discussion.

A number of questions immediately arise with respect to the quaJ.ity of
the reports given:

Bias Due to the Interviewer-Subject Wantin& to Present an Account to his
'Enployer that Would Insure or Enhance his Securitx.

Since the interviewer who conducted these interviews was knoVITl as a perma­
nent member of the NORC staff, it might well be that an interviewer­
subject would deliberately conceal certain kinds of experiences and be­
havior out of fear that such revelations might be a basis for discharge.
"lith respect to this possible error, it might be pointed out that there
is no proper norm for interviewer conduct in most of the areas discussed
to which the interviewer-subjects could orient themselves. Explicit ad­
missions of interviewer bias constitute the only violation of known norms,
and this was incidental to the main contents of the interview. In addition,
the generaJ. atmosphere of the interview was exceedingly permissive, and
the subjects with one exception were on exceedingly good and friendly
terms with the interviewer. Finally, it may be noted that in the very
place where concealment would be most likely to occur, in reports of fla­
grant bias or violations of established procedures, there were explicit
reports by two of the subjects of such behavior. vie quote these to con­
vey the lack of inhibition of the interviewer-subject in the situation.

G remarks spontaneously:

"I'm afraid I often reword the questions. First I read it as itl s
printed. But then when they look blank--suppose the question says: lhow
do you feel about another war' --maybe they don't say anything. So then
you say t well, when you think of bombs falling and your sons or your hus­
band going to war', well, then, as one ~oman replied, she said: 'I wake
up every morning being scared stiff of a war.' II

1:1 admits these "ct:'imes ll
:

'.

In describing how he conducted an interview with a foreign respondent, he
reports: III went ahead and interviewed her when she didn1t understand a
word, I would have her son explain it to her and with simple ,vords and
pantomine I would make clear to him and her what was meant by the words
in the question.... I reaJ.ize I was guilty in arrogating to myselSthe
authority to make such an interview."
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Later in reporting that he may re-word the questions, he remarks : 1t I must
confess to a shortcoming. I do not believe that I sufficiently do as the
good book suggests •••I confess that originality is probably indefensible,
but it is a freedom I take upon myself because I am quite sure, in my ovm
mind, that I have sufficient understanding of words and the niceties of
their distinctions to phrase the question differently vdthout altering
its sense."

Omissions due to lack of Coverage, to Forgetting and Selectivity.

The intensive interviews with interviewers were used to obtain a picture
of the cumulative pattern, the totality, of their experience, and not the
details of a given interview situation. Consequently, the problem of
memo~ factors is not of great consequence. In addition, we were interested
in the interview situation as seen through the eyes of the interviewer, and
not in a report of the objective facts a The intrusion of subjective ele­
ments was exactly what was called for in relation to most of the objectives
of these interviews. But even with respect to the quality of these proto­
cols as detailed reports of reality, they seem to have considerable validity.
They are exceedingly rich in detail, and not gross, blurred pictures as
would be the case in the recall of distant and forgotten events. In addition
to detail, the experiences were elaborated at great length. Four of these
accounts ran approximately 2500 words in length, two of them ran 7000 words,
and, as mentioned in the text, the interview with 11 was of such detail
that it exceeded 17,000 words in length. The material is full of such de­
tailed recollections as "I had a bad experience in 'Wil1iamsburg once ll

;

liOn Survey 1,52, the women were not well informed on the Marshall p1anll
;

liOn one survey I was in a C-D neichborhood -I 'was speaking to a woman-­
another woman overheard it and burst forth and said I stop talking, shet s a
Communist':II~;. The descriptions seem to be fluent accounts of experience,
reported with great ease.

Faulty Inferences a.l1d Analyses made on the Basis of Examining the Protocols.

The treatment of the data in these interviews was not statistical. Data
were not coded or tabulated in any uniform way. The material was simply
examined and inferences drawn about certain phenomena. Since no claim is
made for the frequency of these phenomena among the seven interviewers or
among interviewers in general, it was felt that statistical treatment was
not essential. These reports are presented as case material from discrete
interviewers. The inferences may at times be faulty, but the original data
is presented in detail in the text, so that the reader can easily judge for
himself. The original interviews are, of course, on file at the National
Opinion Research Center and can be examined for a check on the present
analysis...



·2. The Case Studies of Particular Interview Situations

Sampling Considerations

The three case s~udies presented in the text are part of a larger series
of descriptions of particular interview situations. The series was based
on phenomenological data covering the mutual experiences of both respondent
and interviewer in 50 actual survey interviews. These particular inter­
views were conducted in the course of only one national survey on political
issues at a particular moment in time. The~ subjects were selected from
those who had been interviewed in the three sample points, New York City,
Chicago and Denver, by a total of ten interviewers and further restricted
by the fact that only certain respondents were cooperative enough to sub­
mit to the procedure to be reported below. The reader might well raise
certain questions about the sampling. The interviews are not many in num­
ber and are based on the vJOrk of only a few intervievvers, interviewing
only respondents in big cities. These interviews may also be biased with
respect to the sampling of conditions of the interview in that they refer
only to situations where political contents were collected at a certain
historical moment. 1Ioreover, they are obviously biased in that some re­
spondents who would qualify for inclusion in the group we initially planned
to study refused to cooperate or were not available, and in that we select­
ed particular cases from the larger series for presentation in the text.
Criticisms on such grounds of sampling do not seem crucial. This material,
like the intensive interview data, is not presented as a basis for final
generalization. However, with respect to the influence of the content of
the survey, we might remark that the processes illuminated are of a funda­
mental sort and do not appear bound to the specific opinions originally
solicited. liith respect to those who refused to cooperate, it might be
ventured that, if anything, they would be even more detached from the im­
pact of the interview--one of the major points made in the teJ:(t. With re­
spect to the three cases presented, they are deliberately a biased se­
lection intended to illuminate unusual processes in the interview. It is
the unusual that makes us revise our theory in a more comprehensive di­
rection, and not what we have kno\','1l before. The data for all these c~es

are available in the National Opinion Research Center office for examina­
tion by anyone interested in evaluating them for himself •

. The Procedure Followed and···the Validity of Reports.

Ostensibly with the purpose of improving our general field procedures,
the interviewers were given a detailed questionnaire which they were sup­
posed to complete immediately following the original interview. The ques­
tions were intended to reveal first a picture of the situation as they saw
it--the way they pictured the respondent, his motivation in being inter­
viewed, his reaction to the questions, etc., their reaction to the re­
spondent as a person and to his attitude. Data were also collected on the
obje.ctive circwnstances of the interview, and reports of the respondents'
own pehavior-particularly with respect to bias-were also elicited. The
interviewers had no idea that they were singled out for specia.l study, or
that the respondents would also be queried. As a vivid proof of this, it
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might be remarked that one of the interviewers involved turned in com­
pleted forms on a series of respondents, who when called upon were found
not to exist or never to have been interviewed. The discovery of this
"cheater interviewer" was incidental to the project, but it certainly
suggests that at least this interviewer had no suspicion that the special
form was to be followed by are-interview.

The respondentls view of the situation was obtained by a detailed re­
interview with him within a short period of time after the original inter­
view. This re-interview was conducted, naturally, by a different inter­
viewer and the attempt was made to pick only highly skilled interviewers
for this assignment. Since it is customary procedure on NORC surveys to
obtain the address of the respondent plus detailed factual data, the
original respondent could in most instances be identified for the re­
interview. His name was not recorded on the original interview, partly
because of established practices about anonymity and partly so as not to
warn the original interviewer of the likelihood of the respondentls being
revisited. In the re-interview, the respondent was informed that we be­
lieved he had been interviewed on one of our recent surveys, and that we
would like to know his reactions so as to improve our general field pro­
cedures • The re-interview was initiated by asking him if he remembered
the original interview. This proVided an opportunity to study the impact
of the total experience and his orientation to specific features of it.
Later questions dealt with his feelings about being interviewed, his moti­
vation for accepting the interview, his reaction to the experience, the
way he conceived of the situation (e.g., like a quiz, an argument, a
friendly conversation, etc.), his reaction to the interviewer as a person,
and his report of the interviewerl s behavior, particularly 'with respect to
the communication of bias. In general, there was a deliberate parallelism
in the coverage in the original interviewerls report and in the respondent's
re-interview so as to obtain the mutual views and appraisals of the same
aspects of the interview situation. These procedures presumably yielded
data on the undercurrent of the interview situation. Of course, we also
had the actual record of the respondent's answers to the questions in the
original interview, and we had also obtained the original interviewerl s
own attitudes by having him complete the regular questionnaire for the
survey. Data were thus provided for evaluating the disparities that existed
between the two parties in their ideology and group ma~bership, and the
measured attitudes revealed in the original interview could be examined in
the light of the interview setting in which they had been elicited. Many
questions about the validity of these reports arise:

Biased Reports of the Original Interviewer's Experiences in Order to Protect
His Own Employment.

Hhile the original interviewer was instructed that our purpose in having him
complete the questionnaire about the situation was purely for improvement of
general procedures, and although he seemed not to sense that are-interview
would occur, he may well have felt that this was a method of surveillance
over his performance. Consequently, he may have presented distorted reports
to put himself in a better light. This factor would have operated mainly to
reduce reports associated with flagrant biases on his part, which reports



were only incidental to our purposes. This source of error might also
have operated to reduce reports of unfavorable reactions from respondents,
and reports that the interviewer himself reacted in hostile fashion. That
it certainly did not eradicate the latter reports is clear from the case
presented in the text of "The Creep." That it may have reduced reports of
interviewers about the hostility they sensed in the respondent is possible.

Inadequate Reports of the Respondent's Experience Due to the Lapse of time
between original interview and re-interview:

EVeIJ7 attempt was made to conduct the re-interview as soon after the original
experience as possible. However, because of the difficulty of finding the
original respondents, and arranging for a re-interview, several days generally
intervened. The time between original and re-interview ranged from two to
eight days, lIvith a median fieure of five days. For purposes of studying
the detailed experiences of re_spondents, this was not ideal, but in terms
of stuqying the impact of the experience, it yielded the finding that the
experience was soon dissipated. IJith respect to losses due to forgetting,
it is our impression that any lack of detail was not due to the time lag.
It seemed to be more a function of the particular respondent's orient.ation
toward the experience. Those who were detached, for whom the the ir.ter-
view was trivial, who were lost in their private worlds, were the ()[)SS who
did not remember. We present below some quantitative evidence on the in­
fluence of this possible error factor by showing the relation of lapse of
time to clarity of respondent report. The lack of linear relationship
supports our arg1.llUent. Yihile this comparison between groups re-interviewed
after different time periods does not control the type of respondent, there
is no reason to suspect that such characteristics are not distributed ran­
domly among the groups interviewed after different time lags. The data are
presented in Table

TABIE 101

THE RELATION BET'iiEEN THE LAPSE PRIOR TO RE-INTERVIEH

';~~~if:,i&FimItf~~wa SITUATION

Percent reporting "Almost Forgotten
Original Interview"

two-three day interval
four-five day interval
six-eight day interval

8%
29%
17%

Biased Reporting By Respondent due to the Desire Not to Complain about the
Original Interviewer to his Employer.

There were strong attempts made to impress the respondent ,vith the fact that
this was not a "check-up" on the work of the original interviewer; that the



respondentfs answers were to be used merely as a basis for improvement of
general procedures rather than for a screening of the staff. Despite
such attempts, the impression was that many respondents were suspicious
of our motives and did not want to jeopardize the employment of the origi­
nal interviewer. There seems therefore to be a diminution of reports of
feelings of hostility to the original interviewer, or of reports that the
interviewers engaged in practices which respondents might sense were against
the rules. That such reports by respondents about unsatisfactory behavior
on the part of interviewers, or about unsatisfactory reactions to the inter­
viewer, were not .£~mplet~~ suppressed is clear from the two case histories
presented in the text - the "Hen Party" and liThe Tough Guy." Nevertheless,
there seems to be no general control over this source of error, and certain
findings must be qualified in the light of its operation on the respondent.

Inability of the Respondent to Separate his React~~n to ~he Re-Int6~~Tiew

itself from his Report of Feel~..r:gs in the Original Inte:cview.

Just as the original interviewer created a certain atmosphere and effect,
so too must the re-interviewer. Perhaps the reactions to the new situa­
tion in some way have conta.n:).inated the memory of the original event.
There seems to be some suggestion from reading the re-interviews that
this did happen.

In general, the re-interviewer was a somewhat more stilled individual, so
we may assume that the atmosphere he created was one of better rapport,
perhaps greater social interaction, less hostility and disparity between
respondent and interviewer, and less tension. In occasional instances,
the respondent did react vdth greater hostility to the re-interviewer.
In all these instances, however, the effect of such a biasing factor would
be to distort the respondentfs statement of the original situation in a
predictable direction.

In reconstructing the case histpries of these situations, the analyst re­
ported wherever he sensed the operation of such a factor and the material
reported in the text was evaluated in that light. Nevertheless, such a
source of error may still be operative,

Method of Integrating Materials Independently Derived from Interviewers
and Respondents.

"The abO'\"e'di:seussiol'l. eovers "the 11la.jor types of response errors that
might have affected our reconstruction of the interview situation.
However, another major possibility of error arises during the analytic
phase of the work. The mutual reports on interviewer and respondent
were only the raw data for the phenomenological description of the con­
crete interviewsituation. The actual descriptions were derived by an
analyst who immersed himself in the four lengthy sets of materials-­
interviewer's description, respondent's description, interviewer's ex­
pressed attitudes and respondent's expressed attitudes--and then wrote
a reconstruction of the original situation. For certain purposes
the data were tabulated and cross-tabulated. But this statistical
processing was found inadequate to the richness and complexity of the
material. Consequently, most of the findings are predicated on the
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analystts sensitivity in integrating these materials into a coherent
picture. At first no guiding scheme was given the analyst, and he simply
read each case separately for suggestions of the special process involved.
After much reading of the materials, a scheme was developed for the de­
scription of the situation, and the final cases, such as those reported
in the text, were analyzed under these headings and the descriptive re­
port of the situation 'vritten.

It is obvious in such a procedure that there is much opp0rtunity for the
analyst to exercise his bias in the interpretation or simply to mis­
interpret the data" The check upon this was to have a second analyst read
the identical materials and examine the interpretations given by the first
analyst and confer with him. All the materials presented are based on at
least the combined judgements of two analysts, and thus there is con­
siderable protection agg,inst idiosyncratic interpretations.) The o;":i..g:Lnal
data are of course available for others to examine in che8king UpOI:', this
source of error.

In summary, it is quite clear that many types of errors may be operating
to affect the quality of these case studies, and they must be regarded as
tentative. However, their fruitfulness for new lines of theory compensates
for their tentativeness. It would perhaps have been possible to describe
concrete interview situations vdth greater objectivity and preciseness,
e.g., by hidden mechanical recordings of the event or by hidden observers'
ratings of the event. But such procedures, while reliable, would have
given a picture of only the externals of the interview. The inner world
of the interview would have been inevitably lost as any attempts to infer
these subtleties from the objective content of the interview would have
been subject to great, but unknown errors.

?. Interviewer Experiences as Revealed lihile Listening

to a Transcription of an Interview

• ~ampling Considerations

Only two interviewer subjects were used in this procedure. They were both
fairly experienced, and both were men. The two inquiries were conducted
by different investigators, both of whom followed a relatively standard
procedure and both of whom had had long experience in surveys. The sub­
jects were chosen deliberately because of the belief that they were
sensitive individuals who could cooperate B.."1d would be capable of analyzing
the flow of their experience and making it articulate to us. It is ob­
vious that the two are not in any sense a sample of interviewers, but
again it should be stressed that their reported experiences are not the
basis for firm generalizations.



The Procedure' Followed-and the Validity of the Repo'rts~!-

Each interviewer-subject listened to two transcriptions which presumably
were obtained during actual interviews. Each was instructed to record
the answers of the respondent on a copy of the questionnaire which corre­
sponded to the questions used on the transcription. These interviews had
been produced artificially by a professional radio actor of long experience~H~

7P~-

lue again wish to express our thanks to Hobert E. Dryden who contributed
his professional talents in assuming the role of the two respondents.

acting as respondent and reading a set of prepared answers to an interviewer
who questioned him. They were specifically designed for an experiment on
attitude-structure expectations and consequently vdth the exception of
occasional ambiguous or contradictor,y ansvrers, they conveyed pictures of
two contrasted types of respondents, each ivith a unified pattern of attitudes.
The subject was instructed to report whatever ca.'1le to his mind in the pro­
cess of listening to the interview and recording the respondentls answers.
\i~enever necessar,y, the transcription was interrupted for as long as the
subject cared to talk, and if he wished, a portion of the interview was
replayed for him. Such playbacks tended to destroy some of the unity of
the original interview and to give it a fragmentary character.

No prepared list of questions was asked. Periodically, remarks mad's by· the
subject were followed up by informal probing. In relation to points in the
transcription that were regarded as crucial moments in the development or
reorganization of an impression, it was sometimes necessary to inquire whether
the interviewer-subject had anything to say. But for the most part a great
deal of vivid imagery, affect, and judgment were spontaneously reported.
i/h11e the purpose of the procedure was to obtain a report on the development
of attitude-structure expectations in the course of interviewing, no sug­
gestion whatsoever was given that the subject describe the respondent or
report his expectations about him. He was free to report about anything,
and the protocols included details as inconsequential for our purposes as
the reaction to the llhnnnmll sound made by the original interviewer at one
point. Consequently, we can assume that the phenomenon of expectations
revealed in this way is in no way an artifact of pny explicit suggestions
in the procedure.

Other possibilities of error present themselves. The phenomenological
data previously obtained derived from the realities of an actual interview
or many interviews. This new procedure had a somewhat artificial laboratory­
like character, and on this basis may not be analogous to the interviewer's
experiences in the real interview. There were a number of ways in which
the artificiality of the situation might jeopardize the results and these
vdll be discussed in turn.

{} The background of this procedure is reported in detail in H. Smith and
H. Hyman, ope cit.~ and in Chapter III.
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Realization that the Transcriptions were Simulated Interviews and
Consequent Artificiality in the Heport.

Neither of the interviewer-subjects reported any suspicion of the transcrip­
tions. In their accounts, there is detailed reference to the supposed inter­
viewer and respondent and much attributing to them of various characteristics.
Neither subject recognized that the respondent was in actuality the same
person on both transcriptions, and one subject contrasted one of the
"interviewers" with the other, despite the fact that they 'were in actuality
the same person.

Various remarks are illustrations of the genuineness of the transcriptions
in the subject l s mind. Thus:

"That interviewer is so unlike myself," "Rapport is breaking down.
ltd strongly reassure the respondent right here that his opinions
are important," "I like this intervieviTer better than the other one-­
he! s a softer individual,}' "I think the interviewer should have
pinned him dovm," "The interviewer doesn1t put enough emphasis on
his ques tions •tI

Factors in the Situation minimizing the Formation of Impressions of
the Respondent.

In certain ways, the situation artificially reduced the cues which would be
likely to create beliefs in the interviewer about his respondent. The sub­
ject heard only the auditory record of the interview, and had none of the
cues of gesture, clothing, possessions, and the like which would have been
present in interviewing a real respondent. iihile there is of course the
possibility that in the real life situation, such a complexity of cues
would operate in contradictory rather than surnmative fashion, we can probably
make the assumption that the addition of cues would have increased the forma­
tion of unified impressions. Insofar as the protocols convey a definite
attitude-structure expectation process, we can regard it as a compelling
proof that one would occur in more nonnal circumstances. In addition, the
episodic character of the transcription, due to frequent playbacks and
periodic probes probably disrupted the formation of impressions and reduced
them in comparison with the real life situation.

Factors in the Situation Accentuating the Formation of an Impression
of the Respondent.

Two factors might have worked in this direction. Since we wished to high­
light the dynamics of such cognitive processes, it was felt necessar,y to
magnify the pictures presented. Consequently, the two simulated interviews
were deliberately with contrasted types of respondents and the characteri­
zations were somewhat extreme * Since some respondents met in real life
would have less integrated ideologies, these transcriptions might convey
an exaggerated picture of the operation of attitude-structure expectations.

Granted that this is true, it does not jeopardize the inferences drawn in
Chapter II. Conclusions are not drawn that such expectations alwals OCCUIr,
or frequently occur. The phenomenological data were intended to demonstrate



that they~ occur, and something of their dynamics, and there is assuredly
in real life a certain number of respondents of the type pictured on the
transcriptions.

In addition, such criticism is predicated on the assumption of the rarity
of these types of respondents in the normal opinion survey, but the reality
and frequent occurrence of such extreme types is well known to all in
public opinion research. The fact that many of the opinions in the tran­
scriptions were taken from answers actually obtained in past surveys sup­
ports this point. Moreover, data presented in the original published
account of the stuqy show that the characterizations were not always re­
garded as extreme, so that this error may not be as serious as would at
first appear. Whether this bias is completely compensated for in magnitude
by the factors previously mentioned which minimize the formation of im­
pressions is not knOVnl, but of necessity the total error must be reduced
to some extent. '



APlJENDIX B

NaRC TRAINING .tiND FIELD PHOCEDURES i~

Since so many of the experimental findings reported in this monograph
are based upon NaRC interviewers, it is important to describe briefly
the 'characteristics, training and supervision of this field staff, and
the nature of their viOrk, so that the reader may judge for himself the
extent to which our findings may be generalized to other intervieiving
groups. To the degree that the NaRC interviewers are representative
of other field staffs, the findings which are based on this group
would appear to have general applicability. To the degree that the
NaRC interviewers differ from other field staffs, such findings would
require qualification.

The demographic characteristics o~ the NaRC national field staff have
been reported in some detail by Sheatsley, and comparisons with certain

..)(",..H.

other national field staffs are available."" The staff is predominantly

See" Gh~pter II.

composed of women (88%), in the 30-50 age group (70%), with at least
some college education (81%). The great majority are part-time workers,
only 29% having employment on a full-time job elsewhere. The staff
differs from that of the Gallup Poll, which employs more men and more
people with full-time jobs, but in background factual characteristics
the NORC interviewers seem quite representative of the total pool of
part-time interviewers employed by most national opinion and market
research organizations.

Although comparative figures from other agencies are not available, it
is not unlikely that the NaRC staff differs in several other respects
from this "total pool" of interviewers which it resembles demographically.
Almost two-thirds of the NORC staff, for example, interview only for NORC
and most of,~ese have had no experience with ~ other agency1s ques­
tionnaires.-lM,,~ " Tlley are perhaps less dependent financially u~on their

..JAR}
Statements made in this paragraph are based on findings from the mail
questionnaire to the NaRC staff described in Ch. II.

interviewerl s pay, since their NaRC assignments are small and relatively
infrequent and the NaRC pay rates have generally lagged ~light1¥ behind .,
those of the larger market research companies. And'they are perhaps more
hil?P1yJlX)tivated in other respe.cts because they tend to dislike consumer and

if-
This appendix was written by Paul B. Sheatsley and is descriptive of NaRC
procedures during the period 1947-50 when most of the studies reported on
were conducted. 1;unor changes and refinements have naturally occurred
since that time.
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market studies and to take particular interest in the types of surveys
conducted by NaRC.

NaRC performs no market or consumer research, and all its surveys are
financed by means of foundation grants or by such clients as govern-
ment agencies, universities, or private institutions of an educational,
charitable or scientific nature. The questions that NORC inteFriewers
ask, therefore, generally concern social, economic or political issues.
Methodologically, however, the type of question and format of the ques­
tionnaire do not differ materially from those employed by any other
market or opinion research agency, and essentially the same interviewing
rules are followed. All interviews are conducted face-to-face, with the
interviewer reading the questions and then recording on the questionnaire
the respondentts answer--either by reporting his language verbatim or by
checking or circling the appropriate pre-code. Sometimes all of the
questions concern a single broad issue or subject; sometimes they take
up a variety of topics which may not be closely related. At the con­
clusion of each interview, a series of factual questions such as age,
education, occupation, etc., are asked of the respondent. Though the
majority of the questions are pre-eoded in form and offer the respondent
his choice of two or more suggested responses, there are frequent sub­
questions of the "Why do you feel that way?" type, and occasionally
there will be other open-ended questions inviting a free-answer response.
Some of the questions are factual in nature (i.e., "What newspaper do
you read?"), but most solicit the person f s opinion. Interviewers are
encouraged to avoid "No opinion" or "Dont t know' responses, and to urge
the respondent to consider the question, to answer it "Just in general"
or "Taking everything into consideration," and to select the one alterna­
tive that comes closest to his own opinion or impression. Many of the
pre-coded questions are of the dichotomous type, but others are in the
form of a scale, and some occasionally require the use of a card on
which three or more somewhat lengthy statements or alternatives are
presented for the respondentts choice.

All of the NaRC interviewers have been hired in person; none were em­
ployed by mail. The hiring agent was in most cases one of the salaried
field supervisors in either the Chicago or New York office, although
about one-fourth of the interviewers were hired by a IIregional supervisor"
--another NORC part-time interviewer, but one lJIJith several years of NaRC
experience who has been entrusted with supervisory duties in the general
geographical area in which she resides. About one-third of the staff
were hired as a result of their independent inquiry and application;
they wrote in or appeared at the office seeking employment as interviewers,
and when openings occurred on the staff, they were hired. The remaining
two-thirds were sought out by the NaRC representative, most usually
through inquiries from local officials or the heads of conununity or­
ganizations. Except in the few cities where NaRC maintains offices or­
regional supervisors, all hiring was accomplished on "field trips" in
which the NORC representative would visit the tovm or city vmere new
interviewers were required. In such cases, approximately fifteen or
twenty applicants are usually screened for every three or four that are
hired.
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All of the NORC interviewers have received training in NaRC techniques
and procedures under the personal direction of an office or regional
supervisor, and except when large m.nnbers of interviewers are being
tr~ined for a special study in a particular locality, the training is
always given individually. The amount of time spent on this training
has varied from a single afternoon to several days, depending upon the
applicant's aptitude and experience and the amount of time available.
In general, the procedure is as follows: After studying certain basic
instructions and preliminary materials and after a short talk by the
supervisor, the applicant obtains, by himself, two or three trial inter~

views on the NaRC training questionnaire, the first with a friend or
relative, the last with a stranger. These interviews are subsequently
criticized by the supervisor, with appropriate comments upon any obvious
errors or wealmesses. The applicant then interviews the supervisor, who
gives prepared q.nswers of a difficult or problem type and who acts, in
general, the part of a difficult respondent in order to test the appli­
cantl s ability to handle a variety of situations. Follovdng this inter­
view and discussion, the applicant is taken :into the field and directed
to obtain two or three interviews with strangers of varying socio-
economic levels in the presence of the supervisor, who notes any particular
errors or weaknesses and later comments upon them. The supervisor him­
self may often give one or more demonstration interviews as an example.
A final discussion between the two, in which any remaining problems or
difficulties are taken up, ends the training.

Once hired and trained by the supervisor, the new interviewer, unless he
lives nearby or resides in a city frequently visited by NaRC personnel,
usually is completely without personal contact with the office. He may
at long intervals be visited by a traveling supervisor, but most members
of the national staff have had only mail contact with the office since
they were first hired. This appears to be a common situation among
nation-vvide interviewing staffs, although some agencies have been able
to meet the problem better than others through periodic regional con­
ferences or through the employment of a full-time traveling supervisor
who can in the course of time visit almost all of them.

In general, there is no personal supervision of the NffiC interviewer l s
actual work. Unless he should be a new interviewer in a large city,
working under the direct supervision of an office or regional superVisor,
he receives his assignments by mail, directly from the office, and after
completing his interviews, returns the material by mail, directly to the
office. He works alone, from written instructions, and the results of
his vTork are entirely dependent upon his own skills,)..nitiative and
understanding of the NaRC directions. The names of his respondents are
not recorded, and unless his interviews reveal some suspicious pattern
or otherwise lead the office to suspect fabrication, there is no direct
check on the validity of his calls.

To offset the lack of personal contact and superv~s~on once the inter­
viewer is enrolled on the staff, NORC has instituted a variety of quality
controls and m.orale-building devices. Each interviewer, for example,
receives at the time of his enrollment on the staff a hard-cover copy of
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the field manual, "Interviewing for NORC." This manual, published in
1945 and revised slightly in 1947, is the interviewer's "blue book."
Its 150 pages cover ever,y aspect of his work, and he is held responsible
for a thorough mastery of its contents. A lOO-item "True-or-False" test
has been prepared to test interviewers' familiarity vdth the manual, and
while the interviewer is free to look up any doubtful answers, mere
reference to the manual for the correct response achieves one of the
purposes of the test. In addition to the basic manual, detailed specifi­
cations, or specific instructions for that particular survey, accompany
each intervievlJi.ng assignment. These specifications, which usually in-
clude six or eight single-spaced mimeographed pages to cover a 20-question
questionnaire, tell something of the background of the survey and its
purposes, contain general advice and suggestions on how tq handle particular
problems which may arise, and discuss each of the separate questions in
detail. The specifications are written on the basis of the office's pre­
testing experience, and they carefully instruct interviewers on the proper
handling of particular tJ~es of vague, qualified or irrelevant responses
which may occur. The precise meaning and objective of each question are
elaborated for the interviewer's benefit, and occasionally specific al­
ternative phrases are authorized, in the event that certain respondents do
not understand the question as it is worded.

Ever,y interviewer knows that his interviews receive a rigorous examination
and analysis in the office, and that his work is "rated" from the stand­
point of quality. In actual practice, not every interviewer is rated on
ever,y survey; but all new interviewers and all "borderline" interviewers
have each of their assignments rated, and even veteran members of the
staff are rated on ever,y alternate assignment. These office ratings cover
the interviewer's handling of free-answer questions, the degree and manner
in which he probed replies which were not clear, relevant or specific;
the number and type of comments he elicited on pre-eoded questions, the
degree to which he seems to be reporting completely and verbatim; the care
vdth which he studied the instructions and filled out the questionnaire,
the number of checking errors or omissions he made, the clarity and com­
pleteness with which he described such characteristics as "Occupationll t
and his sampling performance, which on probability surveys \vould include
his following of instructions and the care and accuracy with which he
filled out his forms, and in quota sampling 'would include his accurate
filling of the assigned quotas and the representativeness of his cross­
section in terms of such unassigned characteristics as geographical
location, education, occupation, etc. These ratings are recorded in
detail on "ra,ting sheets," and are the subject of a considerable amount
of correspondence from the office to the field staff. Ever,y interviewer
receives a personal letter following every assignment or tvvo, announcing
his rating and discussing whatever errors or weaknesses have been re­
vealed. Thus the training process is carried on, as long as the inter­
viewer is on the staff. Interviewers are encouraged to interest them­
selves in survey methodology, and at the conclusion of every assignment,
must fill out a report form detailing their reactions to the various
questions and offering whatever criticism or suggestions occur to them.
These criticisms are acknowledged in the office's letters to each inter­
viewer, and often serve as the basis for a paragraph or two which will
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add to the interviewer's lUlderstanding of research problems. Interviewers
are also encolITaged to tell the office, either on the report form which
they fill out at the conclusion of each surveyor in separate letters,
about any problems or questions they have about the work; and these com­
munications are answered by office supervisors in personal letters.

Although the regular national staff was aware that NORC had received a
grant for the study of "interviewer bias," it is extremely doubtful that
this knowledge affected their performance in any way. The purpose of
any of the interviewer-effect studies reported here was always either
disguised or left lUlstated. But in the NORC training and education
program special attention always has been given to the problem of bias.
Applicants with obviously biasing characteristics are never hired, and
the new interviewer is indoctrinated early in his training with such pre­
cepts as "Never suggest an answer," "Ask all questions exactly as worded,"
"Ne~r show surprise at a person's ansv1fer," "Never reveal your OVID

opinions,ll etc. The index to the NORC interviewing manual lists no fewer
than 25 separate references to llbiasing factors," and entire sections of
that volume are devoted to two areas of interviewer performance in which
our studies have fOlUld the greatest evidence of bias--field ratings and
probing behavior. The specifications for each survey further alert the
interviewer against bias by noting the areas in which it is most likely
to occur, and they endeavor to standardize just such matters as probing
behavior on each question and the criteria to be used in field ratings.
Evidences of bias are also considered in determining the NORC interviewers'
performance ratings on each survey. :Marked or lUlusual patterns in the re­
spons.es, the repetition of particular words or phrases in free-answer
replies, indications that Suggestive probes have been used, deviant be­
havior as revealed by comments on, theinterviewe'r' s report form--such
weaknesses are always noted and pointed out to the interviewers in the
letters they receive from the office.

The frequent letters from the office, in addition to their purposes of
training and also education, are designed to maintain and improve the
interviewer's morale by demonstrating that his problems are lUlderstood,
that his work is appreciated and used, and that his complaints or
difficulties receive sympathetic attention. Letters containing a great
deal of criticism are so phrased as not to discourage the interviewer,
and the more skillfUl members of the staff often receive personal com­
mlUlications which contain only praise and thanks for their good work.
Even these superior workers, however, are constantly encouriged to think
about interviewing problems and to work toward still greater skill and
efficiency. Various other devices are employed in these letters to make
the distant interviewer feel that he is an integral part of the organiza­
tion: events in his personal life which come to the office1 s attention
(for example, a child's illness or a daughter's graduation) are acknowledged
and commented on; he may be given some unpublished information about a
forthcoming surveyor about the uses to which a past survey was actually
put; he may be asked to supply us with descriptive or statistical data
about the community he lives in, etc.
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Further to.. keep the isolated interviewer in touch with the office, a
monthly news-letter (usually four mimeographed pages in newspaper layout)
is mailed to each member of the staff, including those who are temporarily
inactive. This news-letter, desiGned to be both inforrrlative and enter­
taining, contains humorous anecdotes submitted by the interviewers, re­
sults of past surveys, suggestions on interviewing techniques, stories
about particular interviewers who have distinguished themselves in one way
or another, news about plans for prospective surveys and the schedule for
the immediate future, occasional stories about the activities of the office
staff, etc. Inexpensive gifts are sent to each member of the staff at
Christmas time, and occasionally interviewers vdth very superior records
or long service receive special awards.

A further incentive to conscientious vrork lies in a sliding scale of pay,
based in part on the interviewe~s ratings and in part on his leng~h of
service. He starts at the minimum figure, which after his completion of
four assignments ~Qth satisfactor,y ratings, is advanced to a somewhat
higher rate. On the completion of ten assignments (usually about a year
later), and provided his ratings are above-average (in the upper 4o%)j
he is raised to the highest rate. Thus, at least until he attains the
maximum rate; there is a financial incentive for the interviewer tb accept
as many assignments as are offered to him and to strive to co~rect any de+
ficiencies reported to him in letters from the office. By ths time he
attains the highest rate, interest in the work and pride in his performance
generally assure his continued diligence.

NORC interviewers are paid by the hour, on a riportal-to-portal ll basis,
and are reimbursed for all necessary expense~ such as transportation, phone
calls; postage~ parking fees, etc. The ho~ly rate produces considerable
variation in charg~s ftom one interviewe~ to aribther, as a result of
difi'erehti&l interVieWing efficiency and cit differences in the type of
quota assigned, the weather, etc. But this method of payment is believed
to encourage more: skillful and more conscientious interviewing, since it
removes the temptation to do careless or dishonest work for the sake of
speed. The interviewer is paid for all the time he spends on the job,
and if he is handicapped by bad weather or is forced to make an unusual
number of callbacks or is detained by a particularly garrulous respondent,
he is not penalized for these mischances. Any attempts to take advantage
of the hourly method of payment, by "padding" the number of hours listed
as spent on the job, are readily apparent from a routine cost analysis.
Interviewers whose charges appear unusually high when comparE;d to other
members of the staff having comparable assignments, are appri~ed of the
fact, urged to increase their efficiency on future surveys, and invited
to write the office of any trouble they have in this respect. Those whose
costs remain consistently much higher than average are soon dropped from
the staff unless special circumstances are involved.

The volume of interviewing handled by the average NORC interviewer is not
great. As we have noted, the great majority do not interview for any
other agency, and NORC does not demand a great deal of their time. The
typical NORC interviewer will complete about eight assignments per year,
although the number may range from four to fourteen, depending upon his
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location, availability, competence and the number of national surveys
NaRC has scheduled. Not only is he called on less than once a month,
but when an assignment does come, it is usually a small one which can
easily be completed in two or three days. Assigmnents generally range
from 12 to 20 interviews, and the interviews themselves usually average
about a half hour with each respondent. Most interviewers who can put
in full days complete about ten interviews per day, although many of the
staff prefer to interview only part-time and to distribute the work over
the three or four days usually granted to them for completion. Assign­
ments are generally sent on very short notice. An advance postal card
is mailed to interviewers selected for the survey as soon as the mailing
date is Imown, but this card usually arrives only three or four days in
advance of the actual survey materials. The interviewer is free to tele­
graph his inability to accept the assignment, without prejudicing his
position on the staff, although frequent or consistent refusals vdll
generally dravr a letter from the office suggesting that the intervie.,;;eX'
be placed on the lItemporarily inactive ll list until such time as he c:m
accept a larger share of the assignments offered him. Though interviewers
always work in or near their home area, their specific assignments are
usually rotated to avoid monotony. Thus, one assignment may call for
nearby farms, the next one may specify residents of the interviewer's own
t-own, and the following quota may send him to some adjacent city or county.

NaRCl s national surveys of the period covered in this report were based
on a form of quota sampling, restricted by the designation of pre-selected
blocks in most urban areas. Where such restrictions do not occur, the
interviewer has quotas in terms of sex, two age groups and four rental
brackets, and each cell must be correctly filled. The interviewer generally
knows in what parts of the city he can find people with homes of the
assigned rental values, and within those neighborhoods he strives to fill
his sex and age quotas. At the beginning of his assignment he can accept
virtually anybody for his sample, but he soon begins to fill the small
cells, and a considerable number of calls is usually necessary before he
can fill the last few holes in his cross-section. The interviewer is not
supposed to interview his friends or relatives, he is supposed to keep in
mind the importance of such uncontrolled factors as nationality, religion,
education, etc.; and he is asked to scatter his interviews gebgraphically
by obtaining no more than three in any block nor six in any neighborhood.
The recording of background data about each respondent, including his
address,. provides' a check on the degree to which the interviewer complies
with these requirements. Under the block-sampling procedure, a city's
blocks are stratified by rent in the NaRC office, and pairs of blocks are
drawn at random from each stratum. Two sides of each of the designated
blocks are then randomly specified for the interview, so that the total
assignment consists of clusters of four interviews on two blocks. The
interviewer is free to select any dwelling unit on the assigned side of
the assigned block, so long as he stays within his sex and age'quotas.
Callbacks are sometimes required when the block-side contains only a few
dwelling units, and a substituting procedure is specified when no units
at all are available.

All of the above considerations apply, of course, only to the regular NaRC



national field staff. Some of the findings cited in this report are
based on special surveys conducted in particular areas and using a
staff of interviewers specially hired and trained for that job. Usually
these surveys employed some kind of probability sample. On such surveys
the type of interviewer hired and the nature of the employmen t and train­
ing are probably not much different from those involved in any other one­
time survey in a particular community. Two or more office supervisors
travel to the selected community, invite applications for employment on
the interviewing staff, screen the applicants who materialize, and then
train them in a group, in a series of training sessions arranged over a
period of two or three days. Each interviewer is then given his assign­
ment, he checks in at the office periodically, and his work is closely
supervised by the office people who are there on the spot. Although full­
time work is encouraged, some members of the staff may interview only
evenings and weekends. Hourly, and somewhat hieher rates of pay are
generally the rule, with bonuses occasionally awarded for successful .~:om­

pletion of the more difficult assignments or for willingness to do night­
time interviewing. Usually about half of such a crew has had previous
experience, as part-time resident interviewers for nation-wide or local
research companies or as students in -connection vd th their course work,
while the other half will be totally inexperienced. Once the particular
survey is completed, the interviewers are dismissed, although one or two
of those who showed superior aptitude may be retained for the national
staff provided their community can be used as a regular sampling point.

Since hiring and training procedures, administrative and supervisory prac­
tices, rates of pay and volume of work 'rill inevitably differ from one re­
search agency to another, the findinr;s we have cited in this report which
are based on the NORC staff must be weighed in conjunction wi~h the de­
scriptive information provided above. It is most probable, however, that
the similarities in the interviewer's task, from one agency to another, are
immeasurably greater than the differences among his employers, and that,
except in very unusual circumstances, what has been found true of the NORC
interviewers will equally hold true for other people performing the same
job.
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