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FOREWORD

In attempting to develop procedures and devices which will increase
the accuracy and completeness of data collection inthe Health Interview
Survey, the National Center for Health Statistics has had a continuing
program of mesthodological studies conducted by contractual arrange-
ment with the Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research,
The University of Michigan,

The present study, carried out with the cooperation of the U,S, Bu-
reau of the Census, was undertaken for the purpose of identifying some
of the major variables that may affect the degree of success with which
health information can be collected by the interview method, Research
in this area in the past has focused principally on the training and su-
pervision of interviewers and on the development of a standard inter-
viewing instrument which can be applied in a standard manner, namely,
the questionnaire, There is little doubt that these two approaches have
improved the level and consistency of reporting, but no real break-
through in methodology has been accomplished,

More recently researchers have begun to consider the respondent
as a major source of reporting bias and have turned their efforts to
gaining some understanding of the respondent's attitudes and perceptions
in relation to his demographic characteristics,

In the present study consideration has been given to many aspects
of the interview, with particular emphasis on the individual attitudes,
behaviors, and backgrounds of the respondent and the interviewer and
the interaction of these characteristics during the course of the inter-
view,

This study, which introduces a new dimension in NCHS survey re-
search programs, suggests that interview reporting accuracy can be
more effectively increased by changing the behavior in the interview
rather than by attempting to change basic attitudes or to increase
levels of information,

The cooperative efforts of the three agencies involved in the study
have resulted in a better understanding of the interview process and
have made it possible to develop a series of hypotheses for further

testing,

Elijah L, White
Director
Division of Health Interview Statistics
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IN THIS REPORT a methodological study is described which was de-
signed to identify some of the major vaviables velating to the level of
the reporting of health information in a household interview, Proce-
dures developed to evaluate the influence of rvespondent and interviewer
variables during an observed interview situation include (1) a descrip-
tion in the form of a series of ''snapshots" of the ongoing behavior of
the participants during the interview, (2) the rating by the interviewer
of her pevceptions of and attitudes toward the vespondent and the inter-
view, (3] a reinterview to obtain respondent reactions to the intevview,
and (4) a discussion with the interviewey concerning hev attitudes toward
her job, her reaction to specific aspects of hev work, and her feelings
about the intevview situation,

The model constructed for the study assumed that demographic charac-
teristics, experiences, feelings, and attitudes of the participants in the
interview were the principal causal factors of veporting and that these
factors weve mediated by the behaviors exhibited. Howevey, the findings
of this study indicate that behaviovs ave the mostimportant variables in
determining the course of the interview, with psychological and demo-
graphic chavacteristics having minimal predictive value.




THE INFLUENCE OF
INTERVIEWER AND RESPONDENT

PSYCHOLOGICAL AND BEHAVIORAL VARIABLES
ON THE REPORTING IN HOUSEHOLD INTERVIEWS

Charles F. Cannell, Ph.D., Floyd J. Fowler, Jr., Ph.D., and Kent H. Marquis, Ph.D.
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan

INTRODUCTION

Background

For years survey practitioners and users of
survey data have been concerned about problems
of inaccuracies in interviews., For example, My~
ers'l study of age data obtained by interviewers
in the 1940 Decennial Census found a marked
"heaping" of ages ending in zero, such as 10, 20,
and 30, Hanson? and his colleagues at the U.S.
Bureau of the Census conducted reinterviews of
families regarding their status in thelabor force.
Significantly different responses were obtained
for about 40 percent of the items of the interview.
Hyman3 reported a study conducted during World
War II which showed that nearly half the respond-
ents known to have cashed war bonds during the
week previous to the interview failed to report
thie to the interviewer,

In attempts to isolate and provide techniques
for overcoming these problems, early attention
was centered upon the interviewer. In 1929 Stuart
Rice published a pioneering article entitled "Con-
tagious Bias in the Interview,'* Rice was working
with some interviewers who were collecting in-
formation to determine reasons for destitution of
men living in cheaphotels and flophouses, In read-
Ing the interviews he discovered that various re-
sponses received by one interviewer were sim-

ilar to one another but different from those
received by another interviewer, He also dis~
covered that respondents of one interviewer con-
sistently reported overindulgence in liquor asthe
cause of their destitution while respondents of
another interviewer tended to blame social and
economic conditions. An investigation showed that
the former interviewer was a prohibitionist and
the latter a socialist,

Katz5 showed thatinterviewers from working-
class backgrounds consistently obtained more
radical social and political opinions from respond-
ents than did interviewers from the middleclass,

Since early studies have demonstrated signif-
icant differences between interviewers, it is not
surprising that much attention has been devoted
to measuring the effect of interviewers on re-
search results and to seeking a means of over-

' coming potential bias, Two main lines of activ-

ity have resulted, First, greater emphasis has
been placed on the adequate training and super-
vision of interviewers, and, second, research
workers have given more attention to the wording
of questions in order to provide the interviewer
with a standard instrument which can be applied
in a standard manner, The objective is to obtain
greater control over interviewer participation.
However, interview studies still report sizable
interviewer variance, the antecedents of which are
largely unknown.



Interview Variation

Several factors may be responsible for inter-
view variation. The interviewer's attitudes, her
expectations of the respondent, her motives, her
social and occupational class, and evenher physi-
cal appearance have all at times been shownto be
related to the results she obtains in interviews,
Such findings were considered at one time to be
relevant only when the subject matter of the sur-
vey was psychological (perceptions, attitudes, and
motives) as contrasted with cognitive inquiries
(level of information, descriptive data, and so
forth), It becomes clear as more researchis done
that the "'attitude' versus "fact" dichotomy is not
valid. The reason appears to be that even though
the subject matter of the inquiry may be nonatti-
tudinal, the interviewer and the respondent have
perceptions, attitudes, and motives about the in-
formation, interview, and each other which may
affect the accuracy of the responses which are ob~
tained during the interview. A respondent's in-
come is an objective, nonattitudinal variable, but
feelings about one's income and about reporting
it are very strong among some people. Almost
any descriptive data may be influenced on occasion
by strong emotional feelings.

There is no question but that better training
of interviewers results in more accurate data,
but even now not too much is actually known about
factors underlying and leading to inaccurate re-
porting, although speculation abounds. If the prob-
lem could be solved simply, the solution probably
would have been discovered long ago. Although
small advances have been made toward improve-
ment, no real breakthrough in methodology has
occurred,

Respondent Variation

Recently, researchers have begun to turn
their attention from the interviewer as the sole
source of bias to the other participant in the in-
‘erview—the respondent, Research is being fo-
cused more specifically on the respondent's in-

formation, perceptions, attitudes, and motives.
Even more important, however, is the growing;
realization that the product of an interview is not
solely the result of either person, but rather it ie
the outcome of the interaction between the two--
each with his individual attitudes, perceptions, and
motives and each with his own personal character-
istics.

Studies such as those cited above provide a
basis for speculating about where some of the
sources of inaccurate data may be and for con-
sidering various theoretical bases for understand-
ing the problems,

It was against this background that the Survey
Research Center (SRC) and the Health Interview
Survey (HIS) planned the present study. The hy-
potheses which were stated were at a broad, gen-
eral level, and for the most part it was felt that
systematic and controlled exploration of the in-
terview would be a profitable first step. From this
study it was hoped that the researchers could
select, sharpen, or generate hypotheses or iden-
tify variables which showed sufficient promise to
be worth further testing, This study, then, is an
exploration to provide a better understanding of
the Health Interview Survey interview and to de-
velop a series of hypotheses for further testing.

Sources of Data for the Study

Five sources of data were used inthe study —
the reported health information and demographic
characteristics obtained in the HIS interview;
questionnaires measuring the personal and social
characteristics of the interviewer; questionnaires
tapping respondents feelings, motives, attitudes,
and information about the interview; an inter-
viewer rating form describing the respondent, the
interview, and the interviewer's impressions and
feelings; and a procedure which recorded the on-
going behavior in the interview, Basic to the
study was the intention that the results should be
indicative of specific changes which would im-
prove reporting in the HIS,



THE STUDY MODEL®

As a basis for considering some of the rele-
vant variables in this exploratory research, the
following model of the interview is presented:

RESPONDEYT INTERVIEWER
Demographic Demographic
Personality Personality
Information Training

Interviewing
experience
(.3 R
Attitudes Attitudes
Expectations Expectations
Motives | Motives

e
Perceptions
Reporting

accuracy

The model assumes that the outcome of the
Interview is a joint product of background char-
acteristics, psychological attributes, perceptions,
and behaviors of both persons taking part in the
interview, The emphasis is on the psychological
characteristics of persons, the effects these per-
sons have on each other, and the resultant effects
on reporting accuracy, According to this concep-
tion, knowing only about one set of variables or
knowing only about one of the persons inthe situa-
tion will not provide enough information to predict
completely the course and outcome of the inter-
view,

The first set of variables consists of the
basic characteristics of the individuals such as
thelr demographic characteristics, abilities, per-
sonalities, beliefs, levels of knowledge, normative
standards, and effects of experience and other
learning situations, It is assumed that these
characteristics form the basis for the moreflexi-
ble attitudes and expectations which areimportant
in the interview,

At the next level, it is assumed thatattitudes,
expectations, and emotions based on these psycho-

®This model is taken from R. L. Kahn and C. F. Cannell,
The Dynamics of Interviewing, New York, John Wiley and
Sons, Inc., 1967.

logical characteristics play a major part in de-
termining how the interviewer and respondent per-
ceive the interview situation. Inthis study a major
attempt was made to measure a wide range of
attitudes, expectations, and motives which were
relevant to the interview. For example, this re-
search measures attitudes toward health, re-
spondent attitudes toward the whole interview ex-
perience, and interviewer attitudes towardher job,
Possible respondent motives for cooperating, such
as a citizen orientation or hopes of deriving per-
sonal benefit from participation, are measured,
Interviewers were asked questions concerning
how they expect their respondents to react to dif-
ferent aspects of the interview,

For purposes of presenting this model in a
simplified form, it is arbitrarily assumed that the
behavior of each person is based on what are
called here her ''perceptions' (how she interprets
the situation). Her interpretations are based on
what she already believes and knows and on what
she learns from the behavior of the respondent,
The determinants of perceptions are undoubtedly
much more complex than this since they are prob-
ably also arrived at on the basis of nonbehavioral
cues about the respondent's social class or ability
that are obtained from her physical appearance,
her type of neighborhood, her manner of speech,
and from other sources. In this study, attention
was primarily focused on how well the respondent
understood what she was supposed to do as a re-
spondent (e.g., did she know that she was supposed
to report all health ailments and the useof health
facilities for all relevant members of the house-
hold). Interviewers were asked to describe, using
a check list, how they perceived each of their re- -
spondents on several dimensions,

The perceptions of persons are assumed to
be the final determining link with behavior, and be-
havior in the interview determines how accurately
health information is reported. This study meas-
ured a wide range of behaviors in as great detail
as possible, :

Reporting accuracy is hypothesized to bede-
pendent not on the behavior of only one of the in-
terview participants during interview but onboth.
The choice of dependent variables will be dis-
cussed in detail later, They consist of reports of
health from the HIS interview,



- METHODS OF INVESTIGATION

Since the present study was designed pri-
marily as a basis for identifying some of the
major variables relating to the accuracy of re-
porting health information in the Health Interview
Survey, it might be described as a search for
hypotheses upon which to base further studies
within the framework of the model specified above,
Meeting this objective required the development
of procedures which would focus attention on the
behaviors, attitudes, perceptions, and information
level of both the respondent and the interviewer
and obtain some insights into the interaction be-
tween the two participants in the HIS interview.
To do this, questionnaires were constructed for
both the respondent and the interviewer, and spe-
cial observational techniques were developed to
permit a standardized and reliable method of
measuring the behavior of both the interviewer and
the respondent during the course of the HISinter-
view. A description of these instruments and the
procedures follows, The Interview Observation
Form is reproduced in Appendix IV, and other
forms used are available on request from the
Survey Research Center.

Observation Procedure

A special observation technique was designed
to provide a permanent record, in the form of a
series of "'snapshots," of the behavior of the in-
terviewer and the respondent at intervals during
the interview,

Of the several techniques used previously to
record ongoing behaviors, two were found to be
relevant to the present study. 8.7 Although the pro-
cedures developed for this study used some of the

techniques of both these systems, they areunique

in most respects, Items were selected which it was
felt would best describe the significant behaviors
of both participants in the interview and which
could be observed and recorded reliably. The pro-
cedures and forms are described in more detail
in a later section of this report.

HIS Interviewer Ratings

Following the HIS interview, the interviewer
made several ratings of her perceptions of and

attitudes toward both the respondent and the in-
terview. These ratings were similar to ratings

~made by the observers at the end of each inter-

view.

Respondent’s Reactions to the HIS Interview

To obtain respondent reactions to being in-
terviewed, a second group of interviewers from
the Survey Research Center were sent out to re-
interview the respondents on the day following the
HIS interview. The questionnaire used for this
interview contained a large number of open ques-
tions that covered such topics asthe respondent's
information and perceptions of the HIS, her
motives for cooperating, and her reactions to
various aspects of the interview, Probing for
negative feelings was emphasized, and some
semiprojective techniques were used to make it
easier for the respondent to make critical
remarks,

Interviewer's Reactions to the HIS Interview

Each of the 35 HIS interviewers was inter-
viewed by Survey Research Center interviewers
after all of her observed interviews were com-
pleted. Questions were asked about her attitudes
toward her job, about how she felt about inter-
viewing different types of respondents, about her
reactions to specific aspects of her work, and
about her reactions to the questions on the HIS
questionnaire,

Information from the HIS was used as a
source of data for respondent demographic char-
acteristics as well as for her reports of health
information,

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

According to the model, respondent andinter-
viewer characteristics such as experiences, feel-
ings, motives, and attitudes are the principal
causal factors of reporting in the interview, They
are mediated by behaviors and perceptions of the
other person's behaviors, The results of this
study cast doubt on the causal links postulated in
the model and suggest a different ordering of the
variables with respect to importance, Specifically,
it appears that the psychological characteristics
and demographic characteristics measuredare of



minimal predictive importance. The behaviors
and possibly the mutual perceptions of these
behaviors have appeared as the variables of
greatest importance in determining the course
of the interview,

Summary of Principal Findings

The data from this study may be cast into four
main findings which have direct relevance to un-
derstanding the dynamics of the information-gath-
ering household interview,

1, Respondent feelings, level of information
about the survey, motives, attitudes, and
perceptions when measured the day after
the interview are not directly related to
health reporting behavior,

2. Interviewer attitudes, preferences, styles
of interviewing, or expectations as meas-
ured here are not related to the reporting
of conditions she obtained from her re-
spondents,

3. Respondent demographic characteristics
showed no important systematic associa-
tions with the reporting index.

4, The amount of behavior in the interview
shows a strong association with reporting.
Both the task and interpersonal behavior
indexes of the interviewer and the re-
spondent were positively related to the re-
porting index. The higher the level of be-
havioral activity in the interview the better
the overall reporting on the partofthere-
spondent.

Respondent Characteristics

Several things were learned from the rein-
terview of the respondent which took place the
day after she participated in the healthinterview,
The general level of knowledge about the purpose
and sponsorship of the interview was low; and
even though the respondent was sent a letter ex-
plaining the purpose of the household interview
survey and telling her that an interviewer would
call on her, there was almost no improvement in
this knowledge. The major predictor of respond-
ent's information level was her general level of

education—higher educated respondents had more
relevant information than did those with lesser ed-
ucation,

Two major attempts were made to assess the
respondent's overall reaction to the interview,
When questioned directly, about one-third of the
respondents reacted positively to the interview,
more than half were neutral, and the remainder
were classified as reacting negatively. Using a
semiprojective technique in which the respondent
was asked to ''describe the feelings of the per-
son in the picture," almost half of the respondents
were classified as reacting at least somewhat
negatively to the interview.

The reason given most frequently for co-
operating in the survey was that it is a citizen's
duty to do so. The next most frequently given rea-
son was that the respondent merely enjoyed being
interviewed or enjoyed having a chance to talk to
someone,

The most frequently given reason for notco-
operating was that the respondent did not know the
purpose of the survey or that she felt that surveys
in general were not worthwhile.

There were practically no criticisms of the
interviewer. Respondents see the interviewer as
highly educated, highly trained, and as a pro-
fessional rather than a clerical or neighborly
person, Although respondents were divided in
their preferences for a businesslike or friendly
interviewer, almost all of them said that their in-
terviewer was just right.

Some criticism of the questions was given;
there was slightly more among the higher income
respondents. The major complaints were that the
questions were too personal or too detailed.

Interviewer Characteristics

The 35 HIS interviewers employed on this
study were interviewed after they had completed
all of their assignments. Most of them expressed
very favorable attitudes toward their jobs., The
main appeal was the chance to come in contact
with other people; however, they did not like the
idea of going into dirty homes or bad neighbor-
hoods.

They stated preferences for interviewingre-
spondents who were demographically similar to
themselves or who, on the basis of other attri-



butes, were easy to interview. Most interviewers
felt respondents enjoyed the interview, Very few
said respondents reacted negatively.

Behavior During the Interview

A description of the HIS interview was ob-
tained by counting and recording the behaviors
which took place. It appears that the interviewer
gave a short introduction to the HIS and that re-
spondents took most of the initiative in inviting
the interviewer in and setting the stage for the in-
terview. Respondents usually appeared polite and
receptive at the door,

The question and answer process generally
followed the programed procedures specified in
the Interviewer's Manual8 As arule, interviewer
activity was confined to asking questions and prob-
ing for answers, Respondents usually answered the
questions adequately, but they often volunteered
extra information not needed by the interviewer
to fill out the questionnaire. Radical departures
such as the respondent asking the interviewer to
clarify a question or a respondent consulting
records were seldom noted,

Irrelevant conversation was more frequent
than might have been expected and was initiated
primarily by the respondent rather than the inter-
viewer. Respondents usually talked about them-
selves or about those for whom they were re-
porting, or they laughed and joked. The very few
instances of nonquestion-related conversationin-
itiated by interviewers were primarily concerned
with the respondent or were instances of laughter
or joking. Respondents reacted more favorably
to irrelevant initiations thandidtheinterviewers.

In general, older respondents showed a higher
level of behavior than did the younger ones. Inter-
viewers did a little more initiating of irrelevant
conversation for the higher educated and higher
income respondents but showed more specific
initiative of a directive sort for thelower educated,
the lower income, and older respondents,

Originally, based on previous research and
theory, it was felt that the behaviors inthe inter-
view could be classified on at least two dimen-
sions, interpersonaland taskoriented behaviors.
1t was possible to make this distinction in devising
the recording form, but the data indicated that

behaviors classified by this system were, infact,
highly related to each other or nonorthogonal, In
an attempt to understand how the interview be-
haviors should be classified with respect to eact
other, the behavior data were subjected to factor
analysis (see Appendix1I), In spite of the emergence
of two orthogonal or independent factors, one ir
which task behaviors loaded highly and the othex
in which interpersonal behaviors showed ex-
clusively high loadings, a plot of the actual be-
haviors in the factor space suggested that if the
two dimensions existed psychologically, they were
better described as oblique (not independent). In
addition, one of the most surprising findings was
that the interviewer and respondent usually be-
haved on the same level of task andinterpersonal
behavior, especially when the level of behaviorin
the interview was either very high or very low.
Hence, according to these data, the best way to
classify behavior in the HIS interview is on a
single dimension of activity rather than by trying
to make distinctions between the quality of the
behaviors or distinctions between the behavior
levels of the interviewer and respondent,

THE STUDY DESIGN AND SAMPLE

Health Interview Survey interviews are su-
pervised by the 12 regional offices of the Bureau
of the Census. Between 7 and 10 interviewers work
out of each regional office, receiving assignments
each week or every other week, Each assignment
calls for interviews at about 18 households in the
same primary sampling unit (PSU). The inter-
viewers are expected to complete their assign-
ments as early in the week as possible, and they
usually interview 10 or 12 respondents by Tuesday
of the week in which an assignment is received,

In order to save travel costs, the sample for
this study was drawn from areas serviced by six
of the regional offices and included all of the
United States east of the Mississippi River with
the exception of a small section of the Northeast,
It was felt that six regions were needed to insure
an adequate sample spread of bothurban and rural
and northern and southern areas.

Within each region, a sample of six inter-
viewers was chosen, one for each week of the
study. Observers attended all of the interviews



taken on Monday and Tuesday of each week, The
reinterviewers for the followup interviews were
told to reinterview only those respondents who
could be contacted in the 2 days following the
original interview, Even with this restriction, 90
percent of the respondents were reinterviewed.
Only 13 respondents (3 percent) refused to bere-
interviewed,

In all, 412 respondents were observed and
reinterviewed. Table 1 shows the composition
of the sample.

Eligible respondents in the health inter-
view--that is, people who could report for them-
gelves as well as for other members of their
families—were adults 19 years of age andover or
married residents of the household, However,
single people 17 or 18 years of age could respond
for themselves but not for other people. Adults
not related to the head of the household were re-
quired to answer for themselves, As shown in
table 1, a high proportion of respondents were
women, ‘

DESCRIPTION OF THE HEALTH
INTERVIEW SURVEY

General Orientation to the
Health Interview Survey

Before discussing the descriptions of the HIS
from the point of view of respondents, inter-
viewers, and behavioral records, a brief outline
of the general characteristics of the Health Inter-
view Survey will be given, In addition to provid-
ing a brief overview of HIS procedures, this de-
scription points out that the HIS representsone of
several possible types of household interviews,
Therefore the findings of this study cannot be
applied to all household interviews automatically,

A complete description of the aims and meth-
ads of the HIS may be found in three earlier pub-
lications, 9-1! The information in these publica-
tions is applicable to current operation and goals.

Objective

The main objective is to provide data on ill-
nesses, impairments, accidents, and injuries of
persons; on use of medical, dental, and hospital
facilities; and on allied health-related topics.

Table 1. Percent distribution of demo-
graphic characteristics of 412 respond-
ents in the sample

Percent
Demographic characteristics distri-
bution

Age
Totaleemmeccacmaccccccnna= 100
Under 35 yearS~----emcecmcammcoo- 27
35-54 yearS~=e--ce-c~-= e 39
55-74 yearSe---e-—emcomcmcccnonn= 28
75 years and OVer=--w--e-cmasac= 6

Race
Totalewmeweuccccaracucan~ 100
Whit@emeecmmeamrocmcnaceacnaccan 85
Nonwhitereacmmerecnnecanncaaan- 15

Sex
Totalewsevamaarcmnaceacana 100
Malem=mmmmm—-mm—rermmeme e —n 20
Femal@-eervrecremcemmcncrenencnan 80

Family income
Totalemree-mrcamcnrcnaano 100
50-81,999~wcemmnmmcmc e a 14
$§2,000-83,999-wc-rmmmcmcemncemns 21
$4,000-86,999wwmcrcmmencenmu—nn 25
$7,000-59,999--~-crcucccmemmemmn 20
$10,000 Or MOre-==vmmmem=—mcoec= 14
Income UNKNOWN=e=wemereccmercm~- 6
Education

Totalecmmamerecccr e an e ‘ 100
0-8 years of grade schoole-~e---= 31
1-3 years of high schooleew-a--- 22
4 years of high schoolwwemre—cw- 30
1 year of college or more----=-=-- 16
Education unknownesees-ce-acmw=- 1

Interviewers

The interviewers are female, part-time em-
ployees of the Bureau of the Census. Most have
graduated from high school and a few have had



some college education. Compared with other in-
terviewer jobs in the United States, the HIS inter-
viewer's job is fairly demanding. She must carry
out 15 or 16 extremely complicated interviews as
early in the week as possible, often calling at a
household several times before information is ob-
tained. Her workload varies, depending upon the
population density of the area to which she is
assigned, Her task is largely repetitive, but it
changes enough from time to time that she must
be adaptive. She is aware that extensive quality
control records are being kept on her periorm-
ance, and she is required to fill out "homework
tests throughout her term of employment.

Interviewer Training

An explicit assumption of Health Interview
Survey planners was that interviewers can rep-
resent a large potential sourceof bias indata col-
lection. Anyone familiar with the early research
on interviewing techniques will recognize the
validity of such an assumption; The Bureau of
the Census has concentrated oncreating a detailed
job procedure description® and, in addition, has
provided for exteusive training and continuous
supervision of interviewer performance,

Type of Interview

The HIS is a survey sponsored by the U.S.
Government and therefore carries a high degree
of legitimacy for the majority of respondents,

The questionnaire contains a large number of
detailed questions about demographic and health
characteristics. The questions call for the report-
ing of largely factual information. The health ques-
tions emphasize recall of past conditions, the im-
pact of these conditions, the utilization of health
services and facilities. The task is undoubtedly
difficult and taxing for many respondents. At-
tempts are made to minimize the effects of the
respondent's personal perception of his own state
of health in collecting objective health information,

The Interview Process

A letter explaining the sponsorship, general
purpose of the survey, and the confidential nature
of reported information is sent to each household
prior to the interviewer's arrival. Whentheinter-
viewer arrives, sheisinstructedto introduceher-

self, mention why she is there, and then to begin
the interview without volunteering further ex-
planation. The interviewer proceeds through the
questionnaire, adhering to the printed format ex-
actly. Irrelevant conversation is expected to be
minimal, and a respondent who deviates from the
subject is quickly brought back to the questions,
Instructions in the Interviewer's Manual define
how the interviewer should answer certain re-
spondent questions and how to handle other specific
problems with respondents. In general, the inter-
action is task oriented, with only a minimum of
attention paid to respondent behavior,

Respondents

The HIS is based on a national sample, but
most respondents are housewives and must report
information both for themselves and related mem-~
bers of the household if the latter arenot present,
Respondents are informed only generally about the
purposes and content of the interview. Some re-
spondents receive almostno information and many
others do not remember anything about the infor-
mation they did receive,

Summary

This brief description of HIS is intended to
call attention to features in which this type of in-
terview differs from other household interview
projects, Differences occur in such areds as ob-
jectives of the planners, type of interviewer, de-
mands made on the interviewer, type of inter-
view content, legitimacy of sponsor, construction
of the interview, and eligibility of respondents.
It is necessary to take such factors into account
when considering how these data might be applied
to other types of interviews,

RESPONDENT'S VIEW
OF THE HEALTH INTERVIEW SURVEY

This section of the report summarizes the
highlights of the reinterviews with regard to the
respondents' perceptions of and feelings abdut
the HIS interview,

Respondent's Level of Information

There is a common assumption that it isnec-
essary for the respondernt to have some informa-
tion about the interview in order to report health



events accurately—the more information avail-
able, the better the reporting can be, To gather
data to test this assumption, one of the objectives
of the reinterview was to ascertain the amount
and accuracy of information which respondents
had about the HIS interview,

Respondent information about the survey
comes mainly from three potential sources, The
first is his general level of sophistication about
the U.S, Public Health Service and about research
and surveys in general, Having such information
may be useful if it provides a positive reason for
reporting, It may also be indicative of how read-
ily the respondent understands and assimilates
new information, The second source of information
is the printed materials from HIS--a letter and
brochure mailed to the respondent's home prior
to the interview from the Bureau of the Census.
The third source is the interviewer, in mention-
ing why she is there and in answering questions
which arise during the interview,

Ideally one would analyze data separately for
the three sources of information, In this study,

Table 2. Number and percent distribution
of persons in the sample, by readership
of advance materials according to ade-
quacy of address

Total
Ade- Inade~
Materials read| PTS9™S |l quate | quate
in
sample address | address
Number of
personge=- 412 301 78
Percent distribution
Totaleww 100 100 100
Both letter
and brochure- 28 35 5
Letter onlyw-- 21 23 10
Neither letter
nor brochurew 51 42 85
NOTE: 33 cases where the adequacy of

the address was unclear are excluded,

however, it is impossible to identify the sources
of a respondent's information, since the reinter-
view was conducted after the respondent could
have been exposed to all three sources.

Adequate addresses are often not available
to researchers, Therefore the letter and brochure
may not have reached all of the households to be
interviewed, Even. if the information did reach
the correct address, it may not have reached the
correct family in a multifamily dwelling or the
person who eventually served as a respondent in
a single-family dwelling, It was estimated that no
more than 73 percent of the letters were delivered
to the intended family, Even where the address
appeared adequate, 42 percent of the respondents
reported reading neither the letter nor the bro-
chure (table 2). Not surprisingly, when the ad-
dress was unclear, reported readership was very

low.
A comparison of level of readership by char-

acteristics of respondents showed surprising
similarities, Respondents of all age, educational,
and income groups reported similar readership,
There was a slight tendency for women to have
read more than men,

The main interest in this analysis is to dis-
cover the level of respondent information about
the task he is being asked to perform, i.e., to be
a respondent in the Health Interview Survey, Sev-
eral questions were asked in the reinterview to
ascertain the level of information about the Pub-
lic Health Service, surveys in general, and the
HIS in particular,

In general the results indicated a low level of
information in all areas questioned, Those who
reported reading the letter and brochure were
slightly better informed than the nonreaders, More
important than readership was educational level
of the respondent, The high educational group was
better informed than the lower educated, Even
within the higher educational group, however, the
information level was low, Data onthe information
level for different educational groups are shown

in tables 3, 4, and 5. .
Advance materials were not effective in com-

municating information even though they were
especially prepared for that purpose, The main
factor in the amount of information was the re-



Table 3.

Number and percent distribution of persons in the sample, by response to the

question "Who did the interviewers work for?'" according to education of respondent

Education of respondent

Total
Response persons Not High

1 high school

sample school graduate

graduate | and above
Number of PErSONS---=-=-m====m==me==-=-c=== 412 1222 190

Percent distribution
Total------=e-mcmmemmemccce e e em——= 100 100 100
Interviewer works for:

U.S. Bureau of the Census----=----=ccmcmmonoa=- 11 5, 16
A Federal health agency---------=-=-=-----==-== 20 11 29
A health dgency-----=---=me--receorcocmomoooomo 17 17 17
"The Government''=m-----o-eemccecm e mcmmm e 7 6 9
Did not know or was not ascertained------------ 45 61 29

ITncludes 4 responses for which education was not ascertained.

Table 4. Number and percent distribution of persons in the sample, by response to the
question 'Why is the information being collected?" according to education of
respondent

Education of respondent
Total
Response perigns Not High
high school

sample school graduate

graduate and above
Number of persons=--------------emacac-—ua- 412 1222 190

Percent distribution

Totale=-emmmmecmcmmce e mcee e e mmma - 100 100 100

Information being collected:

For statistical purposes------=ce-cc-cooocoona- 34 26 42
To help the Nation's health---------c-=nccea--- 5 6 3
To find answers to specific health problems---- 2 1 3
For legislative purposes-------------=-==u-=-=- 2 2 2
Gave vague response or did not know--~--------- 57 65 50

l1ncludes 4 responses for which education was not ascertained.



Table 5,

Number and percent distribution of persons in the sample, by response to the

question '"What does the U.S. Public Health Service do?" according to education of.
respondent
Education of respondent
Total
Response perggns Not High
high school
sample school graduate
graduate and above
Number of persons=-=e-=-=-=s-moc-cccacmacan 412 1922 190
Percent distribution
Totalemrammmc e am 100 100 100
Knowledge of Public Health Service:
Specific or general, indicating some knowledge
of Public Health Servicew--mmmmecc-mcceccmmcans 35 24 46
Vague or obviously incorrecteweeceaaw Rl LT 6 7 6
Heard of it, but did not know its functione---- 37 38 35
Never heard of the Public Health Services-w---- 20 30 11
Not ascertained-w--ceccacana—n-o —————— ————aaa- 2 1 2

ITncludes 4 responses for which education was not ascertained.

spondent's educational level, Respondents gener-
ally did not have much information about the
survey purpose or sponsorship. Many respondents
participated in the interview with little knowledge
of the organization conducting the survey or of
why it was being conducted, With this background,
it is interesting to see how respondents react to
being interviewed in the HIS,

Respondent Attitudes and Perceptions

In the reinterview, respondents were asked
questions to obtain their general reactions to the
HIS interview, Their reactions might have been
influenced by such factors as how busy the re-
spondent was, how she felt about her health, how
she liked the interviewer, or how much health
information she had to report,

Previous studies have shown that some re-
spondents tend to respond more positively than
they actually feel when asked direct questions
about any interview; this is probably because they
do not want to say anything which might reflect
unfavorably on the interviewer, For this reason,
indirect questions were also asked. Respondents

were shown three pictures, one showing the begin-
ning of an interview with the interviewer at the
door, a second showing two people sitting, the third
showing the interviewer leaving the house follow-
ing the interview. Respondents were asked how
the person in the picture was feeling. In addition,
direct questions were asked later about the re-
spondent's general reactions to the interview,
Responses to both the direct and indirect ques-
tions, categorized as positive and negative affect,
are-shown in table 6,

The proportion of respondents with positive
reactions was about the same for both types of
questions, but, as was expected, the indirect ques-
tions brought out a significantly higher propoxrtion
of negative reactions, It must be pointed out that
"negative'' was broadly interpreted and did not
necessarily imply major unhappiness or criti-
cism, For example, among the 50 percent who
gave a negative reaction to the picture of the end
of the interview are many who simply said that
the respondent was glad the interview was over,

When asked for reasons for a positive re-
sponse, respondents most often said that they were
glad to be of service in a worthwhile activity, The

1"



Table 6. Percent distribution

of the 412 persons in the sample, by respondent affect

from indirect and direct question about the interview according to phase of the
interview
Indirect questions about how
the person feelg-- 2zgziign
direct
Respondent affect At In to
. . t
begiming | midde | g AfCer, | esiion
0 ) ,
interview| interview| 5 OV€F interview
Percent distribution
Totalerowarmea . - - - - - - - 100 100 100 100
POSitivemercrrmmcmrmccr e e e e —— 20 11 } {25
Qualified positive=-e-m=- e ——————— - 6 19 30 10
Neutral or equally positive and negative-- 19 34 6 31
Qualified negatives=mmecere- e m—————————— 61 11 } { 7
Negativemmmemmcmaccm e u e rr e r e e ——— 24 10 50 7
Depends, did not know=~w=w=-= e —————— -- 23 9 4 1l
Not ascertained-e-re=~ea e e o 0 e e 2 6 10 9

next most frequent response was that the respond-
ent enjoyed the interview itself-—either enjoyed
responding to the questions or enjoyed talking to
the interviewer,

The most common reasons given for negative
reactions were that the respondent did not know
enough about why she was being interviewed, i,e.,
she did not know the purpose of the survey, and
she had a feeling that the survey was not worth-
while, Some mentioned specific problems with the
questionnaire or the guestions, There were virtu-
ally no negative reactions tothe interviewer, Only
3 percent had any specific criticism to make of
her, while 68 percent of respondents had positive
statements to make about the interviewer,

Several questions were asked about the re-
spondent's perception of the interviewer since it
was felt that these perceptions might influence
how conscientiously the respondent role would be
performed, Of particular interest was the level of
expertise and professional status attached to the
interviewer, In general, respondents saw inter-
viewers as being somewhat better educated than
they actually were: 53 percent thought the inter-
viewers had at least some college, Further, over
half thought that the interviewers must have had

12

at least 6 months of special training for her job,
When presented with a list of possible professional
and nonprofessional roles—ranging from doctor,
teacher, to clerk, salesman, neighbor, etc,—
nearly half thought that the interviewers role most
closely resembled that of a social worker, apro-
fessional role, Overall, 60 percent selected a
professional role as most resembling that of the
interviewer while 19 percent thought she most
resembled someone in clerical or sales occupa-~
tions, The remainder considered her role more
personal, resembling that of a neighbor or friend,

Respondents did not agree as to whether the
interview should be strictly businesslike and effi-
cient or whether it should allow for ''visiting' and
friendly interaction, About 40 percent voted for a
strict businesslike interview while another equal
percentage wanted visiting, This question was
followed by one asking whether the respondent
would have preferred the interviewer to have
been more businesslike or more friendly. Nearly
90 percent said that they preferredthe interviewer
to behave just as she did, only 8 percent wished
she had been more friendly, and 2 percent wished
she had been more businesslike,



Table 7. Frequency distribution of most
and least preferred aspects of inter-
viewer job

Number
Reasons given . of

inter~

viewers

Totalme-mmrecncnecnencmcena 35

Most preferred aspects:

Enjoy meeting people~-em-a-=n- 27
Flexible working hours-e-w-=--= 3
Other (traveling, money, etc.) 4
Not ascertained-wemceecrcmcmaaa 1
Least preferred aspects:

Dirty homes, bad neighborhoods 10
Physical hardship (bad roads,

long hours, etc,)==smmmom=mca= 8
Time production pressures=r~--=- 4
Other (imposing on

respondents, too much or too

little work, etc.)===memoveo~- 12
Not ascertainedmerrmemcamecmcne- 1

Attitude Differences for Subparts of the
Sample

When the data were analyzed in reference to
specific demographic groups, a few differences
appeared, Older respondents had somewhat more
favorable attitudes toward the interview than did
the younger, This positive attitude was not con-
nected with an accurate perception of the respond-
ent role--older respondents were more likely to
report that the interviewer wanted only general
rather than exact answers,

Better educated respondents tended to men-
tion more specific negative facrors-—reluctanceto
give up time, inconvenience of the time of the
call--and they were more likely to prefer. the
interviewer to be businesslike in her approach, Al-
though somewhat more negative generally, they
had a clearer perception of their role as a re-
spondent, and they were more likely to think that
the interviewer wanted exact answers, They also
more often reported the desire to be of public
gervice as a positive reason for participation in
the interview,

ATTITUDES AND FEELINGS OF THE
INTERVIEWERS

On completion of her assignments for this
study, the HIS interviewer was interviewed by a
staff member of the Survey Research Center to
measure her attitudes, feelings, and perceptions,
In tables 7-9 several questions from this interview
have been selected to give a picture of how the 35
HIS interviewers reacted to the job of being an
interviewer, how they felt about the questionnaire
with which they were currently working, and how
they felt about their respondents,

It appears that the main attraction of the job
was that it offered the interviewer a chance to

Table 8, Frequency distribution of inter-
viewer feelings about the questionnaire
and interview

Number
. of
Question and response inter-
viewers
Totale-emm-- L L L LT T s 35
5. Are there any things that
the respondents find too per~
sonal or embarrassing to re~
port?
Response:
Yesmmmmommecermr e ce e - 29
NO==roe e cmccr e n e e 6
22, . . .are there some sections
of the questionnaire with which
respondents have particular
trouble?
Response:
YeSam-momimcnm e m e mnaeae 31
Depends on the respondent- 2
NOommroce i c e e m e e e e 1
Not ascertained----~--- -— 1
15. Do you feel that the in~
terviews are too long or not?
Response:
Too longe=-=-m=m=== mrmm——— 16
Qualifiedemencmneean-n —————— 7
Not too long--==mm==- c———- 9
Did not knowe=-—se-ec-rec-ec- 2
Not ascertained--c--m-r-aa 1
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meet different people. This reasonwas givenfirst
by most of the interviewers inpreference toother
possible responses such as getting a chance to
travel, having extra money, or doinga public serv-
ice, As major reasons for disliking the job, inter-
viewers mentioned having to go into dirty homes
or undesirable neighborhoods, having to endure

Table 9. Frequency distributions of in-
terviewer orientations to respondents
Number
of
Question and response inter-
viewers
Totalewrumma—a Semmmm e ———— 35
1. 1In general, how do respond-
ents feel about being inter-
viewed? Do they like it, not
like, or what?
Response:
Generally positive=-=ee-w- 12
Generally neutral--c-eecca- 11
Some like it, some do not~ 4
Generally negativesw-=-<-= 6
Not ascertainede-e-=vec-ccas 2
2., What things do respondents
usually enjoy most about being
interviewed?
Response:
Chatting, visitinge--~--~= - 23
Being good citizen,
helping=====-==========n== 4
Flattered at belng chosen~ 2
Otheres--rermemoecceccaaax 3
Nothing enjoyed-re-mece-u- 3
9. Here is a list of kinds of
respondents; which would you
prefer to interview? (Inter=-
viewer was allowed to select
more than one kind of re-~
spondent,)
Most chosen type:
Concerned about health---- 26
Quiet====-= remmenam . ————— - 24
Frlendly-- -------------- 22
Middle income ($3, 500-
$10, OOO)---—--—--- ------- 19
Mlddle aged (30-60 years)- 19
College educated=-emecemn~ 17
Womener==e-=~= mcecesm—c—- 16
Least chosen type:
Low income (under $3,500)- 1
Grade school education--n= 1
Over 60 years of age------ 1
Menemeemremeemmccmm e e —me 4

Table 10. Gamma coefficients’ showing the
direction and degree of association be=
tween how hard the interviewer had to
work in the interview and her ratings
of the respondent

Direction
and
degree of
associa-~
Rating of respondent tion with
how hard
the in-
texrviewer
worked
Respondent tensenesses=s==c=ma- +.62
Respondent ability to under~
stand questionSe--ec-=e—-u- - -.72
Respondent cooperativeness=--- -.58
Respondent willingness to
give timee-=mmemnce- ————————— -.48
Respondent accuracy--====--=- -—— - 57
How much interviewer liked
respondent------ececean- ———— ~-.48
Other comments (negatlve sign
indicates more critical than
positive comments)e-=m-=ren=-- -. 6L

1A description of the statistic gamma,
a nonparametric coefficient of associa-
tion, is given in Appendix III.

conditions of physical hardship such as drivingin
bad weather and putting in long hours, or being
away from home overnight (table 7).

Interviewers indicated a sensitivity to prob-
lems which their respondents had with the ques-
tionnaire (table 8), Most interviewers felt that the
questionnaire contained items which were tooper-
sonal or embarrassing for the respondent to repoxrt
easily and that there were some sections of the
questionnaire which were difficult for respondents
to cope with for various other reasons, Abouthalf
of the interviewers thought the interviews were
too long,

HIS interviewers portrayed respondents in
general as either enjoying or being neutral toward
the interview experience, although a small minor-
ity of the interviewers felt that respondents in
general tended to react negatively to being inter-
viewed, Most interviewers felt that respondents
enjoyed a chance totalk with someone new and that
this was probably the most enjoyable aspect of
the interview for the respondent, Interviewers



themselves tended to prefer certain types of re-
spondents, In table 9 it can be seen that inter-
viewers preferred to interview respondents who
were interested in the topic of the interview, who
behaved in such a way as to make conducting the
interview easier (a preference for quiet rather
than talkative respondents), and who were friendly
rather than businesslike, They also preferred in-
terviewees who were demographically similar to
themselves (moderate income, middle aged,
higher education, and female). They tended not to
prefer respondents who had low income, lowedu-
cation level, who were over 60 years of age, or who
were male,

From the ratings which each interviewer
made of each of her respondents after the HIS in-
terview, it would seem that the harder the inter-
viewer had to work, the less she liked the respond-
ent and the greater the likelihood that she would
rate the respondent as tense, inaccurate, unco-
operative, and unwilling to give of her time, Fur-
thermore, the interviewer was more likely to make
a negative rather than positive comment about such
a respondent at the end of her rating form, Table
10 shows the degree of association between the
interviewer's rating of each respondent and her
rating of how hard she had to work in each inter-
view,

From these data it appears thatinterviewers
like the opportunity to get out and meet other
people, and they feel that respondents like to meet
them and are willing at least to put up with the
business part of the interview, Interviewers donot
like to interview respondents who are demograph-
ically different from themselves, Interviewers
react negatively to difficult respondents in the
ratings and yet are sensitive to respondent prob-
lems in the interview, Since these interviewer
rating and preference data will not be discussed
further in this report, it should be pointed out
here that there is no evidence from this study to
indicate any relationship between interviewer
preferences or interviewer feelings and the meas-
ure of respondent reporting accuracy employed.,
Preferences and feelings may exist but they donot
produce a discernible effect on the data,

DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVIEW
FROM OBSERVATION RECORDS

Observation Techniques

One of the principal instruments used to col-
lect data in this study was the Behavior Obser-
vation Form, a technique for recording what went
on during the interview, Since this technique was
developed especially for this study, a detailed
description is provided here,

For the purposes of this study, the observation
procedure had to meet three general criteria:

1. It should describe as much of the signifi-

cant behavior which takesplace duringthe
interview as possible

2, It should obtain reliable and valid meas-

ures of the concepts of interest

3. It should be simple enough that people not

acquainted with observation techniques
could be taught the procedure in a rela-
tively short period of time and could use
it in the field without difficulty

A search of the literature revealed several
procedures for observing and recording inter-
action between two persons or more, However, it
was found that none combined the criteria of com-
prehensiveness, reliability, validity, and economy
required for this particular study; therefore it was
necessary to design a new procedure specifically
for this study,

Characteristics of the SRC Observation
Procedure

The observation procedure was designed to
obtain measures of a wide range of behaviors of
both interviewer and respondent whilekeepingthe
observer's job simple sothat it could be done ade-
quately with relatively little training, The various
activities of interviewer and respondent were bro-
ken down into small segments of easily identifi-
able behaviors, The observer's job was to make
tallies or checkmarks when the specific behaviors
were observed,
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To record a wide variety of behaviors, the
interview was divided into segments, each con-
taining a specific set of questions from the HIS
questionnaire, For each segment, several types
of behaviors were observed, By sampling seg-
ments of the interview in this way, observation
could be focused on different kinds of interviewer
and respondent activity, with measures obtained
on a variety of behaviors while keeping the task
within the observer's capability,

Problems of validity were resolved partially
by recording only directly observable behavior,
i.e., words spoken or gestures used rather than
inferred behavior, Inferences about the psycholog-
ical meaning of the data were made after the ob-
jective data were recorded, These inferences were
made both by the observers inthe formof a set of
ratings made at the end of the interviewand by the
experimenters in the data analysis presented in
this report,

Observation ltem Pretesting and Selection

A set of initial items was developed and sub-
jected to intensive laboratory and field testing,
Laboratory testing involved actual and simulated
interviews observed simultaneously by three
members of the research staff, Fieldtesting con-
sisted of observation of actual HIS interviews by
members of the research staff,

If any one of the staff judged an item or pro-
cedure difficult or impossible, it was eliminated
or simplified, Anitem was also discarded ifagree-
ment between observers was consistently low in
the staged interviews,

On the basis of these pretests, many items
were eliminated and others simplified, Items
which were eliminated were those for which relia-
bility was low and could not be improved easily as
well as those which required too much time to
record. A number of the items involving complex
judgments were deleted or shifted to the last sec-
tion of the observation form so that the observer
could have time ro think about them after the inter-
view, For example, observers tried to rate
whether the respondent 'shows lack of under-
standing'' after each respondent answer, Because
this judgment took too much time and wasunreli-
able, it was moved to the end of the observation
form and the observer was askedtomakea rating
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on: "How well did the respondent graspthe mean -
ing of the questions?'' Most judgments which re-
quired the observer to use visual cues (e.g., pos -
ture and facial expressions) proved unreliable and
were discarded,

Also eliminated were codings of long se-
quences of interaction, indicating what was said,
who said it, what was the reaction of the other
person, and so forth, Finally, most of the time
recordings were eliminated—both measures of
duration (e.g., amount of time spent answering &.
particular question or explaining the survey) and
actual times (e.g., when the interviewer enterecl
the house, when the first question was asked), Sev-
eral efforts were made to get anobjective indica-
tion of the pace of the interview (e.g., how fast the
questions were being asked or answers being
given), but all proved impossible and subjective
ratings had to be used, Use of a stop watch was
found to be of no great value,

Description of the Observation Form
Confent

The observation form is divided into four
major sections, The first section includes behav-
iors occurring during the first minutes of contact
between the interviewer and respondent, both at
the door and inside the house, as thepreparation
for the interview takes place; the next section fo-
cuses on the interview itself, including the ques-
tion and answer exchanges between interviewer
and respondent; the third section concentrates on
events taking place after the last interview ques-
tion has been answered; and in the final section,
the observer records general impressions of the
interview,

Different behaviors were recorded within
each of the major sections of the interview,

Observer Training

For this study the U,S, Bureau of the Census,
the agency which collects the data for the Health
Interview Survey, selected six HIS interviewersto
be trained as observers,

During the week before the field work began,
the six observers were trained at the Survey Re-
search Center, Training sessions were primarily
concerned with the goals of the study, a detailed
explanation of the Interview Observation Manual,



Table ll. Percent of interviews in which
selected explanations were used by in-
terviewers to introduce the survey

Percent
of infer—
. ; views! in

Topic used in introduction which it
was men-

tioned
U.S. Bureau of the Census==--- 96
U.S. Public Health Service~w-- 71
Interview processSlemamcumcrana 61
HIS (specifically)--=wnw-- —— 9
Advance letter--ee-cmmmenca—an 61
Otherd mamnuccaarmrmcamcauan-= ——— 4

INumber of interviews= 412,

2Anything which describes the inter-
view, for example, "I want to ask some
questions about your health," or "It
should take about 20 minutes,"

AUsually indicates interviewer showed
her credentials to respondent, but neg-
lected to mention either of the sponsor-
ing agencies,

and practice in observing and recording staged
interviews, The staged interviews followed care-
fully prepared scripts covering all aspects of the
form and stressing difficult items. Furthermore,
each simulated interview was tape recorded while
it was in progress, Differences among observers
concerning any verbal behavior were resolved by
listening to the tape recordings,

Table 12.

Average frequency of interviewer and respondent behaviors

To supplement the role-played interviews,
two training films were made of staged HIS inter-
views, For these films, an experienced HIS inter-
viewer questioned two respondents who had no
connection with the HIS or with SRC, The movies
proved valuable in conveying the subtleties of using
the observation form, and they could be rerun
when questions arose,

One half day of training was devotedto actual
field experience, so that the trainers would have
an opportunity to answer questionsand to deal with
problems that did not appear in the controlled set-
ting,

Training performance records were kept for
each observer on six staged interviews, including
the two movies, and served as a check upon the
amount of interobserver reliability to be expected,

In order to eliminate one potential source of
bias, it was continually emphasized to the observ-
ers that the study was not designed to ''check up"
on their colleagues whom they would be observing,
It was stressed that respondent performance was
of primary interest,

Descriptive Data From Observation Records

This section of the report is a description of
the HIS interview as it was observedusing the ob-
servation procedure described above, Thedataare
presented to provide a generaldescription of what
HIS interview looks like as observed by thistech-
nique, The dataarebased onthe obsexrvation of 412
HIS interviews,

at the begin-

ningl of each interview and percentage of interviews in which the behavior occurred

Percent of
fﬁze§:§i interviews
Behavior ger Y| in which
. . behavior
interview occurred
Number of different topics mentioned by interviewer in
introduction~s==-mevemeam e mmm—— B ettt LT R R ) 2,45 100
Number of respondents' questionsree==rmmecomcc e m e 20,51 40
Number of polite acts initiated by respondentS-=eem--eecmecaaacn 1,22 73
Number of times interviewer takes initiative (getting in door,
selecting a chair, and so forth)------- R e L L L L 0.55 41

IRecorded from the time interviewer knocked on door until first question from ques-

tionnailre was asked,

2Approximate; if respondent asked more than two questions, this was treated as if

she had asked only two.
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Initial Contact

Table 11 shows the distribution of explana-
tions used by the interviewers at the beginning of
the interview, From this table it can be seen that
most frequently the interviewer mentioned that she
was from the Bureau of the Census and that she
was taking a survey for the Public Health Service.
If she said anything beyond this minimum identi-
fication, it was usually something about the inter-
view process, such as how long it would take or
that the questions pertained to health issues,

On the average, the interviewer mentioned
about 2% introductory topics at the beginning of
the interview (table 12),

In about 40 percent of the interviews the re-
spondent asked some questions before he permit-
ted the interviewer to enter the house. A count was
kept of the number of behaviors indicating polite-

Table 13. Average number and percent dis-
tribution of task related behavior in
sampled segments of the interview

Average | Percent
number | of total
Behavior | per recorded
inter- task
view behavior
Interviewer
Totalecmmemmecam— 6.2 100
Repeats question as
wordedmmmmmmacmenaana 0.7 11
Other nondirective
probege-ecmmrccacean — 2.4 39
Directive probes—----= 2,2 35
Clarifies meaning of
question=s-ererscances 0.8 13
Suggests other sources
of information be
consultedm-emanan ——— 0.1 2
Respondent
Totalemsreccnnua 53.4 100
Acceptable answerg-e-- 39.0 73
Inadequate answerse—--- 2.0 4
Elaborated answerse=-= 11,0 21
Requests clarifica-
tion-r-mecececenn—ea 1.0 2
Consults other infor- "
mation sourcegeee-=== 0.2 )
Questions adequacy of 1
ANSWer=rmmeceme—me——= 0.2 )

I1.ess than .5 percent.
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ness by the respondent, such as inviting the inter -
viewer inside or offering her a chair, Anothe-
count was kept of the number of times the inter-
viewer had to take the intiative in askingto be let
into the home, finding a chair for herself, and so
forth., The average respondent made 1.2 polite
gestures at the beginning of the interview, and 7.}
percent of the respondents made at least one polite:
gesture, The interviewer took some initiative in
41 percent of the interviews.

Question-Answer Behavior

Table 13 contains a description of behaviors
in the interview relevant either to gaining or giving
information necessary to fill out the health ques-
tionnaire. These are the main behaviors relating
directly to the task, The behaviors were recordec
for three sections of the interview and combinec
into single scores, The results are presented in
terms of the average frequency of each behavior
in the three sampled sections of the interview
and its frequency relativeto the other task related
behaviors, The latter is expressed asa percent of
the total task related behavior recorded in the
three selected sections,

Table 13 shows the kinds of behavior used by
the interviewer in obtaining health information
after the initial question had beenasked, Probes—
directive, nondirective, and repeating the ques-
tion—made up 85 percent of the interviewer's
task behavior. The average interview contained
five probes in the three sampled sections, Non-
directive probes were slightly more frequent
than directive probes, While nondirective probes
are generally more acceptable techniques, the
reader should not conclude that the directive
probes necessarily produce biased information,
Frequently they merely check on what the respond-
ent is thought to have said, for example, "You said
that was within the last six months, didn't you
Mrs, Smith?") It is clear from the table that the
interviewer took little initiative in suggesting that
medical records, hospital bills, and other sources
of information be consulted,

Table 13 also shows the behavior of the re-
spondent in answering questions for the same three
sections of the interview, The major activity was
the giving of acceptable answers, those for which
the interviewer did not need to probe further, One
surprising finding is thehigh frequency with which
respondents elaborated or voluntarily furnished



more information than required by the question,
Such elaborations characterize 21 percent of the

answers in the average interview,
An average of 2 answers were given by the

respondent which were inadequate to meet the ob-
jective of the question. For an answer to qualify
as inadequate, it had to be probed by the inter-
viewer, and the observer had to concur that probing
was required to obtain the needed information, In
the table it appears that interviewers probed an
average of about 5 times in the sampled parts of
the interview, The discrepancy may reflect both
conflicting definitions of probing andalso "'super-
fluous" probing by interviewers,

The other respondent behavior categories
show a low frequency of initiative on the part of
the respondent in requesting clarification of a
question, consulting other sources of information,
and questioning the adequacy of an answer,

The overall picture from this table is of a
reasonably cooperative respondent who seldom
gave inadequate information and who often volun-
teered additional information and of an interviewer
who did not probe excessively and who incorpor-
ated a variety of techniques when she did use
probes, Neither takes special initiative in search-
ing for other sources of information beyond the
question and answer process,

Unrelated Conversation

Table 13 deals with those behaviors whichare
an intrinsic part of the questionnaire andthusan-
ticipated by the designers of the interview, Re-
gardless of how well designed and well engineered
an interview schedule and procedure may be, be-
haviors which are not relevant to the questions and
answers do occur, Because these behaviors may
play an important part in determining the accu-
racy of information gathered from an interview,
they received special attention in this study,
Rather than record them from particular partsof
the interview, observers attempted to record
every instance of behavior which was notdirectly
related to the task outlined by the questionnaire,
Each such behavior was categorized by whether
it was initiated by the interviewer or by the re-
spondent as well as by content, Finally, the ob-
servers recorded the reaction of the other person
to this behavior, Table 14 shows the content and
frequency of behavior initiations which are not
directly related to health information, For ease

of reference this is called "'unrelated conversa-
tion' or "interpersonal behavior."

Throughout the average interview, the inter-
viewer initiated 1,7 instances of unrelated conver -
sation (table 14). About half of these are classified
as humor—the classification includes anything
from a short chuckle to the telling of a funny story.
Nearly all of the remaining initiations—40 percent
of the total—were directly concerned withthere-
spondent and took the form of flattery, praise, non-
health questions, and suggestions, The respondent
initiated nearly 16 instances of unrelated con-
versation during the average interview, Theseare
divided about equally between "humor" and "'talk-
ing about self, family, friends." Only rarely was
the respondent observed to have initiated conver-
sation directly about the interviewer or about the
interview. The high frequency of '"talking about
self, family, or friends" was an unexpected finding,
This category did not appear in other descriptions
of task oriented interaction, and it proved valuable
in further analysis of the data from this study.

o

Table 14, Average number and percen
distribution of unrelated conversaiio
initiations by interviewer and respond
ent during entire interview

1)

=

i
i

Average | Percent
number of
Content of initiations of total
initia~ | initia-
tions tions
Interviewer
Totaleweerecea- —— 1,68 100
Talks about the re-
spondent=e-cececcax - 0.68 40
Talks about self, fam-
ily, friends-—w==m=- _—— 0.19 11
Talks about the inter-
Viewm-=remecacecacman— 0.00 0
Laughs, jokeS=es=mmeam== 0.81 49
Respondent
Totale=meccmcnnna 15,87 100
Talks about the inter-
vViewereeeeremmeameaaa= 0.34 2
Talks about self, fam~
ily, friends~w-re-ce-- 7.58 48
Talks about the inter-
VieWwsesecreccnceccncan - 0,69 4
Laughs, jokeg=-==-==c-= - 7426 46
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Table 15.

interviewer and respondent reaction according to content of initiation

Number and percent distribution of unrelated conversation initiations, by

m—— e == —
Interviewer reaction
Content of initiation Number Fn- Dig-
Total }| cour- | Neutral | cour~
ages ages
Percent distribution
Total respondent initiatione----- ————— --1 6,516 100 21 78 1
Talks about interviewer-eececcmacmccaccannunana 146 100 62 34 4
Talks about self, family, friends=~=ecececemcacw-| 3,121 100 20 79 1
Talks about the interviewwwwemmocecacccmmacan _——— 284 100 75 | 24 1
Laughs, jokeS=eermccmacmamcmc e ] 2,965 100 15 85 0
Respondent reaction
Content of initiation Number En- Dig-
Total cour-{ Neutral| cour-
ages ages
Percent distribution
Total interviewer initiatione-~wucacceau- 705 100 55 44 1
Talks about respondentee-wemseesec—mecemmamcacan 272 100 70 28 2
Talks about self, family, friends—eeceamecccecnaa 90 100 60 40 0
Talks about the interviewmsmemcmeccmucencncuman i7 100 76 24 0
Laughs, jokeSwwewenewumcunnmncnnnmuncnncesncnne 326 100 40 60" 0

These findings suggest that the interviewer
and respondent had different orientations to the in-
terview situation in general,

Generalizing from the conversation data, it
may be suggested that respondents were more
active than interviewers in initiating unrelated
comments and were more preoccupied with their
own interests, The use of humor ig particularly
interesting since some research finds that humor
is frequently a reactiontotension.!? Thusthe data
presented here may indicate that the respondents,
especially, were under some tension,

Interviewers appeared to be somewhat less
active, more task oriented, more preoccupied
with the respondent than with themselves, and
under less tension, The special emphasis which
interviewers placed on comments about the re-
spondent may be interpreted asbehavior designed
to gain or maintain rapport with the respondent,
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Reactions to Unrelated Conversation

The observers recorded the nature of the
verbal response following initiations of unrelated
conversation, Each response was rated as to
whether it encouraged further unrelated behavior,
was neutral, or whether it discouraged such behav-
ior.

Interviewer reactions to the various kinds of
unrelated conversation initiated by the respondent
are shown in table 15,

In total, about 78 percent of the intefviewdr
reactions were classified as '"neutral,’ andnearly
all of the remaining reactions were in the "encour-
ages'' category. The interviewer tended to react
encouragingly when the respondent talked about the
interview. She was almost as likely to be encour-
aging when the respondent initiated conversation
about the interviewer. The neutral reactions were



most prevalent when the respondent talked about
himgelf or his family and when he laughed or joked,
These two categories, 'talking about self or
family" and "jokes," represented the large pro-
portion of respondent initiation of irrelevant con-
versation,

Algo shown in table 15 are data on how re-
spondents reacted to interviewer initiations of
unrelated conversation, The respondents divided
their reactions to interviewer initiations about
equally between "encourages' and "neutral" (55
and 44 percent, respectively), "Encouraging'
reactions were most frequent when the interviewer
talked about the respondent, or the purpose of the
survey, use of results, and other topics relatedto
the interview, "Neutral' reactions were most
frequent when the interviewer laughed or joked and
when she talked about herself, "Discouraging"
reactions were seldom recorded, they were most
frequent when the interviewer initiated conversa-
tion about the respondent,

The major difference between interviewer
reactions and respondent reactions to unrelated
conversation was that interviewer reactions were
likely to be neutral while respondent reactions
were about evenly divided between neutral and
encouraging, with the latter slightly more fre-
quent, Respondent and interviewer responded in
about the same ways to the different content areas,
Both were more likely to respond encouragingly
to initiations about the other personor to ""humor,"
Neither interviewer nor respondent gave many
reactions classified as "discouraging,"

It appears therefore that the atmosphere of
the interview was neither overly friendly nor
overly businesslike,

Interview Behaviors and Respondent
Demographic Characteristics

The several hundred variables arising from
the observation form have been related to re-
spondent demogtraphic characteristics (age, edu-
cation, family income, race, and sex) and have been
inspected for patterns of relations. In general,
the magnitude of the relations between objectively
counted behaviors and demographic character-
istice was very small, while the magnitude of the
relations to subjectively rated items was a little
larger, Both types of measures suggest that three

demographic characteristics (age, income, and
education) showed some association with counts
or ratings of respondent behavior, Furthermore,
a consistent pattern of relations was found,

Generally, of the three demographic varia-
bles age, income, and education, the one most
closely associated with respondent behavior was
age. Older persons tended to engage in many
different types of behaviorsand inlarge quantities;
younger respondents exhibited-less variability in
behavior., Like younger respondents, persons
with high income or high education exhibited
less behavior. Further qualitative distinctions
can be made, Older respondents showed much
less discrimination in the types of behavior—
they elaborated more and engaged in more ir-
relevant conversation; they were ratedas wanting
to talk a lot, trying hard to communicate, and as
being not fully accurate. Because of these types
of behaviors, the interviewer had to use more
probes for them, read the specialist card more
often, and frequently help them ascertain family
income, The pace of the interaction was rated as
slow and not smooth,

Respondents with high education or high in-
come elaborated less, and they initiated anaverage
amount of unrelated conversation; they were rated
as understanding the questions well and reporting
relatively accurately, They gave fewer answers
that required probing, they considered the ques-
tions more carefully, and they needed less help
in figuring family income, Although their be-
haviors occurred less often, they appeared to be
consistent with the giving of accurate information,

One hypothesis about the relation between
respondent demographic characteristics and be-
havior is that a different pattern of interaction
takes place when interviewer and respondent are
of the same social class than when they are from
different social classes., Specifically, when a
higher status person communicates with a lower
status person, he tends to take more initiative,
to be more active in directing the interaction,
and to stick to the job, while the lower status
person exhibits a deference pattern of compliance
and often initiates conversation of an irrelevant
nature,

In the interview situation, this dominance-
deference pattern may also hold, If it can be as-
sumed that the less educated, lower income, and
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older respondents represent persons who are of
a relatively lower social class than the average
interviewer, then it can be assumed that for these
respondents, interviewer behavior will showmore
initiative, directiveness, and task orientation while
respondent behavior will show deference and
nontask orientation,

To test this hypothesis, the observed inter-
viewer behaviors were divided into three groups:
programed-task behavior (probes on the routine
health questions), initiation of unrelated conver-
sation, and opportunities for specific task initi-
ative (reading the specialist card, giving help on
the income question, and adjusting the pace of
reading the chronic and acute conditions lists),

The data indicate that interviewers did not
engage in more of the programed-task activity
(probes to health questions) for any group of re-
spondents. This finding suggests that little vari-
ance in the main interviewer-task activity is de-
termined by status differences between inter-
viewer and respondent, and it probably reflects
a successful training procedure,

On the other hand, interviewer initiations of
irrelevant conversation support the dominance-
deference hypothesis to some degree, Interviewer
initiation of almost all types of irrelevant conver-
sation (praise, suggestions, talking about herself,
and jokes) shows a low but positive relationship
to both respondent education and income,

Finally, interviewers showed much more in-
itiative in guiding the response for older, less
educated, and lower income persons. The inter-
viewer was more likely to read the specialist
card to these respondents rather than letting
them fill it out themselves; she was more likely
to read the chronic and acute conditions list
slowly enough to make sure the respondent under-
stood and considered each of the items; and she
was more likely to help the respondent arrive at
the correct family income figure, These findings
are supplemented by the two observer ratings of
interviewer initiative, According to these initi-
ative ratings, the interviewer clarified more and
tried harder to communicate for older, less edu-
cated, and lower income respondents,

In summary, interviewers initiated somewhat
more unrelated conversation to the higher edu-
cated and higher income respondents, thereby in-
dicating an interviewer-deference pattern, Second,
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there were no differences in frequency of initiating
the main task activity of probing answers to the
principal, repetitive health questions for respond-
ents of different demographic characteristics. In-
terviewer-probing behavior on these questions
was given careful and extensive attention during;
interviewer training, and it is possible that this
training reflected itself in the lack of variation
of effort for the respondent groups of concern
here, The third pattern shows the expected differ-
ences to a slight degree in interviewer initiative
with respect to respondent demographic groups,
These items consisted of observer ratings of the
amount of interviewer initiative and some non-
routine behavior items where interviewer initi-
ative can make a dramatic difference in reporting
quality,

HYPOTHESIS TESTING

This section examines the relationship be-
tween the main variables of the study, A detailed
discussion of how the variables were constructed
is given in Appendix II.,

The Dependent Variable,
Reporting Accuracy

Because of the lack of good, independent vali-
dation criteria, the most difficult variable to con-
struct in this study was an index representingthe
accuracy of reported health information, For rea-
sons discussed in Appendix II, the main depend-
ent variable used is an index based onthe number
of chronic and acute conditions which the respond-
ent reported for himself, corrected for the age
of the respondent and hereafter referred to as
the "reporting index." It is assumed on the basis
of the’evidence presented in this appendix that
within a certain range the number of chronic and
acute conditions reported for oneself reflects the
general degree to which all information in the in-
terview is reported accurately,

Demographic Characteristics and Reporting

It may be hypothesized that certain demo-
graphically defined groups of respondents will
report more accurately than others, Specifically,
on the basis of previous SRC research, the follow-



ing demographic groups were thought to represent
the highest potential for good reporting: the highly
educated, high income, female, and white groups,
Conversely, groups thought to have the lowest
potential for good reporting were the less edu-
cated, low income, male, and nonwhite groups.

Table 16 shows the amount and direction of
the association between these demographic vari-
ables and the reporting index. There are no
significant relations between the demographic
characteristics and the measure of reporting ac-
curacy.

:Behav|ior During the Interview

It was hypothesized that behavior in the in-
terview could be classified on three independent
dimensions: (1) behavior directly related to the
task, (2) behavior related to the maintenance of
the relationship between the interviewer and re-
spondent, and (3) behavior oriented essentially
toward the rapid completion of or escape from
the interview, These are referred to as ''task,"
"interpersonal,” and "completion' behaviors, re-
gpectively, Indexes of these behaviors were con-
structed for both the interviewer and respondent
for every interview, according to the procedures
described in Appendix II, and were related to the
reporting accuracy index, As it turned out, com-
pletion behavior could be identified only as the
absence of task and interpersonal behavior, Be-
cause of this, no further consideration is given
to a completion-behavior index,

To test the validity of the classification of
interview behaviors, a factor analysis was per-

Table l16. Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-
tween respondent demographic character-
istics and the reporting index

Respondent demographic Reporting
characteristic index
Education~---wermemcecceannnmn-" -.12
Family income-~====-ee--mc-w-- -.03
Race--rm=cmmmcccaamcncan e mcm e 1L
e O e L DL P LR -.03

Table 17, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-
tween respondent demographic character-
istics and observation indexes of re=~
spondent and interviewer behavior

P —
—_— —

Respondent demographic
Observation characteristics
indexes
Age Egggi- Income
Respondent inter-
personal behav=-
10T memem———— —] L22 -.03 -.02
Respondent tas
behaviore-—ceeea= 1,21 =-.06 .04
Interviewer in-
terpersonal be=- ,
haviorte-ceceae- - .07 .09 .15
Interviewer task
behavior-~erecw- .09 -.18 -.09

lgignificant, p = .05 or less,

formed using the items from the interview obser-
vation records which discriminated well between
respondents, The appearance of one factor made
up largely of task related behaviors and another
made up of interpersonal behaviors tends topro-
vide some confidence in the validity of the a
priori classification, A further examination of the
behavioral dimensions of interview behavior is
made in the sections to follow,

Demographic Characteristics and Behaviors:

Initially it was felt that certain behaviors
would be more frequent among respondents with
certain demographic characteristics, It was hy-
pothesized that more highly educated respondents
would show more task oriented behavior than
lower educated respondents and that older re-
spondents would show more interpersonal be-
havior than younger respondents,

The data indicate that older respondents are
more likely to score higher both on the task and
interpersonal indexes (table 17),

Task behavior was not found to be morefre-
quent for higher educated or higher income re-
spondents; there is a nonsignificant trend for
interviewer task behavior to be comparatively
lower for respondents with these characteristics,
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Table 18,

interview behavior indexes and four measures of health reporting

Gamma coefficients showing the direction and degree of association between

Measures of health reporting

Interview behavior indexes Respondent | Total RU | Total RU| Total RU
conditions condi- doctor | hospital=

index tionsl vigitsl | izations!
Respondent task behavioreecerrsmmemeccmac- 2,56 2,76 2,28 2,23
Interviewer task behavioresrmemmmea-a —————— 2,46 2,61 2,28 2,40
Respondent interpersonal behavior=weerwm~ 2,22 2.30 .08 .04
Interviewer interpersonal behavior=-~--=-- .18 2,20 .19 .02

IRU is an abbreviation for the

total household <reporting unit (all persons in the

household for whom the principal respondent reported fully or in part),

2gignificant, p = .05 or less.

Iinterview Behavior and Reporting

One of the major hypotheées of this study
was that interviewers and respondents who engage
in a high level of task behavior during the inter-
view would produce interviews having a high de-
gree of accuracy and completeness, It was also
thought that even though interpersonal behavior
was essentially independent of reporring accuracy,
it would correlate with length of the interview,
These hypotheses and relevant dataarediscussed
below,

Table 18 shows the gamma coefficients be-
tween the interview behaviors and reporting, Inad-
dition to the reporting index, several other meas-
ures of reporting frequency have been includedto
demonstrate the generality of the findings.

The table indicates a positive relationship
between each behavior index and the various
measures of reporting frequency-—the more task
behavior engaged in by the interviewer or re-
spondent, the better the reporting; the more
interpersonal behavior engaged in by the inter-
viewer or respondent, the better the quality of
reporting, The task behavior indexes appesar to
be more strongly related to reporting than the
indexes of interpersonal behavior,

Interpersonal behavior is not independent of
reporting accuracy as originally hypothesized,
With respect to the hypothesis concerning intex-
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persanal behavior and length of the interview,
table 19 shows that both interpersonal and task
behavior are positively related tothe length of time
the interview lasted, Again, the relation holds for
both interviewer and respondent behavior,

Relationship Among Behaviors

Inirially, it was hypothesized that interview
behaviors would form two clusters (task behaviors
and interpersonal behaviors) and that these
clusters would be statistically independent of
each other, Essentially, behaviors in the inter-

Table 19, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be~-
tween behavior indexes and length of
the interview

Length
Behavior index of in=-

terview
Respondent interpersonal 1
behaviorserermcemcmrcreecrecmm. +26
Interviewer interpersonal
behavigr-rrmrmrrccccmemra e cm,- 1.20
Respondent task bhehavior~---we=- 1,51
Interviewer task behavior--wv-e~ 1,51

Igignificant, p = ,05 or less,



Table 20.

Number and percent distribution of the

interviews, by respondent task bem

haviar according to respondent interpersonal behavior

— SRS S ST e RS RS et
Respondent task behavioxr
Respondent interpersonal behavior | Number N T o
Some~ | Some=
Tatal Low what | what | High
low high
Percent distribution
LGWn-nhn--nunnmnuunnnnwn--nnnnnnun% 102 lQO 40 39 19 2
SomeWhat lQW-!nnnn.nuwn-unnq-auu,q-.-_g-nq 129 ]_00 33 18 36 19
Somewhat high ----- LB L L L Y e T 95 lQQ 14 39 l9 28
Hig T TV W 90 TR RO Y O R, g P 86 LOQ 6 l? 28 49

NOTE: Gamma = ,46 (significant,

view do form two clusters, bur there is some
evidence that these clusters are not independent,
Tables 20 and 21 show in detail the relations be-
tween the task behavior indexes and the inter-
peraonal behavior indexes separately for the re-
spondent and for the interviewer, A fairly strong
positive relationship occurs between the respond-
ent behaviors, indicating that a respendent who
ls performing at a high level of task hehavior
ls also likely to be engaging in a good deal of
interpersonal behavior, The relation between in-
terviewer task behavior and interviewer inter-

P = .05 or less),

personal hehavior is somewhat weaker but in the
same direction of positive association,

The interdependence of interview behaviors
is further demonstrated by comparing the twe
qualities of behavior across interviewer and re-
spondent, Tables 22 and 23 show that there is a
very close correspondence within each interview
between the level of respondent behavior and in-
terviewey behavier beth with respect to task be-
havior and interpersonal behavior, Thus within
the same interview the interviewer is also likely

Table 21, Number and pexcent distribution of the interviews, by interviewer task be-
havior according to interviewer interpersonal behavioxn
Intexviewar task behavior
Interviewer interpersonal behavior | Number
Some~ | Some~
Total Low what | what |High
Low high
Pexcent distribution
Low--lvl-‘—---l\-n—nnm-ﬂqnﬂnnnnn—nnn-nnm 71 loo 34 32 25 9
SomGWhat lawhﬂ!n—n--nq—u-nnnnmqn--q 125 100 24 29 27 20
SQmQWhat highnunnnn—aunnnnnnnn-n-n- 99 100 15 18 44 23
Highnrmrarersmnnnmcnmannnann - 117 100 17 20 31 32

NOTE: Gamma = ,26 (aignificant, p = .05 ox less),

25

LY



Table 22.

Number and percent distribution of the interviews, by interviewer task be-

havior according to respondent task behavior

Interviewer task behavior
Respondent task behavior Number
Some~ Some-~
Total Low what what | High
low high
Percent distribution

LOWe~=emeenececccm e cmmce—m—e————— 102 100 46 28 25 1
Somewhat loWeserccemammamcaranemnna 115 100 29 36 24 11
Somewhat highe-m-ecreccmacunccacuna 100 100 7 22 44 27
Higheeeeermccccmmmcrcmceccccmcn e 95 100 2 8 37 53

NOTE: Gamma = ,64 (significant, p = .05 or less).

to be high in task behavior if the respondent is
high in task behavior, The same is true for inter-
personal behavior,

Taking into account the above empirical re-
lations between the behaviors which occur in the
interview, a high degree of interdependence is ob-
served both between qualities of behavior and be-
tween the persons doing the behavior. It appears,
then, that using these a priori indexes of behav-
ior each interview can be ranked on a single be-
havioral dimension and on a general behavioral
activity level and that this behavior level isposi-
tively related to reporting accuracy.

Behavior Similarity at Extremes

The data do not permit discovery of who is
primarily responsible for setting this common
general activity level-—the interviewer, the re-
spondent, or some interaction of the two, Such an
analysis must await further experimentation in
which variables are experimentally manipulated
rather than merely observed, (Such a study is
being carried out by SRC in conjunction with HIS.)
However, one interesting dynamic of behavioral
balance may be studied with existing data.

Table 23. Number and percent distribution of the interviews, by interviewer interper-~
o sonal behavior according to respondent interpersonal behavior
Interviewer interpersonal behavior
Respondent interpersonal behavior | Number
. Some~ Some~
Total Low what what | High
low high
Percent distribution
LOWememmmmmcecermccesmraecmmr——m————— 102 100 46 39 10 5
Somewhat LoWmemmwmcmemmmacnan mm———— 129 100 14 44 22 20
Somewhat highee-racecammanncaanaa - 95 100 4 20 40 36
Highmemmmomommmmenomacemonaana———- 86 100 2 10 27 61

NOTE: Gamma = .65 (significant, p = .05 or less),
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Table 24, Relationship of interviewer in-
terpersonal behavior to respondent in-
terpersonal behavior

Interviewer interpersonal
Respondent behavior
ingeﬁpersonal
ehavior Some-| Some=- | ...
Low what | what High
low | high

Ratio of obtained to ex-

pected cell frequenciesl
LoWms emcmmmm—- 2.6 1.3 0.4 0.2
Somewhat low~= | 0.8 1.5 0.9 0.7
Somewhat high- 0.2} 0.7 1.7 1.3
Higheerwrmeama 0.1 0.3 1.1 2,2

!Based on data shown in table 23,
Oy
Ratio = —/—-,
E”
n,.. xn.
where E” =_IT_L
n;. = row frequency
n. = column frequency

= expected frequency in cell ij
O = obtained frequency in celljj

N = total number of cases

The number of persons who score low, or
high, or at any other point on an index is of no
intrinsic interest since the distributions were
arbitrarily constructed, (See Appendix IL) It is
possible, however, to compute the number of in-
terviews in which behavioral balance is expected
"on the basis of chance" by the chi-square pro-
cedure of multiplying marginal totals and divid-
ing by total N, Expected cell frequencies, canthen
be compared with obtained cell frequencies, in-
dependent of spurious effects in the /arbitrarily
constructed distributions on single indexes, This
procedure was used to construct tables 24 and 25,
which show the ratio of observed to expected cell
frequencies for task behavior and interpersonal
behavior, Both of these tables indicate that behav-
ioral balance is most likely at the behavioral ex-
tremes, In other words, the interviewer and re-
spondent are most likely to behave similarly high
or similarly low, and the probability of balance

at some intermediate level of effort is not as
great, These tables as well as some others indi-
cate that behavioral balance at any level is more
likely than behavioral imbalance,

The reasons for this phenomenon are not
clear, It may be that behavioral balance is
achieved only when one or both of the interacting
persons furnish. obvious cues about their 'pre-
ferred" levels of behavior, The most obvious cues
are probably those associated with the extreme
rather than intermediate levels of behavior.

Factor Analysis of
Interview Observation Variables

In an attempt to test the validity of thea priori
index construction procedure, a factor analysis
was performed using most of the variables from
the interview observation recording form.

Table 25. Relationship of interviewer
task behavior to respondent task be-~
havior

Interviewer task behavior
Respondent
task behavior Some~- | Some~
Low | what | what High
low high

Ratio of obtained to ex~-
pected cell frequencies!

LOWemeccacnan= 2,1 1.2 0.8] 0.0
Somewhat low~-- 1.3 1.5 0.8{ 0.5
Somewhat high=- 0.3 0.9 L.4| 1.2
Highe-=a=m=a=-= 0.1} 0.3 1.2| 2.4

1Based on data shown in table 22,

. O;
Ratio = E_;], ,
where E; = ﬂs%.
n,. = row frequency
n.; = column frequency
ijj = expected frequency in celljj
O;; = obtained frequency in cell i
N = total number of cases
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Items which represented actual counts or
ratings of behavior, which provided a reason-
able discrimination between respondents (fewer
than 90 percent of the individuals were coded in
the most frequent category), were intercorrelated
and factor analyzed and the factors subjected to
orthogonal rotation, (Principal Axis Factor Analy~
sig and Hotelling Varimax Rotation with normal-
ized solution, Misging data, which existed for a
small number of the ratings only, were treated

' by assigning the individual a rating score at the
" tode of the overall distribution on the rating.)

Five significant factors were found, four of
which could be interpreted meaningfully, The
four factors were labeled interpersonal behavior,

" tagk behavior, task ratings, and respondent re-
ceptiveness, A more detailed presentation of the
content of each factor is in Appendix I, -

The factor analysis confirmed theinitialdise
jtinction made between interpersonal and task
oriented behaviors, indicating that these factors
¢an be made orthogonal in mathematical space.
Howeveyr, data from the a priori indexes and
further work with the factor data indicated that
these two behaviors were best described by two
obligue dimensions rather than by orthogonal di-
miehegions for this study and that one dimension
accounts for most of the variance inthe reporting
index,

The factor analysis also confirmed the above
finding concerning the high degree of dependence
between the behaviors of the respondent and
interviewer, The two factors heavily loaded with
behavioral variables, the task and interpersonal
behavior factors, contained both interviewer and
respondent items, Interviewer and respondent
task behaviors were not separated, nor were
interviewer and respondent interpersonal behav-
lors, o

A third factor contained most of the ob-
mervers' ratings of both interviewer and re=
spondent tagsk oriented behavior, which suggests
that these ratings are made largely with respect
to & gingle ditmension and are not highly corre-~
lated with the objectively measured task behav-
iors even though they were designed to be,

In the Initial analysis of the observation data,
an attempt was made to construct an index of re-
spondent receptivity tothe interview baged largely
upont objective behavior recorded at the begin-
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ning of the interview. This index did not meet the

. triteria necessary for its inclusion in further

analysis, The fourth factor from thefactor analy-
sis contained a number of subjective ratings which
appeared to represent the degree to whichthe re-
spondent was willing to admit the interviewer and
to provide time for the interview. However, there
were no items indicative of the quality or degree
of effort put into the performance, Although an
index of receptivity could not be constructed by
using objective behaviors, it seems that it is possi-
ble to capture essentially the same ides by using
the subjective ratings which the observers made
at the beginning and end of the interview,

A further analysis of the characteristics of
this receptivity factor was obtained, but it was
not possible to demonstrate any relationship be-
tween it and either respondent demographic
characteristics, respondernt task and interper-
sonal behaviors, respondent attitudes, or quality
of reporting., If the factor correctly identifies
respondent receptivity, the data suggest that re-
spondent reporting performance canmnot be pre-
dicted by superficial indications of cooperative~
negs and friendliness,

PSYCHOLOGICAL ORIENTATION OF
THE RESPONDENT

Buozkyround

Earlier in this report two general hypotheses
were implied concerningthe effects of psychologi-
cal orientations of the respondents, The firstwas
that the guality of thege orientations (her attitudes,
expectations, motives, and perception) would be,
at least partially, related to the respondent's
characteristics and that favorable dispositions
would be related to good reporting,

In this study 2 high degree of correlation was
expected between respondent demographic char-
acteristics and respondent psychological orien-

" tations, On the other hand, it was assumed that

interviewers would be reasonably homogeneous

. with respect to backgtound characteristics and

also with respect to training and further experi-
ence with respondents, It was felt that this homo~
geneity precluded finding any relationships at this
level of analysis for interviewers,



The second general hypotliesis was that psy-
chological orientations are the main causal vari-
dbles in determining behavior inthe interview and
reporting accuracy. Specifically, it was assumed
that positive attitudes or feelings toward the in-
terview would be related to good reporting. It
was further assumed that attitudes, motives, ex-
pectations, and perceptions relevant to specific
aspects of the interview would determine specific
behdviors during the interview,

In the following sections specific interviewer
and respondent psychological orientations are ex-
amined for their relations to demographic charac-
teristics, behavior in the interview, and the re-
porting index, The general results indicate alack
of any of the expected relationships, a finding
which implies that the model hypothesized above
is not especially useful for understanding this
particular type of interview.

Respondent Orientations

Two scales of respondent attitude or feel-
ing toward the interview experience were con-
structed—one based on guestions of an indirect
.nature and the other based on questions which
asked the respondent how she felt about the inter-
view, The details of the construction of these
scales is given in Appendix II,

Coatrary to the initial hypotheses, there is
no significant association between the feeling of
the respondent about the interview and her demo-

Table 26. Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-
tween respondent attitude and respond-
ent demographic characteristics

Respondent demographic

Respondent characteristics

attitude Fducae

Age tion Income

Feeling about
interview (in-
direct ques-
tiong)ecmumccan -.03 =11 -:09

Feeling about
interview (di«
rect questions)- .08 -13 =15

Table 27, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-
tween respondent attitude and the re-
porting index, respondent interpersonal

behavior, and respondent task behavior
indexes
Resporndent
behavior
Respondent po?iing indexes
attitude index | Inter-
per- | Task
sonal

Feeling about in-
terview (indirec
questions)-=---=~ .03 .00 .07

Feeling about in=
terview (direct
questiong)------- .01 .01 .06

graphic characteristics, either for the direct or
indirect measure of overall feeling (table 26).

These data indicate that respondents of high
education and income status donot have as positive
a feeling toward the interview as would be hypothe-
sized on the basis of previous data. In fact, the
data indicate a trend for these respondents to be
more critical of the interview, although this trend
is not statistically significant. Indirectly these
data also indicate that having information about the
HIS or about surveys in general does not, in it-
self, result in a positive evaluation of the inter-
view experience.

To test the hypothesis that positive attitudes
or feelings are necessdary conditions for behavior
which will lead to an accurate interview, the two
respondent attitude scales are related to the in-
dexes of respondent interpersonal and task be-
havior dand to the index of reporting accuracy,
The data in table 27 indicate that no systematic
relations exist,

In this particular study, having a positive
(or negative) feeling about the interview experi-
ence is not related to background characteristics
nor does it have any direct effect on behavior or
reporting during the interview, It appears that
respondents, like good interviewers, do not let
their feelings about the situation bias the inter-
view, Data presented in Appendix II indicate,
however, that these feelings arenot dlways hidden
from the observer,
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Table 28, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-~
tween respondent motive for cooperating
and respondent demographic characteris-
tics

Respondent demographic
Respondent characteristics
motive for
cooperating Age Egggi- Income
Good citizen mo-
tivationeec-=ea== .04 .14 .03
Chance to talk
motivationmm=== - .06 .02 -.03
Personal benefit
motivation=m=—=m- .03 -.35 -.16
Chance to rest
motivation~--==~| 1,27 .00 1.,26
Like talking
about health
motivation=e--- - -.18 -.18 .00

lsignificant, p = .05 or less.

Motives for Cooperating

Respondents say they cooperate for one or
more of many possible reasons. The data from
this study identify five such reasons: the willing-
ness to perform the duties of a citizen, the feeling
that cooperation will result in personal benefit, a
desire to talk to someone, adesiretotake a break
from usual activities, and satisfactionindiscuss-
ing health,

Initially it was felt that the distribution of
these motives in the sample would be random with
respect to demographic characteristics with the
possible exception of age. It was felt thatolder re-
spondents, because of social isolation and general
lack of activity, would show more indications that
they enjoyed the interview because it gave thema
chance to talk to someone. In table 28, the five
motives for cooperating are related to respondent
demographic characteristics, The coefficients of
association are all small, and the only statistically
significant associations are between age and
chance to rest and between income and chance to
rest, Therefore the older respondents and those in
low income groups are more likely to mention that
the interview affords a chance to take a break from
usual activities than are other groups.
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It was further hypothesized (1) that the exist-
ence of these motives for cooperation would corre-
late positively with reporting; (2) that the qualities
of a good citizen, personal benefit, and desire to
talk about health would correlate with respondent
task behavior; and (3) that the willingness to talk
to anyone and the chance torest from usual activ-
ities would show a positive association to inter-
personal behavior of the respondent, The data
indicate that none of these motives correlates sig-
nificantly with the reporting index (table 29), None
of the expected correlations with behavior is found,
although some trends may exist,

It was felt that certain negative feelings may
be generated in the interview situation. Two such
forces were identified in this study: respondent
concern about the time the interview took andre-
spondent concern about the nature of the questions.
Only a very few respondents voiced any concern
about the interviewer and the way she conducted
herself, Therefore this concern is excluded from
further analysis,

The mention of time pressure and question
concern in the followup interview is correlated
with respondent demographic characteristics,
Four of the six possible relations are statistically
significant although still rather weak (table 30).

Table 29. Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-
tween respondent motives for cooper-
ating and reporting index, respondent
interpersonal behavior, and respondent
task behavior indexes

Respondent
behavior
Respondent motive po?iing indexes
for cooperating index Tnter-
per- |Task
sonal
Good citizen mo-
tivationeew--eeaa .08 .00 .03
Like talking
motivatione-emee= -.05 .12 .02
Personal benefit
motivation~e==m~= ~-.13 A4 .21
Chance to rest
motivationem=e-n= .08 .20 | -, 06
Like talking
about health
motivation~wee-~ - -.07 -.20{-.14




The younger, higher educated, and higher income
respondents are more likely to mention time
pressure, The higher income groups are slightly
more likely to mention a concern about the nature
of the questions.

Contrary to expectations, the existence of
negative forces or feelings does not act to suppress
reporting accuracy. Although the coefficients of
association reported in table 31 are not signifi-
cantly different from zero, there is a tendency for
question concern to be positively related to task
behavior and the reporting index.

Perceptions of the Task

It can be hypothesized that accurate percep-
tion or understanding of the task is a necessary
condition for accurate and complete reporting and
that a misunderstanding of whatis wanted canlead
to poor performance. Respondents were asked two
specific questions about the conduct of the inter-
view: Did the interviewer want exact or general
answers? Did the interviewer want everything or
only the important things? In addition, an under-
standing of why information about health was being
collected (respondent information level) also
serves as an indirect indication of how accurately
the respondent understood the task, Thereis some
indication from the data presented in table 32 that
respondents in the higher educational groups have
a more accurate understanding of what the inter-
viewer wanted than do other demographic groups.
They are also more likely to say that the inter-

Table 30, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be=~
tween respondent concern and respondent
demographic characteristics

Respondent demographic
Respondent characteristics
concern
Educa-~
Age tion Income
Concern about 1 1
timemamemmmcann -.21 .23 1,20
Concern about
questions=---=~ 11 .10 118

lgignificant, p = .05 or less.

Table 31, Gamma coefficients showing -the
direction and degree of association be-
tween respondent concern and reporting
index, respondent interpersonal be-
havior, and, respondent task behavior in-
dexes

Respondent
‘ behavior
Respondent Re- indexes
concern porting
index Inter-~
per-
sonal Task
Concern about
timem-meccmmocumo -.01 .00| .00
Concern about
questions—--cce-- .15 .08 .12

viewer wanted exact rather than general answers
and more likely to give at least one accurate
reason why the health information was being col-
lected (for compilation of statistics). While the
other coefficients of association are not signifi-
cant, there is a trend for the older respondents
more often to say thatthe interviewer wanted gen~
eral answers and to have a less clear idea of the

Table 32, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be=-
tween respondent understanding and re-
spondent demographic characteristics

Respondent demographic

characteristics
Respondent
.understanding
Educa-
Age .
g tion Income
Interviewer
wanted exact
ANSWerSe—m=—a—m -.21 1.43 .17
Interviewer

wanted every-
thing to be re-
portedenr~wean~ .06 -.10 -.09
Respondent knew
why informa-
tion being col-
lectedmmnoncamn -.25 .13 .11

1Significant, p = .05 or less,
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Table 33, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be~
tween respondent wunderstanding and re-
porting index, respondent interpersonal

behavior, and respondent task behavior
indexes
Respondernt
behavior
Respondent po%ﬁing indexes
undergtanding “index | Inter-
pers
sonal | Task
Interviewer
wanted exact
ANEWELSmum v e u— +18 .06 .07
Interviewer
wanted every-
thing to be re« ’
ported--.-.--..u .10 - 02| ».13
Regponderit knew
why the informa-
tion was being
tollectedawuunasn o 22 02| .13

purpose for which the information was being col-
lected,

The data in table 33 show the direct effects of
having knowledge about the requirements and goals
of the survey on reporting accuracy and on the
major respondent behavior indexes. Although none
of the gamma coefficients is significantly greater
than zero, there isatrendinthe direction indicat-
ling that increased under standing does have a posi-
tive effect on reporting.

One other finding which, inretrospect, seems
to be relevant to the respondents' understanding of
the requirements of the survey is the unexpected
(and not quite significant) positive relationship be~
tween the respondent conditions index and there-
spondents' saying that the interviewer did not get
all the information about the family's health during
the interview, Of the 27 respondents who said the
interviewer missed something, about half scored
high on the conditions index. The remaining 385
respondents either avoided answering the question
("1 gave her what she agked for") or said the inter=
viewer did not miss anything, Only sbout a quarter
of this group scored high on the reporting index,
The gamma coefficient is -,21,
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It would seem that in order for 4 respondent
to say that the interviewer did not getall the infor-
mation about the family's health during the inter-
view, she must have understood what the inter-
viewer wanted to know, Granting this assumption,
it may be a little less surprising to find that those
who have reported well are a little more likely
to understand what was required and a little more
likely to say that the interviewer did not get all
the required information,

The data presented essentially point to a lack
of relationship between respondent psychological
orientation and the behavior or accuracy-come-
pleteness outcome of the interview. While a few
of the medsured orientations show a slight cor-
relation with respondent demographic character-
istics, the orientations themselves are of little
value in predicting directly the level or quality
of respondent behavior during the interview or in
predicting reporting accuracy, Of the various
categories of respondent orientations mentioned,
the most promising to be followed up are the re-
spondent "perceptions," or her understanding of
the task requirements., Fowler!®discusses and
analyzes these data further in his doctoral thesis,

PSYCHOLOGICAL ORIENTATION
OF THE INTERVIEWER

Interviewer data collected in a separate inter-
view after the Census interviewer had completed
her work for this study are grouped into three
mdjor categories-——the interviewer's style of in-
terviewing, her feelings about her job, and her
general expectations about respondents, Data are
presented, again, in terms of gamma coefficients,
This was accomplished by treating the 35 inter-
viewers as 412 independent interviewers, one for
each interview taken, Because of this artificial
procedure, no significant tests have been applied
to the data, The conclusions reached from these
data are based on what appear to be consistent
patterns of data rather than statistically signifi-
cant coefficients of association,

Style of Inferviewing
The interviewers were asked to state thelr

preferences for types of respondents from a list
of respondents grouped according to demographic



Table 34, Gamma coefficients showing the
direetion and degree of association be-
tween Interviewer style and reporting

index, interviewer interpersonal, and
interviewer task behavior indexes
Interviewer
behgvior
, Re=- indexes
Int:aé;:‘l.iwer porting
index Inter-
per- | Task
sonal
Concern with
HECUTHOY mmwmma e .09 ~-s16 | -.08
Concern with
speed and
efficlencysmmemea .01 061 0L
Concern with
affiliatione-ceex .00 .00} ~.07

and personality characteristica, After each choice
was made Interviewers were asked to state the
reasons for the choice (ot in many cases for re-
fusing to make achoice), These reasons were con-
tent analyzed (see Appendix II) for three dimen-
sions of interviewing style: the interviewer's
concern with accuracy, her concern with speed and
efficiency, and her concern with affiliation. It was
initially hypothesized that interviewers with a con=
cern for accuracy would get more accurate data
and show more task behavior, It was also felt that
interviewers concerned with the pleasantness of
the relationship would show more interpersonal
behavior, but that the data obtained would not differ
significantly in accuracy. Finally, it was hypothe-
sized that interviewers who were oriented to speed
and efficlency would obtain poor reporting and
would show low levels of both task and interper-
gonal behavior. The data in table 34 indicate not
only that the hypotheses were wrong but also that
there seems to be a clear lack of relationship be«
tween these indexes of interviewer style and ac-
tual behavior and production in the interview,

Interviewer Feeling About Job
and Questionnaire

Interviewers were asked a series of direct
questions on their feelings about their jobs, about
the importance they attached to the HIS survey
effort, and about the efficiency of the questionnaire

and other data-collection instruments, Initially it
was hypothesized that interviewers with favorable
attitudes toward their job and with a realization of
the importance of the data-gathering function of
the interview would be better interviewers-—they
would obtain better reporting and show moretask
behavior. Recognition that there are problems
associated with using the rather complicated HIS
questionnaire and other tnaterials was thought to
be an indication of interviewer sensitivity to the
possible difficulties inherent in getting accurate
data with the given instruments, Hence, the men-
tioning of problems with the questionnaire and
procedures was hypothesized to be associated
with the obtaining of accurate information. The
data again show a lack of any relationship be-
tween the interviewer orientations and either
reporting accuracy or interviewer behavior
(table 33).

Interviewer Expectations

Each of the 35 Census interviewers responded
to a series of direct questions about the reaction
of respondents to the interview situation. The
answers to these questions were made into seven
indexes representing different types of expecta-
tions. Inspection of the data in table 36 leads to
the conclusion that expectations ds they are meas=
ured here are not related to the performance
variables, although it is interesting that the great

Table 35, Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of assocldtion be-
tween jobwrelated attitude and report-
ing index, interviewer interpersondl
behavior, and interviewer task behavior
indexes

Interviewer
3 bghavior
Joberelated po&izng 1ndexes
attitude Pl E—
per« | qagk
sonal

Attitude toward

I
o‘b-u_usnua-uuh-——s

:05 -ol-7 "5-09
Importance of ]

sULVEeymwewewneme= 607 ‘ilo -.15
Problems with , _
instrumentgmmewes 09 .16} =,03
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Table 36. Gamma coefficients showing the
direction and degree of association be-
tween interviewer expectation and re-
porting index, interviewer interper-
sonal behaviors, and interviewer task
behavior indexes

Interviewer
behavior
Interviewer pogging indexes
expectation index | Inter=-
Per- 1 Task
sonal
Expect positive
attitude~=rrew--- .01 ~-.18 .05
Expect citizen
motivation--m-w=-- -.04 -.20| -.02
Expect affiliation
motivatione--eea- .02 -.01| -.05
Expect personal
benefit moti-~
vationee=e-meaea- ~-.32 -.04( .01
Expect respondents
to be busy=--=-u-= -,08 .08 -,06
Expect respondent
to think survey
is worthwhile=--~ -.13 -.16 | -.05
Expect respondent
to have problems
with questions--- -.08 041 ,03

majority of the gamma coefficient signs are
negative, Further analysis of these data (notpre-
sented here) suggested that this ''negative effect”
may be "real" and has led to the hypothesis that
interviewers who do not expect problems or who
predict that their respondents will have some
positive orientation to the interview are not as
effective as the interviewers who anticipate some
trouble,

Interviewer Orientations on the Interview

As with the data on the effects of respondent
orientations, the interviewer orientations did not
show any associations with interviewer behavior
or productivity. Her interviewing style orienta-
tions, her evaluation of her job, and her general
expectations about respondents did not give any
direct insight into how she behaves in the inter-
view or how accurate and complete her interview
data tend to be, Further analysis of these data has
not revealed any definite areas where associations
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occur, but these ex post facto analyses have led to
the hypothesis that interviewers who expect re-
spondent cooperation and a general lack of prob-
lems may not obtain as muchdata as interviewers
who do expect problems and lack of cooperation.
In addition, data analysis (not presented here) sug-
gests that if there is any variation in interviewer
behavior which is related to interviewer orienta-
tions, it seems to be inthe interpersonal behavior
of the interviewer, Unfortunately adequate explo-
ration of this area is precluded in this study be-
cause there is really little general variation be-
tween interviewers or within interviewers intheir
interpersonal behavior. In approximately 90 per-
cent of the interviews, theonly interviewer initia-
tions of irrelevant ""conversation' were initiations
of laughter. On the other hand, this aspect of the
interview receives relatively little emphasis in
training, in the instruction manual, in supervision,
or in the feedback evaluations which interviewers
get. In the absence of such training and control, it
is reasonable to expect variation attributable to
individual differences in psychological orienta-
tion in the interpersonal behavior area.

INTERPRETATION OF THE
FINDINGS

Conclusions and Possible Implications

As stated at the beginning of the report, this
investigation was planned as a broad exploration
of the HIS interview to provide insights andto de-
velop hypotheses about techniques of improving
reporting in the household interview which could
be investigated in future research. In the section
below a further discussion of the most important
findings of this study and some tentative interpre-
tations are presented,

A model of the antecedents of good reporting
was offered at the beginning of this report.It was
this model which dictated the overall designofthe
study.

Two general interpretations of the pattern of
results may be made: one is that the hypothesized
model of the dynamics of the interview needs to be
revised; the other is that the initial madel is es-
sentially correct but that it did not receive an ade-
quate test in this study.

The question may be raised as to whether the
lack of expected relationships between the demo-



graphic or attitude-type variables and reporting
was not due to the inadequacy and omission of
measurement of the important variables, Because
the question is a crucial one, this report contains
a detailed description of -the operational defi-
nition of each of the main variables used in the
analysis (see Appendix II), The following two points
can be made:

1. This study was especially comprehensive
in including measures of demographic and
attitude~-type variables.

2. The operational definitions of these vari-
ables have at least face validity, and, in
addition, the variables do show patterns of
acceptable reliability and internal con-
sistency in places where this type of anal-
ysis could be performed.

It appears reasonable to conclude, therefore,
that the variables were comprehensive enough to
test the hypothesized model and that, while the
variables may contain some ''error'’ variance,
they should be considered moderately acceptable
operations for the concepts they were designedto
represent,

If the measures of the variables of interest
are valid, some explanation is needed of why the
expected relationships of the social and psycho-
logical variables to reporting were not found, Two
complementary explanations for the findings are
offered here and developed further inthe next sec-
tion, First, it seems highly likely that, even though
respondents do possess attitudes, feelings, and
motives which are potentially relevant to the
household interview situation, the strength of these
characteristics is such astomake them relatively
unimportant in determining the outcome of thein-
terview once the respondent has made the commit-
ment to be interviewed, Apparently other variables
become paramount in guiding behavior once the
interview has started.

Second, with respect to the interviewer, the
lack of relationship between preferences for type
of respondents, preferred styles of interviewing,
demographic characteristics, expectations about
respondents, or rated feelings toward individual
respondents is a little less surprising. The most
cogent explanation of these data is that the inter-
viewers are well trained and are successful in
keeping their personal feelings from biasing the
data,

One hypothesis which may have merit for fu-
ture research is thatahousehold interview may be
a unique experience for respondents. It may be so
out of the ordinary stream of daily events that re-
spondents really haveno cognitive "'set" which they
bring to the situation, The situation is sonew that
it is difficult to generalize their associated feel-
ings, attitudes, and expectations. Therefore exist-
ing attitudes, expectations, and feelings do not
provide a basis for behavior, and the respondent
must look to the interviewer or some other source
for cues as to her expected behavior.

On the other hand, the interviewer may be in
somewhat the same situation. Shehas been trained
in how to ask questions and fillin the spaces on the
questionnaire, but she has learned from experi-
ence that respondents are different: some will
enjoy the interview, others will be annoyed with it;
some will have trouble with certain sections,
others will not; some will be rushed or pressed for
time, others will want to talk about many irrele-
vancies. Therefore the interviewer too will beat-
tentive to subtle cues from the respondent to sup-
plement her training and to arrive ata strategy for
dealing with this particular respondent.

This hypothesis implies that both interviewer
and respondent search for cues from each other on
appropriate behavior, It may be this cue-searching
process which accounts for the very strong tend-
ency of interviewer and respondent to behave atthe
same level of activity in the interview. This heavy
reliance on cues from the other person to set the
behavior pattern may also account for the factthat
orientations measured in this study werenotpre-
dictive of behavior. Inaddition the reciprocal cue-
searching process may explain why it is not pos-
sible to determine that one person sets the
behavior activity level and the other follows. An
experiment which purposefully manipulates the
cues given by either the interviewer or the re-
spondent or both should yield predictable behavior
changes, provided relevant cues are discovered
and then experimentally varied.

Further Interpretations of the Findings

Initially, it was felt that good reporting would
come from respondents who were positively in-
clined in their attitudes, expectations, and motives.
The empirical data have suggested these factors
are not relevant to reporting, The data dodemon-
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strate, however, that there is a strong association
between behaviar levels in the interview and inthe
quality of information reported, Althoughthe cue-
searching process may be responsible for behav-
ior levels, it is unclear why behavior levels are so
strongly relatedto reporting, Before any extensive
speculation is attempted onthe basis for this rela-
tionship, it is necessary to list the various causal
possibilities which may exist between behavior
level and reporting level and to discover through
research which is correct, Since relationship is
correlational, the follawing four causal possi-
bilities exist;

1. Behavior level causes reporting level.

2, Reporting level causes behavior level,

3, There is reciprocal causality—e,g,, hav-
ing more to report causes higher hehavior
levels which in turn cause even further
reporting,

4. Both reporting level and hehaviar level are
caused by some third variable andhaveno
direct effect on each other. Anexampleof
this last possibility would be the case
where the respondent reports well because
he likes the interviewer and also does a
lot of behaving for the same reason, If,
samehow, this respondent could be made
to behave at a high level without liking the
interviewer, he would not show any ac-
companying increase in the accuracy-
frequency of his reporting.

As was shown earlier, activity level of an indi-
vidual consists of two conceptually distinct types of
behavior; task and interpersonal irrelevant behav-
iors, The data from this study suggest some diffi-
culty in meking a psychologically meaningful yet
statistically acceptable differentiation between
these behavior qualities, One canhypothesize that
there is no meaningful distinction between these
behaviors or that there is a qualitative distinction
to be made between them but that they both "nat-
urally" occur at the same levels in this type of
interview. For example, the rapport hypothesis
might suggest that a high degree of personal af-
filiative attention (encouraging respondent to
engage inirrelevant behavior) causes the respond-
ent to engage in a great deal of task oriented be~
havior. The reverse ordering hypothesis may also
hold, Itmay be thattension increases ina respond-
ent who is engaging in much task oriented hehavior;
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and in order to maintain this level of output, he

must engage in a higher quantity of irrelevant be-
havior as a means of relieving the built-up tension,
If tension release is not obtained, both behaviox
types will fall to a low level,

Implications for Future Research

The data from this study have led away from
the traditjonal social psychological interpretation
that actions are based on enduring psychological
characteristics measured by the attitude-~type
variables and have suggested that research be di-
rected more in the area of social behavioriam for
a better understanding of certain interview situa-
tions. The interpretations offered above have sug-
gested that research proceed at several levels,

First, since the major findings were unex-
pected, a thorough replication of these findings is
needed. A replication of this type of studyneed nat
invalve the wide diversity of measurements used,
Fewer and more refined measures of attitudes,
motives, and behaviors should suffice. Although
the attitude to behavior and behavior to hehavior
findings are interesting in themselves, the inter=
view practitioner should be especially interested
in employing a dependent variable ofhigher valid-
ity in a replication than the one usedin this study,
The feasibility of obtaining and using health record
data in such studies has already been demon~
strated, (A review of some of these studies appears
at the beginning of this report.)

Next, the above discussion has pointed to the
need for future research on the direction of cau-
sality between several of the important variables
in this study. The nature of the relationship he-
tween the various qualities of behavior as wellas
between behavior level and reporting should be
discovered before meaningful theoretical inter=~
pretations or practical suggestions can be made,

Finally, itappearsthat future research work
could praceed to test certain aspects of the cue-
search model mentioned above as well aa sameof
the underlying assumptions which led to its formu-
lation. Such research could focus not only oniden-
tifying what are the behavioral cues presentinthe
interview but also the subsequent effect of these
cues on different types of behavior, on generalbe-
havioral level, and on reporting accuracy,



Implications for Interviewing Practice

It was the implicit assumption of the writers
prior to this study that the way to turn respondents
into good reporters was ta induce positive attitudes
toward the various aspects of the interview (the
interviewer, the questions, and the purpose). It
now appears that the most promising pointof lev-
erage for change is in the behavioral interaction
procesges of the interview itgelf, If this conclusion
is correct, two courses of action appear open ta
the applied researcher; he may take advantage of
the present experimental work and theory dealing
with behavior change in the social setting or he
may wish to perform his awn studies to identify
the crucial variables affecting interview behavior,

Research in experimental, clinical, and social
psychology can be translated directly into attempts
to change behavior in the interview, For example,
relevant work would include that in the areas of

verhal conditioning, nondirective therapeutic tech--
niques, speech and silence durations in the in-
terview, social influence, sacial facilitation, sug-
gestion, and conformity,

In summary, the data from this study suggest
that one potentially effective way to influence in-
terview reporting accuracy is by changingthe be-
havior in the interview, Effective ways of bringing
ahout behavior change involve manipulating cues
in the immediate situation rather than trying to
change basic attitudes or increase level of infor-
mation. Research is possible along two lines, One
possihility is basic research into the important
dimensions of interview behavior, their causal re-
lation to ane anather, and their immediate ante~
cedents, The other possibility appears to be
applied research which attempts to adapt already
existing behavior-change techiques to the house-
hold interview setting,
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A list of items and their loadings onthe factors discussed in the body of this report (items with loadings

less than .50 are not listed)

—

Respondent Characteristics

Talks about himself

Laughs, jokes

"Encourages reactions to interviewer unre-
lated conversation

"Neutral'' reactions to interviewer unrelated
conversation

Rating of the amount of respondent talking

Rating of how much the respondent wanted
to chat about unrelated matters

II.

Respondent Characteristics

Acceptable answers
Elaborated answers
Asks for clarification
Length of interview

II1.

Respondent Characteristics

Degree of effort put into communicating

Ability of respondent to understand the ques-
tions

Furnishing additional information on List A
items

Smreoothness of the interview

Pace of theinterview

APPENDIX |
FACTOR LOADINGS

.73
.63

74

.51
o7

.61

.58
.53
W71
.61

-.68
-.50

. Interpersonal Behavior

Interviewer Characteristics

Talks about respondent

Laughs, jokes

"Encourages'' reactions to respondent, unre-
lated conversation

"Neutral" reactions to respondent unrelated
conversation

Task Behavior

Interviewer Characteristics

Directive probes
Question clarifications

Task Orientation Ratings

Interviewer Characteristics

Amount of clarification of questions given
Degree of effort put into communicating

IV. Respondent Receptiveness

Respondent Characteristics

Rating of initial politeness

Rating of initial friendliness

Rating of cooperativeness

Rating of willingness to give time for inter-
view

.70
.69
.61

54

V. Miscellaneous Factor

(no loadings greater than .50)

00O

J1

72
.72
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APPENDIX I
INDEX CONSTRUCTION

The Dependent Variable

‘The basic aim of this study was tomake statements
about the correlates of accurate and complete report-
ing of health information, The purpose of this section
is to describe the rationale for choosing, as the major
operation for accurate and complete reporting, anindex
based on the number of chronic and acute conditions
the respondent reported for himself.

Several ways of assessing the accuracy of a re-
ported health condition or event are available, Thefea-
gsibility of using medical records as a check on accuracy
of respondent reporting has been demonstrated in sev-
eral studies, 1418 NCHS has instituted an extensive sur~
vey using actual health examinations to assess the ac~
curacy of health conditions reported in the household
interview, 19

Since it was decided that neither of these methods
was feasible for validation of data in this study, it was
decided to use a less precise but standardized and read-
ily available indicator ofhealth reporting accuracy—the
index based on the number of conditions the respondent
reported for himself,

This index has three important characteristics, It
has been found to correlate with accuracy of reporting
health information in record check studies, it has sta-

Table I. Proportion of underreporting of known
hospital episodes for the sample persom, by
the number of chronic or acute conditions re-
ported for sample person,excluding hospitali~
zations for deliveries

tistical characteristics permitting good discrimination
between respondents on the basis of accuracy of report-
ing, and the reporting of chronic and acute conditions
itself is subject to a large underreporting bias. These
three properties are discussed below,

Relation to Accuracy

Previous studies demonstrate that the number of
chronic and acute conditions reported in the health in-
terview ig a rough indicator of the validity of other in-
formation reported and probably an indication of the
extent to which the respondent is being cooperative, In
two studies of the accuracy of reporting hospitalization
episodes, underreporting of hospital episodes was found
to be inversely related to the number of chronic and
acute conditions reported (tables 117 and 111%),

In these studies a sample of hospital dischiarges wasg
drawn, Tables I and II show the proportion of known
hospitalizations which were underreported and indicate
the tendency for underreporting of hospitalizations to
be associated with reporting a smaller number of chronic
and acute conditions. Further analyses reportedinthese
studies show that the number of conditions wihich the
respondent reports for himself is correlated with how
well he reports hospitalizations either for other mem-
bers of the family or for himself. Thusthe effect is not
entirely due to the respondent’s lack of knowledge of

Table II., Proportion of underreporting of known
hospital episodes for sample persom, by the
number of chronic or acute conditions reported
for the sample person, excluding overreported
hospitalizations

Number of
Number of chronic or Percent episodes
acute conditions of under- | excluding
reported for the reported | deliveries
sample person episodes | in hospital
records
0 conditiongewancwas ——— 20 370
1 or 2 conditiong-ew=m= 10 782
3 conditions or mMore~~~ 6 322

IThe "sample person
the hospital record was
terview report could be

sample personm,

40

is the person for whom

selected, Since the in-
given by another family
member, the respondent may or may not be

the

Number of chronic or Percernt Number of
acute conditions ' of under~ | episodes
reported for the reported |in hospital

sample petson episodes records
0 conditiongew~mmm= - 21 403
1 or 2 conditiongwmmmm— 12 782
3 conditions or more-—~ | 10 440

NOTE: Table combines
collection procedures,

data from three

data



the health characteristics of the sample person but
probably reflects an overall willingness to cooperate
with the interviewer to furnish the requiredinformation,
A study of the accuracy of the reporting of visits to
physicians reveals the same relation between the re-
porting of chronic and acute conditions and accuracy of
reporting other health information (table III18),

Table III, Proportion of underreporting of phy-
sician visits by number of chronic or acute
conditions reported

Number of chronic or Percent
acute conditions re- of under- §2§?§§ gﬁ
ported for the reported records
gample person visits
0 conditionSevwmemcecnnas 50 54
1 condition----=-~ e 24 136
2 conditiong-mememcameaaoo 10 106
3 conditions or more--~-= 20 108

The same association is found with respect to the
number of conditions reported by the respondent for
himself and his accuracy in reporting physician visits
either for other household members or for himself.

In summary, the number of conditions reported by
the respondent either for himself or for another person
is related to how accurately the respondent reports
hoepitalization or doctor visits data both for himself
and for other family members, The relation to doctor
vigit and hospitalization reporting is not due entirely to
the effects of a lack of knowledge about the sample per-
son on the part of the respondent, Rather the number of
chronic and acute conditions reported seems to reflect
a general willingness to cooperate in the interview.

Discriminability

Reporting of chronic and acute conditions is espe-
clally useful as a dependent variable because of the large
between-respondent variation in the number reported.
Conditions are more frequent in the population thanare
other health events asked about inthe HIS, such as visits
to doctors or hospitalizations, If it can be assumed that
amount reported reflects accuracy, then the probability
of statistical discrimination of reporing accuracy among
persons on the basis of reported conditions is greater
than for other health events.

Underreporting

Because evidence from several studies indicates
that conditions are probably underreported at a higher
rate than either visits to doctors or hospitalizations,
there ie a greater chance that the number of conditions

reported reflects a general level of reporting accuracy
as well as an indication of the respondents® real health
status. In addition studies by Wilcox20and Mooney 2 both
show that keeping day-by-day diaries of illnesses re-
sults in substantially more conditions being reported
than were obtained by personal interviews. In com-
paring interview reports with medical records, Madow14
demonstrates a substantial underreporting of chronic
conditions in interviews,

Initial Attempts to Construct a
Dependent Variable

On the basis of the above data, it appeared that the
number of chronic and acute conditions reported could
be used as a basis of constructing a variable which
would reflect, albeit imprecisely, the accuracy with
which health information was reported. To construct
such a variable, variations in actual morbidity must be
minimized,

Since consistent data onmorbidity rates which were
independent of underreporting effects could not be ob~
tained from previous studies, an alternative method of
minimizing the effects of real health was used, This
method involved dividing the interviews from this study
into six categories based on age and sex of each per-
son for whom health information was obtained, It was
assumed that the average number of conditions reported
within each age-sex category represented a rough esti-
mate of the actual morbidity rates for that group and
that aggregate deviations below this mean were more
likely to contain underreports,

An accuracy of reporting index was constructed
for each family by computing a reporting accuracy score
based on data for each family member. An expected
number of conditions was computed for each family by
multiplying the number of persons im each age-sex
category by the expected number of conditions for that
category, summing overall categories, and subtracting
this sum from the number of reported conditions, Since
the variance in morbidity rates varies from category
to category, the resulting difference score was divided
by a correction term that was based on the number of
persons in each category and the reporting variance
for that category. Thus each family received a score
representing how far its reporting deviated in standard-
ized units from that which would have been expected,
Even with the age-sex correction, it is assumed that
some of the deviation variance is still a result of real
health,

It was expected that this procedure would minimize
the contribution which real health would make to the
dependent variable, Preliminary analysis revealed that
respondent age and family size were significantly cor-
related with this index: older respondents and thosere~
spondents with small families appeared as the most
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accurate reporters. Recent data from Madow!i4 lend
support to the findings that older respondents dotend to
report their chronic conditions more accurately than
middle-aged or younger respondents, The negative asso-
ciation of family size and reporting accuracy is not
surprising since numerous reporis indicate that re-
porting for others is less accurate than reporting
for self, The larger the family size, in general, the

larger the number of proxy reports.
Because of these findings, it seems likely that the

index based on total family members minimized the
systematic variations in real health, but it also placed
too much emphasis on age and family size as deter-
minants of the reporting index score,

Final Index of Reporting Accuracy

To focus more precisely on the forces other than
those due to age or family size that affect only the re-
spondents, a new index of reporting accuracy was con-
structed using as its base the total number of chronic
and acute conditions reported by the respondent only
for himself, To minimize the effects of real health, an
age correction was made andis described below, Family
size corrections were unnecessary because only re-
spondent conditions were used in the index. Since most
respondents were female, adjustments based on re-
spondent sex were not used,

The sample of respondents was divided into four
age groups; under 35 years, 35-54, 55-74, and 75 and
over. Each group was then divided into thirds on the
basis of the number of conditions reported (table 1V),

Table IV. Assigned classification on reporting
index based upon age of respondent and number
of conditions reported for respondent

Age of respondent
Number of
conditg'i.orés g
reporte or Under
g o | S e (s | 7
years |7 years | years
0 conditions--~| Low Low Low Low
1 condition---- | Medium | Medium | Low Low
2 conditions---| High | Medium | Medium| Medium
3 conditions-~~| High High |Medium | Medium
4 conditions--~ | High High High | Medium
5 conditions
or more-~=---- | High High High High

mized somewhat, The data in table V show how the re~
spondent conditions index score relates tothe reporting
of hospitalizations, doctor visits, visits to specialists,
visits to dentists, and total family conditions for the
whole family. The tables indicate small to moderate
degrees of positive association.

There are no strong relations between the report-
ing index and respondent demographic characteristics.
These data are discussed more fullyinthe section "De-
mographic Characteristics and Reporting' onpage 22,

Table V., Number and percent distribution of
reporting index, by number of doctor visits,
hospitalizations, visits to specialists, den-
tist visits,and total conditions reported for
reporting unit according to reporting indexes

Characteristics of the Final index of Accuracy

The revised accuracy of reporting index, referred
to either as the respondent conditions index or simply
as the "reporting index,” is related to the probability
that other health events will be reported even though the
systematic contribution of real health has been mini-
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Reporting index
Characteristic

Low |Medium |High

Total number-mme=—=- 138 162 112

Number of hospitalizations
for reporting unit

Percent distribution

Totale——mmemcmmnmae 100 100 100
0 hospitalizations----=-- 77 72 59
1 hospitalizatione--=eee- 17 20 22
2 hospitalizations or
MOLEmmm e mmmma e ——n———— 6 8 19

Number of doctor vigits
for reporting unit

Totalemmmmmmm—ee——— 100 100 100
0 visitSeewummmanmcmmaeaa 75 65 53
1 visiteecmmcmcacmccccaa 15 22 29
2 visits or morem==--~ ———— 10 13 18’

Number of specialist
visits for reporting unit

TOtALommmemmmmmmmmm 100 100 | 100
0 visitSmewmeoomccmmoccnac 59 49 43
1-2 visitSmmemcccmmcaanan 18 23 23
3 visits or more--~e-~cm== 23 28 44

Number of dentist visits
for reporting unit

Total--r---o-mo-o- 100 100 100
0 visitSemmcmomencaana- -- 96 85 85
1 visit or more-~-e-w=n~-- 4 15 15

Total conditions reported
for reporting unit

Total---=woamecnann 100 100 100
0 conditiongemmcecacaacaa 36 0 0
1-2 conditions~--~=m===ue 43 50 5
3-5 conditions-===cuc-uux 17 39 47
6 conditions or more~—=-- 4 11 48




Behavior Indexes
Construction of Initial Indexes

When the observation procedure was developed,
items were included which could be expected to be at
least partial measures of one of six major behavioral
concepts, Although items explicitly designed to reflect
the completion orientations of the interviewer and re-
spondent were included in the data observed, they could
not, for various reasons, be used to form indexes of
completion orientation, Therefore attempts to form an
index of this orientation were abandoned.

Construction of Major
Behavioral Orientations Indexes

The remaining items were classified as measuring
one of the four remaining concepts: interviewer task
behavior, respondent task behavior, interviewer inter-
personal behavior, and respondent interpersonal be-
havior, Items hypothesized as measuring each single
concept were then intercorrelated. Any item which
did not exhibit the expected pattern of correlation with
other items hypothesized as measuring the same con-
cept was discarded from further consideration, Because
all behaviors tend to reflect a general activity level (a
finding which became obvious only later inthe analysis)
it should be noted that few items were discarded be-
cause they did not meet the intercorrelation require-
ments,

Each item was then examined for its power to dif-
ferentiate among interviewers or respondents and re-
coded onto collapsed scales, Those items which provided
good discrimination (i.e., large variance) were made
into four-point scales, those with relatively poor dis-
crimination power were put onto two-point scales and
those which provided an intermediate amount of dis-
crimination were assigned to three-point scales.

The recoded item scales for each concept were then
added together to form a total index. Inorder to present
results in tabular form, each of the total indexes was
again recoded into four almost equal categories. These
collapsed indexes are used throughout this report, even
where coefficients of association rather than tables are
presented,

Item composition and item weight are shown below
for each of the four behavior indexes. The number fol-
lowing each item, labeled as scale length, refers to the
number of categories for that item used in the total
index construction. These numbers give a rough idea
of the potential relative weight of each item in each in-
dex,

Scale
length
1. Respondent interpersonal behavior
Asks questions about the interviewer------- 2
Talks about self, family, friends----------- 4
Laughs, joke§-=---meemmmocmm e 3
Rating: how much did respondent want
t0 Chate-emm e 3
Number of "encourages' reactions =
total reactionsS-----=w=--cemccmnaocc—aan 2
II. Interviewer interpersonal behavior
Flatters or praises respondent----------- 2
Asks nonhealth questions of
respondenta----s-cccnm oo 2
Talks about self, family, friends-~----~--- 2
Laughs, jokes-~-~---mocmcmmm e 2
Rated as wanting to continue post-
interview conversation----~-e--cemoaucu- 2
Number of "encourages' reactions +
total reactions--~--~-~-~-cec-mmnmee - 3
III. Respondent task behavior
Elaborations ~--=~=--cememmmmmem o 3
Asks clarification----~-=-ccmmcmmmcma 2
Consults other sources of information-~--- 2
Questions the adequacy of an answer------ 2
Pauses to consider items on chronic and
acute conditions list-~---=—~-e-cccncmnan- 2
Considers the specialists card carefully--- 2
1V, Interviewer task behavior
Number of inadequate answers (those in-
terviewer probed)---wemmme-mccmmcncaoa- 3
Repeats question exactly as worded-~------ 3
Other nondirective probes-------«-c-cua-e 3
Directive probes-----«-ec-macomcmcmmruo- 3
Clarifies meaning of a question------~~---~ 3
Suggests respondent consult other
sources of information-------=-cco--uo-- 2
Probes, chronic and acute conditions list--- 3

Indexes of Respondent Orientation

The followup interview with the respondent con-
tained a large number of questions, usually of the open-
ended nature, designed to elicit information in three
general areas,

1. The basic psychological characteristics of re-
spondents that apply to the interview (e.g., the
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amount of information he has about surveys, his
general feelings about government surveys, and
his motives, such as willingness to perform citi-
zen duties, applicable to the interview situation),

2. 'The presence and effects of specific situational
factore such as strong reactions to the type of
questions asked or effects of competing demands
for time and attention,

3, The degrees to which respondents understood
what they were expected to do in their role as
respondents.

An initial list of specific variables of hypothesized
importance was formulated at the beginning of the study,
Once the data were collected, a sample of interviews was
selected and content analyzed to ascertain whether or
not the answers to the questions contained relevant in-
formation for each variable. On the basis of the initial
content analysis, certain variables were excluded from
further comsideration and a standard content analysis
procedure was constructed and used to code all the re-
interview data,

The analysis was further divided into two parts on
the basis of the type of question from which the informa-
tion came, Two types of questions were asked: a set of
indirect questions asking the respondent to describethe
feelings of two persons portrayed in pictures represent-
ing the interview setting and a set of open-ended ques-
tions (with subsequent probes) asking the respondent
how he felt about the health interview he had had the
previous day.

Indexes of Respondent Feeling About Interview

For each question in which the respondent had the
opportunity to express a feeling about the. interview, a
positive point was assigned:

Each time he stated a positive feeling or reaction or
Each time he avoided stating a negative feeling;

a negative point was assigned:

Each time the respondent stated a negative feeling
or reaction or
Each time he avoided stating a positive feeling,

Thie coding procedure was applied to two sets of
questions, yielding an index baged on indirect questions
and an index based ondirect questions. The question sets
are listed below with the question number and an abbre-
- viated version of the exact wording.

|Projective Index
(to picture of interviewer at door)

Question 2a, ""How does the person in the pic-

ture feel now?"

Question 2b, "Why does she feel that way?"
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(to picture of interview taking place)

Question 3, ""How does the personinthe picture
feel now?"

"Why is that?"

"What does the respondent enjoy
about the interview?"

(scored only for stating and avoid-
ing positive comments)

Question 3a,
Question 4.

Question 5. "What does the respondent not en-
joy about the interview?"
(scored only for stating and avoid-

ing negative comments)
(to picture of interviewer leaving)

"How does the respondent feel now
that the interview is over?"

Question 6.

Divect Index
Question 9. "In general, how do you feel about
the interview youhad yesterday?"

Question 11b, (if respondent talked to anyone
about the interview)

""What did you talk about?"

"What did you like about the inter-
view?"

(scored only for stating positive
and avoiding negative)

Question 14,

Question 16, "How did you feel about her coming
just then?"
"How did you feel about giving up

your time for the interview?"

Question 17,

Respondent Motivation and Cencern

Scales reflecting respondent motives and negative
concerns were constructed from answers to both direct
and projective questions. Each scale, with the exceptions
listed below, has a range of 0-7 with three possible
points coming from the projective questions and four
pointe based on answers to the direct question as noted
below,

Time Concern (vange 0-7)

Up to three points for mentioning time concern in
answer to the projective questions and one point for
each mention of it in the direct ones,

Projective Questions—

Question 2, (Showing Picture 1, aninterviewer
atthe door) '""What does the woman

(man) of the housethink when the



person says that she is an inter-
viewer?"
(Showing Picture 2, interviewer
and respondent in the house)
"How is the woman (man) of the
house feeling now?"

Question 3,

Question 5, (Picture 2) "Is there anything about
being interviewed which she (he)

doesn’t like?"
Direct Questions-—
Question 15-16, '"How did you feel about the inter-
viewer coming just then?"
"How did you feel about giving up
your time to answer questions?"
"Do you usually have some free
time during the day?”
"During the interview did you feel
rushed or hurried?"

Question 17,
Question 17a,

Question 23,

Question Concern (vange 0-6)

Up to three points for the projective questions and
one point for mentioning question concern ineachof the
direct questions.

Questions 2,3,5 (see above)
Direct Questionssm

"How do you feel about the health
interview you had yesterday?"

"Were there any things the in-
terviewer asked about that you
thought were too personalor em-
barrassing?"

"Is everything too much to expect
a person to be able to answer?"

Question 9,

Question 13,

Question 27a,b,

Good Citizen Moltivation (range 0-7)

Up 1o four points for the projective items and one
point for mentioning motivation to be a good citizen
in each of the direct questions,

Projective questions—

Question 2, 3,
Question 4,

(see above)

(Picture 2) "1s there anything about
being interviewed that he (she)
enjoys?"

(Showing Picture 3, theinterviewer
leaving the house) "How does the
woman (man) of the house feel
now?"

Question 6,

Direct Questions—
Question 9, ‘'How do you feel about the health
interview youhad yesterday?"
"Were there any things about the
interview you especially liked?"
"Why do youthink people cooperate
on these health surveys?"

Question 14,

Question 22,

Chance to Talk Motivation (vange 0-8)

Up to four points for the projective questions and
one point for mentioning chance to talk motivation in
each of the direct questions,

Projective Questions—

Question 2, . (Picture 1) "What does the woman
(man) of the house think when the
person says that she isan inter-
viewer?"

(Picture 2) '"How is the woman
(man) of the house feeling now?"

(Picture 2) "'Is there anything about
being interviewed that she (he)
enjoys?"

Question 3,

Question 4.,

Direct Questions—
Question 9. "How do you feel about the health
interview you had yesterday?"
"Were there any things about the
interview you especially liked?"
"What kind of person do you think
the interviewer was?"
(Interviewer seen as a friend or
neighbor rather than professional)

Question 14,

Question 34,

Personal Benefit Motivation (vange 0-4)

Up to three points for the projective and one point
for mentioning personal benefit as motivation in the
direct question.

Projective Questions—
Questions 2,3,4 (see above)

Direct Question~-

Question 9, "How do you feel about the health

interview you had yesterday?"

Chance to Rest Motivation (vange 0-6)

Up to three points for the projective items and one
each for mentioning chance to rest as motivation in
each of the direct questions.
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Projective Questions—
Questions 2,3,4 (see above)
Direct Questions—

Questions 15-16. ""How did you feel about the inter-
viewer coming just then?"

""How did you feel about giving up
time to answer questions?"

"Do you usually have some free
time during the day?"

Question 17,

Question 17a,

Talking About Health Motivation (range 0-3)

One point possible for the projective question and
one each for the direct questions for mentioning that
motivation was a chance to talk about the health,

Projective Question—

Question 4. (Picture 2) "How is the woman

(man) of the house feeling now?"
Direct Questions—

Question 9. ""How do you feel about the health
interview you had yesterday?"
"Were there any things about the

interview youespecially liked?"

Question 14.

Indexes of Interviewer Orientation

A number of answers to questions in the interview
with the interviewer were coded into indexes of inter-
viewer attitudes. The first three indexes are based pri-
marily on a content analysis of the interviewer's rea-
sons for preferring particular kinds of respondents, The
ranges vary widely according to the number of possible
index items in which the interviewer could express the
particular orientation,

Accuracy Imagery (range 0-8)

One point for every indication of preferring accu-
rate, complete performance or more accurate answers
from respondents to the following questions:

Question 8, "Can you describe picture of the
'ideal' respondent— what would
she (he) be like?"

"Here is a list ofkinds of respond-
ents, which would you rather in-
terview?" (Interviewer indicates
that preference is because this
kind of respondent is more ac-

Question 9.
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curate, gives more complete re-
sponses.)

Question 12,12a, "Why do you think most respond-
ents would prefer that you stick
right to your job, or that you visit
a little?"

Interpersonal Imagevy (vange 0-4)

One point for each time the interviewer prefers a
respondent because she (he) is more pleasant, less
hostile, or more relaxed, plus one point for every time
the interviewer advocates a given approach to respond-
ents because it produces these results, Same questions
as above.

Efficiency—Speed Imagery (vange 0-4)

One point for each time the interviewer prefers a
given type of respondent because he (she) is more
efficient or doesn't take as much time. Also one point
for every time the interviewer prefers a given pro-
cedure for the same reasons, Same questions as above,

Worthwhile Wovk (vange 0-3)

One point for saying that HIS is important to the
Nation, or for saying that one of the things she liked
about her job was that it was important, worthwhile,
or constructive.

"Why do you or don't you feel that
it is important for respondents to
know that the surveyis being done
for the Public Health Service?"

"All jobs have some thingsthatare
enjoyable and some things that we
don't like, what things doyou like
best about interviewing?"

"How important do youthink the in-
formation from the survey is to
the nation's health?"

Question 18,

Question 26,

Question 27b,

Like To Intevact (range 0-2)

One point for saying that one of the things she likes
about her job is talking to people, plus one point for
saying that she preferred to visit (rather than be busi-
nesslike) because she likes to talk to people.

Question 13, "Do you prefer to stick right to
your job or visit a little?"

""All jobs have some thingsthat are
enjoyable and other things we
don't like, what things doyoulike
best about interviewing work?"

Question 26.



Does Not Like To Impose (range 0-5)

One point for saying that one of thethings she does
not like about her job is imposing, plus one point for
saying that she liked to be businesslike because it
doesn't take up too much of the respondent's time, plus
one point for thinking that interviews are too long be-
cause of imposing,.

Question 12a, "Why do you think that most re-
spondents would prefer that you
be businesslike?"

"Which do you prefer--business-
like or visiting?"

""What things do you like least about
interviewing work?"

"If you were to make changes to
make your job better, what would
you change?"'

"Do you feel that interviews are
usually too long or not ?"

Question 13,
Question 26a.

Question 26b,

Question 15.

Perceived Respondent's Attitude
Taken directly from Question 1
"How do respondents feel about be-

ing interviewed—like it, not like
it, or what?"

Question 1,

Problems with Questions (range 0-5)

One point for saying that people do not like some-
thing in the questionnaire, plus one for mentioning
something which is hard for respondents in the ques-
tlonnaire; a 'yes' answer to question 5 gained the inter-
viewer another point, and one point for each change
sugpested in the questionnaire,

"What things do respondents not
like about being interviewed?"'

"What are the hardest thingsinthe
questionnaire for peopleto an-
swer?"

"Are there things the respondent
finds too personal or embarrass-
ing to report?"

"How about the questionnaire, are
there some sections with which
respondents have particular trou-
bles?"

a, "What parts?' b,

they have trouble?"

Question 3,

Question 4,

Question 5,

Question 22a,b,

"Why do

Validity of Indexes

This study was designed to test the validity of an
overall model rather than that of specific components,
However, some comments may be made about the validity
of the indexes used, based on available data,

There is some doubt about what the task and inter~
personal indexes are measuring, that is, whether task
and interpersonal behavior are empirically different
phenomena in the HIS. The task behavior index shows a
low level of correlation with an index of observer rat-
ings of task orientation as follows:

Observer task ratings of:
Task behavior
indexes

Respondent Interviewer

Gamma coefficient

Respondent task

behavioree-emcmcun .30 022
Interviewer task
behavioreeecmancaa - .25 34

The low degree of intercorrelation is also present
in the factor analysis where the task orientation rating
items appeared on a dimension orthogonal to one made
up of task behavior items.

A suggestion has been made thatthetask and inter-
personal scales are actually reflections of a more
general activity level in the interview, The characteris-
tics of general activity level are discussed above,

The interpersonal behavior indexes seem some-
what valid since they relate to the length of conversa-
tion bhetween interviewer and respondent after the inter-

Post intexview

Interpersonal behavior
convexsation length

indexes

Gamma coefficlent

Respondent interpersonal

behavioremrewmecrmamercmnmmman 34
Interviewer interpersonal
behavioremercnmanmecnmmanes bl
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view is over. They are not related very strongly to any
of the interpersonal attitudes or orientations measured
by other instruments,

The projective and direct indexes of respondent
feeling are assumed to be somewhat valid since they
correlate with an observer rating of respondent affect
during the interview as follows:

Ohsexrver rating
of respaondent
affect during
the interview

Respondent affect

Gamma coefficlent

The gamma coefficient between the direct and indirect
indexes is .37,

Each indirect and direct index of respondent feeling
discussed in this report isactually madeupof four sub-
scales—number of positive comments, number of nega-
tive'comments, number of times the respondent avoidec
saying something positive (includesneutral andnegative
comments), and number of times the respondent avoided
saying something negative (includes neutral and posi-
tive comments), The expected intercorrelations were
obtained among the subscales within each index, partly
due to the definition of each subscale with respect to
others, The intercorrelations of each projective sub-
gcales with its paired direct index subscales ranged
from ,31 to .46, yielding additional evidence of validity,

Unfortunately, few independent validating criteria

Indirect question index-- .18 are available for either the indexes of specific respond-
Direct question index-m=-~- »33 ent concerns and motives or for the interviewer orienta-
tions,
000
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APPENDIX il

DESCRIPTION OF THE COEFFICIENT GAMMA

Introduction

Throughout this report gamma, a measure of the
degree of association between two variables, has been
used in place of the presentation of detailed tables of
marginal interest.

Gamma is an index of association for two-way
clagsifications which was proposed by Goodman and
Kruskal in 1954.°% The measure is appropriate to data
where both classifications have inherent and meaning-
ful order. (Both variables are in categorial form, and
the categories are ordered in some way of interest.)

The coefficient gamma is the difference in condi~
tional probabilities of like and unlike order, given no
ties; it indicates how much more likely two individuals
are to agree than todisagree with respect to their order
in two clasaifications,

When estimated from a sample, theindexis defined

as
6= S f
1-P

where P, is the probability that two randomly chosen
individuals will have the same ordering in the two
classifications;
P, 18 the probability that they will have a different
ordering; and
P, 1s the probability that one or bothclassifications
will be identical (a tie) so that a definite order
cannot be stated,

FE+R+ER=1
Significance Test of Gamma

Several problems arise in testing the significance
of gamma, First, the data in this study are based on a
sample of six census regions located east of the Mis-

sissippi. A sample of the entire U.S, population would
include data for all census regions, Therefore any sig-
nificant tests on data from this study are not intended
to be exact population estimates.

Second, the available methods of estimating the
standard error of gamma are based on the assumption
that the data come from a simple random sample rather
than from clustered samples, Empirical methods have
been developed to estimate standard errors of clustered
samples,?3 but these methods were judged too expensive
to use on these data because of the other limitations on
interpretation which are discussed above.

On the other hand, in spite of the inability to make
true population estimates or to estimate variance on
the hasis of clustered samples, some indication of the
probability that obtained findings where not due to
"chance' was desired, Therefore a conservative esti~
mate of the standard error of gamma, proposed by
Goodman and Kruskal,>* based on the asymptotic upper
bound of the variance has been used as a2 means of get-
ting a "'ball park" estimate:

a2
sE - /2n(1 G?)
G nZ_Pt

where N=tfotal number of cases;

B, ='probability of ties (1- F, ~B); and

G =obtained gamma coefficient

The .95 confidence interval is thengivenby G % 2
x SE,when the statement is made that the relation be~
tween two variables is significant, the confidence inter-
val defined above did not include zero.

000
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APPENDIX IV

THE INTERVIEW OBSERVATION FORM

The interview observation booklet used in this
study consisted of nine sections designed to obtain in-
formation on the actual processes of the interview.
The first two sections were filled out before the inter-
view actually began (see pp. 52 and 53). Most of the re-

+maining sections were related to specific questions on

the basic questionnaire, Forms in these sections had
the specific question(s) printed in a box at the top of
the page and were completed only when the particular
questions were being asked or answered,

One form, '"Conversation not related directly to
the interview questions' (see page 55), was used re-
peatedly as the right-hand page throughout the obser-
vation booklet., These pages were filled out when con-~
versation unrelated to the content of the questionnaire
caused major changes in the interview format., This
page, which is shown only once in this appendix, actu-
ally appeared eight times in the observation booklet.

The final two pages of the booklet, devoted to the
overall rating of the respondent and the observer's
impressions of the interview, were filled out after the
interview had been completed and the interviewer and
the observer had left the dwelling unit.

The observation form was designed to apply to
only one respondent, The observer chose as the prin~
cipal respondent the person who answered for herself
and for other family members. If two persons or more
were responding equally often, the observer selected
the female respondent; if two females were reporting
equally, she chose the younger person (18 years of
age or over).
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BEFORE THE INTERVIEW - AT THE DOOR

1. The time the interviewer knocks on the door is

2. Check number of seconds waiting for door to open.

[} o0- 9 seconds
[] 10 ~ 29 seconds
{71 30 = 60 seconds

[] over 60 seconds

3. How far was door opened at first?

4. How many questions did the
RESPONDENT ask?

] None
{7} one

O 2 or more

(o]

Mo

o'clock

M/a] [172] [Fully

| [ma]

Check those things INTERVIEWER

mentions at the door.

Public Health Service

[Census Bureau

The "Dear Friend"
letter to respondents
or the brochure

i
|
I
)
!

The interview

Other (specify)




BEFORE_THE INTERVIEW - INSTDE THE HOUSE

6. What occurs? Who takes the {nitiative?
Regpondent | Interviever

Getting in the door

Suggests chair

Suggests table

Other (gpecify)

Spegifications: (Describa anything else which occurs to affect the setting or
physical atmosphere of the interview.) ‘\\

\

7. Who gits first? i Resgondent } | Interviewer |

8. Are the respondent and interviewatr sitting close to each other?

Yes Iﬂ!‘

GENERAL RATINGS

9. How polite has the respondent been to the interviewer?

Particularly polite
51ightly polite
Average

81lightly impolite
Particularly impolite

oOoood

10. How warm and friendly has the respondent been to the interviewer?
Very warm and friendly

Soniewhat warm and friendly

Average ~ Impersondl

Somewhat unfriendly

Very unfriendly

ogooa
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Q. 3. How old were you on your last birthday?

Q. 4. Race

Q. 5. Sex

Q. 6. Are you now married, widowed, divorced, separated, or
never married?

Q. 7. (a) What were you doing most of the past 12 months...?
(b) Are you retired?

GENERAL RATTNGS

11. Which of the following describes the respondent now? (Check one or more)

[l Enthusiastic [} Bored
[0 Attentive [0 1rritated
[J Neutral ] can't rate

12. How loud is each speaking?

Interviewer Can't hear [soft | |[Average| [Loud]| [Shout]

Respondent [can®t hear | [Soft] [Average| [Ioud] [Shout ]




CONVERSATION NOT RELATED DIRECTLY TO THE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
(Use this form only for MAJOR changes)

Who brings the topic up? | Code

Talks (tally) Reaction of
about: Respondent | Interviewer] othexr person
Flatters or praises: -
Other | Questions about the
person | other person ,
l ¥ REACTION
Gives suggestions ;
to other E ! CODE
i -
Talks about self, | ! A = Encourages
. 1
family, friends, Etcﬁ | adequately
Talks about things
Self she would rather be B = Allows,
evades
doing now
Talks about things €= Zi::ou;;
she is avoiding now aﬁswér
(like ironing) :
Asks purpose of
study or of question é
ggzsr- Asks about Health |
) Sexrvice, Census
Other
L
T
Laughs, Jokes, tries
fumox to relieve tension
Other [Specify
Intexviewer calls respondent |First name | Lagt name | | Other |

Respondent calls Interviewer

DISTRACTION CODE
A, Inhibits, causes to withhold information Children present

[First name ]Last name]

B. Distracts but does not cause an
intearruption

C. Causes an interruption

D. Helps respondent give answers

E. No effect

[0ther|

DISTRACTIONS & INTERRUPTIONS (check)

Adults present
TV, radio
Other

@@@
@ EE @ E
l@@@@]
[ @D (=

=l Bl B
[=
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Were you sick at any time LAST WEEK OR THE WEEK BEFORE?
Last week or the week before did you take any medicine or treatment for

any condition?

Last week or the week before did you have any accidents or injuries?
Did you ever have an accident or injury that still bothers you or affects

you in any way?

(Including (a) and (b) for each question)

13, How does RESPONDENT respond to
questions? (tally)

ANSWERS IMMEDIATELY

Gives adequate

answer

Elaborate response

Answers inadequately

DELAYS ANSWER

Asks for clarifica-

tion or repetition

Consults another

person or records

Consults calendar

WANTS FEEDBACK

Questions the

adequacy of answer

s

14, What does INTERVIEWER do in -
attempt to get adequate answers?
(tally)

Repeats question from schedule

Asks question not from

schedule which DOESN'T SUGGEST

an answer (e,g,, could you
explain that, please?)

Asks question not from
schedule which MAY SUGGEST a
specific answer, or asks
respondent if she agrees to
a specific answer

Clarifies the meaning of the
question from the schedule

Suggests records, calendar, or
other people be consulted

Other (specify)

OTHER

Other (specify)




15.

16,

17,

18.

12. Has anyone in the family--you, your=--,
etc., had any of these conditions
DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS?

Asthma, tuberculosis, chronic
bronchitis, repeated attacks of
sinus trouble... epilepsy, chronic
nervous trouble, cancer, chronic
skin trouble, hernia or rupture,
prostate trouble.

(Tally)

How many conditions does respondent pause

to consider?

Number of conditions respondent asks for

clarification; definition?

How many conditions does respondent

elaborate on?

How many conditions did the INTERVIEWER

have to ask additional questions, probe,
or suggest an answer for?

19.

20,

13. Does anyone in the family have any
of these conditions?

(Deafness through any condition
present since birth.)

Does the interviewer look up at the respondent after reading each
condition?

Almost . Almost
| always [J often [ Sometimes M Seldom O never

Does the respondent have enough time to think about each condition
before the interviewer asks the next?

Some A few None of
[ A11 items [ Most items 4 items O items O the items
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ete.?

TABLE ONE

Did you ever at any time talk to a doctor about... (condition)?
What did the doctor say it was? Did he give it a medical name,

(Tally entire table, for conditions 1, 3, 5, 7, ete.)

21, How does RESPONDENT respond to
questions? (tally)

ANSWERS

IMMEDIATELY

Gives adequate
answer

Elaborates response

Answers inadequately

DELAYS ANSWER

Asks for clarifica-
tion, repetition

Consults records,
calendar

WANIS FEEDBACK

Questions the
adequacy of answer

OTHER

Other (spacify)

—rnes

Repeats question from schedule

Asks question not from
schedule which DOESN'T SUGGEST
an answer (e.g., could you
explain that, please?)

Asks question not from
schedule which MAY SUGGEST a
specific answer or asks
respondent if she agrees to
a specific answer

Clarifies the meaning of the
question from the schedule

Suggests records, calendar, or
other people be consulted

Other (specify)




Q. 18. LAST WEEK OR THE WEEK BEFORE did anyone in the family go to a dentist?

Q. 19. If "no," ask: About how long has it been since you went to a dentist?

GENERAL RATINGS o
(While interviewer is asking questions 18 and 19 rate the respondent
on his general behavior up to now.)

23. How well does this respondent grasp the meaning of the questions?

[ Perfectly

D Very well

O Fairly well

[:| Not too well
E] Not well at all

24. How much talking is this respondent doing?

O a great deal--lots of elaboration; unusually talkative
[ Quite a bit

[ A moderate amount

D Not too much

[J very little--gives minimum answers; unusually reticent

25. How smoothly are interviewer and respondent working together?

[} Extremely smoothly--no strain

[ very smoothly

[] Fairly smoothly

[J Not too smoothly

[ Mot smoothly at all--working at cross-purposes
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Q. 20. 1LAST WEEK OR THE WEEK BEFORE did anyone in the family go to a
doctor or to a doctor's office or clinie? (Include (a) - (£))

Q. 21. About how long has it been since you have seen or talked to a

doctox?
26. How does RESPONDENT respond to 27. What does INTERVIEWER do in attempt
questions? (tally) to get adequate answers. (tally)

ANSWERS IMMEDIATELY

(e ——— et

Gives adequate Repeats question from schedule
answer
Asks question not from
Elaborates response schedule which DOESN'T SUGGEST
an answer (e.g., could you
Answers inadequately explain that, please?)

Asks question not from
schedule which MAY SUGGEST a
specific answer or asks

DELAYS ANSWER respondent if she agrees to
‘a specific answer

Asks for clarification,
repetition Clarifies the meaning of the
question from the schedule

Consults another
person Suggests records, calendar, or
other people be consulted

]

Consults records,
calendar Other (specify)

WANTS FEEDBACK

Questions the
adequacy of answer

OTHER

Other (specify)




SPEGIALTSTS GARD

Q. 23. DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS has ANYONE in the family--that is, you,
your: , etc.~-received any services from any of the persons
listed on this card? Please check "es' or "No" for each one listed.

28. Did respondent ask for definmitions, clarification, or meaning of any of the
items on the card?
[ Yes ] %
la. (If yes) What did the interviewer do?
[} Gave thorough information (according to instruction manual)
[j Gave partial information
[ other (specify)
29. Dpid respondent ask any other question?

30.

31.

3 Yes J wo

How did respondent respond to the card?

[J considered the items carefully
[0 Rushed through it
[l other (specify)

Did the interviewer have to read any of the list to respondent?

[ A1l of it [ some of it [ None of it

Check nothing for the probes which may follow
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Q.
Q.

25. (a) What is the highest grade you attended in school?

26. Did you work at any time last week or the week before?
If "no", ask: Even though you did not work last week or the week
before, do you have a job or business? Were you looking for work
or on layoff?

GENERAL RATINGS

32.

33.

Which of the following describes the respondent now? (Check one or more)

] Enthusiastic [0 Bored
[0 Attentive ] Irritated
[ Neutral ] Can't rate

How loud is each speaking?

Interviewer | Can't hear Soft Average Loud Shout

Respondent Can't hear I Soft AverageJ Loud I rshout |

Q. 27. Which of these income groups represents your total combined family

income...?

34.

35.

Did respondent ask the reason for the question?

Yes No

Did the interviewer help the respondent arrive at an answer?

Yes No




36.

37.

38.

CLOSE OF INTERVIEW

Time last question ('What is the telephone number here?") answered:

o'clock.

Was there some conversation after the last question was answered?
(Excluding standard thank you letter statement)

Yes

If yes:

Who wanted to continue the conversation?

No

5]

Both

Time leave house: o'clock
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YOUR OVERALL RATINGS OF THE .RESPONDENT

How cooperative was this respondent?

Much less Somewhat About Somewhat Much more
[J than [0 1ess than [} average [} more than [| than average
average average g average

How well did this respondent grasp the meaning of the questions?

Fairly Not too Not well .
[0 Perfectly [ Very well [ well O vell [} at all

How much talking did this respondent do during the interview?
[} A great deal--lots of elaboration; unusually talkative
] Quite a bit
[ A moderate amount
] Mot too much

[0 very little--gives minimum answers; unusually reticent

How willing was the respondent to give all the time necessary for this
interview?

Very
[0 Very willing [] Somewhat willing { ] Not too willing [ umvi1ling

How much did the respondent want to chat with the interviewer about matters
unrelated to the schedule?

[ very much [0 somewhat [0 Almost not at all

How much did the interviewer have to clarify and interpret for this respondent?

Much more than average
Somewhat more than average
Average

Somewhat less than average

ooood

Much less than average



1. How smoothly did interviewer and respondent work together?
Extremely smoothly--no strain
y
[J Very smoothly
[ Fairly smoothly
] Not too smoothly
[C] Not smoothly at all--working at cross-purposes
2. How hard did each try to communicate? (Check one box for each)
Interviewer [ Xﬁgg [ Much [] Some [] Slight
effort effort effort effort
Respondent [ :ﬁzz O Much 0 Some O Slight
espo effort effort effort effort

3.

YOUR OVERALL TMPRESSIONS OF THE INTERVIEW

In general, what was the pace of this interview?

Much faster than average
Somewhat faster than average
About average

Somewhat slower than average

aoooo

Much slower than average

a

O

Almost
none
at all

Almost
none
at all

How much did the distractions and interruptions affect the interview?

[ very much [] Much [] Somewhat [ Little [} Very little

To what extent do you feel that the information obtained was accurate and

complete?

(] completely [ | Mostly [ Some O

Very
little

Almost
O none
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OUTLINE OF REPORT SERIES FOR VITAL AND HEALTH STATISTICS
Public Health Service Publication No. 1000
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Center for Health Statistics and its offices and divisions, data collection methods used, definitions,
and other material necessary for understanding the data,

Data evaluation and methods research.-—Studies of new statistical methodology including: experi-
mental tests of new survey methods, studies of vital statistics collection methods, new analytical
techniques, objective evaluations of reliability of collected data, contributions to statistical theory.

Analytical studies.—Reports presenting analytical or interpretive studies based on vital and health
statistics, carrying the analysis further than the expository types of reports in the other series.

Documents and committee reports.—Final reports of major committees concerned with vital and
health statistics, and documents such as recommended model vital registration laws and revised birth
and death certificates,

Data from the Health Interview Survey.—Statistics on illness, accidental injuries, disability, use of
hospital, medical, dental, and other services, and other health-related topics, based on data collected
in a continuing national household interview survey.

Data from the Health Examination Survey.—Data from direct examination, testing, and measure-
ment of national samples of the population provide the basis for two types of reports: (1) estimates
of the medically defined prevalence of specific diseases in the United States and the distributions of
the population with respect to physical, physiological, and psychological characteristics; and (2)
analysis of relationships among the various measurements without reference to an explicit finite
universe of persons.

Data from the Institutional Population Surveys.~Statistics relating to the health characteristics of
persons in institutions, and on medical, nursing, and personal care received, based on national
samples of establishments providing these services and samples of the residents or patients,

Data from the Hospital Discharge Survey.—Statistics relating to discharged patients in short-stay
hospitals, based on a sample of patient records in a national sample of hospitals,

Data on mortality.—Various statistice on mortality other than as included in annual or monthly
reports—special analyses by cause of death, age, and other demographic variables, also geographic
and time series analyses.

Data on natalily, marriage, and divorce. —Various statistics onnatality, marriage, and divorce other
than as included in annual or monthly reports—special analyses by demographic variables, also
geographic and time series analyses, studies of fertility.

Data from the National Natality and Mortality Surveys.—Statistics on characteristics of births and
deaths not available from the vital records, based on sample surveys stemming from these records,
including such topics as mortality by socioeconomic class, medical experience in the last year of
life, characteristics of pregnancy, etc.

For a listof titles of reports published in these series, write to: Office of Information

Ngtional Center for Health Statistics
U.S. Public Health Service
Washington, D.C. 20201



	FOREWORD
	CONTENTS
	INTRODUCTION
	THE STUDY MODEL
	METHODS OF INVESTIGATION
	PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
	THE STUDY DESIGN AND SAMPLE
	DESCRIPTION OF THE HEALTH INTERVIEW SURVEY 
	RESPONDENT’S VIEW OF THE HEALTH INTERVIEW SURVEY
	ATTITUDES AND FEELINGS OF THE INTERVIEWERS
	DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVIEW FROM OBSERVATION RECORDS
	HYPOTHESIS TESTING
	PSYCHOLOGICAL ORIENTATION OF THE RESPONDENT
	PSYCHOLOGICAL ORIENTATION OF THE INTERVIEWER
	INTERPRETATION OF THE FINDINGS
	REFERENCES
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	APPENDIX I. FACTOR LOADINGS
	APPENDIX II. INDEX CONSTRUCTION
	APPENDIX Ill. DESCRIPTION OF THE COEFFICIENT GAMMA
	APPENDIX IV. THE INTERVIEW OBSERVATION FORM

	x: 


