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SUMMARY

The Skudy Design and Iss Limitations

The Measurement of Respondent Burden Is en experimental 2-phase

study being conducted for the Department of Housing and Urban Development

by the Bureau of Social Science Research. The study focusses upon per-

ceived respondent burden, that Is, upon negative feelings which may be

experienced by people who participate In household surveys. For Phase I

of the study, whose results are reported here, the effects of two

variablesinterview length and interview effort--upon respondent burden

were assessed. Length was varied by using either a 25 or a 75-mirute

Interview. The "effort" variable was also separated Into two treatments,

in which some respondents were asked to check their records for the

answers to household expenditure items, and others weri asked to provide

estimates based on memory. The two variables were crossed to produce

four different "treatment" interviews. Respondent attitudes were assessed

via a self-administered "reaction form" which was handed to the respor4ent

at the conclusion of th, treatment interview. Negative attitudes reported

through this form as well as item non-response rates during the treatment

interview and interviewer reports of respondent behavior were used as

indicators of respondent burden.

In Phase II, the effect of another treatment--repeat administration

of identical irterview instruments of varying length--will be studied.
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The study findings should he interpreted with two factors In

mind:

1. The Interviews wore conducted in households located In a

predominantly white middle class suburb (of Philadelphia). Therefore,

the study findings may not be applicable to other populations, for

example, persons living In rural areas or in Inner cities, or to other

types of Interview situations. (In Section III of the report, "External

Validity Issues," we have tried to address this problem, as far as our

data allow, by analyzing the study results for demographic subgroups.)

2. The treatment interviews dealt with topics such as housing

and neighborhood conditions, energy costs, and transportation. The

results might have been quite different if more (or less) re:.pondent-

pertinent topics had bean discussed.

Key Findings

nifferences Between Respondents and Refusers

To achieve 500 interviews a total of 886 household were contacted; in 184
cases no contact could be established, and in 202 cases, the householder
refused to be interviewed. No attempt was made in this study to convert
initial refusals, but a brief interview was conducted with those refusers
who cooperated (N -107). The 202 persons refusing to be interviewed consti-
tuted 29 percent of those contacted for the survey. Although respondents
were younger than refusers, no other significant differences were found
in terms of demographic characteristics, or for those variables
which might have affected the

interview situation (i.e., time of day
of the attempted interview, or experience of the interviewer involved)
However, refusers and respondents differed in their general attitudes
towards the usefulness of surveys, and in their past participation
in interview situations, with refusers less likely to rate surveys
as useful, and less likely to have participated in surveys in the
recent past.

While the time required for an interview was frequently the reason
given for the refusal, the actual length of time when announced to
the respondent at the door--i.e., 25 or 75 minutes--did not seem
to contribute in any appreciable way to the tendency to refuse.
The percAtage of refusals occuring after the specific time was
mentioned was virtually identical (about 38%) for both the-long and
short interview groups.

iv
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Moreover, the Interviewers' prior knowledge of the length of the
Interview to be attempted was not related to the overall percentage
of refusals obtained, which was 27 percent for the short vs. 30 per-
cent for the long form,

00nerel Reactions to the Survey

Among the 500 persons consenting to be Interviewed, reactions to
the survey were overwhelmingly positive. Only two of these
respondents broke off the Interview prior to completion, Large
majorities felt that the interview was at least somewhat interesting
(87%) and Important (88%), and that their time and effort wore at
least somewhat well spent (90%). Eighty percent said that they
would be willing to be reinterviewed next year.

Relationship of Respondent Burden
to Interview Length and Effort

No relationship war found between Interview length and overall
Item nonresponse. On the average, both the long and short
interview groups failed to answer only about three percent of the
questions they were asked.

However, Interview length was associated with willingness to be
interviewed, with I percent more of the people given the short
as opposed to the long Interview stating that they would be willing
to allow the interviewer to return next year. (The actual figures
were 87 percent and 73 percent for the two respec lye groups.)

Interview length also affected attitudes towards the interview,
but only to the point of eliciting more negative responses to
questions which asked specifically about length. The longer
questionnaire was not seen as being more of an overall nuisance,
or as being more uninteresting, unimportant, or difficult than
was the shorter interview.

In general, Increasing the effort required to complete the respondent's
task (retrieval of records) had no effect on behavioral or attitudinal
indicators of respondent burden. For example, there were no signi-
ficant differences between the recall and retriev.'' groups in item
nonresponse rates (which were 2.89% and 2.82% respectively), in
willingness to be reinterviewed (80% of both groups agreed), or in
porportions of respondents within each group who felt that the inter-
view was uninteresting, unimportant, not time well spent, etc. In

short, asking rospondents to retrieve records neither created a
burden (as is assumed by some researchers) nor did it generate a more
positive reaction by conveying to the respondents the suggestion that
the survey was very important.



When f 4411i examined as 4 behavioral rather than ac a manipulated
varlet) e .Cnet ts, when reepondents were grouped by the percentage
of times 014111 ssetuailY checked their records -.no significant relation-

ships betted" 'effort and indicators of burden were found, However,
in both the "t011 and the record retrieval growl, persons who
reset= reFas"4 to their retards at all extirgailed ntvgative ettitudot
mord frequently then did other respondents. Therefore, there may
bs1004 41/1T144t104 between feelings of burden, unwillingness to
exert WOO.: In the interview situation, and data quality which
this prelate'. study was not designed to probe.

er le on h

t121L1410.1L4kwihOldgEW,

The relationship between respondent burden and interview length
was tet/00000 With other variables (both attitudinal and demographic)
held con/sten. men indicated leo* willingness to be reinterviowed
than women " liven the lone form, the some was true of employed
peraewn1 and of those with more education (high school diploma or
more)

However, 01 key finding emerging from this analysis was that
general belief in the efficacy of survey is on Important factor
infhwentingithe Went to which interviews of various lengths will
be perceived as burdensome, That Is, among respondents agreeing
that "anoWeruntl surveys is of dl :t benefit to the people who
answer," the relationship between length and key indica.ors of
burden 10 olkened, For example, fo- this group, the percentage
refusing CO 121 reinterviewed was generally low, no matter if the
short (8 %) or the long (le) treatment had been applied. In

contrast, for respondents who did not agree that surveys arc bene-

f IC141' the
relationship between length and burden became muchrn

stronger, '-r this group, the percents refusing to be reinterviewed
short and 44 percent for the long interview

glIP1:9(11;er

for

°ce01ef 25%)

Length, Effoletet...

Based on the liititeo measures available In this study, no relation-
ship was found between Interview length and data accuracy (as per-
ceived by respondents and re ported in answer to an item in the
reaction form/. or completeness (based on Item nonresponse to the

treatment inteNiew). Contrary to commonly held assumptions, item
nonresponse lid not increase during the course of the long interview:
income guest nns asked at the beginning and end of that interview
elicited a 01111erable relatively high level of nonresponse.
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Similarly, no general relationship between record checking and
data quality was found, Although, on the average, retrieval
respondents did refer to records more frequently than those
asked to rely on memory, differences in waived accuracy of
rosonso between the two groups, while in the expected direction,
were net statistically significant, Only among persons favorably
prerisposed toward surveys, did 4 significantly greater proportion
of retrieval than of recall respondents ptIrcolve their responses
as ' 'ory accurate,"

Impl 'cation! of The Early jtutly_Fincinas.

The findings obtained to date suggest that varying the level of

effort entailed by an interview as operationalized for this study does

not Affect self-perceived respondent burden. They also suggest that the

Disclosed length of an interview does not affect refusal decisions.

Persons exposed to the longer interview were less likely to express

willingness to participate In future surveys, suggesting indeed some

relationship between length and self-perceived burden. This finding will

be empirically tested in Phase II of the study. Willingness to complete

'le interview, item response rates, and self - perceived accuracy of

responses were not affected by length, nor was the generally favorable

assessment of the interview.

Belief in the efficacy of surveys clearly emerged as an important

element affecting feelings of burden, perhaps oven overshadowing actual

interview length. This finding suggests that to reduce self-perceived

burdon in long interviews, it is most important to convey to the respon-

dent the importance and usefulness of the survey method and the likeli-

hood that the survey data will in fact be used by the research sponsors.

vii
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I. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This report describes Phase I of the Measurement of Respondent

Burden, an experimental study ccirIucted by the Bureau of Social Science

Research for the Department of Housing and Urban Development. The

focus of the study is upon correlates of self perceived respondent burden,

that is factors associated with the presence of negative feelings such

as annoyance, frustration or inconvenience which may be experienced by

survey participants. The study is limited to survey situations in which

face-to-face interviews are conducted in respondents' homes.

The issues addressed by this research are of interest to HUD

in connection with its sponsorship of the Annual Housing Survey (AHS),

a face -to -face household survey which is the primary source of informa-

tion about the condition of the nation's housing supply. The level of

refusal rates in the AHS, reports from field observers, and occa-

sional complaints by individual respondents lave caused concern

within HUD with the burden which the survey may be imposing upon AHS

respondents.

The issue of respondent. burden is also of interest to a wider

audience of survey and evaluation researchers, who are concerned with

maintaining or improving response rates in their data collection

activities, and to government personne' charged with managing or regula-

ting Federally-sponsored data collect on efforts. The present research

is intended to provide information wLich will be useful both to HUD staff

and to this broader research community.
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Common Assumptions About Respondent Burden

According to the Report of the Commission on Federal Paperwork,
1

"individuals complete well over 500 million Federal forms each year on

matters related to their personal lives." If we define "paperwork" in

its broadest sense to include personal interviews, we can argue that

the Annual Housing Survey certainly contributes to this load; to carry

out the survey, Census interviewers conduct approximately 180,000 inter-

views yearly.

Limiting the number of information requests which may be

sponsored by Federal agencies is a function carried out, in part, by

the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). OMB's guidelines require

that special consideration be "given to the burden on individuals. . ."

and that "individuals . should not be called upon to spend more than

one-half hour in responding to a request . . . ."2 Activities requiring, on

on the average, more than one-half hour of response time per person must

be explained by a "special justification" before an OMB clearance

allowing the activity to be fielded will be granted. Implicit in this

procedure is the assumption that "less is better," i.e., that long

interviews will overly burden respondents.

This same assumption surfaces again in suggestions which have

been made for revisions to the Annual Housing Survey. At an invita-

tional conference convened during January, 1978, several possible causes

of respondent burden in the AHS were identified, among them interview

length. Consideration of this factor led to suggestions that the AHS

1

A Report of the Commission on Federal Paperwork: Final
Summary Report, Washington, D.C., 1977, p. 64.

20ffice of Management and Budget. Federal Statistics:
Coordination, Standards, Guidelines. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1976,

p. 46.

15
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be redesigned by shortening the questionnaire through the use of core

questions (to be administered yearly) and of rotating supplements (to

be administered on a less frequent basis.)

A second factor flagged as a possible cause of burden for AHS

respondents is the panel design of the study. The Annual Housing Survey

consists of two parts; a national longitudinal survey in which occupants

of a nationwide sample of housing units are interviewed each year,

and an SMSA longitudinal survey, in which occupants of housing units in

selected metropolitan areas are interviewed once every four years. A

recent review of the fixed panel design feature of the AHS concluded

that a rotating design would not necessarily lower refusal rates.

Despite this conclusion, however, the review went on to state that

"additional research should be done to examine other reasons for rotating

the survey, i.e., whether the respondent burden needs to be spread

among a larger portion of the population." 3 [Emphasis added.]

It was thus assumed that there is some relationship between frequency

of being interviewed and perceived respondent burden.

The basic stimulus for the research described in this

report is that the assumptions outlined above are based primarily on

intuition. Few empirical studies have been done exploring the relation-

ship of interview length and frequency of interview to perceived burden.

This conclusion is based both on a formal literature review conducted

as part of this project, and upon our contacts with approximately 45

prominent survey research organizations from whom we requested unpublished

3 Malmuth, M. The Advantages and Disadvantages of Rotating the
Annual Housing Survey, National Semple from a Non-Response Point of
View. Paper presented at the American Statistical Association Annual

. Meeting, Aug., 1978, p. 26.
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work in this area. We found that much of the literature, both published

and unpublished, has focussed on data quality or response rates, not on

perceived burden. Further, much of the tangentially related work has

treated independent variables outside of the scope of the present

project, such as promises of confidentiality, use of incentives, etc.

Finally, most of the studies involving the length variable have been

limited to mail or phone questionnaires.
4

Although it is thus without strong empirical underpinnings, our

understanding of the topic of respondent burden does have a theoretical

basis. A "theory of respondent burden" has been presented by Norman

Bradburn, director of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC).5

Bradburn's theory targets four factors which may be related to per-

ceived burden on the part of respondents: interview length, required

respondent effort, frequency of being interviewed, and the stress of

psychologically disturbing questions which may be asked. The theory

suggests that length. effort, or frequency of being interviewed do not

by themselves constitute a burden; burdensomeness is the product _f an

interaction between the nature of the task and the way in which it is

perceived by the respondent. Thus, by enhancing the importance of the

study for the respondent, longer interviews may even result in a

4
Much of this work is summarized in Marquis, K. Survey Response

Rates: Some Trends, Causes, and Correlates. Health Survey Research
Methods: Second Biennial Conference, Williamsburg, Va., May 4-6, 1977.
DHEW Pub. (PHS) 79 -3207, 1979. Other useful references in the general
topic of survey nonresponse are: Hawkins, D. A Bibliography of Studies
of Non-Response in Survey Research. IJNC, Chapel Hill: Institute for
Research on Social Science, 1978, and Nonresponse and Characteristics
of Non-Respondents, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of the Census, undated
SMIS Bibliography.

5
Bradburn, N. Respondent Burden. Health Survey Research

Methods. DHEW Publication No. PHS 79-3207, 1978, pp. 49-53. See also
Sudman, S. and Bradburn, N. Response Effects in Surveys; Chicago,
Illinois: Aldine Publishing Co., 1974.

17



-5-

reduction in perceived burden, Questions requiring some special effort

on the part of respondents--such as asking them to check records for

expenditure data--may serve a similar function.

To test the latter assertion, and to examine interactions between

interview length and interview situations requiring special effort, "record-

checking" was included as a variable in the present research effort.

Coincidentally, the one empirical study most directly related

to the topic of respondent burden also comes from NORC.
6

The study

is relevant because, unlike others, it does focus directly upon per-

ceived bu.-den, albeit among a rather select population, farmers asked

to participate in USDA crop and livestock surveys. The principal

findings of the NORC researchers do not support the commonly accepted

truisms. The researchers concluded that actual interview length, or

frequency of interview are poor predictors of perceived burden. As

stated in their report:

In their assessment of survey burden, farmers and ranchers
are not so much influenced by the number or length or type of
surveys as they are by their perception of the quality of the
surveys and the effects of surveys upon their lives. Operators
who are convinced that surveys produce useful and accurate
information that serves primarily their own economic interests
tend not to feel burdened by even large number of surveys. Those
who are not so convinced are likely to feel that even one survey
request is too many. (p. 69)

Clearly, then, the commonly accepted assumptions about

respondent burden required some further exploration.

6
Jones C. et al. Dakota Farmers and Ranchers Evaluate Crop

and Livestock Surveys, Chicago, Illinois: National Opinion Research
Center, 1979.



II. DESCRIPTION OF THE EXPERIMENT

The Study Design

The respondent burden study is being implemented in two phases.

During the first phase of the experiment, bcth interview length and

the effort required of the respondent to answer certain questions were

manipulated, and their effect upon perceived burden assessed. Length

was operationally defined as "number of minutes of interview time,"

with 25 and 75-minute treatments used. The "effort" variable was also

separated into two treatments: recall, in which respondents were asked

to provide estimates based on memory for answers to selected expen-

diture questions, and retrieval, in which respondents were asked to

consult checkbooks or other records to answer these questions.

The length and effort variables were crossed to create four

treatment groups, each of which received a different version of the

interview: a short recall interview (Group 1), a long recall inter-

view (Group 2), and short and long retrieval interviews (Groups 3 and 4).

(See Figure I.)

Respondent burden was measured by direct questioning of the

respondent through a self-administered reaction form, which was given

at the conclusion of each "treatment" interview: (For 100 of the

respondents in Group 1 and 100 In Group 2, the reaction form was not

used, since these respondents will be reinterviewed for the second

phase of the study.) Respondent burden was also behaviorally

assessed by examining various types of response rates among treatment

groups.

19



FIGURE 1

STUDY DESIGN

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

25 Minute Instrument,

Recall Effort Only

75 Minute Instrument,

Recall Effort

Group IA Group 19 Group 2A Group 28

25 Minute Instrument,

Record Retrieval

Required

75 Minute Instrumeu

Record Retrieval

Required

75

Phase I interview

Phase I Debriefing

100 75 100 75

Phase II Interview

Phase II Debriefing
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For the second phase of the study, the effort variable will

be eliminated, and the third manipulated variable -- single vs. repeat

administration of identical questions over time--will be introduced.

The "repeat" treatment will be applied approximately nine months

after the first data collection cycle (i.e., in November, 1980) by

conducting a second round of interviews with a portion of the Phase I

sample. The effects of the "administration" variable will be assessed

by comparing the single administration groups (Groups IA and 2A in

Figure 1) and the repeat administration groups (Groups 18 and 2B) in

terms of overall nonresponse rates and by comparing their responses to

the reaction form.

Sampling Procedures

The interviews were conducted in the suburban area of Phila-

delphia; field work was subcontracted to the Institute of Survey

Research, Temple University. The study area can be characterized as

relatively prosperous and predominantly white.

A multi-stage sampling procedure was used to select respondents

from this area. At the first stage, 50 clusters of 12 households and

25 clusters of 16 households were randomly selected from all clusters

in the suburbs of interest; clusters were formed by grouping adjacent

addresses in the Coles City Directory. For each selected cluster, a

lister was sent to the field to obtain a complete and up-to-date

listing of households.

At the second stage of sampling, subsets of six households

within the clusters of 12 and subsets of eight households within the

clusters of 16 were selected for a total of 500 households (50 x 6 plus

25 x 8). The remaining subsets were held in reserve to be used as
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substitutes for the original households in the event that an interview

could not be obtained. In addition, 15 "reserve" clusters were also

selected to 111 used in case additional substitutes were needed.

At 0411 final stage of sampling, one respondent "knowledgeable

about heuseWid expenditures" was selected at each household. A

treatment was assigned to each selected respondent, and within each

cluSter all treatments were used. In tha, way, the full experiment

was replicated in ever), cluster,

gpestionnaire Design

All versions of the treatment questionnaires incorporate

selected items from the Annual Housing Survey. For the longer instru-

ment, additional items were created or adapted from other sources to

achieve the desired interview length. The questionnaires were arranged

in segments by tppic area, with "stop points" at the end of each segment

instructing the interviewer to end the interview if 25 (or 75) minutes

had elapsed. The topics included in the short and long forms are

shown i n Pi Ore I I

Every effort was made to keep the interest level constant between

the short and 1049 instrument s. A mix of open and closed questions was

included In each. Equivalency of interest was assessed by BSSR staff

who rated each subsection of al 1 versions of the questionnaire on a

five-pint ilinterstil scale. No appreciable differences in interest

level were foiled.

2



FIGURE II

TOPIC AREAS INCLUDED IN TREATMENT OUESTIONNAIRESa

Area
Questionnaire Type

Short Long

Household composition/demographic informationb. . . Yes Yes

General information about house/apartmentb Yes Yes

Energy-related questions ;household heating,
cooling, insulation, etc.) Yes Yes

Household repairsb No Yes

Electrical appliances, use of electricity,
electricity Wile Yes Yes

Other fuel, billsb Yes Yes

Neighborhood servicesb Yes Yes

Neighborhood crime No Yes

Description of neighbors (race, education, social
interaction) No Yes

Previous residencesb Yes Yes

Transportation: number and types of vehicles owned. Yes Yes

Transportation: gas purchases, attitudes toward
shortages Yes Yes

Transportation: metho. used to get to workb No Yes

Specific sources of household incomeb Yes Yes

aFor most topic areas, the longer questionnaire contained more items
than did the short one. Recall and retrieval versions of the instrument were
identical, except that different versions of expenditures items were used.

bindicates topic areas included in past or present versions of the
Annual Housing Surveys, or proposed for AHS use. Most questions within these
areas were taken verbatim or adapted from the AHS; in some cases additional
non-AHS items were used to achieve the desired interview length.



The reaction form, administered at the conclusion of the treat-

ment interview, contains items used in earlier studies of interview

participants as well as some especially created for the present effort.

A telephone questionnaire to obtain information about persons refusing

to be interviewed was also developed.

All data collection instruments were pretested in a Northern

Virginia suburb of Washington, D.C.

Data Collection Procedures

The study's data collection procedures were patterned after

those used in the Annual Housing Survey. As in the ARS, an advance

letter was sent to each of the 500 "original" households selected for

participation in the study. The letter described the general subject

matter to be covered and informed respondents that the results would

be used to improve the design of the Annual Housing Survey. Respondents

were further informed that their participation was voluntary, and that

the results would be reported in aggregate form only. The fact that

respondents would be asked to complete a reaction form at the conclusion

of the interview was not revealed to them either in the letter or during

the interview.

Up to four call-backs were allowed at each household to complete

an interview with a respondent "knowledgeable about household finances."

Several restrictions were placed on the timing of calls: the first

attempt had to be made after 3 P.M. on a weekday, or at a reasonable

weekend time; if other attempts were necessary, at least one call had

to be made on a weekend or after 6 P.M. on a weekday. If, after four

calls, an interview was not obtained, the interviewer was given a sub-

stitute assignment at which to administer the selected treatment.
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Upon arriving at the household, the interviewer read an intro-

duction in which she repeated the confidentiality provision and told

the respondent how long the interview would last. Reaction forms were

handed to all persons consenting to the interview--except those

targeted for Phase 11 of the study--at the conclusion of each session.

Interviewers were instructed not to assist the respondent in completing

this form. The respondent was instructed to seal the envelope containing

the form and to give it to the interviewer. The option of mailing it

directly to the survey organization was also available. As detailed in

the next section of this report, a special effort was made to follow up

those persons refusing to be interviewed, so that the reason for the

refusal could be determined.

ti



lit. PHASE I RESULTS

The results of Phase I of the experiment are presented in terms

of several major research questions:

1. How do survey respondents and refusers differ?

2. L,oking at the respondents only, can we detect relation-

ship between the length of the interview and the burden perceived by

the persons interviewed? Similarly, is there an association between

the effort required In the interview situation and the perceived burden?

3. Under what conditions do the observed relationships appear

to "hold Igor

In addition, the final part of this section looks at issues of

data quality and flags specific questions reported as problems by study

respondents.

A technical note on the validity of the findings to be

reported is appropriate here. Strictly speaking, in analyzing the

data, we will be operating at the level of what Cook and Campbell7 have

called "statistical conclusion validity." That is, we will be looking

at interview length, effort, and perceived burden as operationally

defined and measured in this experiment to determine if length (or effort)

and the indicators of burden are statistically associated. In looking

for associations, it will also be important to determine If there are

consistencies across the various indicators of burden, so that

specific elements of respondent burden related to length or effort may

be pinpointed.

7Cook. T. and Campbell, D. Quasi - Experimentation Design and

Analysis Issues for Field Settings. Chicago, Illinois: Rand McNally,

1979.
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If any significant associations are observed, we must look for

alternative explanations (i.e., ways in which the experimental groups

differ other than in the length or effort of the interview situation)

to explain the observed relationships. If no alternatives a: found,

the "internal validity" of the experiment- -i.e., the plausibility of

inferring that length or effort and perceived burden as we have defined

and measured them are causally related--is strengthened. Finally, to

increase the "external validity" of the experiment--1.e., the extent

to which its findings can be generalized to different settings, types

of people, historical times, etc.--it will be important both to

determine the extent to which any results we find hold up for specific

subgroups of respondents within this study, and to compare our findings

with other research along these lines which has been done or may be

done in the future.

Factors Affecting Willingness to Respond:
A Comparison of Respondents and Refusers

To complete the required number of interviews, interviewers

entered a total of 80 clusters and attempted contact at 886 addresses.

Seventy percent of the attempted interviews took place during the day,

and 26 percent during the evening (after 5 P.M.). Fifty-eight percent

were done on weekdays and 40 percent on weekends or during a February

holiday. Thirty-three interviewers were used, 24 of whom had more than

one year of interviewing experience. Altogether 498 interviews were

actually completed. (See Table 1 for a summary of the field work effort

and its results.)

27
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TABLE I
.00LTS

SUMMARY OF FIELD WORK EFFORT AND FINAL "

(505)

(378)

( 3)

57

43

A. Type of Address Used

Original address

Substitute addressa

Unknown
0

B. Day of Attempted Interviewb

Weekend/holiday
(950)

(521) 40

Weekday
( 15) 58

Not determined
2

C. Time of Attempted Interviewb
(620)

Day (up to 5:00 pm) (230) 70

Evening (5:00 pr and later)
( )6) 26

Not determined 4

r. Final Interview Result

SOILContact made
(498) 22

Completed interview
(202) 56

Refusal
( 2) 7.3

Breakoff
0

No contact made 01
12) 21

Language barrier

(

( 93) I

Could not contact after 4 calls
16) 10

Eligible respondent away
( 35) 2

Vacant j4) 4

Not a housing unit 10 2

Other

Total (N) of Addresses Used

loters. 11

aTWenty of these addressits were from reserve 6 0 the oriqt
remainder were obtained from substitute households With 91

ha11Y
sampled clusters.

made.

attempt
b
Refers to day and time in which final intervievl

%.44

2R
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Since one of the motives underlying the concern with respondent

burden is its presumed connection with refusal decisions, it is important

in a study of this phenomenon to look for characteristics which distinguish

respondents and refusers, and to establish the exact circumstances under

which the refusal occured. An understanding of the differences in char-

acteristics of these two groups also yields important clues to the biases

in data that may result from refusais. The refusal rate for this survey

was 23 percent of ail addresses (N=886), or 29 percent of aii "good

addresses" (N=702), i.e., those which were occupied by survey-eligible

residents, so that an interview could have taken place.8 These refusal

rates are somewhat higher than rates experienced in other household

surveys. However, the refusal rate may have been inflated by the data

coliection procedures which were used to meet a rigid deaiine.9 If

interviewers encountered a refusai, an ineiigibie respondent, etc.,

they were provided with substitute assignments. This practice may have

encouraged them to accept refusais more readily than is usuaily the case.

Also, we did not, in this survey, follow the common practice of attempting

to "convert" refusers via teiephone follow-up calls.

81n some cases, the distinction between refusais and ineligibie
respondents is not clear-cut. Tweive households were classified as
ineligibie because the interviewer was unable to communicate initiaiiy
with the resident ("language barrier"). In a few other cases, the resident
claimed that he did not want to participate because he was sick, bareiy
spoke Engiish etc.; these were classified as refusals.

9Aii interviews need to be compieted in one month so that, in
accordance with OMB reguiations, no fieid work wouid take place during a
4-month period surrounding the 1980 census.
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Data on refusers was obtained by asking interviewers to code the

sex and approximate age of the rofusor and the point at which the refusal

took place. Supervisors then attempted to administer a short refuser

follow-up questionnaire by phone for the 135 cases for which phone,

numbers were found. Contact was actually established with 115 of

these individuals; eight cou:d not be interviewed because of a lan-

guage barrier, 48 terminated the interview after the first or second

question, and only 59 went through the entire sequence of questions.

Therefore, much of the information available to describe refusers is

based on a small number of individuals.

Three types of data distinguishing respondents and refusers

are presented in the tables: demographic characteristics (Table 2);

past experience with and general attitudes towards surveys (Tables 3

and 4); and characteristics of the interview situation itself (Table 5).

(Complete responses to the refuser follow-up form are shown in Appendix A.)

Significant differences between the two groups were found for

age (p.< 05), past experience with surveys (p. <.001) and attitudes

towards surveys (with p.'s ranging from (.01 to (.001 depending upon

the attitude measure used). Respondents were younger than refusers;

a greater proportion reported participating in surveys in the past; and

they had more positive attitudes towards surveys in general. The differ-

ence in attitudes between the groups is evident both for several of the

specific item used as attitudinal measures (as shown in Table 3) and

for the overall attitude score created when the items were combined into

an index (shown in Table 4).



TABLE 2

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS AND REFUSERSt DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Respondents

(N) %

Refusers

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

ale

nder 40*

(179) 36 (64) 34

(210) 43 (61) 33

(243) 36

(271) 40

ccupatIona1 status

Full.tIme worker (217) 44 (22) 40 (240) 44

Part-tIme worker ( 75) 15 ( 3) 5 ( 78) 14

Homemaker, (134) 27 (19) 34 (153)
28

Retired ( 41) 8 ( 9) 16 ( 50) 9 1

.

Other ( 28) 6 ( 2) 4 ( 30) 5 ?

*
p <,05.



TAILS 3

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS VS. REFUSERSt PAST EXPERIENCE
WITH AND ATTITUDES TOWARD SURVEYS IN GENERAL

Characteristic

'Participated Ina survey during the
pest 12 months

Strongly agreed or agreed with
the following nts about
eurveyst

Positive Statements

Answering surveys Is of direct
benefit to the people who
'mowers

Taking part In surveys can give
me a chance to talk *bout
Interesting topics

Sy taking part In surveys I can
affect the government's
decisions

The meet Important way to
Improve the quality of 11E0
In America Is by taking
surveys frequently

Negative Statements

Too many surveys are being
conducted these days

Surveys ask questions that are
too personal

Humber Responding
Hissing Cases
Total (N)

*p c .01.

Respondents

(N) X
**fusers

(N) X (N)

TOTAL

X

(103)** 37 ( 8) 11 (207) 60

(154) 58 (26) 52 (180) 57

(174)* 66 (22) 45 (196) 63

(160) 60 (22) 48 (182) 58

(147) 54 (16) 38 (163) 52

( 95)** 36 (39) 78 (134) 43

( 86)** 32 (35) 73 (121) 38

(263-277) (42-74)
(19-33) (33-65)
(296)0 (107)

**p < .001.

0296 Is the number of people responding to the reaction form.

b107 Is the ..umber of persons answering at least the first question on the refuser form.
59 people went through the entire refuser follow-up Interview.
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TABLE 4

MEAN "'NEGATIVE ATTITUDE TOWARD SURVE SCORE OF RESPONDENTS VS, REFUSERS

WilMOMMO4101.11MEINNINIONINNIIMIN

(N)

Standard 2-Tolled

Mean Deviation T Value Probability

tooopasmagooPlMarimmermofemommtew ismomfmPirowr=101114
People Answering the Entire

"Attitude" Question

Respondents (248) 1,86 1,56 4,49 .000

Rei users ( 28) 3.25 1,43

People Answering One or More

Parts of the Question

Respondents
f II (279)

Refusers
( 59)

MININNINIONINM.PINONIMOVEIMMINI.ImpollEM

1.77 1,53

2.52 1,48

3,47 .001

aThe negative attitude toward surveys scale was computed by counting the number of times persons
agreed or strongly agreed with negative statements about surveys (e.g., "Too many surveys are being conducted
these days) and the number of times they disagreed or strongly disagreed with positive statements (e.g.,
"Answering surveys Is of direct benefit to people who answer"). Statements a-e In Q. 5 of the reaction form
were used In constructing the scale, Scores could range from 0 (no negative attitudes expressed) to 5 (five
iligative attitudes expressed),



TABLE 5

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS VS, REFUSERS: VARIABLES

RELATED TO THE INTERVIEW SITUATION
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It Is also Informative to note ways in which the two groups do

fl differ. No bignificant differences were found In terms of sex, or

occupational sitat4s, o' for those variables which we used to describe

the Interview u'cuation, I.e., tibia or day of the attempted Interview,

or experience cf the Interviewer Involved :Table .5). This latter finding

Was unexpected since we had hypothen rzed that a larger proportion of

refusers than respondents would have encountered Inexperienced Interviewers.

An examination of the reasons mentioned by refusers for declining

the Interview does tilt provide a clearcut Indication that time require-

ments, from the point of view of the res pondent, are a major factor

(Table 6). While one-fifth of the refusers said that the interview would

take too much time, the actual time required--I.e., 25 vs. minutes- -did

not seem to contribute In any appreciable way to the tendency to refuse.

The percentage of refusals occuring after the specific Interview length

was mentioned (as opposed to refusals occuring earlier during the Intro-

duction) Is virtually Identical for both the long and short questionnaire

forms (38.1 and 37.4 percent respectively) it may be that any amount of

time Is "too much" for someone who is not pred Isposed to participate in

an Interview, or that basing one's refusal on lack of time is a convenient

explanation.

We thought It possible that "time" might also be important from

the point of view of the interviewer, that IS that her a priori knowledge

of the length of the interview to be comP leted might subtly influence,

her behavior toward the respondent. For example, we hypothesized that

interviewers who encountered difficult respondents might be less

persistent when they knew they would have to administer the long form.

3%
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TABLE 6

REASONS MENTIONED RY REFUSERS FOR DECLINING
TO PARTICIPATE IN INTERVIEW

Reason (N) %,41

Interview would take too much time, respondent
was too busy (24) 21

Couldn't do Interview (too old, sick, language
barrier, death In family, other personal problems) . (21) 18'

Didn't want to be bothered, didn't feel like It,
not Interested (21) 18

Didn't want privacy Invaded, didn't want to divulge
Information (10) 9

Time was Inconvenient ( 9) 8

Didn't want to take part, participate in surveys . . . ( 9) 8

Felt that surveys are disguised sales pitches ( 5) 4

Disapproved of Interviewer behavior ( 4) 3

Sponsorship of survey ( 3) 3

Nothing to say, couldn't answer ( 2) 2

Didn't feel survey would be useful ( I) I

Other reason, or reason not determined (10) 9

aPercents based on 115 refusers for whom some Initial contact was made
(i.e., phone number were found and someone answered the phone). Multiple
responses were allowed.
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BUt the information shown In Table 7 suggests that this hypothesis is

not true; 30 percent of the good addresses with long assignments resulted

In refusals, vs. 27 percent for the short form. These data suggest that

12Ch2LL knowledge of interview length did not have an rpprociable effect

upon interviewer behavior, and, thus, upon response rates.

Finally, to check for other subtle uncoded differences In Inter-

viewer behavior which might be related to refusal rates, the percent of

cases handled by each interviewer which resulted In refusals was tabulated

(Table 8). The mode Is between 21 to 30, an interval which includes the

overall percentage of all cases resulting In refusals (23% as shown earlier

In Table 1). Moreover, no interviewer accnunted for more than 8 percent

of the 202 refusals. With these facts In hand, it seems safe to conclude

that interviewer differences are not an important factor In understanding

refusals.

The findings from this experiment are consistent with other research

that has been done on the characteristics of refusers. For example,

Wiseman,10 In a paper presented at the 1980 annual meeting of the American

Association or Public Opinion Research (AAPOR), showed converging findings

from his own and earlier studies which indicated that refusers tend to be

older than respondents and socially less active and more isolated. It

Is worth noting, however, that our findings do not support the hypothesis

occasionally advanced by survey researchers Ahat refusers are persons

who suffer from survey fatigue because they have been interviewed too

many times in the recent past.

1 °Wiseman, F. The Nonresponse Problem In Consumer Surveys.
Unpublished paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Association of Public Opinion Research, Cincinnati, Ohio, 1980.

3 7.
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TABLE 7

FINAL SURVEY RESULTS DY LENGTH OF INTENDED INTERVIEW

Short Long

(N) 'X, (N) %

Completed Interview (250) 58 (248) 55

Refusal ( 94) 22 (108) 24

Dreakoff ( 0) 0 ( 2) 0

Language barrier ( 9) 2 ( 3) 1

.Could not contact after 4 calls ( 50) 12 ( 43) 10

Eligible-respondent away ( 6) 1 ( 10) 2

Vacant ( 17) ( 17) 4

Not a housing unit ( 5) 1 ( 9) 2

Other ( 2) 1 ( 13) 3

Total N of Addresses Used (433) 100 (453) 100

Refusals as a Percent of All
Addresses 22 24

Total N of "Good" Addresses (344) (358)

Refusals as a Percent of "Good"
Addresses 27 30

*"Good addresses" are addresses where an interview could have been
obtained, i.e., the first three car,inries in the table.

3
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF INTERVIEWERS BY PERCENTAGE OF THEIR ASSIGNMENTS
WHICH RESULTED IN REFUSALS

Percentage of Assignments
Resulting In Refusals

Interviewers

(N)

0 percent (0) 0

1 - 10 percent (6) 18

II - 20 percent (8) 24

21 - 30 percent (12) 36

31 - 40 percent (4) 12

41 - 50 percent (2) 6

51 + percent (1). 3

Total (33) 100

aThis interviewer was given only one assignment which resulted
In a refusal.
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It Is frequently assumed by survey researchers end their sponsors,

that, on balance, the role end tasks which the respondent is *shed to

perform In the course of the Interview hems * negative imeo.t, i,e,, tenet

these activities are burdensome, It has also been *towed, 'weever, inlet

On balance, the experience might be a positive one, since the interview

might be an enjoyable interpersonal experience, on opportunity to loin

new Insights or learn about new products or ideas, or a source of Orrilif"

cation because the respondent performs an altruistic act, The pwoo*e

of our study was to assess the way in which negative end 00011.10 'meting*

about survey participation are effected by cheretteristics ut the inter.

view ("the treatment") and to make judgments *bout the tote! ev.wrienie

under various treatment conditions, *Mich might enable us to descrito

the experience as having various degrees of burdensomeness or enjoyment,

To measure respondents' feelings during the interview, we used various

indicators suitable for administration In a large scale survey, Thiele

major types of indicators were examined:

Overt behavioral indicators, Including interview break-Offs,
the percent of all applicable questions which wont uninawcrad

by the respondent during the "treatment" Interview, end
reports from interviewers that the respondent seemed bored
or preoccupied during the interview, The assumption being

.. made In using these indicators Is that, If the respondent
chooses to terminate the Interview, is not answering the
questions asked, or Is looking at his watch, asking the number
of questions left, etc., It Is because he or she feels
burdened by the situation.
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Softer behavioral indicators, including the stated unwillingness
of the respondent to continue the interview for an additional
15 or 30 minutes given a hypothetical opportunity to do so, or
unwillingness to be reinterviewed at a later date.

Attitudinal indicators measured through the reaction form.
These include statements that the inter.iew was too long,
uninteresting, unimportant, not time well spent, etc. Again,
the assumption being made is that if the respondent makes
negative statements of this type the treatment interview was
to some extent burdensome, i.e., provided few rewards.

In this section, each of the burden indicators is examined to

determine if there are relationships between perceived burden and tie

length of the interview, the effort required, or the overall treatment,

involving the four combinations of length and effort.

An overview of reactions to the interview is presented in Table 9.

In general, reactions were overwhelmingly positive. Only two of the 500

respondents who had agreed to be interviewed broke off the interview

prior to completion. (Both of these were in the long recall group.)

For those persons completing the interview, the average item refusal rate

was less than one percent, and the average item nonresponse rate (counting

both refusals and "don't knovI' responses) was less than three percent.11

Relatively few respondents (9%) were reported by interviewers as pre-

occupied with the length of the interview. Large majorities felt that

the interview was at least somewhat interesting (87%), and important(88%),

and that their time and effort were at least somewhat well spent (90%);

80 percent said that they would be willing to be reinterviewed next year.

IT Interviewers were asked to distinguish between cases where the
respondent refused to answer a question ("refusals") and cases where
the respondent did not have the information requested ("don't knows.")
In many cases, the distinction was undoubtedly very difficult to make.

4



Behavioral Indicators
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TABLE 9

OVERALL REACTIONS TO THE INTERVIEW

.

Number of breakoffs

.Average item refusal rate

Average item non-response rate (refusals and "don't knows")

Percent reported by interviewers as preoccupied with the
.

.

length of the interview

Percent willing to be reinterviewed one year from now to find ,

.out If housing conditions had changed

Percent who would have been willing to continue with the inter,

view for at least another i5 minutes .

Attitudinal Indicators

Percent feeling that the interview was:

Very or somewhat interesting

Very or somewhat Important

Percent finding questions easy or very easy to answer. .

Percent feeling that time and effort put into answering the
questions was very well or somewhat well spent

Percent feeling that the length of tne interview was about
right



-30-

Finally, the respondents tended to rate the "nuisance" or "burden" of

participating in this survey as being considerably less than that for the

performance of other common tasks, such as filling out income tax forms,

balancing a checkbook, responding to political opinion polls, or getting

a car inspected (sow Table 10).

Because of this favorable reaction, we are left, for many indica-

tors, with the task of examining responses from a rather small minority

of respondents to determine if length or effort had any bearing on

their negative behavior or attitudes toward the interview.

Behavioral indicators are reported in Tables II and 12 and

attitudinal indicators in Tables 13 and 14. (Detailed responses

to questions from which these tables are taken are shown in Appen-

dix B.) There are statistically significant associations between many

of these measures and the length of the interview. Specifically:

Fewer long interview respondents would have been willing to
continue with the interview for an additional 15 or 30 minutes
given the hypothetical chance to do so (39 vs. 75 percent);
and more declined to be reinterviewed next year (27 vs.
13 percent) (Table 12)._

Long interview respondents were more frequently described by
interviewers as "preoccupied with the length of the interview"
(14 vs. 5 percent for the short interview group). (Table 12.)
Fourteen percent of the long interview group vs. only five percent
of the others said that "the time and effort put into answering
the questions was not well spent." (Table 13-)

Nearly one-half of the long interview respondents vs. 13 percent
of the others said the interview was "too long." Over one-half
recommended the use of shorter questionnaires as a way of
improving surveys. (However, one - third of the short inter-
view group also made this recommendation.) (Table 13.)

4 3



TABLE 10

HOW RESPONDENTS RATED THE "NUISANCE VALUE" OF THIS SURVEY

IN COMPARISON TO OTHER COMMON TASKS .

Question: From time to time, we are all called upon to do various things which we may not particularly enjoy, In fact,
some of these may be a downright "nuisance." We would

like toknowhow much taking part In this survey bothered
you as compared to doing other common tasks, (FOR EACH TASK PUT DOWN THE NUMBER ON THE SCALE-I THROUGH
10--WHICH BEST DESCRIBES HOW MUCH 7HE TASK BOTHERS YOU,)

Doesn't

Bother Me

at All 1

Answering the interviewer's

questions during this Itrvey.

Filling out income tax forms, , .

Balancing checkbook against bank

statement

Answering a public opinion survey

about which political candidate

you like better
(4,9)

3.2

Going to the polls to vote on

election day
(2.6)

2,6

4

Mea.a.atin

5 6

Bothers Standard

--------- Me a Lot Deviation

9 10

2,8)
2.3

(6,1)
3.5

(4.4)
3,1

Getting your car inspected by the

state
(4,6) 3,4

.011111111~EOMMailamffastarearliorkaai.

aBased on responses from 267-280 participants or 90.95% of those completing the reaction form.
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TABLE II

AVERAGE ITEM REFUSAL AND ITEM NON.RESPONSE RATES TO TREATMENT INTERVIEW,

BY INTE;V1EW LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATMENT

Number of Item Refusal Rates
Item NonResponse Rate

Respondents

Completing

Treatment Standard T or F 2.Talled Standard T or F 2.Tailed
interview Nan Deviation Value Probability Deviation Value Probability

Short 250 .67 3.11 2.70 4,54

Long 248 .34 1,41
1, .124.

3.04
.94 350

Effort

348 .48 2.63 2.89 4.16
Recall

Retrieval 150 .55 I,87
.33 , .74

2,82 3.48
,20 .845

Treatment

Short Recall 175 .69 3.48 .431' .43 2.84 5.01 .63b
.59.8

Long Recall
173 .28 1.27

2.94 3.09

Short Retrieval , 75 .63 2,04
2.39 3,16

Long Retrieval
75 ,48 1,70

3.25 3.73

Overall Results 498 .51 2,42
2,87 3.97

aSee footnote p, 24 for definition of "Item refusal" and "Item nooresponse."

bSince the variances among treatment giNps
were not homogeneous, the use of the F ratio Is not strictly appropriate. Therefore, the exact

significance level is not known,



TABLE 12

RESPONDENT BEHAVIOR DURING INTERVIEW AND WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE IN LONGER OR FUTURE INTERVIEWS,

BY INTERVIEW LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATMENT (In Percentages)1

Indicator

Length 1 Effort

Short Long Recall

Treatment

Retrieval
Short

Racal I

Long

Recd I

Short

Retrieval

TOTAL

Long

Retrieval (N) %

Inttrylower 9wItIon,

Old the respondent its prsoccuplid with the length

of the Interview .thst Is did the respondent kelp

looking at a witch, asking how many question, were

left, otcl

Yes 5 14 .10 8

No
95 86 90 92

Significance

Respondent Quostioni

hid time to ask our important questions during this

Interview, but it would have bon useful for our study

to ask sear additions{ questions, On the other hind,

we could Rive left solo out to poke the intorviet shortie.

Plust tire's the number of the one answer Wilco which

CCM SIMI' to your feelings:

p ,01

6 14 4 12 ( 46) 9

86 96 88 (AS) 91

p',05

I would have bon willing to continuo with the

Interview for another 30 erodes 9 12 12 9 i1 12 7 12 ( 29) 10

I would ha4o been willing to continue with the

Interview for another 15 minutes 66 27 45 50 65 22 67 32 (132) 47

I would hove preferred the Interview to be
IS. minutes shorter 25 43 34 33 24 46 26 39 ( 94) 34

1 would have preferred the Interview to be

30 minutes shottor4 b 18 9 8 b 19 b 17 ( 25) 9

SIgnificancs r1.1

Would you be willing to be Interviewed a year Irmo

nor so that we could find out wtother your dousing

conditions had chin*

Yes. 87 73 80 80 86 74 89 71 (224) BO

No 13 27 20 20 14 26 11 29 ( 56) 20

SIgnifIcancs p Z,01 11,1 p 4,05

Number Annoying Respondent QuestIons 141.144136.139 139 141 70.72 67.69 7172 69.70 280
Nlislog Gun 54 ill 9 7 3.5 4.6 2.3 '4-5 16

itsrconts on this and on subsequent tables may not 'qua! 100 locuseof rounding,

6This response did not appear on short Interview,

r,



TABLE 13

REACTIONS TO SELECTED ATTITUDINAL QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE LENGTH OF THE INTERVIEW, BY LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATMENT

(In Percentages)

Question

A'um.E.112.m.17111

Length

I

Effort

I

Treatment

TOTAL

(N)

Short Long
Recall

1

Re'rmva'. I

1

Short

Recall

Long

Recall

Short

Retrieval

Long

Retrieval

.

How do you feel about the length of the Interview which

you Just completed, (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY,)

Too short 1 I 1 I 1 0 0 1 ( 2)

About right 86 52 69 71 88 49 85 56 (200)

Too long 13 47 31 29 II 51 15 42 ( 85) 3

Significance p < .0001 n,s p < .0001

We have had a number of suggestion about ways In which our

surveys could be Improved. How do you feel about each of these:

Use shorter questionnaires:

Would be an Improvement 34 57 45 46 33 57 35 57 (122) 4

Would not be an improvement 66 43 55 54 67 43 65 43 (147) 5

SignIfIcance p <;001' n,s p <,01

Overall, do you feel that the time and effort you

put Into answering the questions 'les:

Very well spent 33 28 32 28 37 27 28 28 ( 86) 31

Somewhat well spent 62 58 59 62 59 59 66 58 (172) 6'

Not very well spent 5 14 9 10 4 14 6 14 ( 27)

Significance p 4.405 143

Number Responding 135.146 134.141 133.144 136.143 66.74 67-70 69-72 67.71 269.287

Missing Cases 3-14 6.13 4.15 5.12 1.9 3.6 2.5 3.7 9.27
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However, the length of the interview was not related to either the

item refusal or item nonresponse rate. Nor was interview length related

to attitudinal measures which did not ask specifically about the notion

of length. For example, contrary to our expectations based on the

theory of respondent burden presented earlier in this report, increasing

the length of the interview did not seem to enhance the importance of

the study, in fact, slightly more of the long vs. short interview

respondents (15 vs. 10 percent) said that the survey was "not important,"

and the percentage saying that the survey was "very important" was higher

for the short than the long group (60 vs. 40 percent). (These differences

are not statistically significant, however.) Similarly, there were no

significant differences between the long and short interview groups in

feelings about the interest level or difficulty of the interview (see

Table 14).

It bears repeating that for those behavioral and attitudinal

indicators where we did find differences based on length, the negative

reactions reported here are based on a minority of respondents. For

example, using the same data, we could also report that almost three-

quarters of the long interview group is willing to be reinterviewed

next year, that over half felt that the interview length was "about

right," and that about 85 percent felt that their time was at least some-

what well spent. What is important is that such favorable reactions

were generally experienced by even more respondents in the short

interview group.
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TABLE 14

PERM OF RESPONORTS EXPRESSING NEGATIVE REACTIONS To THE INTEREST LEVEL, IMPORTANCE, AND DIFFICULTY

OF THE INTERVIEW, BY LENOIR, EFFORT, AND TREATMENT

Negative Attitude

1.1.1UMINIMMIMMIL

Length

Short Long
Roca

Effort

Retrieval

Treatment

Olamomlillmlwo

Long

Retrieval

TOTAL

(N) %

Short

Recall

Long

Recall

Short

Retrieval

feral!, Interview was "not very interesting" or

lot at all Interesting"
13

13
14 13 11 17 16 10 (38) 13

Significance' NS n, S

MI,..MME.k

irvey was "not Important"
10

15 14 10 10 20 10 11 (36) 12

Significance NS N3 NS

the whole, answering the questions was "hard" or

ery hard" 4 6
5 6 4 6 4 7 (15) 5 w

Significance n.$

Number Responding

Missing Cases

11,S

145.147 141.143 145.146 141.144 74 71.72 71.71 70.71 286290

2.4 44 2.3 4.7 1 1.2 1.3 3.4 6.10

'Significance based on chi square test on collapsed variables, a.9, not very/not at all Interesting vs. very/somewhat Interesting,

. .
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In ex .mining these tables, it is also noteworthy that the effort

variable (i.e., the recall vs. retrieval treatment) is not associated with

any of the indicators of respondent burden as defined and measured in this

experiment. That is, there are no significant differences between the

recall and retrieval groups in terms of overall item refusal or non-

response, reported preoccupation with the length of the interview,

willingness to continue the interview or to be reinterviewed next

year, or in general attitudinal indicators. This finding is true

despite the fact that the percent of applicable items for which records

were actually checked is significantly greater (p. <.001) for the

retrieval than for the recall group (39 vs. 21 percent as shown in

Table 15).

Using tests of statistical significance as a criterion, this

same finding emerges when effort is examined as a behavioral, rather than

as a treatment variable, that is, when respondents are grouped by the

percentage of times they actually checked their records for the answers

_to _eXPentliture __(See 16).___In other words, while in both

the recall and retrieval groups, a larger proportion of people who never

referred to their records expressed negative attitudes towards the survey

than did the record-checkers, these differences generally are not statis-

tically significant. However, the tests of significance are based on

very small N's; given the pattern of distributions in the table, it seems

reasonable to hypothesize that failure to check records may in itself be

another manifestation of respondent burden, i.e., of negative feelings

towards the interview situation. Therefore, there may also be some relation-

ship between respondent burden and data quality. 12

12This thought will be explored further in a separate BSSR paper
which is also based on the data produced by this study.
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TABLE 15

PERCENTAGE OF APPLICABLE ITEMS FOR WHICH RECORDS WERE CHECKED,

BY LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATMENT

Number of Persons
Mean Percentage

Completing the
of Applicable Qs. Standard

Treatment Interview
for Which Records Deviation

Were Checked

T or F Wailed

Value Probabilit.

Let

Short

Long

(250) 26,06 33.01

(248) 27.20 34,00

Effort

Recall (348) 21,21 29,62

Retrieval (150) 39,21 38,30

Treatment

Short recall,

Long recall

Short retrieval

Long retrieval,

(175)

(173)

( 75)

( 75)

21,98

20,43

35.60

42,82

29,90

29,39

37,83

38,68

.38 .704

5.13 .001

11,43a ,0001

Overall Results (498) 26,63 33.47

41. W.Nimimismammoremaximaimmemerimurimlowiarrr

aSince the variances among treatment groups are not homogeneous, use of the F statistic is not strictly

appropriate. Therefore, the exact significance level is not known,

4 Si



TABLE 16

INDICATOR OF RESP0110011 11.11DEN BY PERCENTAGE OF (TENS FOR W4101 RECORDS WERE CHECKED, RECALL AND RETRIEVAL GROUPS

(In Percentages)

owswommiwwwwwewwwwwwwwwwwsimmulimuirlioswaimm...
Will Group Retrieval Croup

Indicator

Respondents Checking: Respondents Chocking:

0

I teen

1.50%

of

1 tow

51.100%

of

Items

iOTAL

0

(N) % Iwo
E.

MO%

0?

Items

51.100%
TOTAL

of

Items %
,wpoirme10.1...

Preoccupied with the Interview 12 7 6 (33) 10 13 9 2 (11). 7

UnwillIng to be rolnterviewed nest year 23 16 11 (26) 19 29 16 14 (28) 10

Fait survey was unlavertant 14 9 20 (20) 14 20* 3* 7* (15) 10

Felt answering questions wes "lard" or "wry hard", 4 G 1 ( 7) S 4 9 5 ( 8) 6

Felt survey was uninteresting 17 6 13 (19) 13 17 21 5 (18) 13

Felt tile and effort were not very well spent . lo 3 14 (13) 9 16 9 5 (14) 10

Felt Interview was "to: long"
32 35 17 (42) 30 34 26 25 (41) 19

Would have preferred Interview to be 15.30 minutes
shorter 45 46 38 (59) 4) 46 41 )7 (58) 41

Rev:emended use of shorter questlemilro 46 53 31 (58) 45 53 52 36 (62)

if, L.05
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Finally, no interaction effects between length and effort and

the various burden indicators are apparent. While significant dif-

ferences among the four treatment groups do appear for some indicators

(e.g., preoccupation with the length of the interview, willingness

to be reinterviewed, and feelings about the length of the interview),

visual inspection of the tables reveals that these differences again

reduce to differences between groups based on the length i,ariable.

In fact, when three-way tables were generated with length held constant

(so that, for example, the short recall group is compared only to he

short retrieval group and the long groups are compared only with each

other), no significant differences in indicators remained.

As a check on the consistency of these findings, the overall

burden or nuisance rating of the survey may be used. The average

rating given by respondents in the various groups is reported in Table 17.

No significant differences based on any of the variables manipulated in

this experiment are evident.

Upon reflection, this finding is consistent with those presented

earlier; it appears that the behavioral indicators as opposed to some of

the attitudinal indicators or.d the nuisance scale are tapping into dif-

ferent aspects of respondents' reactions or feelings toward the interview

situation. This finding implies that the phenomenon of "respondent

burden" is multi-faceted and multi-dimensional. Specifically, when

asked about length, respondents will say that a questionnaire is too

long or that in general shorter questionnaires would be preferable.
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TABLE 17

AVERAGE "NUISANCE VALUE" OF THIS SURVEY BY LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATMENT

Question: From time to time, we are ell called upon to do various things which we may not partlfolirl, enjoy, In fact,

some of these may be a downright "nuisance." Ne would like to know each taking part 10 this survey bothered

you as compared to doing other coomon tasks, (FOR EACH TASK PUT DIM THE NUMBER CO THE SCALE - -I THROUGH 10..

WHICH BEST DESCRIBES HOu MUCH THE TASK BOTHERS YOU,)

Doesn't Bother
Bothers

Me et All
Mee Lot

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Standard

Litz!
Nan *lotion

2.30

2.39

Short (141) 2,65

Long
(139) 2,88

Effort

Recall
(138) 2.85

Retrieval (142) 2.68

Treatment

Short recall (

Long recall (

Short retrieval
(

Long retrieval, . . . (

230

2,19

T or F

Value

Missing

2,4111ed Cases

ProbabIIN

,83 .408 ( 6)

( 8)

,61 .541

69) 2,68 2.40 I 6)

69) 3,03 2,60 ( 4)

72) 2,62 2,22
( 2)

70) 2,74 2.18
( 4)

Overall Results (280) 2,77 2,34 (16)

.405 ,749



In the course of a long Interview, a few respondents wit, show outward

signs of their concern with time (check their watch, appear impatient

etc.). Yet these footings about the length of the Interview do not

necessarily mean that the respondent resents the time spent, or feels

unduly burdened by It, since on the nuisance scale, where respondents

compared the interview with other onerous tasks, long and short groups

did not differ. Under the circumstances with attitudinal items yielding

ambiguous data, it would appear that the most satisfactory overall

Indicator of respondent burden is stated willingness to be re-interviewed.

This question yielded a more clear-cut division between the long and

short groups, suggesting that length was indeed equated with burden-

someness by a minority of respondents.

Validity of the Study Findings

We have shown that there is a relationship betveen interview

length and several behavioral and attitudinal indicators of respondent

burden. This section examines the validity of that major study finding.

Two of the validity issues raised earlier are considered:

Internal Validity: the issue here is to determine if the
association between interview length and respondent burden
represents a causal relationship.

External Validity: this issue concerns the stability of the
findings, i.e., the extent to which they appear to be stronger
for specific subgroups of respondents vs. the extent to which
they can be generalized across all subgroups.

Interview Length and Respondent Burden:
The Problem of Causal Attrihutinn

The association between interview length and respondent burden

means that, for this group of respondents, it is possible to predict one
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variable from knowledge of the other. That is, if we know the interview

length group to which a respondent was assigned, we can predict his or

her willingness to be reinterviewed, his or her attitudes toward the

length of the interview, etc, more accurately than if information about

length were not available. However, prediction and causation are not

synonymous, Rather, interview length and respondent burden may vary

together by virtue of their link with a third variable, e.g., "prior

attitudes towards surveys."13 To explore this possibility, it is Importont

to determine if the short and long interview groups differ in terms of

other important variables which may provide an alternative explanation

for the observed relationships.

Differences between the groups for three categories of variables

Were examined: demographic variables; experience with and attitudes

towards surveys in general; and characteristics of this particular inter-

View experience. The relevant data are presented in Tables 18-20,

No significant differences between the groups for any one of these

variables were found. Therefore, the differences in perceived respondent

burden between the groups can not be "explained away" by other differences

rich might have existed before the "treatment interview" was applied.

Thus, the likelihood of a causal relationship between interview length

and various aspects of respondent burden is greatly strengthened.

13
1t should be pointed out, however hat these attitudes were

measured a fter the interview and might ther-rore be "contaminated" by

the most recent interview experience.



TABLE 18

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SHORT AND LONG INTERUIEW GROUPS: DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Short Long Total

Significance

(N) I (N) I (N) I

Characteristic

Male

Under 40

( 84) 34 ( 95) 39 (179) 36 n.s

(102) 42 (108) 44 (210) 43 n.s

White (232) 93 (229) 94 (461) 93 n.s

Education

Less than high school graduate ( 43) 17 ( 47) 19 ( 90) 18 n.s

High school graduate (109) 44 ( 94) 38 (203) 41

Some college ( 36) 14 ( 44) 18 ( 80) 16

College graduate + ( 61) 24 ( 60) 24 (121) 24

JELati1012:22112! 1 (141) 57 (151) 61 (292) 59 n.s

Income

75) 34 ( 82) 37 (157) 35 n.s

77) 34 ( 66) 30 (143) 32

71) 32 ( 75) 34 (146) 33

70 (166) 68 (340) 69 n.s

Under $15,000 (

$15.24,999 (

$25,000 +
(

Homeowners (174)

Total (N) Responding (223.249)

Missing Cases (1.27)

(223.246)

(2.25)



TABLE 19

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SHORT AND LONG INTERVIEW GROUPS: PAST EXPERIENCE

WITH AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS SURVEYS IN GENERAL

Short

(N) %

Long

(N) %

Total

(N) %

Significanc

Characteristic

Participated in a survey in the past (96) 70 (100) 72 (196) 71 n,s

Strongly Agreed or Agreed with the

Following Statements about Surveys:

Positive Statements

Answering surveys is of direct

benefit to the people who answer . (79) 58 ( 75) 57 (154) 58 n,s

Taking part In surveys can give me

a chance to talk about interesting

topics (91) 68 ( 83) 64 (174) 66 n,s

By taking part In surveys I can affect

the government's decisions (84) 61 ( 76) 58 (160) 60 n,s

The most important way to Improve the

quality of life In America is by

taking surveys frequently (81) 58 ( 66) 50 (147) 54 n.s

Negative Statements

Too many surveys are being conducted

these days (54) 40 ( 41) 32 ( 95) 36 n.s

Surveys ask questions that are too

personal (45) 34 ( 41) 31 ( 86) 32 n.s

Number Responding (134-138) (130.139) (264-277)

Missing Cases (11-15) (8.17) (19.32)



TABLE 20

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SHORT AND LONG INTERVIEW GROUPS: CHARACTERISTICS

OF THE INTERVIEW SITUATION

Short

(N) %

Long Total

(N) % I (N)

Significance

Time Interview was Done

Daytime (186) 76 (175) 71 (361) 74

Evening ( 60) 24 ( 70) 29 (130) 26

Day Interview was Done

Weekend/holiday

Weekday

(102) 41

(148) 59

( 91) 37

(157) 63

M°

(193) 39 n.s

(305) 61

Experience of Interviewer

Inexperienced ( 47) 19 ( 46) 19 ( 93) 19 n.s

Experienced (203) 81 (201) 81 (404) 81

Total (N) (246-250) (245-248)

Missing Cases (0-4) (0.3)



Stability of the Study Findings:
EXternal Validity issues

To examine the stability of the study findings, the association

between interview length and various indicators of respondent burden

was analyzed for specific subgroups of respondents. Three indicators

were used:

I. Unwillingness to be reinterviewed next year;

2. Unwillingness to continue the interview for an additional

15-30 minutes given the hypothetical opportunity to do so; and

3. Recommending the use of shorter questionnaires as a way

of improving surveys,

The first indicator was chosen under the assumption that unwillingness

to be reinterviewed is the ultimate response to the feeling that the inter-

view was an unpleasant, burdensome experience, The remaining Indicators,

while not representing as strong a rejection of the interview situation,

were chosen because of the relatively large number of respondents expressing

these reactions.

In conducting the analysis, the strength of the association between

interview length and the carious indicators was measured using gamma.
14

The strategy used was to compare the gammas for subgroup; with the

original gamma obtained for these same respondents without consideration

14Gamma--which can range between -1.00 and +1.00--is based on
the extent to which an individual's value on one variable can be
predicted based on his/her value on another variable. For example, by

knowing that a respondent was assigned to the long interview group,
to what extent can we accurately predict his/her willingness to be
reinterviewedj A gamma of, say, +.74 means that we would do 74% better
than chance if we always predict that a long interview respondent
is unwilling to be reinterviewed.
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of their subgroup characteristic. Large differences between the subgroup

gamma and the original statistic would suggest that the association

between length and respondent burden is stronger for one subgroup as

opposed to others. Small differences, or no differences, on the other

hand, would Suggest that the main relationship holds regardless of sub-

group.

The analysis for demographic groups is presented In Table 21.

The information indicates that:

For all subcategories, the percentage of "burdened" individuals
is higher for the long than for the short interview. In most
cases, the differences between the length groups are still
statistically significant, based on Chi Square tests.

However, the relationship between length and unwillingness
to be rainteryiewed appears to be much stronger for certain
subgroups as opposed to others, specifically for men, for
employed persons, and for those with at least a high school
diploma. (The differences between subgroups are not as
pronounced for the other indicators.)

As might be expected, these demographic variables- -i.e., sex,

education, and employment--are also associated. For example, a smaller

proportion of males than females are "not employed" (21 vs. 51 percent),

and have household incomes of less than $15,000 (28 vs. 39 percent).

Similarly, age is associated with occupation, income, and education,

with persons 40 or older falling disproportionately into the not-employed,

lower income, and lower education

Since these variables are

be confounded with the effects of

interest to split the demographic

Table 22 the relationship between

categories.

all associated, the effects of one may

the others. It is therefore of some

subgroups into finer categories. In

interview length and unwillingness

to be reinter iewed is shown for various subgroups of maces and females.
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UNWILLINGNESS TO BE REINTERVIEWED BY INTERVIEW LENGTH,
FOR DEMOGRAPHIC SUBGROUPS

Subgroup

M11111111.11.1.11.

Unwilling to be Reinterylewed

Short Long

% (Base N) % (Base N)

Employed

Male 3 (33) 30 (44) .86

Female 14 (51) 25 (40) .35

Not Employed

Male 17 (12)a 50 ( 6)a .67

Female 19 (43) 22 (46) .10

Under 40 Years Old

Male 13 (15)a 30 (27) .46

Female 16 (44) 10 (39) .24

40 Years or Older

Male 3 (30) 35 (23) .87

Female 17 (48) 34 (47) 44

Household Income Under $151(

Male 18 (,1)a 27 (15)a .24

Female 9 (32) 17 (30) .32

Household Income $15K or More

Male 3 (33) 26 (31) .83

Female 19 (53) 22 (50) .10

allote small "n's."
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For most categories, the relationship between length and burden remains

stronger for men than for women. (In fact, for women under 40 the

relationship Is reversed, with gml persons In the long Interview

group than In the short group willing to be reinterviewed.

This difference is not statistically significant however.) This pre-

liminary evidence indicates that the sex differences shown In the earlier

table can probably bo generalized across many categories of men and women.

Similar tables might be used to determine the "generalizability" of the

survey findings for various age, income, occupational, etc. categories.

The analysis for attitudinal subgroups Is presented In Table 23.

The table clearly shows that Interview length has a much weaker effect

upon respondent burden for those persons favorably predisposed toward

surveys. Among people who agree that answering surveys Is beneficial,

the percent refusing to be reinterviewed Is virtually identical for

the short and long Interview groups (8 and 10 percent respectively).

For those who disagree, the spread between the long and short

groups Is much greater, with 19 percent In the short group unwilling to

be reinterviewed vs. 44 percent In the long group. A similar pattern

Is found for the other indicators, with, again, the differences In

respondent burden between length groups nore exaggerated for those

persons with negative attitudes.
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This finding Is in Ilne with the data from the NORC study of

farmers, referenced earlier, In which NORC researchers concluded that

the respondent's views of the quality and usefulness of surveys are

a better predictor of respondent burden than are either Interview length

or number of Interviews. And, In fact, in the current survey, no one

in either the long or short groups who strongly agreed with the idea

that surveys are beneficial (nw22) was unwilling to be reinterviewed.

Data Quality

No attempt was made In this study to validate the accuracy of

the Information given during the treatment interview. (For example, we

die not verify amounts given for utility bills by checking with utility

companies.) However, two rough proxy measures of data quality are

presented here.

The most direct measure comes from a reaction form item In which

respondents were asked their opinion of the accuracy of their responses

to questions concerning utility bills and household expenses. (These

were generally the Items used for the recall and retrieval treatments.)

As reported In Table 24, 99 percent of the people answering this item

felt that their responses were "very" or "fairly" accir, with two-thirds

of them choosing the first category. Only two responderas in all cha-

racterized their responses as "Inaccurate." (We have no way of knowing,

of course, whether this consensus means that the responses were indeed

accurate, or if it impl;es that tie respondents' standards for accuracy

are low.)
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A larger percentage of short (07) then long Interview (644)

and of retrieval (72%) than recall (61%) respondents characterised

their responses as "very accurate," These differences between length

groups and between effort groups are not xtetisticelly significant,

however. although, for the effort whittle, they are In the expected

direction, furthermore, the retrieval treatment group also farad winter

than the recall treatment group wrong people favorably predisposed toward

surveys (101,, among those agreeing that surveys are "beneticiel").

Seventy-nine percent of those Individuals asked to check their records

felt that their responses were "very accurate". as opposed to 62 percent

asked to rely on memory alone, a difference significant at the .05 level.

(See Table 25.)

A second measure which may be used to assess data quality is

item nonrespanse. Sy using this criterion, v ate examining a slightly

difference aspect of data quality. i.e., the completene,. of the data

set. It is, of course, riser that data may be complete, and thus In

one sense qualitatively "high". while still being inucurate, and thus

In another sense qualitatively "low."

The criterion of completeness is used in Table 26. which examines

the effect of the recoil/retrieval treatment upon item nonresponse. The

table shows the percent of persons responding with "don't know or

refusing to respond at all for the recall/retrieval expenditure items.

(Appendix C shows the percent of respondents who actually checked their

records for each of these items.) In general. the "effort" variable

does not seem to affect item nonresponse: the percents of "don't know's"

and refusals are similar for both the recall and retrieval groups and

for the four treatments. involving the various combinations of effort

and interview length. 66
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TABLE 25

PERCEIVED ACCURACY OF RESPONSE AMONG PERSONS WHO AGREE
THAT "ANSWERING SURVEYS IS OF DIRECT BENEFIT,"

BY 17MRT
(In Perceotages)

Effort Total

Recall Retrieval (N)

Vel.y accurate 62 79 (106) 70

Fairly accurate or inaccurate. . . . 38 21 ( 45) 30

Significance p < .05

Number Responding (76 (75) (151)
Missing Cases (2) ( 1) ( 3)
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TABLE 26

ITS NO RESPONSE 001" AND "REFUSALS ") TO EXPENDITURE QUESTIONS BY EFFORT AND TREATMENT

OwistIos"

Effort Treatment

111 Retrieval
Short
Recall

Long
Recall Retrieval

Short Long
1,etr level..

(us) e % (Base
N)

Base
N) "

(BasN) e

"
(Base

N )

(Base
N)

%

Rant Par" Int

Don't 'know . . . (107) 1 ( 44) 0 ( 51) 0 ( 56) 2 ( 21) 0 ( 23) 0

Refusal, . .

erg..1'9411x

3 7 4 2 10 4

Don't kno,,, . . ( 39) 8 ( 15) 20 ( 21) 14 ( 18) 0 ( 6) 17 ( 9) 22

Refusal. . . . 3 0 5 0 0 0

14crtoloe

Jon't know (131) 2 ( 60) 2 ( 66) ( 65) 2 ( 31) 3 ( 29) 0

Refusal. . . 7 8 6 8 6 10

Premium for picia'42
Don't know . . . (212) 8 ( 75) 13 (108) 0 (104) 17 ( 39) o ( 36) 28

Refusal. . . . 2 0 5 0 3

Water BI 11

Don't kno,,, ... . . . . (118) 8 ( 52) 4 -a (118) 8 -w ( 52) 4

Refusal. . . . . 3 2 3 - 2

011 Bill
Don't kno,, . . . (102) 3 ( 44) 3 ( 45) 7 ( 57) 0 ( 21) 5 ( 23) 0

Refusal. 4 3 7 2 0 4

Gas Bill

Don't knO;;-, . . . . (178) 5 ( 66) 5 ( 87) 6 ( 91) 4 ( 30) 3 ( 36) 6

Rwfulna. 1- . . , 2 3 1 3 3 3

Trash 21111

Don't know , . . . . ( 76) 10 ( 28) 11 ( 22) 4 ( 54) 13 ( 6) 0 ( 22) 14

R e f u s a l . , . . . . . 5 4 4 6 0 5
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TABLE 26--(lontInued)

Quest Ion

Effort

r.

Treatment

Recall Retrieval
II

Short
Recall

Long
Recall

Short
Retrieval

Long
Retrieval

(Base
N)

(Base .
N) * II

(Base . I (Ba) se

N) .

1

N *
(Base .

N) *
(Base

N)

Car Insurance Premium

Don't know 243) 7 ( 94) 8 (128) 8 (115) 6 ( 50) 8 ( 44) 9
Refusal

I 2 2 1 0 4

Auto Registration Fee

Don't know (243) 8 ( 94) 6 (128) 8 (115) 9 ( 50) 6 ( 44) 7
Refusal 0 0 0 0 0 0

Clectric 8111 Last Month

Don't know
(319) 2 (139) 2 (162) 1 (157) 2 ( 70) 1 ( 69) 3Refusal 2 2 2 2 I 3

Electric 8111: Month 2

Don't know
(319) 2 (137) 1 (162) 2 (157) 3 ( 70) 1 ( 67) 0Refusal

3 I 4 2 1 2

Electric 0111! Month 3

Don't knew (318) 4 (137) 4 (161) 4 (157) 4 ( 70) 4 ( 67) 5Refusal
3 1 3 2 1 1

Phone 8111: Last Month

Don't know (332) I (142) 1 (160) 1 (172) 1 ( 69) 3 ( 73) 0
Refusal 2 1 2 2 , 1 I

Phone 8111: Month 2

Don't know
(334) 2 (142) 5 (162) 2 (172) 3 ( 69) 4 ( 73) 5Rause! 2 1 2 2 1 I

Phone 8111: Month 3

Don't know (333) 6 (141) 8 (161) 5 (172) 8 ( 68) 7 ( 73) 10
Refusal 2 1 2 2

'Question not asked in short interview.
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In Table 27, the completeness criterion is used again, this

time in examining the effect of interview length upon data quality.

Table 27 focusses specifically on re long interview grcup; it presents

the pattern of nonresponse occuring during the interview by showing

the percent of "don't know's" and refusals for the first and last set

of items asked.

The table indicates that item nonresponse did not increase as

the interview proceeded. In fact, the only items eliciting a nonresponse

rate of at :east five percent are those involving income. For these

items, nonresponse is relat:vely high both at the beginning (Q. 7) and

at the end of the interview (Qs. 301, 302, and 304). It appears, then,

that the sensitivity of the question, reher than its time placement

in the interview, was the key factor contributing to item nonre5penzt..

In summary, the information available from this study suggests

few differences in data quality (accuracy or completeness) based solely

on interview length or effort. To reiterate, however, the measures

used were poor proxies for independent checks of quality, at least

from the standpoint of data accuracy.

Reactions to Specific Questions

As part of the follow-up questionnaire, respondents were asked

to react to specific questions during the interview, by indicating if

"most people" would find each item "too personal" or "hard" to answer.

The items selected included some of the Annual Housing Survey questions

of particular interest to HUD, as well as those items which were varied

as part of the recall/retrieval treatment.

72
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TABLE 27

ITEM NON-RESPONSE AT VARIOUS POINTS IN THE LONG INTERVIEW
(In Percentages)

First 10 Ouestions

1. Household enumeration

2. Date of birth /age of household
members

3. Race/ethnic descent

4. Highest grade of school completed

5. Highest grade of school - Spouse

6. Employment status

7. Income range

8. Residence (city. state) In 1970.

9. Residence In city or town

10. In Armed Forces in 1970

Last 15 Ouestionab

277. Price paid for gallon of gas. .

278. Enough gas

280. Was R. employed last week

283. Ode-way distance to work

264. Objections to commute

289. Principal transportation to work

291. Why car Is used

292. Does R. drive along

295. Where tar is parked

296. Does employer provide perking .

301a. Amount earned by respondent in
last 12 months

301b. Amount earned by 2nd H.H. member

302. Amount earned from business/
partnership

303. Was money received from various
sources

304. Amount earned from Interest on
savings /bonds

Recall Retrieval

OK Refusal (Base N) OK Refusal (Base N)

.45
0 1.it3) 0 (75)

0 I (173) 0 I (75)

1 (173) 0 (75)

0 I (173) 0 0 (75)

1 (112) 0 0 (50)

0 -73) 0 (75)

I 8 (173) I II (75)

1 0 (173) 0 0 (75)

2 0 (173) 3 0 (75)

0 (173) 0 (75)

4 0 (115) 2 0 (Lai)

1 0 (114) 2 0 (Lai)

- 0 ( 08) - 0 (33)

4 0 ( 74) 0 0 (27)

0 . 0 ( 42) 0 0 (16)

0 0 ( 74) 0 0 (28)

0 0 ( 61) 0 0 (22)

0 0 ( 61) 0 0 (22)

0 0 ( 51) 0 0 (18)

0 0 ( 44) 0 0 (17)

I 8 ( 72) 12 23 (26)

0 17 ( 48) 11 22 (18)

0 7 ( 73) 4 19 (26)

0 0 ( 74) 0 4 (27)

19 12 ( 43) 8 25 (12)

aDK not allowed as a response option.

b
Sklp questiuns with small base N are not Included.



-61-

Respondents' reactions, which are shown in Table 28, are consistent

with those reported earlier in connection with item nonresponse. That

is, those items asking about income or expenditures were tagged as

personal or difficult by a larger proportion of respondents than were

other items on the list. For exampie, the question concerning house-

hold income was flagged as at least "somewhat too personal" by 70 percent

of respondents and as at least "somewhat hard" to answer by 49 percent.

The mortgage. payment question was labelled as at least "somewhat too

personal" by 58 percent of respondents and as at least"'somewhat hard"

to answer by one-quarter of the group. One-half of the respondents

stated that "most people" would find questions about welfare payments

"too personal." Not surprisingly, questions about number of rooms

elicited far less negative reaction.

Table 29 shows the differences in reactions to income and expen-

diture questions between the length and the effort groups and among the

four treatment groups. Significant differences were found for two items:

the income question (which, interestingly, was asked in the same

way for all groups), and the "mortgage payment" question. One-third of

respondents in the long retrieval group found this latter item at least

somewhat hard to answer. Under the given cell sizes, no other differences

shown in the table are statistically significant.

"4'



TABLE 28

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS EXPRESSING NEGATIE REACTIONS TO SPECIFIC ITEMS IN THE INTERVIEW

WILE!: Now, t 'd 116 to get your ideas about some of the questions you may have been asked.

For each of the questions below, please show whether you feel that most people would find

the question much too personal, somewhat too personal, or not too personal,

(CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION,)

XXXX

N04, please look at these same items again, This time, show whether you feel that

most people would find the question very hard, somewhat hard, or easy to answer.

(-CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION.)

10=111111Z111111MIMMIXIMMISIM0111111:111111111=11.141111=11.

Much Too

Personal

TWOMISMMI: IOMMWSMI

Somewhat Too Very Hard to Somewhat Hard

Personal Answer to Answer

WW0010WOWOOMMMOWMMft..M.,

(N) % (N) %

smew=1=141=11110=M111/1 MNIMM1.101=MPONM.MONMIWII= liMMWEIMMMIMINN41=nm,

Total household Income

Mortgage payment

(67)

(40)

Rent payment ( 2)

Last utility bill
( 7)

Number of bathrooms
( 6)

Number of bedrooms ( 5)

(N) %

10.-

(N) %

Mmtwamm,-mml

24 (131) 46 (29) 10 (108) 39

18 (92) 40 (17) 8 ( 36) 16

5 ( 8) 19 ( 1) 2 ( 4) 9

2 (44) 16 ( 8) 3 ( 71) 26

2 (13) 5 ( 2) 1 ( 7) 2

2 (14) 5 ( 2) 1 ( 6) 2

Presence of open cracks/holes In

walls /ceiling ( 7) 2 (38) 14 ( 5) 2 ( 37) 14

Money received from welfare/public

assistance (64) 26 (65) 26 (22) 9 ( 43) 18

aThls table Is based on responses from 245.283 individuals or 83-96% of the 296 people filling out the

reaction form.
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS STATING THAT 'MOST PEOPLE!' WOULD FIND flitiric EXPENDITURE ITEMS "VERY HARD"

OR "SOMEWHAT HARD" TO ANSVER, BY 1.1NOTH, V:FORT, AND TREATMENT

Item

Length Effort Treatment

TOTAL

(N) %

Short Long Recall Retrieval
Short

Recall

Long

Recall

Short

Retrieve,

Long

Retrieval

PfusehIld income

Very herd 6 14 6 15 4 8 8 21 ( 29) 10

Somewhat hard
37 41 46 32 48 45 27 37 (108) 39

SIgnIficanceb p < p < ,0I p < ,01

Zatilmtl n

Very herd 4 10 4 II 4 4 6 17 ( 17) 8

Somewhat hard
15 18 14 23 13 11 17 ( 361 16

Significance n,e n,e p e .05

Viry hard 0 5 4 0 0 9 0 0 ( 1) 2

Somewhat hard 13 5 9 9 18 0 8 10 ( 4) 9

Significance nil 11.1 nil

Very hard
I 4 2 4 2 I I 7 ( 8) 3

icorwhat 47.1 23 28 24 27 22 26 24 30 ( 71) 26

lev Received from Welfare.

Significance nil n.s

ivy hard ............ . 7 11 7 11 6 7 8 14 ( 22) 9

krewhot herd 13 22 17 1 13 22 13 23 ( 43) 18

SIgn!ficance nil

Number Responding 123.139 122.138 122.137 123 -140 62.69 60.67 61.71 62.71

Missing cases 10.26 9.25 11.26 8.25 6.13 6.13 3.13 3°12

'These items were not varied for the recall, retrievel treatment,

ilTests of significance based on Chi-Square using three response options, 1.o., "very hard," "somewhat hard," and "easy."
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IV. IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS FROM PHASE I

Phase I of the Respondent Burden Study attempted to test some

of the assumptions inherent in Federal policies as well as those made

by survey research professionals concerning the correlates of respondent

burden. As reported in this document, the data available from the first

phase of the study validate some of these assumptions in part, while

leaving others open to serious question. We believe that these findings

have a number of theoretical and practical implications for researchers

and survey sponsors:

1. Before entrance to the household is gained, thv disclosed

length of an interview does not appear to affect refusal decisions.

Moreover, refusers are much less likely than cooperative respondents to

have been recent survey participants. As demonstrated by this and by

other current research, burden concerns do not appear to be the primary

reason for most refusals.

2. However, based on our findings, the conventional wisdom about

the burdensomeness of lengthy interviews is partially borne out with

respect to those persons who have agreed to be intervieved, at least for

a "general interest" survey which does not deal with matters highly

germane to the interests of the respondent. (The burdensomeness levels

for interviews deaiing with highiy responde.t-pertinent issues, for

example, certain types of health interviews, may be very different.)
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3. Although it would no doubt be appropriate to test other

"effort" treatments, the findings suggest that effort as operationalized

for this study (i.e., asking respondents to provide estimates vs. asking

them to check records) may not affect perceived burden as postuiated in

the Bradburn model.

4. Belief in the efficacy of surveys clearly emerged as an

important factor in feelings of burden, perhaps even overshadowing the actual

length of the interview. The findings suggest that it is not a question

so much of the importance of the specific survey itself, as of a more general

beiief in the efficacy of surveys (or perhaps in the efficacy of individuais

to affect the actions of decision-makers) which is operative.

it follows, therefore, that to reduce self-perceived burden, it

is important to convey to potential respondents the importance anal use-

fulness of the survey method, and the likelihood that survey data will

be used by survey sponsors. Our findings suggest the need not only for

careful and convincing explanations to persons being contacted for surveys,

but aiso for continuous attention to the reporting of surveys in the

media and other "Image creating" and public relations mechanisms. They

also suggest that the survey profession would be well-advised to emphasize

the importance and direct utiiity of its work when contacting respondents,

rather than putting the emphasis on minimizing burden or inconvenience

as they relate to questionnaire length.

5. This study has focussed on sources of respondent burden and

factors which may contribute or alleviate the degree of burdensomeness

which respondents experience when participating in household surveys.



The relationship between perceived burden and the quality of the data

obtained during the interview Ls a complex and important Issue, but one

which this research has only addressed tangentially. Our early findings

suggest that interview length is not a major factor affecting quality,

but, if this topic is to be addressed fully, experimental research targetted

specifically to this Issue is required.



APPENDIX A

RESPONSES TO THE REFUSER FOLLOW-UP FORM



A -Z

1. We're interested in finding out the main reasons you didn't want
to take part in this survey. Can you tell me why you didn't wish
to participate?

'Interview would take too much time, respondent
wts too busy (24) 21

Couldn't do interview (too old, sick, language
barrier, death in family, other personal
problems) (21) 18

Didn't want to be bothered, didn't feel like
it, not interested (21) 18

Didn't want privacy invaded, didn't want to
divulge information (10) 9

Time was inconvenient (9) 8

Didn't want to take part, participate in surveys (9) 8

Felt that surveys are disguised sales pitches . (5) 4

Disapproved of interviewer behavior (4) 3

Sponsorship of survey (3) 3

Nothing to say, couldn't answer (2) 2

Didn't feel survey would be useful (1) 1

Other reason, or reason not determined (10) 9

a
Percents based on 115 refusers for whom some Initial Intact

was made (i.e., phone numbers were found and someone answerec, tvm
phone). Multiple responses were allowed.
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A-3

2. We'd !Ike to know about people's past experience with surveys.
Ily survey, we do not mean interviews with personnel officers.
credit investigators, social workers and the likeor so-called
"polls" or "research" which are really sales pitches. Rather.
by survey, we mean research conducted to find out about how people
are getting along, their homes. what they like or how they feel.

Thinking about surveys in that way. have you been asked to take
part in a survey during the past two years? (DON'T INCLUDE
THIS SURVEY.)

_id_ ...5_

YES (ASK Q. 3) (15) 20

NO (51) 69

DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q. 5) (8) 11

Number Responding (74) 100
'Missing (33)

TOTAL (107)°

3. How long ago was that? (IF MORE THAN ONE SURVEY, DETERMINE MOST
RECENT DATE.) (N) %

0 TO LESS THAN SIX MONTHS AGO (4) 27

SIX MONTHS TO LESS THAN ONE YEAR AGO (4) 27

ONE TO TWO YEARS AGO (3) 20

DON'T KNOW (4) 27

Number Responding (15) 100

Missing (0)

TOTAL (15)

As explained In the text. the N of 107 Is the number of refusers
with whom contact was established and who spoke English. This N Is used in
subsequent tables although only 59 persons went through the entire refuser
interview.
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A-4

4. Did you take part In that surve0

%

YES (11) 73

NO (3) 20

DON'T REMEMBER (1) 7

Number Responding (15) 100

Missing (0)

TOTAL (15)

5. I have some statements about surveys. As I read each one,
please tell me If you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree with It. (REPEAT RESPONSE OPTIONS AS
NECESSARY.)

a. Answering surno is 6F direct benefit to the
people who answer:

Strongly agree (1) 2

Agree (25) 50

Disagree (2-.) 44

Strongly disagree (.1 4

Number Responding (50) 100

Missing (57)

TOTAL (107)

b. Too many surveys are being conducted these days:

Strongly agree (T8) 36

Agree (21) 42

Disagree (11) 22

Strongly disagree (0) 0

Number Responding (50) 100

Missing (57)
__-

(107)TOTAL
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c. Taking part In surveys can give me a chance to talk
about interesting topics:

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

0

45

53

2

(0)

(22)

(26)

(1)

ber Responding (49) 100

MI sing (58)

d.

TOTAL

By taking part in surveys. I can affect the
government's decisions:

(107).

Strongly agree (2) 4

Agree (20) 43

Disagree (20) 43

Strongly disagree (4) 9

Number Responding (46) 100

Missing (61)

e.

TOTAL

Surveys ask questions that are too personal:

(107)

Strongly agree (10) 21

Agree (25) 52

Disagree (13) 27

Strongly disagree (0) 0

Number Responding (48) 100

Missing (59)

f.

TOTAL

The most important ,!ay to improve the quality of life
in Amerce !s sy taking surveys frequently:

(107)

Strongly agree (0) 0

Agree (16) 38

Disagree (20'i 48

Strongly disagree (6) 14

Number Responding (42) 100

Missing (65)

TOTAL (107)



A-6

6. Now a question about yourself. Are you currently working full-time,
working part-time, a full-time student, a homemaker or what?
(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ONLY, IF MULTIPLE RESPONSES, CIRCLE RESPONSE
WITH LOWEST NUMBER.)

_Ial_

WORKING FULL -TIME (22)

WORKING PART-TIME (3)

FULL-TIME STUDENT (1)

LOOKING FOR WORK (0)

%

40

5

2

0

HOMEMAKER (19) 34

UNABLE TO WORK (0) 0

RETIRED (9) 16

OTHER (SPECIFY): (1) 2

Number Responding (55) 100

Missing (52)

TOTAL (107)

7. Now that we've had a chance to talk, would you be willing
to have the interviewer come back to your home to do the
interview?

Yes (9) 15

No (44) 74

Don't know (6) 10

Number Responding (59) 100

Missing (48)

TOrAL (107)



APPENDIX 8

RESPONSES TO THE REACTION RAM
BY TREATMENT



08M NO.:
EXPIRES:

LA:

HU:

B -2

REACTION FORM

OUR: 80712 1.5

10#:

We are asking you to fill out this form because we would like .0 find out

how you feel about surveys In general and about this survey in particular.

Most of the questions can be answered simply by circling or writing"a

number. If you have trouble with any of thc questions, please note this

on the form, and try to answer as best you can. The interviewer 13 not

permitted to answer questions about this form. When you have finished,

the interviewer will return the form to the office in a sealed envelope.



You have Just taken part In a survey. The purpose of surveys Is to obtain Information about how people

are get:Ing along, their work, their homes; what they like, or how they feel, This 11 done by asking

questions of a small, but scientifically selected, group of people.

Interviews with social workers, personnel officers, credit Investigators, etc, are not surveys, ,nor are

so-called "polls" or ''research," which are really sales pitches.

1. Thinking about surveys in this way, had you ever taken part In a survey-either by mail, over the

telephone, or In person-before this interview?

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

Racal 1

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(N) %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %a

VifolnIENIMWPWANNOmmml

Yet (ANSWER Q. 2) , $ (49) 71 (50) 71 (47) 68 (50) 73 (196) 71

No (SKIP TO Q. 3) (20) 29 (20) 29 (22) 32 (19) 27 (81) 29

Don't remember /know

No answer

TOTAL (N)

(3) (1) (I)

(3) (2) (4)

(2)

(3)

axiMmwom,mommimalmog.wimmingwrisi...inmsawiftwftwO4.1mpa.=txwm

(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

aPercents may not always total to 100 because of rounding error. Similarly, percents may

differ slightly from those in body of report also because of rounding error.



2, When was the last time you took part In a survey? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON1:(,)

witarrammanuesarn
mmoupossimposawaisraiiiiwaftwormiamormismasamiorommiimmillhmoniPir

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(N) '1

1NOMMOMMIOMMIN

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) Ivo

Within the past month
(3) 7 (5) 11 (5)

Over one month, but less than

slx months ago. . . . . . (9) 21

Slx months to less than 12

months ago, .....
A year ago oe more.. ....

(11) 26

(19) 45

(12) 26 (8)

(13) 28

(16) 35

12 (2)

19 (11', 23

26 (13) 27

44 (22) 46

(15) 8

(40) 22

(48) 27

(76) 42

Don't remember/know

No answer

Total

(7)

(0)

(4)

(U)

(2) (16)

(0) (1)

(49) (50) (47) (50) (196)



3, To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of to. 0;1!owing statements about surveys

In general? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT.)

Short

Recall

(N) %

a, Answering surveys Is of direct

benefit to the people hr

answer:

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short Long

Retrieval Retrieval

(N) % (N)

TOTAL

%

Strongly agree, 0141.4 (5) 7 (7) 10 (7) 11 (3)

Agree
(37) 52 (29) 43 (30) 46 (36)

Disagree. 129) 41 (27) 40 (25) 38 (23)

Strongly disagree Of 4411 (0) 0 (5) 7 (3) 5 (2)

Number responding (71) (68) (65) (64)

Missing (4) (5) (9) (10)

5 (22) 8

56 (132) 49

36 (104) 39

3 (10) 4

(268)

(28)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

b, Too many surveys are being

conducted these days:

Strongly agree, (4) 6 (4) 6 (4) 6 (4) 6 (16) 6

Agree (28) 39 (18) 28 (18) 28 (15) 23 (79) 30

Disagree, , , , , (36) 51 (37) 58 (38) 59 (38) 59 (149) 57

Strongly disagree ,
(3) 4 (5) 8 (4) 6 (7) 11 (19) 7

Number responding (71) (C,9 (64) (64) (263)

Missing (4) (9) (10) (10)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



3.**thedl

. .

Shoot

Recall

Long ,

Recall

Short

Retrieval

Long

Altrleval
TOTAL

(N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) %

c, Taking part In surveys can

give me a chance to talk

about interesting topics:

Strongly agree, 101111 (7) 10 (4) 6 (4) 6 (8) 12
(23) 9

Agree . .... . . Oil! (40) 58 (34) 52 (40 62 (37) 57 (151) 57
Disagree

(21) 31, (22) 34 (tI) 28 (16) 25 (77) 29
Strongly disagree

(1) 1 (5) 8 (3) 5 (4) 6 (13) 500110010111.11010aMIMMIllionlmmlMiaftlft

Number responding
(69) (65) (65) (65) (264)Missing
(6)

(B) (9) (9) (32)

Total

By taking part In surveys,

I can affect the

government's decisions:

(75) (73) (A) (74) (296)

4.01.100MMUMIN4FMIIMOMIIMMIMMINIMINNOMMmiliONIMMININNY

Strongly agree
(5) 7 (3) 5 (6) 9 (6) 9 (20) 7

Agree ... .. , , , , , , (42) 59 (33) 52 (31) 48 (34) 50 (140) 52

Disagree. . , , 1141,101 (17) 23 (18) 28 (18) 28 (18) 26 (71) 26

Strongly disagree
',8) 11 (10) 16 (10) 15 (10) 15 (38) 14

Number responding

Missing

Total

(72) (64) (651 (68) (269)
(3) (9) (9) (6) (27)

(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



e. Surveys ash quesdons that

are too personal:

Strongly agree, , .. ... (4) 6 (5) 8 (3) 5 (4) 6 (16) 6

Agree . .... . . (18) 26 (16) 24 (2n) 11 (16) 24 (70) 26

Disagree, , . . (42) 61 (38) 57 (38) 58 (41) 61 (159) 59

Strongly disagree . (5) 7 (8) 12 (4) 6 (6) 9 (23) 9

Number responding (69)

(6

(67) (268)
Wising

(6) (6 (66 (59)) (7) (28)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

wmimmNassmaMomiamsWitirlOsswase

f. The most important way to

Improve the quality of life

In America Is by taking

surveys frequently:

Strongly agree (5) 7 (4) 6 (11) 16 (4) 6 (24) 9

Agree . .. .. (37) 52 (29) 43 (28) 41 (29) 45 (123) 45

Disagree...." (19) 27 (23) 34 (23) 33 (23) 36 (88) 32

Strongly disagree (10) 14 (12) 18 (7) 10 (8) 12 (37) 14

Number responding (71) (68) (69) (64) (272)

Missing (4) (5) (5) (10) (24)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



14, Overall, how lnterostIng was the interview you Just completed?
(CIRCLE al NUNIIIR ONLY,)

........

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(0 %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

Vary Intereitin9 , 1

Somewhat 1nterestIng

Not very Interesting

Not at all Interesting

gaaMIAIN

Number responding

Mlsi,rig

Total

4

1

1 4 0 1

1 1 4 1

1 1 I 4

(22) 30

(h4) 60

(7) 10

(1) 1

(714)

(I)

(25) 35

'34) 148

(8) II

(14) 6

(71)

(2)

(19) 27

(41) 58

(10) 114

(1)
1

(17) 214

(46) 66

(6) 9

(1) 1

(71) (70)

(3) (14)

(83) 29

(165) 58

(31) 11

(1) 2

(286)

(1o)

44111101.01=01.01140104111044=4114411
(75) (73) (714) (i14) (296)

/m101M111=01111nMMINNIONI.NoOnwmilmmallIMEm~1110

93



5, How do you feel about the Importance of this survey,
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY,)

Short

Recall

Long

Recall

Short

Retrleval
Long

Retrieval
DOTAL

(11) '4 (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) %

Not Important , ,

Somewhat Important, , II 4 4 I

Very Important

(7) 10

(53) 72

(14) 19

(7) 10

(46) 64

(19) 26

(8) 11 (36) 12

(50) 70 (197) 68

(13) 18 (55) 19

Number responding

Missing ,

Total

(74) (71) (72) (71) (288)

(1) (2) (2) (3) (8)

.......................---......................
(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



6, Nam did you foil toward the intervinwor'e
Ex, that Is, the wily In which she conductedthe Interview? (Mt! ON HUMItA ONLY,)

Short

Attrlevel

00 %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(H) %

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

!Well

(N) %

Disliked It very much
1 p (0) 0

Dislikee It somewhat.
(0) 0

Helth,or.liked It nor disliked It,
(6) 8

Liked It somewhat
.

11 1 11 1 (17) 23

Liked It very much,
1 ,

11 1 (51) 69

(0) 0

(0) 0

(6) 8

(18) 25

(48) 67

(0) 0

(0) 0

(7) 10

(14) 19

(51) 71

(1) 1 (I) 0

(0) 0 (0) 0

(5) 7 (24) 8

(13) 18 (62) 22

(52) 73 (202) 70

Humber responding

Hissing

Total

(74)

(1)

(72) (72)

(1) (2)
(71)

(3)

(289)

(7)

(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



7, kw do you feel ebout the length of the Interview which yew 104t e0 /101040

(CINCLI(, NORA ONLY.)

Teo short oli1111$111

About right

Too long,

(1) I (2) I

(t10) 56 (100) 70

(0) 42 (85) JO

Number respoodloq

Missing

TotAI

(70)

(3)

('3)

(70 (781)

(9)

(A)



8, We had time to ask our most important questions during this interview, but It would have been useful
for opr study to ask some additional questions, On the other hand, we could have left some out to
make the Interview shorter, Please circle the number of the one answer below which comes closest
to your feelings:

Short

Recall

(N) %

long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(N) %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

I would have been willing to

continue with the interview for

another 30 minutes, . (8) 11 (8) 12 (5) 7 (8) 12 (29) 10

I would Ilave been willing to

continue with the Interview

for another 15 minutes,
, ( 47) 65 (15) 22 (48) 67 (22) 32 (132) 47

I would have preferred the inter-

view to be lc minutes shorter (17) 24 (31) 46

I would have oferred the inter-

view to be 30 minutes shortera, (0) 0 (13) 19

(19) 26 (27) 39 (94) 34

(0) 0 (12) 17 (25) 9

Number responding

Missing

Total

10M=PIMI.

(72)

(3)

(67) (72) (69)

1(6) (2) (5)

(280)

(16)

(75) (73) (74)
(74) (296)

a

This response option was not used in the short Interviews.

9



96 On the whole, did you find that answering the questions was:

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY.)

_........

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(H) %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

Very hard

Hard

Easy

Very easy

(1) 1

(2) 3

(53) 72

(18) 24

(a) o

(4) 6

(60) 83

(8) 11

(o) o

(3) 4

(49) 67

(21) 29

(1) 1 (2)

(4) 6 (13) 4

(55) 78 (217) 75

(II) 16 (58) 20

Number responding . . . . . , (74) (72) (73) (71) (290)

(1) (1) (1) (3) (6)
Missing

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



10. Now, i'd Like to get your Ideas about some of the questions you may have been asked, For each
of the questions below, please show whether you feel that most eo le would find the question
much too personal, somewhat too personal, or not too personal, CIRCLE ONLY 01 NUMBER FOR
EACH QUESTION,)

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

Recall

'k1;) %

_ _

Short

Retrieval

(N) % ,

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

a, Total household Income for

1979 before taxes:

Much to personal
, (13) 18 (20) 29 (14) 19 (20) 28 (67) 24

Somewhat too personal (40) 56 (30) 44 (30) 42 (31) 44 (131) 46

Not too personal
(19) 26 (18) 26 (28) 39 (20) 28 (85) 30

Number responding

Missing

(72)

(3)

(68)

(5)

(72) (71) (283)

(2)
(3) (13)

Total
(75) (73)

adon.M611MNOMIMOM411.1111111=MININalmi.Pm
(74) (74) (236)

bi, (For Homeowners) Total

mortgage payment last month:

Much too personal (II) 18 (10) 18 (8) 15 (11) 18 (40) 18

Somewhat too personal (24) 39 (22) 41 (19) 36 (27) 45 (92) 40

Not too personal (2A) 43 (22) 41 (26) 49 (22) 37 (96) 42

Number responding (61) (54) (53) (60) (228)



10..(eontinued)

b2, (For Renters) Amount you paid

for rent last month:

Much too personal , (0) 0

Somewhat too personal (1) 10

Not too personal, (9) 90

Number responding

c, Last utility (electricity,

gas, or coal) bill:

Much too personal (1) 1

Somewhat too personal . (14) 20

Not too personal (56) 79

Number responding (71)

Missing (4)

Total (75)

(2) 18 (0) 0

(2) 18 (2) 17

(7) 64 (10) 83

(0) 0 (2)

(3) 30 (8)

(7) 70 (33)

(To) (43)

5

19

77

(3) 4 (0) 0 (3) 4 (7) 2

(11) 16 (6) 9 (13) 19 (44) 16

(55) 80 (64) 91 (52) 76 (227) 82

(q) (70) (68) (278)

(4) (4) (6) (18)

(73) (74) (74) (296)

d, Number of complete bathrooms

and helf bathrooms:

Much too personal (1) 1
(2) 3 (1) 1 (2) 3 (6) 2

Somewhat too personal (6) 9 (1) 1 (1) 1 (5) 7 (13) 5

Not too personal, (63) 90 (66) 96 (68) 97 (62) 90 (259) 93

Number responding (70)

Missing (5)

(69) (70) (69) (278)

(4) (4) (5) (18)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)



AP.OndOr
--4111=11111110111.11

IM11110111111

Short

Recall

(N)

o. Number of bedrooms

Much too persu,a1 . .

Somewhat too persowii

Not too personal.

(I) 1

(6) 8

(64) 90

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(P) %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

IMINOftwisliormotelliwiliwrommitalkftW lemanemmittinaillie

(2) 3

(4) 6

(63) 91
114111=10.0.

Number responding

Missing

Total

(1) 1 (5) 2

(3) 4 (14) 5

(66) 94 (261) 93

(71) (69) (70) (70) (280)
(4) (4)

(4) (4) (16)

(75) (73) (74) (71i) (296)

f, Presence of open cracks or

holes in the Interior walls

or ceiling:

Much too personal

Somewhat too personal
.

Not too personal

(3) 4 (1) 1 (I)
1

(12) 17 (6) 9 (8) 11

(56) 79 (62) 90 (61) 87

(2) 3 (7) 2

(12) 17 (38) 14

(56) 80 (235) 84

Number responding

Missing

Total

(71) (69) (70)

(4) (4) (4)

(70)

(4)

(280)

(16)

(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

g. Money received from welfare

payments or public assis-

tance:

Much too personal (18) 18 (16) 27 (10)

Somewhat too personal
(15) 23 (19) 32 (15)

Not too personal (32) 49 (25) 42 (31)

Number responding (65) (60) (56)
Missing (10) (13) (18)

Total
(75) (73) (71+)

10i

18

27

55

(20) 31

(16) 25

(28) 44

(64)

(10)

(74)

(64) 26

(65) 26

(116) 47

(245)

(51)

(296)



Now, please look at thoso same Items again, Thls time, show whethor you fool that most ault
would find the question very hard, somowhat hard, or easy to answer, (CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUM

FOR EACH QUESTION,)

Short

Recall

(N) %

411.mmolftimmwmwooftiosimerm14404~4.mm~iimoommommumilwiram44.40

a, Total household Income for

1979 before taxes:

Very hard to answer (3) 4

(33) 48

(33) l8

Somewhat hard to answer 4 4 1

Easy to answer

Long

Recall

(N)

Short

Retrieval

(H)

Long

Retrieval

(N) 7,

TOT41

(N)

(5) 8

(30) 45

(32) 48

Number responding

Missing

Total

(69)

(6)

(75) (73)

(67)

(6)

bl. (For Homeowners) Total

mortgage payment last month:

Very hard to answer (2) 4

Somewhat hard to answer (13) 23

Easy to answer (42) 74

Number responding (57)

b2. (For Renters) Amount you

paid for rent last month:

Very hard to answer (0) 0

Somewhat hard to answer , (2) 18

Easy to answer (9) 82

Number responding (11)

(2) 4

(7) 13

(46) 30

(55)

*(11) 102

(6)

(19)

(46)

8

27

65

(15)

(26)

(y)

2

37

42

(29)

(108)

(141)

10

39

51

(71) (71) (278)

(3) (3) (18)

(74) (74) (296)

(3) 6 (10) 17 (17) 8

(6) 11 (10) 17 (36) 16

(46) 84 (40) 67 (174) 77

(55) (60) (227)

Almemmawma011=1.1

(0) 0 (0) 0 (1) 2

(1) 8 (I) 10 (4) 9

(11) 92 (9) 90 (39) 89

(12) (10) (44)



Shoo

Recall

(N)

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Rotrleval

(N) %

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

c, Last utility (electricity,

gas, or coal) bill:

Very hard to answer
(1) 2 (1) 1

Somewhat hard to answer . (19) 22 (18) 26

Easy to answer
(52) 76 (50) 72

Number responding (68) (69)
Missing

(7) (4)

Total (75) (73)
11.11===16=0"

TOTAL

(N)

(1) I (5) 7 (8) 3

(17) 24 (21) 30 (71) 26

(53) 75 (43) 62 (198) 72

(71) (69) (277)

(3) (5) (19)

(74) (74) (296)

d. Number of complete bathrooms

And half bathrooms:

Very hard to answer (0) 0 (1) 2 (0) 0 (I) 1 (2) 1

(1) 2

(67) 98

Somewhat hard to answer

Easy to answer

(2) 3 (2) 3 (2) 3 (7) 2

(65) 96 (69) 97 (66) 96 (267) 97

Number responding

Missing

Total

(68) (68) (71) (69) (276)
(7) (5) (3) (5) (20)

(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

e, Number of bedrooms:

Very hard to answer (0) 0 (1)

Somewhat hare, to answer (1) 2 (3)

Easy to answer, . , , (66) 98 (65)

Number responding
(67) (69)

1 (0) 0

4 (0) 0

94 (71) 100

(71)

1101110.01001.0101

(1) 1 (2) 1

(2) 3 (6) 2

(66) 96 (268) 97

(69) (276)
Missing

(8) (4)
(3) (5) (20)

Total
(75) (73) (74) (74) (20,

103
arerimmve



wiftimmmommommoromminorummoroormisimmiorumpoirrarap

f Presence of open cracks or

holes In the Interior wall%

or ceiling:

Short

Recall

(N) t4

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

(N) %

inremnimploommogernsurrairilloorpoirmorirreil

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N)

Very hard to answer . (1) 2

Somewhat hard to answer . , (6) 9

Easy to answer (61) 90

(3) 5

(9) 14

(53) 82

(0) 0 (1) 2

(10) 14 (1 ?) 18

(60) 86 (55) 81

(c) 2

(37) 14

(729) 04

ameririmmftrommaNg.ramonaormorsommairomftmobraroorommorreaftswordrosem......m.ftr.m......."...0"."`""lifflowmilmOwei

Number responding (68) (65)

Missing (7) (8)

Total (75) (73)
INIMMMION.1.11.1=IM

g. Money received from welfare

payments or public assis-

tance:

Very hard to answer (4)

Somewha. hard to answer , (8)

Easy to answer (50)

Nuld6.1r responding (62)

Missing (13)

Total (75)

(70) (68) (271)

(4) (6) (25)

(74) (74) (296)

Nssmiasa.mMellwaresmommasedoOMMmlreanniNIPI.011.0

6 (4) 7 (5) 8

13 (13) 22 (8) 13

81 (43) 7? (48) 79

(60) (61)

(13) (13)

(73) (74)

(62)

(12)

(714)

14 (22) 9

23 (43) 18

63 (180) 74

(245)

(51)

(296)

104



12. You were asked to tell us the amounts of some of your utility hills and household expenses.Now accurate do you feel your answers were? (CIRCLE ONE WOOER ONLY.)

Short
Recall

Long
Recall

Short
Retrieval

Long
Retrieval TOTAL

(N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) %

Probably very accurate (48) 67 (37) 55 (51) 72 (50) 72 (186) 67

Probably fairly accurate (23) 32 (29) 43 (20) 28 (19) 28 (91) 33

Probably Inaccurate (1) 1 (I) 2 (0) 0 (0) 0 (2) 1

Number responding (72) (67) (71) (69) (279)Missing
(3) (6) (3) (5) (17)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

10



3, Ovarall, do you (sal that the tlm and effort you put Into allowing the quoltIono wall

(mut pog tem owl)

41111011.1601611610

Vary well 'pant

Somewhat will *pont

Not vary well 'pant

UNIENIIIIIM111111111111111111011111111161111611101111106011110066111102.61

Number raiponding

Nlallng

Total

Short

Atoll

(N) %

(27) 37

(43) 59

(3) 4

Long

Aacoll

(N) %

Short

Acrlaval

(N)

Long

Ratrlavol

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

(19) 77 (N) 28 (20) 18

(41) 59 (47) 66 (41) 58

(10) 14 (4) 6 (10) 14

(86) 30

(172) 60

(27) 10

(73)

(2)

(70)

(3)

(71)

(3)

wisiMmrMilviiiiimarwils1111=011001.111MIIMOir

(75) (73) (71e)

(71)

(3)

4106111411166111116M0164110111111110,MOIMNIMINIMIEMINO

(74) (296)
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16, We have had a number of suggestions about ways in which our surveys could be improved. How do
you feel about each of these? (CIRCLE EITHER "0" OR "1" FOR EACH SUGGESTION,)

Short

Recall

Long

Recall

Short

Retrieval

Long

Retrieval
TOTAL

(N) % (N) '1, (N) °13 (N) % (N) 0/

a, Set up appointments for

interviews:

Would be An improvement
. . , (52) 74 (53) 77 (55) 81 (58) 87 (218) 80

Would not be an improvement (18) 26 (16) 23 (13) 19 (9) 13 (56) 20

Number responding (70) (69) (68) (67) (274)
Missing

(5) (4) (6) (7) (22)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

b, Explain more about how the

answers will be used:

Would be an improvement . . (57) 83

Would not be an improvement
. (12) 17

(49) 71

(20) 29

(48) 70

(21) 30

(54) 82

(12) 18

(206) 76

(65) 24

Number responding

Missing

Total

(69)

(6)

(69)

(4)

(69)

(5)

(66)

(8)

(273)

(23)

(75)

10 ci

(73) (74) (74) (296)



16--(continued)

c. Explain more about how the

confidentiality of the

answers is protected:

Would be an improvement . (39) 57 (43) 63 (45) 66 (43) 63 (170) 62

Would not be improvement. . (29) 43 (25) 37 (23) 34 (25) 37 (102) 38

Number responding (68) (68) (68) (68) (272)

Missing (7) (5) (6) (6) (24)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

d, Hire better interviewers:

Would be an improvement . (5) 8 (4) 6 (4) 6 (9) 14 (22) 8

Would not be an improvement (61) 92 (61) 94 (64) 94 (55) 86 (241) 92

Number responding (66) (65) (68) (64) (263)

Missing (9) (8) (6) (10) (33)

Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

e. Use shorter questionnaires:

Would be an improvement (22)

Would not be an improvement , (44)

Number responding (66)

Missing (9)

Total (75)

33 (38) 57 (24) 35 (38) 57 (122) 45

67 (29) 43 (45) 65 (29) 43 (147) 55

(67) (69) (67) (269)

(6) (5) (7) , (27)

(73) (74) (74) (296)



continued

.,........ . .-- ....... ....... ... ... ... ...-.--.. .,,.... w ... ,..+.,....1.el. M./. . -...... .

...........................-....................

Short

Recall

(N) %

Long

Recall

(N) %

Short

Retrieval

01 I

Long

Retrieval

(N) %

TOTAL

(N) %

Ask fewer personal questions:

Would be an improvement . . (24) 35 (22) 33

Would not be an improvement (44) 65 (44) 67

Number responding (68) (66)

Missing
(7) (7)

Total (75) (73)

(21) 31

(46) 69

(34) 49 (101) 37

(35) 51 (169) 63

(67)

(7)

(69)

(5)

(270)

(26)

(74) (74) (290)

g, Give respondents more chance

to talk about their ideas

and opinions:

Would be an improvement
, . . (30) 45 (25) 10 (24) 35 (22) 34 (101) 38

would not be an improvement . (37) 55 (38) 14 (44) 65 (42) 66 (161) 62

NuMber responding

,T Missing

(67)

(8)

(63)

(10)

(68)

(6)

(64) (262)

(10) (34)

Total (75) (73) (714) (74) (296)



APPENDIX C

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS CHECKING RECORD.;
FOR VARIOUS EXPENDITURE ITEMS,

BY INTERVIEW EFFORT AND TREATMENT



Item

Effort

mhodwl.ra....1.1MNIOIOnwspft..

Recall

Treatment

Retrieval
Short

Recall

Long

Recall

Short

Retrieval

Long

Retrieval

(Buck

N)

(Base

N)

(Base 0,

N)

(ease

N)

(Base w

N)

(Base w

N) 4

Rent Payment ( 79) 1 ( 41) 14

Premium for Renters Policy ( 34) 9 ( 12) 48

Mortgage Payment
(102) 13 ( 53) 39

Premium for Home Insurance (164) 18 ( 73) 29

Water Bill (116) 27 ( 49) 43

Oil Bill, Gas Pill
(236) 36 ( 95) 57

Trash Bill ( 73) 14 ( 28) 21

Car insurance Premium . . , (200) 8 ( 85) 35

Auto Registration Fee . . (238) 10 ( 92) 30

Electric Bill Last Month, (315) 33 (139) 50

Electric Bill: Month 2 . (313) 21 (137) 52

Electric Bill: Month 3 (313) 26 (136) 46

Phone Bill: Last Month . (323) 23 (140) 45

Phone Bill: Month 2. . (319) 19 (142) 40

Phone Bill: Month 3, , . , (314) 18 (141) 35

( 33) 3 ( 46) 0

( 18) 11

( 49) 14

( 80) 17

a

(111) 40

( 21) 14

(106) 11

(125) 14

(160) 34

(159) 28

(159) 26

(156) 23

(158) 18

(157) 15

( 16) 6

( 53) 11

( 84) 19

(116) 27

(125) 32

( 52) 14

( 94) 5

(113) 6

(155) 32

(154) 29

(154) 26

(167) 23

(161) 20

(157) 20

( 19) 26 ( 22) 4

( 5) 40

( 29) 31

( 39) 23

a

( 43) 49

( 6) 17

( 45) 38

( 49) 33

( 70) 41

( 70) 43

( 70) 36

( 69) 40

( 69) 35

( 68) 30

( 7) 50

( 24) 50

( 34) 35

( 49) 43

( 52) 63

( 22) 23

( 40) 32

( 43) 28

( 69) 58

( 67) 61

( 66) 56

( 71) 50

( 73) 44

( 73) 40

aQuestion not asked In short interview.
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