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To more honest answers



Abstract

There is little conssnsus among researchers as to whether telephone or personal
interviews produce better quality data. Many feel, though, that interviewing method can
affect responses, and that this mode effect will be particularly great when the subject matter
ama'um.'mmmm:mtmmmwum
attention has been paid to understanding interview methods as communication situations
EWMM.M.WM'MW!Q'B:IM&&:
social desirability of answering in a particular way, light may be shed on why nonverbal cues
can cause differences.

Findings from the literature on mode efTects, social desirability, sociolinguistics. and
upulmnumdfmumkmfmdmmbﬁmmﬁmmmﬁmﬂw
MMM:MMW“MMMMWJI&M
w'm'm.uhmmtmmdwmmmh
mmmmmummmdwmmmuum
mmm.m.Mmmmummeumm
of desizability. In face-to-facs intssrviews, social desizability bias is hypothesized for responses
t0 items with gomewhat socially desirable or undesirable answers. Atteation cues should
mumm.mmmn(mwmmnmum).

Predictions wers tested on responsss 0 fourtesn variables selected from the 1988
Edmoston Ares Survey which used identical questions for a face-to-face (N=464) and &
telsphons (N=116) sample. Questions were chosen by asking experts and others (0 rate the
ﬂ“ydm”wmm.mm&amh
subject mateer social desizability.

Resuits indicate that socia! desizability-related mode effects are pressnt, but they do
20t opetats in quise the hypothesised ways. Norms sbowt the social desisabllity of certain
sespenses do creats mods differsnces in answers, but the effect is limited 10 attitude questions
with consensus thet the smewer is somewhst socially desizabls or undesizable. Hypothesss were
suppored, but caly oa noacontroversial attituds questions.



appears to influence answers to behaviour/recall questions
differently. Desirability of the response is less related to the question ‘s content desirability

in answering. This effect was surprisingly strong compared to that of item desirability.
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This thesis asks whether we obtain different resuits in survey ressarch if a
questionnaire is administered to a respondent over the telephone rather than in person. But,
besn found 10 vield very few major d Terences, but thers have been a handful of consistent

types of responss differences noted. Such response differences are one type of “response

mnm:mﬂmde(hJﬂ)mw
still be used here but with the understanding that the primary effects cannot be thought of as
part of a simpls cansal ssquence, ¢.§., & telephone question produces “X° type of responss.
Thus, even such a basic issue as communicating 8 question is probably not the same Rrocess in
jswing conditions. Under such circumetances, & “mode eoffect” resuits from a

ﬁmimmﬂﬂyﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁhgﬁ

Although responss effects dus to method of admininstration of survey questionsaires
would aleo include thoss deriving from the wes of Computer Assisted Telophons lmerview
techaiques (CATI), as well as self -administration of questionmaires, thess two techniques of
the camse of some respomss ofTects is dus 10 difTesences in interpersonal communication

—_-mmnn—mdﬁmmhmm wheress
pinistesed questionnaises or CATI may aties from s host
d‘ﬁiﬂ-ﬁﬂnhﬂ!ﬂ Thesefese, -ﬂhﬁ

1



differences in communication on the types of responses people maks.

The existence of response efTects in face-to-face and telephone interviews has besn
the subject of much debate from at least as early as 1952 (Larsen, 1952). The primary
concern has besn whether the answer a person gives will be different if the question was asked
by an interviewer who can be seen or by an interviewer who can only bs heard over a
telephone.

Underlying such discussions is a desire to know if telephone data are of the same
qQuality as personal interview data since telephone interviewing has many obvious advantages.
These include financial savings to the investigator, savings in time dve to elimination of travel
to respondents’ residences and subssquent callbacks, as well as recently realized savings in
data entry and analysis time with use of CATI. Other advantagss include the increased control
and the correction of interviewer effects this method can provide through monitoring of
interviews by supervisors (Fowler, 1984). Furthermore, with many inner-city areas becoming
increasingly inaccessible or even hostile 10 entry by personal interviewers, tslophons surveys
are soon as a weeful alternative.

Thus, it has become increasingly important, for very practical reasons, to find out
exactly how data obtained over the telephone differ in terms of both quality and quantity
from data obtained from persoaal interviews.

A. The Need for Explanatery Medeks

Much of the work on differences betwesn tsiophone and personal interviews has besa
limited t0 the discovery and enumeration of differences in response patterns betwesn the two
modes. This ex pest facto type of approach hes led t0 & wide rangs of often contradictory
fiadings. For example, soms studiss report thet teisphons sespondents are more willing 10
discloss embarrassing information, whils others claim thet sespendents interviewed
face-t0-face will seport such information mose seadfly.

R is azgued hess that simply cataloging the diffesences which have besn discovessd will
aot lead 10 20 overnll undemtanding of the cansal precesses that produce éiffessnces in



answers. There must first be an understanding of how the two interviewing situations differ as
social interaction and communication situations. With a more theoretical approach that
focuses on differences in the kind of information that can be communicated, or on
mmwmmmm.hmmmumwym.
mmmummumu..umydmmmmwmm.
The result should be a clearer understanding of why mode differences exist.

Groves (1987) implicitly recognizes the need for such an approach with his call for a
mdmmmmmuummwrmmmn
FM(MthMMdM)MmemM
mmuuwmofmp&numdhﬂm.MaMymMMewd
what is known about the efTects two speakers have on each other while communicating.

Others (¢.g., ds Losuw and van der Zouwen, 1988) are beginning to develop very
mump&mmmmmdmam.mmmmm
mmdwmwmmm-mmm
mmnnmyuw.mmmmm
hmwuuummmmmuuuummmm
ud—nywm.ram.mmmuma«mmmum
WNMWdMWdW.MMMW
mm.mdﬂmﬁm.mﬂm.mdm.umd
socia) desirability bies in response (Diliman, 1978). Having distinguished among them, we can
mmmmdmmwdmmmmmma
mdhﬂmm.mdmamdwwau
mutmummmmmmmmmny
accompeny a mods characteristic such as chanael capecity (the kind aad amoust of
iaformation which can be conveyed). Thess other variables might include task complexity.
motivation of sespondents, ased fer approval, salisacy of 1pic, and 90 on.

This thesis is concerned with seme of thoss performance characteristics that devive
feom the mods cheracteristic of channel cagacity. Decause communication i personal



interviews is not limited to what is actually said, people in these situations experience a

different kind of social interaction and information exchange than do thoss who are speaking
According to Reid (1977), visual cues should help explain differences in

cues should enable one to predict differences in response patterns. For example, research on

the speaker [respondent] (Scherer, 1980).

personal interview respomse patterns which would be expected because of the presence or

usually referred to in the methodological literature as “sensitive” question response effects.

The rationales for limiting the diecussion are that: a) this ares should be peculiarly subject to

in the literature; and c) semsitivity usually involves peopies’ notions of social desirability. A
In general, the hypothesss pressnted at the end of the next chapter proposs that the

o more socially desisable responess, more uaiformity in respouses and fower casss of

BORISIpONSS, &8 compared 10 wlephons interviews,

Ares Survey, & stady desigaed 10 include both a telephone and a face-10-face sample. Thas,




oaly by mode of questionnaire administration (Lalu, 1968). Questions used for the teisphone
mmvmnymmumwhﬁmmﬁhqm(ﬁm:

few modifications to some respense categories). Hence, any differences in response patierns

between the groups is probably a result of differences in interviewing method.

The fact that this survey is a local one, carried out every year by the Population
Research Laboratory of the Sociology Department of the University of Alberta, also made
mumw.mmmummmntqmsmzmmmm
mwt.m.&wukwmdmehmmmdmmmmymm
of benefit. Finally, the fact there were a fair number of questions asked which had socially
desirable or undesirable answers made the Edmonton Area Survey a useful body of dats for
this thesis.

B. Organization of Thesls
Chapter two reviews the literature on “sensitive questions™ an
various conceptions of social desirability. It aleo considers studies of nonvertal communics '
and experiments in the social psychology of tions which examine the effect on
ﬂﬂmduﬁcmmmmmmwnmﬂh
M.Mfmmummuﬂmmﬁhmfﬁm
the criteria for making decisions about the existence of a mode effect.
Chaprer four preseats the initial resuits of the analysis, while Chapter five describes
The last chapter draws conclusions about the extent 10 which the hypothesss were




I1. Backgreund Literature snd Hypethesss

Most writings on the subject of response effects sse their origin in three primary
sources, the respondent, the interviewer, and the characteristics of the task itself, with the
themseives have been divided into five types by Bradburn: a) method of administration;

b) open versus closed questions; ¢) question order; d) length and wording of questions; and
¢) memory.

For this study, the concern is with method of administration, but the effect of this
variable cannot be thought of as indepsadent of the other task variables, or of either
respondent or interviewer effects, for that matter. Such inter dence becomes obvious, for
example, in the case of an interaction betwesn method and respondent characteristics whereby
the effect of interviewing by telephone might be greater for an older respondent than it is for
data obtained in different modes are of the same quality, and, consequestly, comparabls. In
other words, what is the amount of “error” in response introduced by wee of one or another
mode? If “quality” is being used as the sole indicator of differeace, the parsomal intsrvisw has
been deciared "superior” in an one recest asssssment which found such interviews to be
gathered in the face-t0-face mode set the standard by which other methods must be judged.
appears 10 be 2 slight amount of overseporting for behavioural hems in personal interviews
compared 10 a slight waderseporting of thess items in telephons interviews. Howewer, ia
genscal, sesuits ase not consleent and weuild seem %0 be & function of other factors such as




A more recent meta-analysis (deLseuw and van der Zouwen, 1988) which reviewed
twenty-five such studies comparing face-to-face and telephone rosponses has concluded that
two aress of data Quality appear to be most strongly affected by mode. These are social
desirability bias (with "quality” measured by its absence), and the amount of information
obtained. Face-to-face interviews fared better on both indicators of data quality. That is,
three other data Quality indicators examined were accuracy, item (non)response, and
mode effects because it attempts to evaluate the relative strength of these effocts on different
small number of studiss which measure the same dependent variable assessing data quality.

A. Telophouss, Con tien and Data Quality

In genetal, pooples’ experience with telephones and their effects on our lives bave
recsived scant attention in the literature on data quality. But ignoring the role of the
telephone may bs hazardous to our understan ag of mods effects. Compared to the work on
related 0 the thesis topic, can bs mentioned.

, though, could be compared on this sochl

' Por sos McLuben (1964) Bell (1968) Arcmscs (1971, 1977) Chesry (1977)
n:-( “(WﬂMC ).




The perceived function of the telephone appears to have changed drastically, from
being merely a way 10 send orders to becoming a tool having “conversational power" (Cherry,
1977:119). This is a change having ~rofound implications fur the nature of our daily
existence. It has been responsibie for changes in the conduct of business, police work, crime,
newsgathering and reporting, institutional shifts in education, medicine, law and warfare, as
well as changes in our personal lives with respect to manners, morals, how we deal with
crises, leisure activities, ordinary life routines, and even in how families adapt to
modernization (Aronson, 1971). We may feel that telephoses are simply a communication
device that we use to accomplish our goals. But telephones appear to have an independent
effect on our lives which must be due, in part, to the fact that communication using them
diffens in kind from communication we engage in face-to-face.

Such ideas have not really been explored in the literature on factors in data quality,
and they cannot be more than mentioned here. Nevertheless, the evidence of a decrease over
time in the ofYect size of interviswing mode (de Locuw and van der Zouwen, 1968) may well
suggest something about a changs in the nature of telephons communication iteslf. Telephone
interactions may have bscome more like face-to-face interactions for many people.

One major change brought about by telephones is a democratizing of social
reilationships because of the impossibility of communicating sigas and symbols of status over
the telephone (Ball, 1968). This type of trend could very well have implications for the
amount of social desirability bies in answers which peopls would give to telephone
m.umwwum,m-yuum»w
to impress interviewers with desirable responses. But if the tolophone has worked to
democratize social relationships generally, we might then expect a decresss in social
desirability bias over time, regardiess of whether the intervisw is conducted in persos or over
the telophons.

Ancther relovant topic may bs the sense of fresdom 0 discuss particular topics or
say things i ways not wewally tolesated in face-10-face intesaction for which the tslephons
may b responsibis. Aronson clies early commentatoss (from the 1090's aad 1900's) o the



mamamm.m»mwm'maﬂ-im‘mm‘m
dm'nw.uhmmdmwﬂmm‘nymmmm
to each other over the telepbone that they would never say facs 10 face® (1971:168). Without
mmm.w,nhwwm:gmﬁmﬁmgnn
amlbuudwmmnn.admplywmm‘lmmaﬂmhmtms
strait-laced Victorian society (Aronson:166).
MMMWMMMMEMMM
ﬂmmwmm}aw.mmﬂﬂmﬁm‘
mw(mdmmm)ummgmmmﬂm
MCd(w)MNyhemm&ﬂlhﬂmmmmﬂm
to coavey QMMJMMmm&hﬁﬁi!ﬁ-ﬁﬁiﬂmi
Mumwthwhmwmmvmhﬂmm
‘m‘.wumwaﬂmu@aﬁuﬂm:ﬂﬂkﬂm&
MEWMmbmﬂwwmhm,
mth.hm.M'M'dmmlhm(m
MM,M)uyhnmwam'm'mmmﬂhmzm
deuﬂmnwmﬂg&.mm!ﬂﬂwdm
imterviews to elicit more information o topics considered embarrassis or threaiening may
mmwummmdmﬂﬁmmm
AmrmhmmdwﬂQﬂmnyhﬁ
mmummmmﬁhwnmm

mmumwm.mmwﬁi
h“lmnmmuﬁnﬂﬁpﬁhlﬂumm
mhammudmmfxﬁ—m“
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phones are comparatively rars.

These influences on sensitivity could derive from a society's uaique experience with
telephones. In addition, any society would have its own set of issues which were uniquely
sensitive. Such topics have not besn expiored in the data quality literature.

The different ways in which the telephone affects us are relsvant 10 understanding
why there may or may not be mode effects on survey responses for one or another population
or topic. But examining this ares in detail would constitute another thesis. Therefore, the
following discussion is restricted to findings regarding relevant factors which likely undertie
the apparent mode effect on social desirability bias.

It should be noted, though, that de Lesuw and van der Zouwen (1988) found
significant differences between telephone and personal interviews on gl] indicators of data
Quality except accuracy, with the largest offect sizes of mode on absence of social desirability
bias and amount of information. Their meta-analysis revealed jogs social desirability bias for
personal interviews. This was a finding which they found surprising, but it must be
remembered that it was based on & sample of oaly thres studies.’ Further examination of this

topic is clearly necessary.

B. Seasitivity of Questions

Mode of interviewing has been found 10 affect both the way a respondent answers
Questions on seasitive topics as well as his/her willingness to answer such questions at all
(Sudman and Bradburn, 1974). Those who have reviswed studies on the subject, though, have
mmm..nmmmmmwmmu
witnsssed by the debate about whether more or less information is given over the sslephons.
For cxample. Sykes and Collins (1987) fesl that peopls ars mors willing 10 answer sensitive
W-ummmmnra-»-fmm.mmrcu




n

mimﬂ;ﬂmBLMﬂlﬁmﬂ: BT0NS thhsbmindmuu.n

honest answers. Face-10-face interviews should generate the least, and responses to

telepbooe - administered questions would be assumed 10 lie between the two extremes
ethsmm mtm:mhgwmmmmﬂﬂn

mmmﬁmmm:(lm)mmmnmmma
shift over time from less 10 more item nonresponse (as an indicator of sensitivity) in

One source of such differences may simply be the fact that different issues, which
mmmmm“vmﬁﬂ&mﬂﬁwmﬂmmm
rdmmmmdmmgﬁmmﬂﬁmef

Rilﬂﬂﬂ“lﬂd’tﬁm'ﬁhﬁmmlﬂ
fﬁhfmmu—iﬁw“mdﬂmmﬁi‘mnnﬂ
they have reached different conclusions. Part of the problem les in the fact that not every
(mlmum(mmmm“wmm

mgeable in asking questions sbout general heakth. Dut Bradburs (1983) and Biomer
(lﬂ)mﬂmhhﬁﬂ found & greater tendency for wiephone

ﬁﬁﬂ.ﬁlﬁﬂ_hﬁ(m) Fowier (1904) Faey
(ﬂ)b(ﬂ)hﬂm(ﬂm*ﬁ*(ﬂ)
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respondents to report negative information about themesives. Thus, how a study's findings
are interpreted may depend on such factors as the purpose of the review and on the level of
detail in findings which is being examined.

Even when exactly the same sensitive subject is examined by reviewers, there may be
(1988), for example, cite Mangione e ol.'s (1982) study on alcobol consumption and report
that equivalent results were obtained in both modes. Fowler (1984), however, claims that this
single difference in reporting of drinking problems was the only one found, and that one
should be hesitant, then, to conclude that & "mode effect” exists. Further, it may be risky to
attribute the difference in reporting to a social desirability bias when other factors have not
been ruled out, such as a difference in recall effort between telephone and face-10-face

Other studiss, by contrast, have found the telophons to provide jagg valid or less
readily obtainable data concerning the supposedly sensitive topics of health/moods (Henson of
@, 1978), votiag behaviour (Hermes, 1977), and, cspecially, income (Rogers, 197%; Groves

from s Nt povided by & Losuw and van dir Zowwen (1988), but 1 have weed
my own judgment ia chamciechiing subjects as “semshive®.
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respoadents, albeit equally accurats (or inaccurate) reporting, in both modes (i.s., stight
Mfu-w-fw.MMoummx

Sometimes conclusions have besn drawn that telephons interviews can successfully
obtain data about ssasitive subjects, such as incoms or level of education, when the telephone
interview was actually a reinterview after a previous personal interview with the same
respondents (Rogers, 1976). In another study, Coombs and Fresdman feit that data could be
Mmmwmmmmmarmﬂymswmmy.
M.MWWMIMthW(MhMFm.
IM).huchm.nmymhcpod&wm'vmmMﬁmdm
mmdtDMMﬂmdeum.
Mum.m.rmmmmmuwdm.am.nu
Mwhthhhhlw&hmudmtm-upbymmmwm
mmmmdmmmz(m.xm).m.mmmyumu
mmmmwamumdm»mmmu
besn based On reinterviews.

There are also studies which simply report on the ability of telephons interviews to
olicit information on sensitive topics without actually comparing their performence with
personal interviews usiag the same ssmpling population and questionnsire. For example,
Smith (1985, 1986) was able 10 elicit information sbowt womes abuse using telsphone
mmmmwmw»mmummm
rm-»-mm.&rmummmmmmm

Lesuw ond van dor Zouwen, 1908), it seoms that the majority of lsscature reviows have
mmumw:—umnmwmm
m“ﬂ“hmdﬂmhﬁiﬁ-dbml
mnm.mnuuum.m.maumu
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and setting on responess 1o & self -administered questionnaire. The subject matter, formation
of wacher unions, was assumed t0 be a threatening one to tsachers if the questionnaire was
recsived at work and/or if an identification number on the return postcard seemed to belie the

nity increasss responss 10

it, the more anocnymous methods of data collection appear t0 “lowsr the degres of uader or
overreporting”, but that “the data here are not estirely consistent an
doue 10 define precissly those conditions under which the more anonymous methods work

a different interviswing method, caness of ofTects cansot be 90 readily aturfouted 10 mods. In
of sponsoring organizations. The importance which Dillman (1978) places oa trust for
obtaining valid answers may aleo extend 10 trust of the organization sponsoring the survey as
well, snd this typs of factor may even outweigh the bemefits of the ancoymity provided by
Both of the previows examples flustrats problems caused by drawing conclusions whea
explanations such as difTesential secell in the two interviowing modes, must ot Jeast be
considesed. Such & cousss is peefessbile 0 simply making the assumption that sensitivity %0
mode has bovn damenstraced becauss these was 2 diffesence by mods in some messuse of
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performance characteristics. Certainly, some of the studies which look at reporting of health
symptoms in both modes, and conclude that the telephons produces & social desirability bias
because fewer moods and symptoms are reported (¢.g., ds Lesuw and van der Zouwen's, 1968
interpretation of findings in Heneon et al., 1978), could be reinterpreted to show that people
may have better recall in personal interviews, or that they put more effort into remembering
when asked to do 80 facs-to-face.

It may also be necessary (0 distinguish betwesn mode's effect on bebavioural as
opposed 10 attitudinal items. Sudman and Bradburn (1974) found that while telephone
administration of surveys had more of an ovesall response effect than face-t0-face
sdministration, the effect was more prosounced for attitudinal items than for behavioural
items. Since their examination of this topic was s0t restricted t0 "semsitive” attitudes and
mm.nmh'mmmmmﬂhnthem
wamumwmuwmmnmmmmm.

C. What Liss Bohind Seusitivity

The greatest problem in these mode comparison studies oa sensitive subjects, though,
is that conclusions have besn drawn without first really establishing the sensitivity of a
m.m,mnu-nmuumdmmu.mh
sensitive, that is, that it crestss a situation in which the respondent is motivated to presest
him or herself favourably or 10 reduce aaxisty by the way he or she responds. Respones
offects based on better self -presentation would bs found with: 1) questions that thresten the

whea be is, in fact, ignorant®; and 4) attituds questions for which norms of polieenses operate
anOmm‘twuumwMJhm.
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with the aim of avoiding conflict (Sudman and Bradburn, 1974)

Ressarchers frequently assume that a topic is "sensitive” in one of the above ways
without establishing that this is the case, and then conclude that mods of intsrviewing does or
does not affect peoples’ answers on such a sensitive subject. For example, the Coombs and
Freedman (1964) investigation involved asking women questions over the telephone about the
supposedly sensitive subject of fertility. However, their response rate of 97.6% and the
reported cagorness of many respondents to participate would seem to belie the sensitivity of
the subject, at least for their sample.

Subjects might also be “sensitive” in peculiar ways, as in the case of reporting
income. Here, sensitivity may have less 10 do with seif - pressatation than with psoples’
experiences of being deluged with offers over the phone from various businessss after having
sensitive subjects, it would first bs desirable 10 establish the fact that the subject is “semsitive”
and in what way it is s0.

Related 10 this ides of establishing that a subject is semsitive is the possibility that the
are equally sensitive and that mode, then, doss or doss not have an efTect on responses 10
and Beadbura (described in Bradbura and Sudmen, 1979) in which the degres of threst of the
Question was varied, and the ofTect of threat on respones dissortion was checked for four
different interviowing methods (face-t0-face, telephone, self -admiaistration, and random
responss methods). Questions teseed concerned behaviours which could be checked for
wih drunhen deiving.
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As predicted, response distortion increased with level of threat, but it appears that in
drawing this conclusion, the rescarchers used the level of distortion as a measurs of level of
threat iteelf, which may not bs a valid procedurs. Thus, on the basis of the :mount of
distortion discovered, they reordered the items on threat level 80 that bankrupicy was now
considered 10 be loss threatening than voting behaviour. A bettsr procedure would have
entailed a prior, independent ranking of threat level for the items. They also found weak
evidence of overreporting of socially desirable acts with the more personal methods and
underreporting of socially undesirable acts for the more anonymous methods. However, there
interviews.’

Another way that dagree of sensitivity has been examined, though in an indirect way,
is in a study by Henson e ol. (1978) on mode differences in reporting moods, health
higher means (more socially desirable responsss) o all thres. When the authors looked at the
resuits more clossly, howevez, they obssrved that respoadents were more willing (0 make
disclosures in the personal interviews for oaly some items in the scales. For example,
disclosures were actually being made on the less private itoms of the depression and symptom
subscales. They hypothesiaed, then, that mods was haviag an effect for items of inisrmadials
privacy, where the personal interview led 10 grester reporting, but they could offer no
explanation for this finding.

Thus, there is a fair amount of evidencs indicating that the issue of how mode is
related 10 the semeitivity of a topic has 80t besa satisfactorily dealt with in the Nserature. The
social desizability biss in personal interviews, are symptoms of two problems; the

Coaciusions dawa might be qusstionsd becouss of the fact that the dagres of

thoost may oot have bosn judged ©© b bmu“dm ,
(u..uumq--)uum— 2 samples wore weed
of ol thess comvicsed of drunk driviag in the

oach quention (¢g.. ¢ mmph
s months).

‘li‘
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conceptualization of seasitivity, and how it relates to the interpersonal dynamics of
interviewing situations.

Furthermore, there is reason to believe that the degree of threat of a topic doss make
a difference in some ways. For exampis, the study described in Bradburn and Sudman (1979)
found that the degree of threat influsnces the amount of distortion, but that there was no
difference by mode (telephone and face-to-face). However, in the Henson o ol. (1978)
study, a mode difference wag found for a different topic, moods, health symptoms, and nesd
for social approval. Here, though, mode's effect was mediated by the degree of privacy of the
item’s content.

These studies indicate that items in surveys differ in degres of sensitivity, that
responses are affected by this differentiation, and that at least for some topics, mods
differences may be related to an item's degree of sensitivity. This sort of differentistion in
degres of sensitivity of an item forms the basis for the hypothesss which are pressated at the
ond of this chapter. Basically, the degres of social desirability of different items should vary,
and becawse of this varistion, noaverbal communication cught to play a greatsr rols at certaia
lovels of this desirability. For the purposes of this thesis, then, sensitivity of items is sssumed
10 be rooted in the social desirability of the items. The distinction made by Sudmen and
Bradbura (1974) betwesn seasitivity based on threat to the respondent and that based on the
social desirability of the topic is considered uanecessary. The other two types of ssasitivity
mestionsd by these authors, those based on a desirs 10 appear knowledgeabls or to acquisscs
t0 the interviswer's opinion, will not be specifically addressed here.

Secial Desirabitity

The whols issus of the souscs of social desizability as a motivating forcs in responses
10 survey questions is ons fraught with debets, as De Maio (1904) hes pointed out ia her
seviow of the Mesratuss. Even her ssemingly simpile definktion of the concept of social
dosisabllity, “a tendency 00 give & faverabis pictuse of cassell” (p. 257), taken from Sellits,
Wrightamen, aad Cock (1976) immedistely saises questions as 10 the ciscumstances uader
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while others are "bad®, and that respondents generally want 10 answer questions in a way that
There are three areas in the literature that are plagued by inconsistencies s
*(1)Doss social desirability refer t0 a personality characteristic o an item characteristic?

ristic debate is an argument between those
acteristic (e.g., an individus! need 10 conform
10 social standards, or need for social approval), and those who feel that there are various
mﬁmmmmmmmn—mmmmhmmmm:
there are pofme concerning these opinions and behaviours. Hence, social desirability must be
discuseed in relation to particular survey items.

Various scales have been devised to measure either or both of these dimensions of
social desizability. The earliest was the work of Edwards (1957) who felt that he was getting
at fairly general cultural norms of social desirability with the Edwards SD Scale. His work was
criticiaed by others who said that the SD scals was more of an acquiescence messure or &
such as thoss of Stricker (1963), Crowne and Mariows's MC Scale (1964), and Schusssler ef
al.'s RD16 Scale (1978). Those that are supposed to measure social desirability as an item
hhvﬂﬂnms“:ﬂhnmﬂdbmmm
mﬂmm“hlmmmui—“hﬂ
scores wese found 0 indicate actugl socially desizable behaviour rather thea the teadeacy to
m:tnq:—-ﬁym“u“(mﬁhlﬂ)

A moss promising spproach wes taken by Phillips and Clancy (1972) who conceived
of social desicability as both an hem and a persomality cheractss tic. Hencs, they mw 2 need




for respondents to rate the desinability of individual items (whereby ratings on desirability
might vary from item to item), as well as a necessity to measure need for social approval
(with a modified MC Scale). The latter would tap a personality characteristic independent of
independent of need for approval scores. Thus, “respondents who have a high nesd for social
approval do not rate the desirability of the various traits differently than do respondents with
lower need for approval® (De Maio, 1964:263). De Maio cites further work by Gove and
Geerken (1977) which substantiates Phillips and Clancy's findings.

telephone, incidentally) and asked to rate themseives on such matters as happiness, religiosity,
and 50 on, were aleo asked (o rate these subjects on thair social desirability. They also
completed a need for approval measure. Their own answers (0 the questions were fouad to be

social desirability which isclude “acceptable” versus "desirable” behaviour, a need for social
approval, and a Wadeacy 10 respond desizably, she calls into question the reliability of the
operational definitions of social desirability weed in the various scales. She doss 90 becanss
respondents in the surveys may not have besn sufTiciently informed of what wes expected of
them. For instance, some judgss of items wers allowsd 50 interject their own mesning for
concept of self-esteem (Phillips and Claacy, 1970). Others ware given encessively vagne
coding instructions and were t0ld 10 make an wanscessary distinction between ceding for seciel
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mmnnmrnmm(mmtm 194).
Because of findings that item ci
ristics as predictors of the social desirability of responses, Dnmbmum

: ng that
mmmm.MthmmmnnMﬂm
losding on social desirability . . ." (p;ﬁ!hﬁhh&lﬁﬂﬂéfmm,ﬁlﬁhﬁ as
mmmmwmammmmnmmﬂmmmyby
proposing rules for judging “whether the content of individual items reflects positive, or
good, consequences” (p. 268). and 10 determine whether items differ in the exteat of their

Other Facters in Secial Desiraliility |

The socie! desirability of anewering a particular item in a particular way is not the
ﬂymhﬁEhd‘mm-mﬂmdﬁﬂﬂm
Sudman and Beadbum (1974) concluded that, in gemeral, task variables such as socisl
characteristics, the latter were also influentia in produciag difTerential responses when social
m-nurmmm“ndmmﬂmﬂ
desirability for attitudinel items, as in the case of larger response effects for white than for
black interviewers. Weiss (1968) found social desirability bias to be associated with rapport
m_Amnm&m—anﬂmmmmm
Gosizability bias in responses (Sudman o ol., 1977).

mm“mn“ﬂﬂMEm
dg-(ﬂ)“ﬁrﬁh“ﬂmpﬁm_hm—
But other sessarchers, such as Gove and Gesrken (1977) in thelr examination of mental
heakth measuses, have not found evidence that secial desisability bies is systemetic ly related
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to such independent variables as sex, race, education, occupation, or income (de Maio, 1964),
Thus, the issue of how social desirability may interact with respondent characteristics is still
betwesn sex or race and social desinability biss, it may have besn due to an interaction
socially desirable answer tends to ariss on questions about racial, ethnic or sexual attitudes.
(Sudman and Bradbum, 1974). Saliency and threat (which is undoubtedly related to social
desirability) were found to operate in opposite directions, i.5., "the higher the threst, the
saliency is in line with Sudman o al.'s (1965) opision that persomal interviews could be as
efTective as seif -admininstered m&-hm“mw-ﬂ
ﬁd“ﬂhiﬁhﬁﬁfﬂﬂﬁ:ﬂiﬁﬂm -
ﬂgﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁlMﬂtﬁﬁﬂ have not been systematically explored

-mhhymh-nthnﬂdthm.

The Interviewer as & Facter

It is only logical to expect social ¢ ity t0 have more influsnce in a face-t0-face
“ﬁ:hlﬁﬂ.“ﬁﬂy“hhﬂmmfb
interviowes can be 500m 28 88 ovalustor s well as an interviswer. But asids frem the fact thet
she answers & question, &t appenrs that there ate cartain qualities inhesent in disect intesaction




with another human being which may also be working to encourage more socially desirable
responses. Thess may be seen 10 encours answers which might be termed "accommodative”
to the social situation of the interview.

That the interviewer is simply more important as a factor in the face-to-face
interview than in the telsphone interview would be deduced from research in social psychology
which indicates that a stimulus is used "as a cus in making attributions” to the extent that it
has "perceptual or emotiona! salience® (Sillars, 1962:82). Furtl re, Sillars cites research
by Nisbett and Ross t0 explain that such salience is a matter of information exerting a
disproportionate influence on social inference because it is “vivid®, “smotionally
concrete and imagery -provoking, and proximate [italics mine] in a sensory, temporal, or
mwmf(lm@n)fmmmmhm byvimgd’mm.nf

tendency for the intsrviewer to be seen as “responsible” for surrounding eveats.

What lies behind such human attribution tendencies is unknown, but if such
wmﬁmmmhrnmm-mmnfmm:
what one says (0 an interviewsr face-10-face may well bs felt 1o be of greater weight
Mythlmm-ﬂnywlm sterviewsr. Heacs, it becomes more

mnm:mmmmhnﬂmrgm
the sort of features m“ﬂvmmqﬁﬂn vocal plich
and inssasky, ﬂpﬂh(ﬁﬁiﬁlﬁ.lﬂ) Experimental manipuistion of an




The explanation for such effects is unknown, but as Giles and Smith (1979) point
out, one can only make the assumption that shifts in one's speech styls to match that of the
discrepancies betwesn actors. There is aleo the possibility of divergence as well as convergence
in speech within dyads, and situations exhibiting shifts of this sort are likely to be those in
which there is a role or power discrepancy betwesn participants (Strest and Giles, 1982).

' liowouvbnmtoth“hﬂkﬂytumnﬁvﬂhm
nature. Giles (1900) has reviewed several explanations for convergence phenomens. They may
Tepresent a desire (0 increase similarity betwesn people to increase attraction and intelligibility
and are, therefore, more or less standard operating procedures when strangsrs mest. Another
demonstrate.
differences betwesn face-to-face and telephons responess is not entirely clear, but there
certainly seems t0 be & mutual accommodation process taking place in face-to-face
interactions of which we are seidom aware. Given this atmosphere of what is, in essence,
cooperation, we might expect that other accommodative beheviours would bs mors Mkely in
personal interviews, t00. Thess could include trying to give more complete answers 10
Questions, deciding to give an answer instead of responding “don't know®, or, in other ways
trying to pleass the interviewsr.

Whether the same kind of linguistic accommodation would occur as readily in
telophons interactions has 50t besn examined as yet. It is known that we wse voice t0 judge
others on meny traits. For example, voice alons can produce astonishingly
agresment on judgments of personslity, though thees are a0t necessarily accurate. Voics can
mads on the basis of voice (Ivown and Bradshew, 1985). k was found thet people do use
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voice 10 make judgments of social class and that class stereotypes producs resultant evaluative
ratings on friendliness, trustworthiness, and likeableness (Sebestian and Ryan, 1983). In
interviews, vocal characteristics have also besn found to have important effects on response
rates and facilitation of und g of questions (Oksenberg and Cannall, 1988; Oksenberg
o al., 1986).

Some work by Brown, Giles, and Thakerar (cited in Brown and Bradshaw, 1985)

the same judgments of others’ competence and benevolence based on their speech rates.
However, they found that thess ratings changed considerably when a context was provided.
Thus, if subjects were given a reason for siow speech ratos (usually judged as a sign of
face-10-face and telephons-mediated interaction situstions. Evaluations of the other can be
very different if nonverbal (visual) cuss are pressat bacause these cuss would help to provide
& "context” for what the voice says and how it says it. Without noaverbal communicets
mmmm:&mmmmmﬁwmmwmm
tend 10 be fairly stereotyped.

In attempting (0 ase0es what difference it might maks if a “seasitive” question is
basis of voice, and that there is a surprising uniformity in the content of thess evalustions.
such evaluations of the speaker are normally part of a telephons interaction, we might expect
a cortaia reduction in variability of sesponses, particularly if theve is & serectyping in
ovalustions. But If selephons voices 40 80t routinely srouse & 2eed t0 visualise and 200es the
—ihqﬂ-hﬂlnﬂhmm‘iﬂmmﬁ-nﬂiﬁ

if




as strong an impact on a respondent’s answer as a live interviewsr providing nonverbal cues.

D. Rele of Neaverbal Cuss

The interviewer, simply by being pressnt, has a salience to the respondent, as already
nonverbal fesdback cues which he or she is constantly supplying to the respondent, whether
consciously or not. The importance of this nonverbal information in interaction is 80 great
facts® (1981:36). Non-verbal communication, also referred to as "metacommunt :
provides the cuss which contextualize & message and indicats how it is to be taken. It doss 80
by providing the means through which relationships “are defined on such dimensions as power
and affect” (Sillars, 1962:92).
signals all serve either or both of Birdwhistell's (1970) "informational® or “istegrational®
system ia operation, reguiates the interaction process, cross-references particular messages to
comprohensibility in a particular context and relates the particular context to the largsr
contexts of which the interaction is but & special situation” (Short & o/, 1976:44). However,
verbal cuss conid also be said to serve these same two functions of iaformation and

Noaverbal signs are best suhed t0 the transmission of subtle differeaces, for example

information one wishes 10 “try eut” on & seceiver, “hesping open the option 10 disclalm the
inteation %0 communicass this information® (Scheser, 1990:227).
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hmmmwmlmu:mmmmﬂmmm
communicats such uncertain information, he or she would use such noavertal fesdback signs
on the receiver's part to see how the uncertain information was being interpreted and

work by Argyls (1969). These functions include those of showing mutual attention and
m««m&xﬁ-mnﬁhmmm;ﬁumm
thuddgnmmaah—dﬁﬂqmmuyhumMI

experiment demonstrated that head nodding was able to dramatically increass the leagth of
W'ﬂ”(&ﬂﬂdi,lﬂ)ﬁtﬁkhhﬁﬂyMMh
mmmmmmmcm-mkmﬂm
mhﬂwmgf“Dmm#ﬂﬂﬂﬂy
accomplish.
mmﬂb“mmﬁmgﬂmm—wq—-ﬁﬂ
questions in telephons surveys. Interpersomal attitude cc pication (10 show attitudes or
mmmdmﬁﬁﬂyn_uji_shm
Mhﬂ(ﬁﬁlﬂ)ﬁmﬁ:ﬁmnmd
understends, belioves, is surpeised, ageess or disageess, is plaased or ennoyed with what s




This latter feedback fuaction appears to be a catch-all and really includes the others,
view of the person spoken 10, not the speaker. Thess fesdback cues are the ones that should
be most responsible for producing differences in responss patterns betwesa face-to-face and
comprehension svaluation (Scherer, lﬂ))nﬂmﬁﬁnﬂﬂymﬁm
ﬂ“hhbﬂmﬂﬁmﬁthtﬁm If the respondent

ﬂMﬁMmﬂmmﬂuiﬂMHm(m
1990). _

Or, the respondent can use that “special way of knotting up the facs to convey the
fact thet [he does) not understand what it is a speaker sesms (0 be trying to comvey, aad that
clarification is nesded, or in & similar way, the respondent can leara that his snswer hes ot
would probably lead t0 different responses. In the same way, feadback in terms of the
ovaluative cuss given by the interviewsr can couvey signs of agresment or disagresment,
liking. ¢.3.. by leaning forward with the torso (Scherer, 1900), or disapproval (the proverbial
face-t0-face respondents to give a different anewer thea their selephone counserparts.

Akhough most of the sbove fesdback cuss are thought of as ways which might
:ﬂimwmm:g_éﬁim#hﬂn
vismally, -“-ﬂﬁnﬁm;“mm—hnhﬂ




Thers is also some evidencs that there may be limits to the efTect that all the
ging Mimﬂfdﬁﬁﬁnﬂsmhwuﬂnﬂum The
warmth on response, for example,

mﬂ-hhmmuu:mmrmmmmym
felt to support the equilibrium model of interpersonal intimacy proposed by Argyle and Dean
(1965). Thus, "participants in social interactions tend t0 establish an appropriate level of
intimacy by means of a delicate balancing or equilibration of various affiliative behaviors such
1980:99-90).

There is certainly evidence that sonverbal signs should play a more complex role in
usication during interviews thas is sormally recognised. Although they can functios in
an almost infinite sumber of ways, it is likely that they are most useful and influsatial in
particular types of situations because of the uaiqus types of information they can convey.
With respact (0 the subject of this thesis, responses to seasitive questions, noavertal signs
iﬁmﬂhﬁm“ﬁﬂhmhﬂmmm
redundant information. Thus, they are a0t necessary (0 respondents in sitwations of certainty,
contribute 10 mode difTerences because they can couvey approval or provide some type of




predictions about specific types of differences expected in telephone
and facs-to-face interview responses to items prons 10 social desirability, it might be useful to
review some of the work done on efTects of medium on communication. About thirty fairly
rigorous laboratory experiments have been conducted which explore how communication is
affected by use of telecommunications media in various types of situations of cooperation and
conflict tasks (Williams, 1977). Unfortunately, these experiments were not directed 10
comparisons of telephone and face-to-face respoases 10 survey questions per s¢, 80 any
results can only be assumed 10 apply to interviewing situations.

For cooperative tasks involving problems with objective solutions, there was littls
difference in performance between telephons and face-to-face conditions. Various tasks
invoived such varied situations as simulated labour/management negotiations, arguing a case
which did or did sot correspond 10 the subject’'s own opinion, decisions 10 wse competitive or
cooperative stratagies in mixed-motive games, how confedesates were ovaluated in Prisoner's

For these tasks, the medium was folt t0 affect results because the exact relationship
betwesn the participants is importast in conflict sitwations, whereas in cooperation or
iaformation conveysace tasks, the relationship is 8ot 80 critical 10 the owtcoms. Geseral
strength of an argument the primary determinant of owtcoms in negotistions. On the other
the memsage is all thet appears 10 matter. Sesing the other person, though, ssems 10 maks
poople take that Person into account 10 & grester extont and emphasisss the emotional content
in moseages. These sesuits are seminiscent of those ia the experiment of Brown, Oliss, and
Thahetar cited carlier in which ovalustions of the other's competence and benovelence based
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1985).
mm«hwmmmtmmm-dmmmm

impressions, (Williams, lﬁS)iMﬁtBﬂﬂhmmm(Wﬂhﬂ. 197M).
mthummﬂmmmmmmmwhnm
nﬂuﬂuhmhthnmwzhlmmhmmﬂhfmﬂnﬁbﬁhﬂmdy
mmmhnnnnnmmmﬂ-thmhm
they would not have the expected efTects. He fosls that the oaly sort of explanation which can
mﬂtﬁfh&ghmwﬂénﬁwﬂmﬂmﬂuﬂumﬂg

mmnmmﬂmmnul'ﬁbﬁnmﬁﬁnmmﬂml
proposed that each medivm of communic jon has its own level of a quality they call “Social
Pressnce”, a hypothetical construct which means the “des ¢ of salience of the other person in
intimacy, Short o al. proposs that Social Presence of the comeme tions medium should be
nmﬁrﬁbﬂimmmmmﬂﬁnﬂmﬂm
Fmﬁihnmim-ymlﬁnldfﬁd" ons mediem.
Tﬁ“im-hlilmw“dmﬂ““ﬂﬁe
ﬁmﬂﬂhﬂmﬂﬁnfm—&fnw
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interaction requiring a high degres of Social Presencs.

It follows that giving an honest answer to questions which have socially desirable or
undesirable answers is a task which is subject to the influence of Social Pressnce and which
should, thus, be affected by the medium of communication used. There is something to be
gained or lost by answering desirably or undesirably in a personal interview, that is, the
estoom of the other. On the other hand, more trust should be pressnt face-to-face, whils the

There is not much here in the way of guidance for predicting exact mode effects on
nor for gauging the relative strength of various types of noaverbal cuss on iateraction. There
is also the possibility that if communication using different media is truly different in its very
subject (0 potentially distinct ways of meintaining an equilibrium of intimacy. However, from
impressions gained in the process of reviewing the foregoing material, ssveral testabls
hypothesss have emerged about where mode of intsrviswing is likely to affect responsss to

main principies, 1) that the extent 10 which communications medinm will affect responsss %0
and 2) thet the medium is mors Mkely %0 affect answers t0 items which ask the respondent 10
do a lctle extra work, for example, when the sepondent must sarch his memery in osder 0
answer. The uitimate 2eas0n for the existence of as efTect of communications medium hes %
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1. Thdmefndnmuﬂwhvﬂvﬁhm:thgmHny
a.  For items having a very socially desirable or very soclally undesirable answer,
there will be no difference betwesn modes in social desirability of the response.

b.  For items which have a somewhat socially desirabie or a somewhat socially
undesirable response, face-to-face respondents will give more socially desirable

c.  For items which do not appesr 1o have any social desirability component, there
will not be a difference betwesn face-to-face and telephone responses.
2. The actual physical presence of an interviewer in personal interviews will have a positive
effect on the respondent’s motivation to answer questions.
b.  There will be ifferences between modes on means of proportions for items of

a.  There will be no difYerence betwesn modes in varisbility of response for very
socially desirable or very socially undesirable items.
d.  There will be more variabllity in personal interview items of nsutral desirability

will not bs mede-related diffessnces in seaponsss because there will be & great desl of



§. Very Socially Undesissble Same in both modes Same in both modes Significantly move for
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pﬂdﬁdnumthﬁythnmmhmdﬂmﬁEmthpmcfmﬂmmmn
such distortion should not be any different over the telephone than it is in person. This type
of item reflects strong social norms. Most people probably do behave or think in the socially
dﬂhhhnyfm:hnlmmmlrmydnmhmnmmﬂt&m
its saliency, which provides the impulse towards & conforming response.

The presence of the interviewer and the aseociated nonverbal communication, then,
have relatively less effect on responses 10 items with very desirable or undesirable answers.
This position is consistent with previous findings of lower response effects for highly salient
hﬂnﬂnmmﬁﬁﬁymmpaﬂmmmmmmy
conditions in the communications research. Compared 10 the item itself , the Other, or the
interviewer, is having Jess of an effect on response for such very desirable or undesirable
mhmmhmﬁnmhfmmmmnﬂyhuﬁmfmm
sonverbal cuss would not be 80 necessary to the respondent in formulating his or her response
and would be ignored. Such a position is also consistent with findings by commitment
theorists that involvement by subjects decreases the ability of a source (0 changs attitudes
(cited in McGuire, 1985).

Because of the strength of the social sorms behind thess very desirable or undesirable
mﬁvﬂnhmmmﬂhﬂhmwmﬂ
mmmmmﬁnﬂhmﬂﬁmm*
thm‘nmy:hyﬂmﬂﬁmmﬁmmuﬁyhhm
the interviewsr. Such contributions of “silly® responses should be minimal, though.
over the telephons can contribuss 10 slightly more variability for telep ae responses which is
wareisted 10 desizabllity consent. Thus, the 8sed 10 repest the endpoints of s scals on the
ﬁﬁmﬂﬁﬁnﬁ:aﬂﬁpﬁﬁ_mm“ﬁ
salioncy of acals endpoints and consequent varishility in sesponss.




response differences betwesn the face-to-face and telephone samples. Respondents §

by the interviewer under these conditions where the norm is not 80 strong as to “force” the
socially desirablc response, or where the respondent is unsure of the socially desirable
conveying a needed "context” which is not redundant information to the respondent.

(19%) in which medium most affects tasks requiring assessment of the other's reactions.
Variability in face-t0-face intsrvisws should be significantly lower for thess items
mnsmmmmm—murmmmmum
socially desirable response option. Telephone respondeats do not have the noaverbal
information to help them chooss the desizable option, nor do they have the nonverbal
motivation cuss to eacourage this choics.
For items without any social desizability conmotation. there should not be any & prier!

reason (0 expect differences betwesn face-10-face and telsphone responses. Thus, means
should not differ on scale items betwesn sampies, nor should proportions choosing either
response alternative on nominally scaled questions, ualess there is some factor such as
complexity of the question operatiag t0 canse mode differences. Becanse of the more
rewarding social atmosphere of the face-10-face interview with its wealth of sonvertal
feadback, thers should be more of an effort on the part of the respondents, though, 10 secall
more variability of sesponses face-10-face, which would be in line with previows findings of
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M.Mmubmﬂymm-mhmhmhnwm
types of items simply because of the inberently social nature of the personal interview with its
innately rewarding interaction. It is also more difficult not 1o give gome answer in & personal
interview becauss of "demand characteristics® of the situation with the compelling physical
presence of the interviewsr being more important in this regard than the norm of telephone
behaviour entailing interactional obligations (Frey, 1983).*




A. Duta Set
This study was the second province-wide survey uadertaken by the PRL. Their peevious
surveys had been limited to face-to-face interviews in Edmonton only, the Edmonton Ares
Study (EAS). The 1988 survey was the first, though, 10 include both a face-to-face aad a
telephone sample in Edmonton itself, which made it a useful body of data (0 examine for
The Edmoaton face-to-face portiun of the survey was a random sampie of the
enumenated in the 1967 Clvic Consus. The sampling frame was a computerized list of
addressss from the 1987 esumeration, from which a total of 620 addresses was randomly
respondents. The final sample size for the Edmonton face-t0-face group was 464, making it
comparable to that of previous Edmonton Ares Surveys. lnsppropriate addresses (o.g..




directory. With 161 usable numbers, the responss rate was calculated at 72%." As in the
face-t0-face portion of the survey, attempts were made to obtain equal numbers of male and
female respondents.
distributions of respondents in various categories of these variables did not differ significantly
by mode when a chi-square test was used (Lalu, 1988). I also tested (using t-tests) for
differences between sampies on means for age, years of schooling, and income and did not
mﬂnyipﬂhmdﬂfm“ﬁumﬂmhmmmm
and face-t0-face respondents should not be a function of differences in the composition of
The telephone questions were all taken from the face-to-face ire, but the
mmrcmmnﬂﬂmﬁ-tmm“mm
Unsfortunately, ﬁuﬁhdmmhmwmmn:ﬂyﬁ
there wers many questions asked about a topic, for example, ACCESS television, question
A wids rangs of topics was covered which reflected imterests of ressarchers at the

weare onss for which thers weare 5o modific
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with the recession.” Subjects covered in both modes inciuded demographic ¢l
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, television viswing, road safety, and personal
travel,

Face-to-face interviewing was carried out by thirty -eight interviewers (five of whom
were male) starting in the first week of February, 1988 and continuing for six wesks.
had also worked on the face-to-face interviews. All received ssparate training for the
telephone work. Two other women, one of whom was a face-t0-face interviswer, helped with

The best way to test the previous ideas about how the mode of interviswing affects
responsss would be to focus on questionssire items which vary in the social desirability of
particular response patterns. There would have to be some criteria, howsver, for choosing
Questions from the survey which were likely to be subject to greater and lesser amounts of
bias due to social desirability. Ideally, there would be a range, from items 10 which a certain
answer would bs considered very socially desirable to items for which a certain answer would
face-to-face respondents’ answers to thess items could then be sought.

The problem lay in how 10 chooss the questionsaire items which had socially desizabls
or undesizable answers. What is defined as desirable can vary betwesn individuals, betwesa
popuiations or even segments of & population. Desirability can also vary from ons tims period
0 another withia the sams population. The most valid assessment of social desisabllity, for
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To determine these norms, it was decided to conduct a small informal survey to aseess
the social desirability of giving particular types of responses to particular questions from the
1988 survey.!* A panel of eight experts, individuals who have conducted their own survey
ressarch in Edmonton or who have had experience analyzing survey data from Bdmonton, as
well as twenty-six nonexperts, living in Edmonton, comprised the sampie for this informal
poll. The experts were faculty members of the University of Albsrta Sociology Department,
the Faculty of Business, and data analysts from the PRL and the University of Alberta
Department of Computing Services.

The non-expert group was made up of ten of the interviswers who had worked on the
survey'! and sixieen friends and neighbours of the author (of both sexes and ranging in age
from the early twenties t0 about eighty). There was a definite middie-class bias t0 the sample
which could make some difference to an asssssment of social desirability if the majority
opinions in the society were not the same as those of the middie-ciass respondents. However,
since the panel of experts had experience surveying the range of types of peopie in Edmonton,
it was feit that their opinions could encompass views which were being neglected.

Participants ia the iaformal survey wers given a list of tweaty-sight questions, and
possible answers, taken from the 1988 EAS. This list of questions with instructions to the
respondeats can bs found in Appenadix One. Participants were asked 10 rate the answer 10
each question on a scale of 1 to S which indicated how socially desirable they feit that
particular responss was 10 that particular question. A "1° meant “very socially desirabie®, *2°
“fairty socially desirable”. 3" “social desirability would not be a factor in how a person
answers this question”, 4" “somewhat socially undesizable”, °S" “very socially undesirable.”
In addition, the experts wers provided asother tating category, “9°, for situations where they
feit the answer was socially desirable for some people, but undesizable for others.




The basis for choosing items for the informal survey was simply my own feslings
about which questions and answers might exemplify attitu
choice betwesn two questions to include, and if there had been an indication of mods
differences for response patterns on one of them in a preliminary report (Lalu, 1988), then

obvious questions for measuring undesirable behaviours, such as thoss on smoking snd

An alternative strategy could have involved asking participasts to rate the social
desirability of an “uadesirable” responss 10 a question about something obviously desirable,
¢.5., "How often do you et together with frisnds®, (Response= Never) in order to present a
greatsr sumber of undesirable choices. However, such s strategy could bs very coafusing to
the tater, and would 8ot ensure certainty in interpretation of ratings. A "4°, for example,
idea of getting together with frisnds was undesizable. Thus, to minimize confusion, responses
to be rated were kept consistently positive (¢.g., yes, often).

Even with these precautions, there was still confusion among the noa-experts when
seighbours filled out their questionnaises and could answer their questions, it was obvious

probiem was thet people forgot thet they should bs rating the response 10 the hem, and not
clarily what they wers supposed 10 be evaluating. but the problem stlll went uncorsected o 8
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that in many cases I could not be present while they completed their forms. As in the

which were not truly those intended.'!
ﬂmMnmmqmmm“msmﬁhrmm
fﬂ;ﬂmmm“miﬁeﬁmhmmﬂmw:ﬂ
ﬂgvﬂémhdﬂmmmmrmhmmqmmml

among experts and non-experts and where the

sams social desizability value t0 the item. The actual tabulations for how the questions and
mmuﬁihnﬁldﬂnﬂﬁyaﬂbfmumm
Variabiss chossa for analysis, classified by degres of social desisability or

car safety seats. (Vnﬁl)tvmj&hhﬂ-hmhﬁm'imq_rb]
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b. In the past thres years (or as long as you have lived in Alberta, if less than thres years),
have you or any other membens of your housshold made any contributions to & Food Bank?
(Var31s)

(Rated Response = Yes)

Somewhat focially Desizable (rating number 2)
a. It would be better for a pre-school child's emotional development if the mother didn't

work outside the home. (Var273)
(Rated Reponse = Agres)
b. All in all how satisfied with life are you thess days? (Var216)
(Rated Responss = Satiefled)
Dasizability Not 3 Factor (rating aumber 3)

a. 1 don't think the Fadaral sovarament cares much about what peopie like me think.
(Var336)
(Rated Response=Agres)
b. Are you aware of the television broadcast service? [provided by ACCESS Network)
(Varles)
(Rated Responss=Yes)
C. About how meay hours in the nast wask have you persomally waiched ACCESS Network
Television ca cable chanmel 9? (Varl72)
(Rated Response =Many Hours)

Somevhes Socielly Undasizabis (rating number 4)
a. Theee is 2 good chence thet semecns in my howssheld will b unsmpioyed in the next yesr.
(Var3®)
(Rawd Responss = Agees)
. In the 2agt thans Yeats (o as long as you have Mved in Alberts If loss then thess yeass).
heve yom of any sther Sambers of your heusshald seceived financial help from selatives?
(Vaz326)
(Reted Response= Yes)



4

¢. About how many bours in the past wesk have you persomally waiched television? (Varl69)

D g (rating number $)

a. Punishments for impaired drivers are becoming t00 severs. (Var064)

(Rated Respones = Agree)
b.thM(thﬁnmhﬁﬂﬂﬁum.WhmmEmﬂ).

(Var32s)

(Rated Response= Yes)
(Var063)

(Rated Respones = Agres)

mrﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁnﬂmﬁhhmnﬂ:vmﬁnmd‘
rﬂn-fﬂmmbyﬁﬁﬁ-(ﬂ__:ghmﬁnME
ot the “socially desicable” end of the scale) or & larger proportion (of the more soclally
desisabls sesponse for dichotomous vasishiss); 2. evidence of grester varisbility ia tslsphone

interviows for recall iems without & desirability compons (indicsting accommodative and
mese metivated seopense); and 3. grenter amounts of RORNSPORS among tslephons
sapendents wese ached 1 1ats thelr agresment ov disagreement with a8 fom, thessby tseating




thess variables as interval level data. Variables looked at in this way included childrens' car
safety seats, mothers of pre-school children working, satisfaction with life, Federal
government caring, chancs of unemployment in housshold, impeired driver punishments, and
driving after drinking. A mode effect was considered to ev'~t if the F ratio was significant at
the .05 level,

For dichotomous response variables, proportions of respondents giving the more
socially desirable responss in both samples were compared using Fisher’s exact test for the chi
square test of independence.'* If a significance level of .05 (cne-tailed *est) was obtained, this
was considered evidence of a possibis mode effect. The variables compared in this manner
were coatributing to a Food Bank, awareness of ACCESS TV,!* receiving financial help from
relatives, and receiving Welfare.

In order 10 determing whether telephons respondents showed less tendency 10 convergs
on the socially desirable responss, the variability of response patterns was compared for
telsphone and face-t0-face respondents on each of the varisbiss. The test for this comparisoa
of varisbility was an F-test of difTerences betwesn variances, with a sigaificancs level of .05
or less (ons-tailed test) comsidered 10 indicats mors variability.

The predicted pattera of a higher amoust of non-response for the telephons sample
was checked for every variabie. In each cass, proportions of "doa't knows® and "n0
responss” were combined and compared 10 the proportion who did respond, again using
Plsher's exact test and an .05 level of significance.



It was predicted that interviswing mode would only affect the responses to items
having somewhat socially desirable or undesirable answers, since respondents would rely more
on the nonverbal evaluative cues of the interviewsr. For very desirable or undesirable items.
guiding his or her answer. Thus, we expect no difference by mode for very desirable or very
mmimmmmmmmhmmthmﬂmm

answer in face-10-face ssttings. The result would be sigaifl

items for the telephone sample. These same factors should also produce sigaificantly more
mrifﬁ—m-fnmﬁmu_uﬂﬂﬂw.mg

Analysis of mode difTesences for means and proportions show predicted results are
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although for both, the personal jaterview sample reflected greater social desirability than did
mmm.mrm-m-rmmmmwwm“zm
mmhmdamwtmnmmummm
mmbmmwmuwnfuyuu.uhmdmm
claim to have contributed 10 & Food Bank within the last thres years.

Thus, thess findings support the hypothesss for very socially desirable items. For such
im.hmﬁdhwhhlmwhdmwuhﬂwduone'smwer.
hoyhmypymmﬁuwtummwmcw(uwmeqm
rather than to the interviewer) when there is a strong socistal aorm concerning the desirability
of responding in s particular manaer.

Two of the thres very socially undesirable variables do not show significant
differences between the samples, a3 hypothesized. However, the question asking if the
wwammtmmwuvutmbcuhcmm
mammmfamm(u"mmmm
MM.MMM&mLm.mmm
doss 80t differ from the face-10-face sample on the other drinking and driving question, t's
okay 10 drive 8008 after haviag 2-3 alcoholic drinks (withia 1-2 hours)®. Such & different
mdwummmmmmwmmm
wording or format may have played a role in the results. Additional analysis of the
'Mfchﬂd“'hhmhtbmm.

A patsern similer 10 the “ckay 0 drive after 2-3 drinks® feem, ( a shight. but not
Mwm«-umu'm'mmm)m
f”fahﬂh“”h”umhmmw
muw-aahummm.ow.u.mm.u
of & mods effect on means or preportions for very secially desisable er very secially
undssizable toms ase supporeed, encept for the ons ftem which asks whether the sspondent
ageess thet punishments for impaised deivers ass beceming 100 sovers.



In the “somewhat socially desirable” category on the other hand, there is more
how satisfled with life are you thess days?”, does show a significant difference (t=1.99,
p=.02, one-tailed test) in means betwesn the face-to-face and telephone groups in the
direction predicted, with face-t0-face respondents giving the more socially desizable response
pre-school child's emotional development if the mother didn't work outside the home,” doss
responses (5.12) are even slightly more in the socially desirable direction (*agres®) than are
the face-t0-face responses (4.99).
to the “satisfaction® question, people, simply because they are in the physical pressace of
be more likely to give a response that conforms with what they conceive the proper responss
10 be, as reflected either in terms of their ows perception of socistal sorms, or in terms of
what they thought would be polits or pleasing to the other person. People may even feal that
t0 snower that they are not sstisfied with life in the pressace of an inserviewsr who has gone

specific 10 & face-10-face sitwation may well influsnce the answer given 10 the question, “how
satisfled with Me are you?® To the extent that they do, a mode efTect is pressat.

statement, ‘R would bs betser for & pre-scheol child's emotional development If the mether
didn’t work outsids the home®. ln fact, contrary 10 my peadictions, the telephons mesn was
slightly moss in the secially desissble disection. Ons interpoutation could bs that agresing with
half the experss on the infermal susrvey. Ansther pessibility, howover, is that these could be
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an intsrviswer effect operating in this case. Most of the interviewers for the survey were
iuth;hym-mthmmvhumvﬂm)ﬁymnw-mHMm
social desirability in telephone responsss as compared with face-t0-face levels nesd not
necessarily be seen as disconfirming the hypothesss. A mode effect could still be operating.
Givea the nature of the question and the circumstances of the interview (being questioned by
a female interviewer), the socially desirable response may well be to disagress. Some of these
possible explanations will be examined in a later section.'*
nﬂhaﬂuﬂmnAmﬂﬁtmﬂﬁﬂmﬁampw
the more desirable respones, that they or other membsrs of their houssholds hed not been
difference was not sigaificant (p=.38).

Ou the other hand, the wisphons respondents gave sigaificantly more socially
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Two of the variables which are devoid of social desirability, according to the informal
and "Awareness of ACCESS TV"), do not show significant mode differences, as predicted.
However, for the question, "About how many hours in the past wesk have you personally
watched ACCESS Network Television oa cable channel 97°, face-t0-face respondents reported
ACCESS TV, the mods efTect opesating may have lictle 10 do with any social desirability
of an effort into trying to remember accurately in a personal intervisw than they do in
telophone interview becanes of the "demand characteristics® (Orne, 1962) of personal
intervisws. They would, thus, bs expected to remember details better in personal interviews

Whils the hypothesss for lems seutral on social desizabilicy were supported, it is stil
tempting 10 specniats about other interpretations hinted at by thess resuits. Desplts the
supposed absence of any social desirabllity component in thess varisbies, s suggested by the
Thus, there is a slightly geeater tendency for tlesphens sespondents 10 agres thet the Federal
government dosen't case (mena of 5.17 as opposed 1 4.94 for the face-10-face grewp). ¥
these is confusion o the part of sespondents as 10 Who is sponsering the survey, & aot
hlmmi_—l.hﬁlm.hﬂbﬁ-mmi
face-t0-face shimation 0 agees that the Fadesal government dossn 't case thas & would be over
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question content appears to argue against it.
not a factor in saying that ons is aware of ACCESS TV, demonstrating awareness as opposed
to ignorance of agy subject is certainly a desirable thing to do. It may be illustrated by the
slightly higher proportion of thoss in the face-to-face condition claiming such awarenses
(76.7 versus 71.6). O, it may bs that watching and awaresess of ACCESS TV are socially
TV, and had thess questions appeared adjacent 10 sach other on the informal survey

Overall, then., first impressions of differences in desizable responses between telephone
face-10-face group teaded 10 give somewhat more desirable answers, with significant
differsaces where the desirability or undesizability was not very clear. Exceptions 10 this
m_nmﬂxg“-hﬁm_mﬁ_hﬂ-u
me“ﬁﬂl&fnuﬁmmmmﬁﬂmhpﬂ-
format was complex. Thus, telephons responses 0n complex questions may be subject to

Sings which could be more easlly dealt with in perional inserviews.

B. Varisbility

Predictions wess mads in Chapter 2 for a somewhat greater amount of varisbility in
sesponses fer the telophons sampls thea for the face-10-face sampls. This diffesencs in
_Iﬂ“*ﬁﬂﬂ.hhﬂhﬁbiﬁn

ppeadents might alee bs luss inclined to “converps®
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their answers to what they felt was desirabie to the interviewer, based on visual assessments.
Significantly more variability was predicted for telephons respondents on the somewhat
socially desirable or undesirable items, and for face-to-face respondents oa recall items of
respondents. While the very socially desirable and very usdesirable items were got expected 10
show sigaificantly more variabllity for the telephone sample, two of the thres items examined
in car safoty seats” and “Punishments for impaired drivers are becoming 100 severs®).

Again, thers may be soms value ia trying t0 account for soms of the discrepant and
has bosn observed to increass quantity and varisty of respones for open-ended questions, and
& similar principls may bs at work on thess hours of telovision watched questions.

The greater varishility of face-10-face sesponses on the questien shout mothers of
difTessnce en the question, “Thess is & good chance that semesne in the houssheld will be




55

Tebls 3
Varishility in Reaponess of Face-t0-Face and Tolephons Samples
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was simply (00 sensitive, that is, unemployment may have been too likely an event for many
In the same way, the significantly greater tslsphone response variability on the car

seats for children and the impaired driver punishment questions cannot be easily explained. It
is possible that there was some difficulty understanding the impaired driver punishm
Question over the phons,’’ 50 this factor, in itssif, could produce more variability in responss.
However, there is nothing to indicate that the "car seats for children® item was similarty
respondents on somewhat socially desirable or undesirable items has received limited support.
Several have been briefly discussed, but others might include such influsaces as memory

of the interviewsr, and misciassification of jtems with respect to degres of social desizability.

porsonal interviews becanse of the salisnce of the physically pressat Other and becanse of the

cuss. In & way, then, simply sesponding may bs ssen s & socially desizabls behaviowr which
would bs expected mose frequently in face-19-face situations. A selated atisnals for
expocting loss nenseapenss for face-0-face interviews is the geester ofTert peopls would be
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likely to make in remembering information for someons who is actually pressnt. Thus, there
would be fewer "don't knows® for answers, as well as more details given by respondents for
respondents, the differencs is only significant on four variables (Tabie 4). For the thirtsen
variables considered, all but two show more nonresponse in the predicted direction, with
"car seats for children® and "okay to drive after 2-3 drinks.*

*received weifare past three years.” More will be said in the next chapter about the fact that
limited support. On the other band, it could be said that thers were a0 contradictory findings,
that is, 80 sigaificant differences is the direction opposits 10 that predicted.
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It was decided to Jook further at some of the anomalous findings 10 ses whether
explanations or clarifications might emerge from possible interacting or suppressing effects
from other variables. In other words, if a mods effect had besn expected but did not seemn 10

There is not much agresment in the Hterature on factors which might iateract with
were greater for women thas for men. But others have sot detected interaction effects
MH.ﬁim.uhﬂ(ﬁm‘lﬂm.lﬂ?ﬂhﬁhblﬂ)
which did attempt 10 s0¢ whether mode differences in Tesponss pstierns were greater for some

pﬁfﬂ“hﬂ.hm-ﬂlnhﬁluﬂ””” ,
Purthermore, Mﬂﬂ““ﬂmﬂjﬂm
The potential inseractive ofTects of sex, age, and education are examined below, since
thess variabiss ase often important sources of interaction effects in other swoject aress.
!ﬂ-.ﬁnp:trcmﬁjﬂmiﬁﬂhﬁ-iﬁm

“h_dﬂm




disagresment with the statement, "It would be better for a pre-school child's emotional
informal survey had rated agresment with the statement as somewhat socially desirable, it was
porhaps because this responss was really not socially desirable for all types of peopls, &
sigaificant efTect for mode (b= 1347, p=.50). with face-10-face coded as 1 and telephone
coded as 0. The variabls was then regressed on both mods and sex of the sespondent (scosed 0
for men, 1 for women) 10 see whether controlling for sex might uacover the effect of mode.
Sex was found 10 have & sigaificant net effect (b= - 5125, p= 0012, two-tadled test). Men
were more likely 10 agres with the statement thes women. More agresment by men is 00 be
controlling for sex of the respondent (p=.4920).

An imteraction wrm for sex and mode entered into the regression equation was aet
hypothesis. k may be thet agseement is very, rather thes somewhat, socially desisabls for
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The offects of education and ags oa the varisbie were aleo examined in a regression
equation (including mods and sex). There was a main effect for years of education
(b=-.1203, p=.0000), and ags (b= 029, p=.0000), but no interaction efTect between either
education and mods or age and mods.

Thus, interpretation of thess unexpected findings on the variable has not besn
clarified by further data analysis. The subject matter of the questionnaire item may simgly
not have any clear social desirability componeat becauss of changing mores, individual
difTerences, or confounding effects of interviswers' sex. In any case, the results do not
support the original hypothesis of significantly more socially desirable responss in personal
interviews for “somewhaet® socially desirable iems. However, the fiadings for the other
somewhat socially desirable item ( "how satisfied with life are you?*®) do support the
hypothesis. Puture tests of this theory should include a larger aumber of somewhat socially
desizable itoms.

Neutral Desirabiiity

For variables coasidered 10 have 80 social desirability component in & particuler
sesponse, 20 sigaificent mesn or proportion diffesences by mods were predicted, ualses recall
was required. Thesefore, when the face-10-face sample reporied waiching significantly more
ACCESS TV, this wes considered an anticipated finding. Nevertheless, a further lock st one
possible insesaction effect would be intssesting.

Perhaps, o8 noted earlier, these might actually be a social desisability component 10
the seperting of watching ACCESS TV. If 50, our theory weuld still predict mose hours
sepersed in face-t0-face ineerviows. The t-test did show a peobebility of .021 (ens-talled test)
of finding such a diffessnce botwesa the means. Contselling on 98z, ags ond education in 8
segeession analysis éié net changs the relationship. A twe-way anslysis of veriencs was then
dons, comparing meens ¢a houss weiched by mede for four difTosent lovels of education.
Nelther the maia effecss for lovel of education or meds wess significant, 8¢ wess the



two-way interactions.'® But the patterning of the means for the groups is illumiaating
(Table $).

For the thres lowsr education levels, there are consistently higher means reported in
the fa-to-facs situation, whils for the group with the highest education level, there is
practically no difference bstwesn modes. This pattern may be evidence of s difference by
education level in how socially desirabie it is to report watching ACCESS. Peopls with a high
level of education do not report watching more educational television when interviewed
face-to-facs, possibly becauss they take watching educationa! television for granted. Peopis
with lower levels of education may, however, be attempting t0 pressnt a more favourable
impression of themeelves in personal interviews.

We may have here an intesesting case of an ides proposed by De Maio (1984) to link
the two primary conceptions of social desirability . It may be the cass “that certain items are
endorsed (artifactually) just becauss they are desizable, especially by thess whe need secisl
approval” (italics mine] (p. 271). For thoss with less education, responses 10 this iem may
reflact both persomality aad ieem-besed social desirability. It is possible,then, that saying ons
waiches a lot of ACCESS TV jg, i fact, s somewhat socially desizable responss, at lesst for
some typss of peopis. The exparts and others who, on the informal survey, rated the item as
80t having & social desirability componsnt were themssives perhaps showing biasss produced
by their own high level of education. A better futuse test of mods effects would sequire more
itoms more truly ncutral in desicability for all sespondents.

Even If the ACCESS TV itom was misciassified in thet saying one weeches a grest deal
of ACCESS is actually semowhat socially desizabls, sesuits could still be considessd 10 suppert
the thesry. The peopis for whem & is peobebly somowhat secially desizabls 10 say they wetch
ACCESS, thoss with less education, ase the cnss mest affecesd by the face-10-face meds of

insrviowing.
"Alemes of o sitinically sigaificent istesaction offect for lovel of education and
ould b ® e sistively laags etioncs asound cach mmes (ses Toble $

sundesd dovistions).
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Secially Undesirable

For the somewhat socially undesirable category a variabis about watching television
(of any kind) showed significantly more hours waiched in the face-to-face sample, contrary
10 what was predicted. A t-test hed shown a probability of .048 (ome-tailed test) of obtaining
such a difference betwesn the sample means. Regressing hours of wievision wasched o mode,
sex, education, and age showed sigaificant effects for education (b= -43.1802, p=.0001) and
age (b=5.5335, p= 018), but sot for mods (p=.1434).% S0, older peoples reported waiching
more television, and the more educated watched less. There were 20 interaction effects
mwuu...ammm”mwnmw
oquation.

Another somewhat socially undesizable rated variabls, "Have you or aayons elss in
your housshold received financial heip from relatives in the past thres yesrs?® showed
sigaificantly move socially desicabls ssswers (“20°) i the telophons sampls whea the
opposits result had besn prediceed. To ses If the frequency of & “20" respense éifTered in
modes by sex, croestabs showing the relationship betwesn mods and responss wess st up
contrelling for sex. Sex wes not found 10 interact with mods. Similar sesults wese obtained
controlling for age and then years of education and, although increasing ags and years of
oducation seduced mods's efTect cn the proportion of "20° responses. the ofYeces weee not
sigaificent.

A logistic segeession wes tried in which the peobability of saying “no° 10 “received
finsacial help from selstives® was segsessed on mode, ags of sespendent, yeass of education,
ond s in a loght model. The fellowing cesfTicients/standasd er7ors™ wese obtained fer the
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Mode = 2.67987
Ap = 6.57223
Hﬁﬂmﬂmﬂmnhm&-ﬁ(‘n‘ﬂhm
_ﬂnmmm-yn(m-ﬂmwﬂl)m“hm
mode's effect effect on saying "no” did not differ by respondents’ ages ot levels of education.
varisbiss controlied, mode still has a significent effect, and it is in the opposhe direction from
m-ﬁ“nﬂhu#m“ﬂn_ﬂmﬁj
(ﬂa“mpﬂ)nnﬂm_ﬁynhmrg-n-m They are
lﬁ_m ﬁqunﬁdyhﬁjﬁﬁ_hmm
themesives, but concerning other pecpls, 100. The easlest and least inconvenient 1esponss 10
make is "0° and this "lazy® sesponss tendency may override the social undesicability factor
ﬁm:yhmhﬁhﬂlmﬁjif pinance of ¢
desisability as a faceor in peopis's answers. mh“ﬂMHﬂiﬁu
ﬂﬁhiﬂ“ﬂfﬂﬂrtﬂ.ﬂ““'&ﬁs
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*yes*® responss more often face-10-face. One

hhﬁﬂ“mﬁhﬂﬂ.mhﬂlgﬂh
iﬂbﬂ.“ﬂﬁ_mﬂtﬂhﬂi“
#“bﬁmﬂﬂhﬂﬂﬁ!ﬂ‘ﬁﬁfﬂﬂ*lﬂ
mpond ,;';“ﬁ-ﬂﬂ'n‘ﬁ—lﬂ-_dh Howeowsr, sosniving
ﬁhﬁﬁﬂnﬁﬂ adesisabie, 09, in this cass, we did net expect & mede
@ffessnss. Pusthormens, & s Wholy thet whather someons in the houssheld hes sessived




subject to verification, whereas receiving financial help from relatives is not. Immediate
interactional comsiderations of favourable pressntation of self may bs outweighed by the
chance of being caught in a Me.
the respondent had been unemployed for up (0 a month in the past thres years. Dut the

A crosstabulation controlling for sex was done which indicated that women were
giviag ths socially desirable “20° response more often face-10-face whils men did 0 more
often on the telsphone. Crosstabulations wers alo tried costrolling for level of education and
299, but these did ROt appesr 10 indicate any isteraction betwesn mode and either of thess
independent variabies. To verify the selationship betwesn mods and sex, 3 t-test was dons

giving the secially desicabls “n0" responss mose ofven ia face-10-face interviows than men.

Oune expocts that it would bs meve secially undssizable for 2 mas 10 be unemployed thes & is

for s women, 00 men should be less willing 0 admit 10 having been unemployed in fremt of
A logistic segsession wes then tried with the probability of mying “n0® 10 "Have you

vatisbies in the equation wem:

1. Mets = - 3082
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2. Ags = 604836
3.  Education = 2.60206
4. S = 203812
M.m(mdl)muﬂmmvw:y‘ﬂ‘m;ﬂﬁ.mm
mmmmmwﬁmﬂmﬂmmnﬂch
mm-mm'g'mmmﬁanMn
*uasmployed®.

m.wMﬂmwﬁnhmhnnfﬁ-ﬁwm‘
was added 10 the logistic regression equation along with the other predictor varisbles, mode,
mMﬂuAMnﬂlmm&lmm
MaMW“nﬂgﬂmhMMﬂﬂmm
“m.lbdlhlﬁhmﬂh-ﬂhm{
W'omm.ﬁi.ﬁ“—-ﬁﬂunm
house.” When this varisbls was controlied for, the caly important original predictor of
mn”M(&ﬂmﬁrﬁ-ﬂmnldmg-Lm&Q
respactively).

What the sbove shows is thet, uitimetely, the oaly varishbles which ssemed o be
mudfu“h—ﬁmwin‘ﬁ‘ﬂnmh-—hﬂ



are slightly more “no® responses face-to-face, but probably the combination of having &
slightly higher proportion of homemakers in the personal interview sample as well as the
likelibood that unemployment is not 30 undesirable for women has kept the difference
betwesn sampies from attaining significance.
mrwuunmwmmmrmmnmm

offect on the probability of answering "20° is an iadication that unempioyment
socially undesirable for some, but not others, at least whea considered in relation to one's self

in answering a question. This item, then, may 80t have besn a good choics for testing the
hypothesis.

Very Secially Undesirable

In the very socially undesirable category, thers was a significant difTerence betwesa
telophone and face-10-face means on the “Punishments for impaired drivers are bscoming %00
m‘“”dhm&inﬂhmﬂ&.ﬂ
was surprising. becouss the sampiles had not difTesed on a related question, °It's okay 0 drive
9008 afver drinking two or thees alcobolic drinks.”
education, and on age, showed the first thees of thess varishies, mode, sex, and education, %
sigaificant intesaction offects inugiuing cither age or 2ex, and mods. However, intseduciag
verisbiss) yisided s significant slops fer the education/meds intesaction (b= - 112, p= 018).
This meant that the effect of the intsrviowing meds varied with the sespondent's lovel of
oducation.




To examine this effect more clossly, respondents were divided into two groups (up w0
compieted high school, and education bsyond high school). The means of thess two groups
were compared, by mode, using an analysis of variance (Table 6). The means for the high
education respondents were similar in both intsrviewing modes, and were little different from
the mean for the low education respondents interviewed face-t0-face. The anomaly among the
four groups wes the much higher (lssst socially desirable) mean for the low education group
interviswed by telephone.

Telephons respondents, whatever their lsvel of education, do not hold less socially
desizabls opinions about drinking and driving (Tabie 7). But level of education did make 2
difTerencs in their understanding of the "punishment” question, if it was asked over the
telophons. The form of this question is more complex, in that it asks for level of agresment
with a statement endorsing a socially undesirable stance. The question on driving aftsr
drinking doss this, 100, but is simpler to0 understand. The simple key phrase, “It's okay to®
highlights what the respondent is being asked 10 agres with. The impaired driver question, oa
the other hand, wees less familiar vocabulery, (¢.g.. “impsaired”) and hes a dowbis negative
structure, if ons disagress. The respondent must think about punishing somecns, the meaning
of "impaised driver,” and whether punishments for such people are sovess or not, and then
try %0 remember exactly with what it was be or she was agresing or disagresing. The
combiastion of less educstion (and, hencs, less experionce with complicated vertal
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Tuable 6
Means (by Mode) of High and Low Education Groups

on Impaeired Driver Punishments Question
Type of Sample
Eace-1o Pacs Jelephone
1.86 2.75
(221) (61)

1.78 1.71
(239) 1)



Type of Sampls

Eaco-s0-Face Telephe

2.31 2.25

221) (63)

(239) (L))



B. Variebility

There was no further statistical analysis doas for findings contrary 10 predictions
tregarding either variability or nonresponse. For the latter, it is difficult to carry out further
analyses because the proportions of SORTSPONSS are 90 very low. And, some ideas relsvant to

It had bess hypothesised thet variability would be sigaificantly greater for telephons
respondents on thoss questions which had somewhat socially desirable or undesirable answers.
Facs-10-face responess would show significantly greater variability on ivems reguiring recall,
but oaly if there was no social desirability component. However, it appears likely that, in

more variability in response for the face-to-face sample on the two variables messuring

telsvision watching. Facs-to-face respondents may bs putting more of an effort isto

10 increase Quantity and varisty of response for open-ended questions (Groves and Kaha,

1979) and a similar principle may bs at work on thess hours of wisvision waiched questions.
Other contrary findings on varisbility are aot 50 readily explained, however. The

“impaired driver punichments® question may have exhibited more variahility on the wlephons

pressures as 10 how 10 chosse the “right° sespense. Purthesmose, the fact thet thess may et
s uniferm opinion en the sociel desicabllity of agsesing with the statement may centsibats %0
variability as well.

Posibly, verichiity is & measuse which is net o geestly influsnced by considesations
of social desizability as assumed. Ov, factom such as sequicing secall or asking & complin
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mhuﬂydlmmnhmnﬁﬁmdmﬂmmmm
eartier in assessing differences betwesn sampies on means or proportions, such as the
possibility that an answer was socially desirable for some, but not others, or that items may
have been misclaseified, could aleo lead to unsxpected findings on variability. In any case, the
hypothesis that there would oaly be more variabilit) for telephone respondents on somewhat
desirable and undesirable variables has received very limited support. There appear (o be other
factors at work here which were 80t taken into account at the prediction stage.

m;ﬁlﬂnmmnfnaﬂmmﬁeﬁnﬂyhhﬁmm
MMﬂmmfﬁmm“ﬁmmmm
mmmﬂmfﬂmmupﬂdmfa
rmﬂhhfhmmfuvmﬁmﬁﬂﬁnymmhm

GifTerence ia direction on nonsesponss which could have occurred by chance alone.
sttituds of aa opinion, with the face-10-face group showing 0% nonres net On these
behavicural items. ANl fous significantly differsnt questions came from the seme section of
hq—ﬂlﬂinhwbmﬁhﬂ-ﬂmnnﬁﬂmm
mm—-ﬂi'ﬁ‘tm‘ﬂmhmm

the saclelly desisabls anower, “20° mese fraquently 0 the hem asking I they er snyons ia
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their household had recsived financial help from relatives. Here, then, for thess four items, it
would be valuable to test whether face-t0-face noaresponss is less because behaviours are the
subject matter (with the implication to the respondent being that responses could be checked
for accuracy) or bacause the subject metter was the racassion. & topic of more immediate

concern to peopls in Edmonton than other subjects might be at the time. It may even bs that
more worrisome items creats different responss patterns in interaction situations, 30 that the
not produce a significantly different pattern of sonresponss. Yet, the subject matter related
(o the recession as it did for the behavioural items which did exhibit patterns of nonresponse
of unemployment item is very similar t0 the four significantly different variables, the fact

that an opinios is asked for rather than a behaviour or factual item, may be respomsible for

somewhat greater nonresponss for the telsphone semple is maintained.

Looking for explanations of wnexpected findings regarding noaresponse based oa as
itom‘s desirability or undesirabllity doss not reveal any clear pattern. Theve is an exceptioa
for childsen) gad in the very uadesirable category (okay o drive after 2-3 drinks), although
nekher is significant, 50 secial desicability of the item itself is probably not s factor in

a) there happen 10 bs mose undesirable Kems examined aad, thus, more chence of finding

differences in this ares and b) all of the significant diffessnces in RORISPORSS ate OB
Thes, t0 summarise, theee is & goners! tendency for more S0RIIPORIE AMORg

telophons sespondents, but diffessnces in neasspenss en cur chesen varishies are enly




recession. To say anything further about the effect here of the question's subject matter
would require examination of more items from the Edmonton Ares Survey.



A. Semwory of Mede Effects

To attempt an overall assessment of whether mode of interviewing did have the
predicted effects on responses 10 questions asked on the 1988 Edmonton Ares Survey, it
would be useful first 10 review these predictions. It was proposed that the nature of
mmuummm«mrnmm:ﬂmmnn
ways that would relate both 10 & person’s choice and amount of responss on certaia kinds of -
qQuestions, as well as t0 his or her decision whether (0 answer Questions at all. Decauss the
physical pressnce of another human being ssems 10 produce s kind of solidarity or
sccommodation betwesn the individuals, it was propossd that how one was interviews
desirabie or undesirable, since how & person answers such questions affects the other's
evaluation. The face-10-face situation mak~s any such evaluation more imsmediate and
importaat 10 the respondent.

However, for questions subject 10 the influsnce of social desizability, it shouid oaly be
on those topics which have somewhat socially desizable or undesirable answers where
help respondents chooss answers 10 such questions, some topics arouwss such strong feslings on
hmd.“““”bﬂﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂ:
10 & strong socistal s0rm about the propristy of a certain responss, of 10 & strong personal
senee of involvement or commitment t0 answering ia & specific way dus 10 the iadividual's
wadssicoble roponse, thers should be 50 difference by mods in reponses unisss mamory secall




more thorough, and thoughtful responses. These predictions were 10 be tested through
examining differences in means or proportions on responsss betwesn samples differing by

Some predictions were also made regarding the relative variability of responses in the
responess 10 items were only gomswhat soclally desirable or undesirable, because the
evaluative presence of the Other in face-to-face interviews would have that much more of &
cuss provide 10 guids choice of the desirable responss option.

It was aleo predicted that for items requiring recall which did not have a socially
desirable or undesirable responss, there would be more variability in face-10-face answers.
m-ﬂﬂhlnﬂmrmhmmnhﬁnmhpﬂm
nonverbal attentivensss cuss which would promots more efTort and thoroughness in *
“ﬁgmwummmmm

mmdhm“ﬁqﬂﬁ'ﬁnﬁmmﬂ
mdmhmlnﬂnﬂimd'ﬂrmhm
being shown by Fisher's Exact Test.

mode of interviewing ate summarised again for convenience in Tabie 8.



1. Very Socially Desisuble

2. Somewhat Socially Desirable

3. Neutsal Deslsability

4. Somewhat Socially Undesirable

3. Very Socially Undesisable

Mass or Progontion
Sams in both modes

in more
for face-00-ace

Same but significamly
@ifovant If secell sequind

for face--face

Naciahiliey Noamsponss
Same in both modes  Significantdy more for

Same in both modes w-nh
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of whish they wese svase. Thus, swerenses was endad “yos” or “no”, 0 If the saapandent
tat bs o7 the was svess of ACCESS TV, he sapenss wes soded “No”, ast NR (aenseapenss).

o verisbls having & dishatamaus raaponss which cannot, dhevefers, b compased for verisbiity
m—ﬁim-pﬂ—uﬁﬁﬁ:—mm“
did ant momtion




all predictions had been fulfilied, results on each variable would be coded as “a". Obviously,

If we examine the findings in Column 1 (Means or Proportions), for example, we can
ses that predictions on five of the fourtesn variabies were differeat from expectations.
since thess were, in efTect, predicting a fairly certain outcome (i.c., lack of s mods effect).
_ﬁmht-ﬁmmumﬂ_mmmmmmnnd
such factors as complexity of a question. It was not anticipated, however, that the same offect
“punishment® question might be difficult to understand.

The other excoptions in this column are more problematic for the prediction thet items
with somewhat socially desirable or undesirable answers would be most affected by mods and
varisbies in thess thres categories (ratings 2, 3, and 4), four showed wasxpected
A/proportion results. m agresment with the “Botter for pre-school child i mother
dossa't work® hhﬁﬁyﬁﬂﬁﬂi““ﬂm
is probably controver al, and may be peculiarly suscoptidie 10 interviewsr offects. Therefore,
it may ot be » good west for mods effects deriving from social desisabllity of the iem.

The same criticiem might be lovelied at the "Have you besn unemployed in the past
mm?‘_ﬁnﬂi_mMnﬂﬁ-mﬁk-“ﬁ

ployment snd on their views of the degaes of undesisability of being wasmployed.
mm**ﬁhiﬁﬁ“_iﬂh'ﬂ'
having besn unemployed is that these is 20 way 10 seconstruct how the sespondents i the
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informal rating survey were svaluating & "yes® answer. They were asked how they would rate
a "yes" responss, but it would also be useful to know if they were picturing & man or a
woman, an 0ld Perecn oOr & young person, themesives or people in general. With the benefit of
The remaining exceptions, "Hours watched TV past wesk®, and "Have you or any
other members of your housshold received finaacial heip from relatives?” are both questions
asking the respondent to put a fair bit of effTort into recalling details of his or her own
behaviour as well as events occurring (0 other people. We might expect that responding 1o
these would bs dons “better” in a face-t0-face situation, even if there were 8o considerations
of item social desirability operating, simply because of the respondent ‘s desire to please the
way would be more important than this sccommodative aspect, i.5., that one's self image in
considerations of societal definitions of social desirability when a person is asked to recall
behaviours or events, at least when the subject matter is somewhat socially undesirable.
wosk® ieoms showed resuits as predicied, | fesl now that they may have dons 50 for the wrong
reasons. There probably is a social desirability component 10 showing awarensss, regardiess of
what the informal survey results showed, and 1 feel that it is probably somewhst socially
ACCESS TV watched face-10-face because it is somewhat socially desirable to waich
ACCESS, rather than because the item was nowtzal in desirability but required recall effort.
Also, peedictions showld have besn for significantly mors face-10-face “yes® responsss on the
*Awaze of AOCESS TV*® quastion for the sams reason. However, the latier question was




which they were aware. Most peopls are only aware of the television service provided by
ACCESS, not the other services, 50 they name this one. Thus, it is less a matter of giving a
socially desirable response by citing ACCESS TV service than it is one of recalling what is
both a asutral piecs of information and just about the galy pisce of information on the
subject of which anyons is aware. On the other hand, asking how many hours of ACCESS TV
a person has watched dogs gt at answers which have a social desirability component.

If the two variables concerning ACCESS TV are, in fact, behaving in this way, i.c.,
familiar thing about ACCESS to most people, then we need not expect sigaificant differences
by mode. Similarly, we would expect significantly more hours of ACCESS watched 10 be
reported face-10-face, as obtained, if watching ACCESS is somewhat soclally desizable.

A final comment about the findings on mode effects for differences in means or
desizabie to some but not others, or elee were complex questions. Where aa attituds doss have
8 responss comsidered by most peopis t0 be somewhat socially desirable or undesirable and
where the isem is easily understood, thess doss sppesr 10 be a mods effect on the response
given. We can sy either that the face-10-face mods ssems 10 produce & more socially
desirable responss or, aliernatively, that the telophons mode seems 10 produce & more socially
besn tested, however, ik can oaly be Lontatively concluded that there is some support for the
hypothesss.

posscnally bese unemployed for up 0 2 menth?® Sems might claim thet they did net shew



the mode efTects expected bacauss they concerned behaviours rather than attitudes. However,
I fenl that attributing differences to "behaviours” might obscure the efTects of the dynamics

behaviour in the face-t0-face situation than they would on the telsphone.

In a ssnee, then, for thess questions, social desirability which affects the response
attitudes and behaviours. Rather, for the behavious/recall items for which there is only some
or no social desirability, the principle guiding the repondent’s answer appears 10 be "please

1 do fesl, however, that thess questions, though all ranked as “somewhat® socially
“worss® than watching a Jot of television or haviag had someone in the housshold receive
financial help from relatives. There may be an indication that this is the case in the
margisally greater proportion of "20°” responses face “~-face for the une yment question
(which may well have besn sigaificantly greater if ssx had not been affecting “n0” responses
20 greatly).

Such generalizations may not bs justifiable from so0 few examples, but they may be
worth testing further another time. For such a purpose, it would be aecessary to try to
explain why behaviour/recall responess sesm subject to different influences than attitude
10 a person then is an opinion. At the very socially desizable or undesirable end of the
continsum, acts may bs well remembesed because of the ego involvement at thess extremes,
and the interviswer will oot have much influence on one's efTort remembering these. In the




personal interview situation when speaking of acts or events in the respondent's life. This
it look as if it is the very socially desizable or very socially undesirable nature of a particular
response to a particular question, or the item characteristic, which is responsible for
similaritios in responses to attitude and behaviour questions when modes are compared.

In a way, support for these latter ideas can be gathered from Column 3 of Table 9
(m-ﬂiﬂ significant or nons tnﬂuﬂ&ﬂuupﬂﬂ)mm

that social desirability may bs operating difTerently as a factor influsacing respc
behavious/recall items. In other words, the rsspondest's motivation appears to have a
different basis on recall as opposed 10 attitude iems.
item. The lack of a significant mods difference on this behaviour item may not invalidate the
above ideas about greater respondent motivation to recall face-t0-face. The question format
was a bit different in that respondeats could answer “0" hours as an aleernative %0 not
answeriag, 20 this factor may be eprngible for the lack of a sigaificant mods differencs in
nonresponse. There still appears 10 bs a besic division in noaresponss patterns betwesn
soaresponss. For nonresponse, then, it appears thet hypothesss were only supporsed for

K is Mbaly that ot leest soms of the usexpeceed findings on differences or lack of
_ ,,;";:vﬁﬂy“:ﬂ-ﬂ-hpﬁmmhﬁm




in the telephons sample when no difference was predicted. The question itself may I ¢ been
a bit complex as it asked respondents to agree or disagree with the statement, “There should
be stricter penalties for parents who do not properly secure their children in car safety seats.”
It is similar to the double negative on the impaired driver punishment question and may have
led 10 a significantly greater variety of response (indicative of confusion) on the telephone.

was significantly different.

For the remaining two unexpected variability findings, one is a behaviour/recall item
("Hours watched TV past week ") and rationales for why variability might be greater in
face-to-face situations have already been suggested. The remaining item, "Chance someone in
housshold unemployed next year” showed more variability on the telephone, as predicted, but
the difference was not sigaificant. I have no explanation for this finding other than the
possibility that the item could have been very rather than somewhat socially undesirable. In
this case, a difference in variability would not have been expected.

Tnﬂb.ﬁﬂtympﬂmﬂmhu;y;;
in that it would bs primarily dependent on the distinction betwesn the “very” and
“somewhat” lovels of social desirabilit;
obvious basis for the patierning of results. Ouly aine of the fourtesn variables could be
examined, however, and bacause of possible miscisssifications and unanticipated question

Soms of the same rationales for unsxpected results which spring 10 mind have already
appered in consection with discussion of mean/proportion as well as noaresponse unexpected

with question content (pre-school child em), where motivation 10 recall accuratsly appears
ity (TV wetching). and perhaps where the seriousnsss of the issue w0
smes concern with sslf -pessentation (chance of somecns in housshold
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mode of interviewing itestf will cause differences in variability whea an item has a
‘ﬁlﬁ'nﬂﬂymﬁum&m Either other factors besides desirability

mmﬂdeEm,vm:uhﬁnihm
mndwmnﬂﬂﬂmwdmiaﬂm
nﬁtm&lﬂnﬂy“ﬂuﬂ‘m“ﬂmb

mmmnmm“mmﬂmﬂmmm
nﬁﬂ“dﬂ_nnﬁ:ﬂﬁﬁHhmdﬁmmﬁwﬁ
However, the effect is limited 10 attitude questions where there is consensus that an answer is
attitude questions and oaly for those which were not controversial.
Hﬂmnm:ﬂh&;ﬂ;—-ﬁnmﬂmm@mh
nﬁmmlﬁnﬁ-mm(hﬂiﬁIMd‘ﬁmﬂ)h
0t 50 much related 10 the content desisabllity of the question, but 1o the desirability of
ﬁmhmm“nmmﬂﬂm but it is a differemt
i of soc jty, more of & responsivensss 10 the Other evidenced by geeater effort
nﬁﬁhmm ﬁd’fmhlﬂnmm-md‘

about how meds of inserviswing end aeavertal communication might affect answers 0
' quanions hoving & svsial desimbiity compenent. The peessnce of acavertel cuss is the
fase-00-face situstien s still considesed 90 be the unduiying explonatery faceer in mede
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that different types of nonverbal cuss are predicted to “kick in" at different times. In other

words, one typs of cue is proposed to take over from another typs as being more important in

guiding responses, say at a certain level of social desirability and depending on whether the
Because there were mors obvious petterns to the mode differences obtained in the

mean/proportion and nonresponse measures, as well as fower usable variabies for the
affect resposses will be based o findings in Columns 1 and 3 in Table 9. Thus, at the very
nonverbal evaluative cues regarding item desirability are not particularly relsvant to the
relovant factor in the responss given and that nonverbal evaluative cues, if present, would
simply comstitute “noise” in the system.
provide wseful information to the respondent in choosing the "right® asswer. But for
behavioural items, it is souverbal atsentivensss cuss which appear 10 provide the more
importast iaflusace on & respondest ‘s snewer. They motivats the respondent $0 answer moss
carefully and thoroughly when he or she is asked 10 recall information, oven If the
information is detrimental 10 the respondent's self’ pressatation.

ious/vec ;h-ﬁiidnﬂ“ and they also appear 0 couse meds
mn*mhhnigﬂhh*ﬁ
atthudes azgues fer the irsslow 100 of asnverbal cuss fer decisions shout whether 80 answer,




behaviour/recall items at the very socially desirable and very socially undesirable levels if the
respondent is asked 10 provide a great deal of detail. The variables here do not test this
scessary to do 80 to understand whether there can be mode

behavioural questions or whether social norms (item characteristic desirability) really are more

important at these extremes for both attitude and behaviour questions, as appears to be the
Where an attitudinal item is controversial, that is, where giving a particular response

could be desirable to one subgroup of respondents but undesirable to another group, answers

others in guiding responses. Evaluative cuss linked to item characteristic desirability may not
be 50 readily conveyed by the intsrviewer on thess topics (due to his or her own indecision) or
situations and frame rSpORsss 10 GRCOUTAgs greater production of thess. Or, perhape, they
simply rely more on stereotypes related 10 what they comcaive a desirable answer would be to
an interviewer having a particular typs of appearance. In either case, the result would be the
One further necessary modification 10 the theoretical ideas presented in Chapeer 2 is
10 place more importance on noaverbal comprehension cuss. Thess will result in mode
@iffessnces on complex questions deapite the dageee of secial desicability inveived in giviag &
face-t0-face seapendents, it is impesstive 00 ruls out the pessibility thet complesity of




qQuestion format is the resson for the mods differencs.

There is a danger in generalizing to such & great extent from s0 fow exampies. These
theoretical modificstions should obviously be tested more broadly in the interest of
the validity of ratings made of the desirability or undesirability of answering in a particular
manner. Thus, in this study, it was suggested that the social desirability of a response for
very meaning of an item and, thus, its desirability could differ for various respondent
ssction of the questionnaire could play on the respondent s concern (or lack of it) for
have to be taken into account in choosing the best items for testing these modified hypotheses
in future ressarch.

B. Place in the Litersture

This study repressnts an attempt t0 introduce soms order into the morass of
contradictory findings on mods effects and “sensitive questions” by insisting that we have to
for such mode differences must consider the nature of aouverbal communicat R cues which
are preseat in facs-to-face interaction. Explanations must also consider how such cuss might
bs expected 10 relats 10 the content of the questionnaire iems themesives in terms of their
social desicabliity, becawss such desizability is usually at the basis of an Jem's "semsltivity®.
mmmmm.u“u-mhﬁﬂhp,,::,,;,f!i
there wess ensugh contrary fladings ©0 poiat towards the existence of & grester complenity
thas expected.

Moot stmdies en mode differences which do seflact on the sols thet neavertel
communication must bs playing simply stats thet & s tnown 10 pesform veriens




communicative fuactions. But they do not go further to elaborate on what sorts of mode
differences should, then, be expected becauss of thase functions (¢.g.. Sykes and Collins,
1988). Or, they may describe soms differences which are likely based on a partial analysis of
nonverbal fesdback functions, as when it is thought that more difficult cognitive tasks, such
as recalling, will be vulnerable to media effects. Problems in this case are sesn to arise becausc
of the faster pace of telephone interviews which, in turn, is due 10 a need for verbal flow to
compensate for the lack of other fesdback cues (Sykes and Collins, 1988). In other words,
mulkhbmm“mhlmm.mmfm.mempountmm
as well. The specifics of how nonverbal cue functions should create mode differences are not
considered. This is probably becauss the cues are not Jooked at in depth, in relation to how
they could affect communication as it would interrelats with particular items due 10 their
conteat.

This study has tried to argus a reasonable case for why specific nonverbal cue
functions should maks s difference on particular types of items, 80 that we should be able to
MMMMMhmmdM.thmm
partially successful in this task, but there wers enough unsaticipated problems with many of
the variabies chossn that a fair test of the hypothesss may not have besa possibie. To mention
)u.mdumrm.u-u-ummmmm
but not others, at least one Mem may have beea difficult %0 understand, and there was S0me
Question about whether somse items were truly meutral, in terms of social desirability.

Another ianovative festure of the study's design was that & attemspied t0 demonstrate
Mh“deuhhmmamWhm
for mods differences. A somewhat similer idea wes 0ested in the peeviously mentioned study
clted in Dradburs and Sudmen (1979) which losked at the way degees of thesat interacted
with the method of questionnsise administzation in preducing dissertion. That study, though,
wes limited 10 examining behavieural itoms, wheseas the pessent study included sttitudinel
questions. Purthermens, the Bradburs and Sudmes study did not sttempt 0 establish the
eadering of theeat 10 the seependents in the fems, whesess this study did sttempt oa



value for each topic, whils this study leaked at relative deviations of valuss of each method

inistration was greater for attitudinal isems, wi-ﬁhﬁluﬁhﬁunuﬁl
mm 1 would phrass the finding as a greater offect of face-to-face
administrati ,:nnﬂlmimutﬁlﬂuhlh-(-h_,,, culer
in the present study, sonresponse, mode ssems %0 have more of an effect oa behevicural
iems. In other woeds, thers is sigaificantly less nonresponss face-10-face for behavioural but
ot for attitudinal ftems. That nonresponse may difTer by mode according %0 whether
bshavioural or attitudinal questions ase examined is & Minding not proviowsly reported. This
shaviours). Such as ides would have 90 be tested exparimentally, however,

ﬁm—ﬁmxuﬂhﬁhﬁ_&hﬁﬁm
“ﬁﬁdﬁnﬂﬁhmmﬁh 'ﬁ‘ﬂ—.hh.!
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the o is gii}-tmportast, though, if nonresponss or variability are ueed as the measures of
mele fia. Thus, this study may provids evidencs that saliency's relationship to mode
effacts mamt be specified by the type of measurement of mode effects.

Although it was not a specific part of the hypothesss, there was evidence for
over the telephone. This difficulty was shown by the apparently more undesirable responses of
of carrying out mods comparison studies is 0 find out whether ons mode of questionnaire

tamined, and b) the answers t0 bebavioural questions were not verified. If face-t0-face
Tesponsss seemed more socially desirable when atticudes wers the subject, thers is 30 way of
respondents’ “real” attitudes. Despite the fact that error attributable t0 mode could not be
mensused have, & is otill & weelul ensrcies to attempt t0 understand why and where divergences
The fact that there appeared t0 bs 90 much better recall on face-to-face responsss,

desizabllity factor, might bs 2 more wortieoms concera 0 survey ressarchen who wast 10 e
telephons administration methods. Mode doss seem 10 introduce & kind of ervor, of omtission,
on thess items and &t may be worthwhils 20 concentrae offorts oa ways 10 increase the level
of motivatien for wisphons sspondents 50 that their secall is improved.
Appaseatly thess s ways %0 help climinate difTerences in secall batwesn face-t10-face
seaponses over the phons when he ashed physiciens 10 list journals they sead instead of mesly
obinined similer soopenses face-t0-fass and by laghons (Sudmen @ ol., 1994). k is posshils




that the ues of bounded recall procedures here produced aa improvement in telephone
sspondents’ memories. Further investigations should be made into whether such procedures
are applicable to any sort of subject matter, as well as how to adapt them to particular
qQuestion formats.

responsible. But there is no way to prove with these data that such cuss are actually causing
these differences without carrying out controlled experiments. If the same questionnaire item
is administered with and without a particular nonverbal cus by the same persos in the same
setting, then we can bs more certain that the cus itself is responsible for differences obtained.
In the pressnt case, we canaot even be entirely certain that thess cues actually occurred. Bven
the relative strength of sach typs of cus in comparison to the others, or about the rangs of
appiicability of each typs of cus, 10 bs able t0 fesl confident ia making predictions sbout their
offects. This study, thea, can caly bs seen as aa exploratory first sep which has uncovesed

above, thess nseds 10 bs soms experimental wesk dens en such communication to clarify s
rols in influsacing how pesple snswer questions. What precissly s communicated by &
geotuse? Ase these facters that mabs is impact geeater? Which cuss tabs prossdence ia whish
shustions? Can these cuss be climingated? Thess ass ol issuss whish would be of impestanse in
understanding why & diffessnt snswer might bs given in possonsl and cslephons inserviews
But thess b also some ovidenss thet whet happens when communisstion s madineed
b o wslophons is uet simply communisstion minus & nsnverbel compensnt but, pessibly, &
very @iffesent hind of communisation heslf. Conssntention en what ens heass alons soems 0

tion cuss have 10 be at the basls of mont




creats its own set of differences, such as greater effects dus 10 quality of voice, the strength
of an argument assuming more importance, aad 80 on. Thus, improved understandiag of
thess "audio® effects is aleo likely %0 bs mecemsary for real comprehension of besss for mode
differences. There is an obvious need for further experimental ressarch in this ares as well &
in the nonvertal ares. “ﬂm_h_ﬁmﬁﬂIMﬂ
Probably the most easily accomplished gosis ia furthering ressarch on social
m-“-ﬂMEhhmimmﬂyﬂm

mnm_iﬂmibﬂ-gmd-mw“
(from the same populetion on which the survey is carried out) in order to eliminate some of
the bisses which were apparent hare. The ideal weuld bs 10 catry out the social desizebility
assesement wsing the seme individuals whe were the 2espondents in the actual survey. 0 that
is or is not selated 00 the actual sesponss he or she makes.

Second, grester care must be taken in this desisabllity assesament 10 ensuse that the
carefully placed in the rating questiocansise 10 climinete any pessibility of grouping effects on
provided hess). This would allow for the exissence of pessible subtier shadings in desisabiiity
retings which may bs selovent 10 the opetation of acaverbel cuss.
_ﬂnﬁ“hﬁyﬂ_ﬂnﬂ-ﬁﬂﬂb_h
foslings shout vnemplepment. Corealnly. *ﬁ“ﬁﬂ*“




deriving from the same section of the questionnaire is a0t bringing its own sst of effects.
Coveriag & wider rangs and & larger sumber of variabies would allow the ressarcher to
be more cortain thet there really was & difference in the way . 'ds affects responess to
attitudinal ftems having somewhat socially desirable or uadesisable responess are snewered ia 2
more socially desisabls disection face-10-face. There is 20 difference by mods on elther
attitudinal or behavicural ems which have very secially desicabls or undesizable answers. It
intarviowsr is not s strong as hypothesised, since it is lmited have 10 attitudes, but i doss
SONER 10 GPEts 0B thoss atthudinel ems having responees which are a0t strongly desizable or
Josicable, as hypothesined.
interviowss's pant and asouse metivaties 10 answer may play & mose important 2ole thes had
boen hypothesined. Thus, sespendents did a0t soem 10 be trylag 10 present & betser image of
Instead, they sesmed 0 be making & grester offert face-t0-face 10 recall and answer
thessughly en undesinnbis topics. S0, mativating offects of nenvertal cuss appear o play &

further lovesigation, sush 20 the penibiiny that esstals kinds of senvertel cums ass mem




be certain, though, about any conclusions concerning the operation of thess cuss is 10 conduct
Campbell (1973).
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An Asssssment of Social Desirability

ﬁﬂhﬂnﬂm mn&y !hnnnh mvlﬂrﬂﬁ
question on the following scales of social desirability. hcﬁim how soclally desirable
you fesl it would be to give that responss to that question?

(1) Vesy socially desirable

(2) Fairly soclally desirable

(5) Very socially undesir
(Q)Am-ﬁhéﬂhag‘s‘mmmmmﬁm

in one direction while many respondents ”rdhkhmm
direction. (9) rating was oaly to be provided on the experts' m]

Thers should be mmmmmﬁmmmm
) children in car sefoty seats
() Respomss=Agres

, ) hi_bﬁﬁm'ﬁyﬁrm
( ) Response =Ofven
Punishments for impaired drivers are becoming 100 severe.
( ) Responss = Agres
, uiﬂhﬂﬂﬁiinmhm
( )  Response=fatisfied




m'zmmmmmmmmmm
lun'm-m

How many times did you attend church in the last four wesks?
Respones =Often

In the (or a8 long as you have lived in Alberta, if less than three
yean), nﬂWﬂ“m
conatributions t0 a

Response= Yes

How often do you get together with relatives?

Responss =Ofn

About how maay hours in the past wesk did you watch ACCESS Television on
cable chanael 9?
Responss=)Many Houns

In the (or as long as you have lived in Alberta, if less than three
yeans), annﬂm

nYes

The ressarch done ia universities benefits society.
nAgres

hhhumuhmbmmm.

Abowt how hours ia the have watched the

-ll!”:m mmn incluging pref
=hMany Oroups

Thess is a good chancs that someons i my household will be unsmployed in the
Mext year.
= Agres

In the next two years do you or anyons ¢les in your housshold plan 10 taks 2
M-?:maumw
=

I

|

i

H

|

|

Peopls with high incomes should pay & grester shase of the tanes then they do
v,

i
i

ohead - ¢o you think that & yesr fyom aow you (snd your family),
d!a'“.ama.cnﬂh-.--ﬂ

t
i

|

in e past wesk heve you persenslly wetched wisvisien?

i

|



In the pag "’j(ﬂ-hgnmh-m:m if Joss thea thres
&v‘?ﬂ n unemployed for wp to a month?

23!’&“&&3““3&3“&(“ 1-2




Yacishie
1. These should be stricter penalties flor pasents who do
20t properly seouse their childsen in car safety sests

Ofen

3. Punishments for impaired drivers are becoming
sovess.

4. Al in all bow aansified with s am you thess days?
Satlefied

S. Togstshend b i  noed & universh
; you seally & snivenshy




LIRS Yairs (or a8 long a8 you have lived
hhh-.lhh:ﬁmmm

“i-ﬂﬂ?

lmmHIn-“dhm
mv
(™}

9. I don’s think the Padaml sonssnment cares much
=ﬁpﬂh-ﬁ

1100 the gag than saam (o s long 05 you have Bved
iﬂﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁhm
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13.About how many howrs in the gaet wask heve you
cable channel 9?
Meny Houwrs

14.The sessssch dons ia universities benefies society.

153 is imporeant (o allow women 10 becoms
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Ratingsad NofBach
1 2 3 4 359
23 Federal and Provinciel Humen Rights Codes mabe &

Agres Bxpere 1 3 2 2
Ioviowsss - 5 4 1
Frionds 6 6 2 2
Tomls 12 13 4 ) 2
24.In the past thena yaars (or as long a8 you have lived
in Albert, if loss than thees years), have you
sacaonally been unemployed for up 10 2 month?
Yes Expure 1 2 3
Intorviowers 1 2 3 4
Friends 2 3101
Totals 3 38191
sk © drive so0n after having two or thees
drinks (withia 1-2 howss).
Agres Expars 3 4 1)
Interviowers 2 2 1 4 1
Niends 1 2 9 8§
Towmls 2 2 213 132
nﬂ.h—yndﬁ. hove?
‘This includes el of geads scheel, :‘
vooational, techaicel, and wnivesslly?
Many Years g 1 § 1 1
Intarviowens s ¢4 21
] 4 9 2
Tomls s$18 5 11
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