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PREFACE 

Th i s study was p o s s i b l e only through the cooperation of many people. 
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p a r t i c u l a r l y thank Hobert Yerkey, D i r e c t o r of the D e t r o i t Regional O f f i c e 
of the Bureau of the Census, and I r e n e Monti, the f i e l d s u p e r v i s o r i n 
D e t r o i t , who helped us so much i n the p r e t e s t i n g phase of the study and 
i n the development of t r a i n i n g m a t e r i a l s for observers. George Kearns 
and C u r t i s H i l l of the Bureau of the Census gave suggestions and did a 
great d e a l of the x-jork r e q u i r e d to organize and c a r r y out the complex 
sche d u l i n g for t h i s study. Leon P r i t z g e r of the Bureau of the Census 
helped w i t h h i s suggestions and support for the design of the study. 
Robert Fuchsberg of the United S t a t e s P u b l i c Health S e r v i c e was the 
c o n t r a c t o f f i c e r and helped to coordinate the e f f o r t s of the three 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s involved i n t h i s p r o j e c t . F i n a l l y , the Census i n t e r v i e w e r s 
who came to Ann Arbor f o r t r a i n i n g and served as observers i n t h i s study 
were H i l d a Walker, Ruby Ver S t r a t e , Kathleen H a r t w e l l , D o r i s R i d d i c k , 
Gladys B e l l , and Jeanne Johnson. 



FOREWORD | 

l 
T h i s r e p o r t p r e s e n t s one p a r t of the analyses made by the Survey 

Research Center of The U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan to the N a t i o n a l Health 
Survey, United S t a t e s P u b l i c Health S e r v i c e , as f u l f i l l m e n t of c o n t r a c t 
No, PH.86-64-37. The r e s e a r c h r e p o r t e d here was a cooperative undertaking 
of the N a t i o n a l Health Survey, the Bureau of the Census, and the Survey 
Research Center. The a n a l y s i s presented was c a r r i e d out by C h a r l e s F . 
C a n n e l l , F l o y d J . Fowler, J r . , and Kent H. Marquis, a s s i s t e d by Sandra 
F. Myers, of the Survey Research C e n t e r . The statement below i s a general 
overview of the r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t which was the source of the data d i s c u s s e d 
i n t h i s r e p o r t . 

The o b j e c t i v e s of t h i s study were: 

1. To i d e n t i f y major v a r i a b l e s which are r e l a t e d to accuracy of 

r e p o r t i n g of h e a l t h information i n the N a t i o n a l Health Survey, 

household i n t e r v i e w . 

2. To gain s u f f i c i e n t i n s i g h t i n t o the dynamics underlying those 

v a r i a b l e s t h a t they can be manipulated. 

There were four steps i n the data c o l l e c t i o n procedure. F i r s t , t h i r t y -

f i v e i n t e r v i e w e r s from s i x Bureau of the Census Regional o f f i c e s were 

observed while c a r r y i n g out t h e i r u s u a l NHS-HIS i n t e r v i e w assignments. The 

o b s e r v e r s , using an o b s e r v a t i o n form s p e c i f i c a l l y designed for t h i s study, 

were Census i n t e r v i e w e r s who had been s p e c i a l l y t r a i n e d to use the form. 

Second, a f t e r each i n t e r v i e w , the h e a l t h i n t e r v i e w e r was asked to f i l l out 

a b r i e f r e p o r t on the respondent and the i n t e r v i e w . T h i r d , on the day 

f o l l o w i n g the h e a l t h i n t e r v i e w , an i n t e r v i e w / o r \/ho had been 3 u o r n i n as 
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a S p e c i a l Agent of the United S t a t e s P u b l i c Health S e r v i c e , returned to the 

home and interviewed the p r i n c i p a l respondent about the h e a l t h Interview: 

the information and a t t i t u d e s he had about I t . Fourth, when a l l observations 

of a given h e a l t h i n t e r v i e w e r had been completed, t h i s s p e c i a l i n t e r v i e w e r 

i n t e r v i e w e d her about v a r i o u s aspects of her job and her r e a c t i o n s to 

variou s procedures and types of I n t e r v i e w i n g s i t u a t i o n s . 

FIGURE 1 

Chronology of data c o l l e c t i o n i n a t y p i c a l week 

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday 

Health I n t e r v i e w Group A Group B Group C Rest of Group C 
i f n e c e s s a r y 

Observation Group A Group B None None 

Self-enumerative 
form on respondent Group A Group B None None 

S p e c i a l I n t e r v i e w None Group A Group B None 

In t e r v i e w with 
i n t e r v i e w e r 

Any time a f t e r observation of h e a l t h 
i n t e r v i e w e r ' s work has been completed 

Group A Those respondents i n r e g u l a r NHS sample who could be 

contacted on Monday for h e a l t h i n t e r v i e w . 

Group B Those respondents i n r e g u l a r NHS sample not contacted on 

Monday but contacted and in t e r v i e w e d on Tuesday. 

Group C Those respondents i n r e g u l a r NHS sample who could not 

be reached on e i t h e r Monday or Tuesday. 

i v . 



F i g u r e 1 presents the standard data c o l l e c t i o n procedure i n a given 

week. O c c a s i o n a l l y an observer or s p e c i a l i n t e r v i e w e r worked an e x t r a day 

i f too few i n t e r v i e w s were made during the a l l o t t e d two days. As F i g u r e 2 

i n d i c a t e s , the study was c a r r i e d out i n s i x Regions f o r s i x weeks. The 

study was designed to obt a i n data on 12 respondents f o r each i n t e r v i e w e r . 

I n one ca s e , however, the h e a l t h i n t e r v i e w e r became i l l and no data were 

c o l l e c t e d on her assignment. I n s e v e r a l o t h e r s , some d w e l l i n g u n i t s were 

unoccupied r e s u l t i n g i n a reduced number of obtained i n t e r v i e w s . 

FIGURE 2 

Number of i n t e r v i e w s obtained i n f i n a l sample by week and region 

Week 
Region 

Week 

A t l a n t a Char l o t t e Chicago D e t r o i t New York 
P h i l a 
d e l p h i a T o t a l 

May 4-10 15 12 11 14 13 14 79 

May 11-17 12 14 8 12 9 11 66 

May 18-24 13 11 14 11 12 12 73 

May 25-31 9 9 9 • 12 15 13 67 

June 1- 7 14 IQ 10 14 0 15 63 

June 8-14 4 14 14 10. 11 11 64 

To t a l 67 70 66 73 60 76 412 

I n t e r v i e w e r from Chicago r e g i o n s u b s t i t u t e d , no C h a r l o t t e 
i n t e r v i e w e r a v a i l a b l e . 



A t o t a l of 478 i n t e r v i e w s were observed. T h i r t e e n of these 

respondents refused to be r e i n t e r v i e w e d and 53 could not be reached by 

the s p e c i a l i n t e r v i e w e r during the two days i n which she was to work, 

l e a v i n g 412 respondents for whom complete information i s a v a i l a b l e , 

Population estimates cannot be made from t h i s sample for s e v e r a l 

reasons. F i r s t , the sample was drawn only from the area e a s t of the 

M i s s i s s i p p i , w i t h the extreme Northeast excluded. Second, those 

respondents who are most d i f f i c u l t to r e a c h are somewhat underrepresented. 

However, the sample i s q u i t e comparable to the population i n a number 

of r e s p e c t s and i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e enough for the two purposes for which 

i t was designed: to suggest major tendencies i n respondents and to 

provide data for examining r e l a t i o n s h i p s between respondent 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and behavior. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The present r e p o r t i s the f i n a l one i n t h i s s e r i e s of f i v e on an 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o r e p o r t i n g problems on the H e a l t h I n t e r v i e w Survey. 

The study has i t s o r i g i n s i n previous record-check s t u d i e s on the HIS , 

which showed a tendency f o r respondents to r e p o r t i n a c c u r a t e l y , as 

w e l l as i n a c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n of the i n t e r v i e w which emphasizes the 

respondent's r o l e i n determining the accuracy of r e p o r t as w e l l as the 

i n t e r a c t i o n between the respondent and the i n t e r v i e w e r . T h i s o r i e n t a 

t i o n toward the i n t e r v i e w , w h i l e d i s c u s s e d at times, has not been used 

widely i n methodological s t u d i e s of the data g a t h e r i n g i n t e r v i e w . 

The a n a l y s e s of previous s t u d i e s show s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t 

p a t t e r n s of r e p o r t i n g accuracy by v a r i o u s demographic and s o c i a l c l a s s 

groups. D i f f e r e n c e s between r e p o r t i n g of groups of respondents are 

found c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y i n many other methodological i n v e s t i g a t i o n s . 

S i n c e the r e s e a r c h i n these a r e a s i s s p a r s e , i t was f e l t that the 

f i r s t study should be a broadly conceived I n v e s t i g a t i o n . The r e s u l t s , 

i t was hoped, would y i e l d some i n d i c a t i o n of the v a l i d i t y of t h i s 

c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n and would permit the generation of s p e c i f i c hypo

theses f o r l a t e r t e s t i n g i n experimental s t u d i e s . T h i s study was, then, 

seen as an e x p l o r a t o r y one, which would b r i n g more c l e a r l y i n t o focus 

areas for s p e c i f i c study which show g r e a t e s t p o t e n t i a l for improving 

r e p o r t i n g accuracy i n the HIS. 

While the study was not designed for t e s t i n g s p e c i f i c hypotheses, 

n e i t h e r was i t a f r e e f l o a t i n g s e a r c h ; f o r i t was anchored to a model 

of an i n t e r v i e w . The s t r u c t u r e of the model conformed to previous 
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r e s e a r c h data, to s u b j e c t i v e impressions gained by observing many 

personal i n t e r v i e w s of a l l types, and to r e s e a r c h f i n d i n g s and theory 

from s o c i a l s c i e n c e l i t e r a t u r e . 

The s k e l e t o n of the model can be d e s c r i b e d f a i r l y simply. The 

major dependent v a r i a b l e i s r e p o r t i n g of h e a l t h data and other i n f o r 

mation requested i n the HIS, The step immediately preceding t h i s i s 

behavior ( v e r b a l and p h y s i c a l ) of the respondent and the i n t e r v i e w e r . 

Various types of beh a v i o r s , d i f f e r i n g somewhat by whether the person 

has the r o l e of respondent or i n t e r v i e w e r , a f f e c t the q u a l i t y of i n 

formation reported. One of the major a c t i v i t i e s of t h i s study was to 

observe and d e s c r i b e s i g n i f i c a n t behaviors by both the i n t e r v i e w e r and 

the respondent during the time the i n t e r v i e w e r was conducting the 

NHS i n t e r v i e w . 

While observing behavior may t e l l something about what l e a d s to 

v a l i d data and what l e a d s to i n a c c u r a c i e s , one wishes a l s o to look 

behind the behavior as i t o c c u r s during the i n t e r v i e w and s e a r c h f o r 

some of the f a c t o r s which may determine i t . The perceptions and a t t i 

tudes of the i n t e r v i e w e r toward the respondent and, c o n v e r s e l y , the 

perceptions and a t t i t u d e s of the respondent toward the i n t e r v i e w e r 

can be expected to be important i n generating v a r i o u s r e p o r t i n g 

b e h a v i o r s . These perceptions and a t t i t u d e s may r e l a t e to the r o l e of 

the other person, to h i s p e r c e i v e d s o c i a l c l a s s or educational l e v e l , 

to h i s p e r c e i v e d e t h n i c background, to h i s age and to some percep

t i o n s as to the type of person he i s . These perceptions may l e a d to 

a t t i t u d e s and e x p e c t a t i o n s about the behavior of the other person, 

which, i n t u r n , may a f f e c t the q u a l i t y of r e p o r t i n g or of i n t e r v i e w i n g 

techniques. 
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One concept of importance i n t h i s model i s "balance" or s i m i l a r 

i t y . Whether the two p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t h i s i n t e r v i e w have s i m i l a r o r 

d i s p a r a t e perceptions and a t t i t u d e s may become a powerful force i n f l u 

encing t h e i r behavior. P a r t i c u l a r l y whether both are working toward 

the same g o a l s , e.g., toward a c c u r a t e r e p o r t i n g , or working i n oppo

s i t e d i r e c t i o n s , may be c r i t i c a l to the accuracy of the h e a l t h data 

obtained. Information on these perceptions and a t t i t u d e s was obtained 

by observer r a t i n g s and i n t e r v i e w s w i t h both i n t e r v i e w e r s and respon

dents. 

I n a d d i t i o n to the perceptions and a t t i t u d e s , there are c o g n i t i v e 

f a c t o r s which may be s i g n i f i c a n t to the l e v e l of r e p o r t i n g . The respon

dent who has a hungry c r y i n g baby i s l i k e l y to be a poor respondent at 

that p a r t i c u l a r time, r e g a r d l e s s of a t t i t u d e s which would probably 

produce good r e p o r t i n g a t another time. Respondents who have no know

ledge about the surveys or i t s purposes or reasons may w i s h to spend 

l i t t l e time r e p o r t i n g a c c u r a t e l y and may w i s h to avoid the i n t e r v i e w as 

much as p o s s i b l e . I n the i n t e r v i e w the day following the NHS i n t e r 

view, respondents were a l s o asked about some of these f a c t o r s . 

F i n a l l y respondents belong to v a r i o u s demographic groups, which 

may have marked i n f l u e n c e i n t h e i r p e r c e p t i o n s and a t t i t u d e s , and may 

a f f e c t the way the i n t e r v i e w e r s r e l a t e to them. Demographic ch a r a c 

t e r i s t i c s have been found to r e l a t e s i g n i f i c a n t l y to r e p o r t i n g 

a c c u r a c y i n s e v e r a l record-check s t u d i e s . Some demographic informa

t i o n on respondents and on the HIS i n t e r v i e w e r s was obtained f o r 

t h i s a n a l y s i s . 

T h i s presents the c h a i n of f a c t o r s which was v i s u a l i z e d i n the 

model u n d e r l y i n g and g i v i n g a r a t i o n a l e to the concepts and v a r i a b l e s 
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which were to be measured. T h i s b r i e f sketch cannot of course give 

the f u l l d e t a i l s of such a model. I t s major d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n from the 

customary bases for r e s e a r c h on the i n t e r v i e w i s i t s s t r e s s on the 

r o l e of the respondent as w e l l as the i n t e r v i e w e r and on the i n t e r 

a c t i o n between them. The other s i g n i f i c a n t v a r i a t i o n from u s u a l i n 

v e s t i g a t i o n i s the s t r e s s on measurement of behavior as i t occurs 

during the i n t e r v i e w . 

I n previous r e p o r t s , d i f f e r e n t p a r t s of t h i s model were presented 

by themselves and i n r e l a t i o n to demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of respon

dents: a t t i t u d e s , f e e l i n g s and perceptions of respondents and i n t e r 

v i e w e r s , and the behavior t h a t o c c u r s i n the NHS i n t e r v i e w . I n t h i s 

r e p o r t , the focus w i l l be on the antecedents of the accuracy and com

pl e t e n e s s of r e p o r t i n g . 

F i r s t , the behavior of i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent w i l l be examined 

as i t r e l a t e s to respondent r e p o r t i n g . Then, respondent a t t i t u d e s and 

perceptions w i l l be shown i n r e l a t i o n s h i p to r e p o r t i n g . Next, the 

answers i n t e r v i e w e r s gave i n t h e i r i n t e r v i e w s w i l l be r e l a t e d to the 

r e p o r t i n g of t h e i r respondents. F i n a l l y , the power to p r e d i c t r e p o r t i n g 

by combining i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s w i l l be con

s i d e r e d . 

I n g e n e r a l , the a n a l y s i s i s concerned w i t h the d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

between s i n g l e measures or i n d i c e s and r e p o r t i n g . F u r t h e r a n a l y s i s w i l l 

give a d d i t i o n a l a t t e n t i o n to the p o s s i b l e e f f e c t s of combinations o f 

v a r i a b l e s , the e f f e c t of v a r i a b l e s w i t h i n c e r t a i n demographic groups, 

and to the dynamics of the way c e r t a i n v a r i a b l e s i n t e r a c t to a f f e c t 

r e p o r t i n g . The f o l l o w i n g a n a l y s i s , of the major e f f e c t s , however, w i l l 



serve _as the foundation- f o r more r e f i n e d work. 

Two f a c t s should be kept i n mind w h i l e reading t h i s r e p o r t . 

F i r s t , the dependent v a r i a b l e -- respondent r e p o r t i n g ~- i s not 

measured as w e l l as one would l i k e . A r e f i n e d index of the number of 

c o n d i t i o n s the respondent reported f o r h i m s e l f was used, which i s not 

as r e l i a b l e as v a l i d a t i n g r e p o r t s a g a i n s t r e c o r d s . The s p e c i f i c f o r t e s 

and shortcomings of the measure used w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n the next 

s e c t i o n , but the r e s u l t s of t h i s study w i l l need to be confirmed w i t h a 

b e t t e r measure of respondent accuracy. Second, as t h i s i s an explora

t o r y study, r a t h e r than a study designed to t e s t s p e c i f i c hypotheses, 

the c r i t e r i o n of s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e i s not s t r i c t l y used i n 

d e c i d i n g which r e l a t i o n s h i p s deserve f u r t h e r study. D i f f e r e n c e s which 

are i n t e r e s t i n g , but not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t , are f r e e l y d i s c u s s e d . 

F u r t h e r , the data w i l l be d i s c u s s e d and i n t e r p r e t e d beyond what i s 

proven by t h i s study, i n the i n t e r e s t s of p r e s e n t i n g as many ideas as 

p o s s i b l e about the use of d i f f e r e n t v a r i a b l e s for understanding and 

improving survey data c o l l e c t i o n procedures. 
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THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

When t h i s study was planned, the problem of a s s e s s i n g the r e p o r t i n g 

performance of respondents was given c o n s i d e r a b l e thought. I n previous 

s t u d i e s , samples have been drawn from medical r e c o r d s , and r e p o r t i n g 

i n the h e a l t h i n t e r v i e w was v a l i d a t e d a g a i n s t these r e c o r d s . Such 

records are d i f f i c u l t to. o b t a i n ; however, and, perhaps more important, 

the samples drawn from medical r e c o r d s are not r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the 

population i n t e r v i e w e d by the N a t i o n a l Health Survey. I n order to 

study the dynamics of the NHS i n t e r v i e w , i t seemed ver y important 

to i n c l u d e a r e l a t i v e l y t y p i c a l group of respondents i n the sample, 

not simply those who had r e c e i v e d medical a t t e n t i o n i n the r e c e n t 

p a s t ; f o r though t h i s study was not designed to make population 

e s t i m a t e s , i t was designed to o b t a i n a general idea of the r e l a t i v e 

i n c i d e n c e of v a r i o u s kinds of r e a c t i o n s to the i n t e r v i e w and behaviors 

i n the i n t e r v i e w . 

A method f o r a s s e s s i n g r e p o r t i n g performance was suggested by 

the f a c t t h a t almost a l l v a l i d a t e d s t u d i e s of h e a l t h r e p o r t i n g i n d i c a t e 

the major r e p o r t i n g problem to be underreporting; i . e . respondents 

are c o n s i d e r a b l y most l i k e l y to e r r by r e p o r t i n g l e s s than they should. 

These f i n d s do n<\t permit one to conclude that the person who r e p o r t s 

few c o n d i t i o n s or h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s i s n e c e s s a r i l y g u i l t y of under

r e p o r t i n g ; there c l e a r l y are important d i f f e r e n c e s between f a m i l i e s 

i n the number of h e a l t h events and c o n d i t i o n s t h a t they have to r e p o r t . 

However, i t does allow one to say t h a t t h a t group of respondents that 

r e p o r t s the fewest h e a l t h events and c o n d i t i o n s probably co n t a i n s a 

higher proportion of poor r e p o r t e r s than a group of respondents who 

r e p o r t e d a l a r g e number of h e a l t h e v e n t s . Consequently, one could 
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c a u t i o u s l y use the assumption that those respondents who rep o r t most 

are probably r e p o r t i n g b e s t . 

The candidates f or dependent v a r i a b l e s 

Respondents i n the HIS i n t e r v i e w r e p o r t each of the fo l l o w i n g 

information f or themselves and t h e i r f a m i l i e s : 

a) Number of c o n d i t i o n s r e p o r t e d by the respondent f o r h i m s e l f . 

b) Number of co n d i t i o n s r e p o r t e d by respondent f o r a l l persons 

i n h i s r e p o r t i n g u n i t . * 

c) Number of v i s i t s to doctors i n the l a s t two weeks f o r re p o r t 

ing u n i t . 

d) Number of v i s i t s to d e n t i s t s i n the l a s t two weeks for r e p o r t 

ing u n i t . 

e) Number of h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s i n the l a s t year f or r e p o r t i n g 

u n i t . 

f ) Number of v i s i t s to medical s p e c i a l i s t s i n the l a s t year 

for r e p o r t i n g u n i t . 

Each of these could have been used as an i n d i c a t i o n of the q u a l i t y 

of respondent r e p o r t i n g . I n order to f a c i l i t a t e t h i s e x p l o r a t o r y 

a n a l y s i s , i n which a l a r g e number o f p o s s i b l e determinants of report

ing were to be examined, a s i n g l e index of r e p o r t i n g was s e l e c t e d for 

major use i n the a n a l y s i s : the number of cond i t i o n s a respondent 

reported f o r h i m s e l f r e l a t i v e to o t h e r respondents of h i s age. I t 

i s i n s t r u c t i v e to examine the b a s i s on which t h i s s e l e c t i o n was made, 

by considering, the reasons t h a t other candidates f o r the dependent 

v a r i a b l e were r e j e c t e d . 

*A " r e p o r t i n g u n i t " i n c l u d e s a l l persons f or whom respondent 
r e p o r t s wholly or i n p a r t , 
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FIGURE 1 

HYPOTHETICAL CONCENTRATION OF UNDERREPORTERS 

OF VISITS TO DOCTORS 

Number v i s i t s 
to doctors 

0 

1 

2 or more 

True 

in c i d e n c e 

60 

30 

10 

Reported, 
assuming 25% 
underreporting 

68 

25 

7 

Percentage i n each 
group who reported 
erroneously 

12 

10 

0 
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I 

Medical S e r v i c e s 

V i s i t s to doctors 

There are two d i s t i n c t advantages to the use of the number of 

v i s i t s to doctors reported as the dependent v a r i a b l e . F i r s t , as a 

r e s u l t of a record-check study of the r e p o r t i n g of doctors v i s i t s , 

c o n s i d e r a b l e i s known about the p a t t e r n s of underreporting of such 

v i s i t s . Second, the b e s t evidence a v a i l a b l e would i n d i c a t e that the 

incidence of underreporting of v i s i t s to doctors i s r e l a t i v e l y h igh; 

twenty and t h i r t y per cent of those having a v i s i t to report f a i l to 

do so. The problem however, i s t h a t the i n c i d e n c e of v i s i t s to doctors 

i n the population i s low; only about one i n three f a m i l i e s has a 

v i s i t to be reported. F i g u r e 1 shows why t h i s s t a t e of a f f a i r s d e t r a c t s 

from the power of the a n a l y s i s . Although the numbers are not neces

s a r i l y a c c u r a t e , i t i s c l e a r t h a t even the s t r o n g e s t m o t i v a t i o n a l 

theory would have d i f f i c u l t y i n d i s c o v e r i n g l a r g e d i f f e r e n c e s between, 

say, the a t t i t u d e s of those r e p o r t i n g no c o n d i t i o n s and those r e p o r t i n g 

one or more; for the c o n c e n t r a t i o n of underreporters i s v e r y low 

among those r e p o r t i n g no c o n d i t i o n s (the lowest i d e n t i f i a b l e category) 

because the i n c i d e n c e of v i s i t s to doctors i s low. 

H o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s , v i s i t s to d e n t i s t s and s p e c i a l i s t s 

Table 1.1 shows t h a t i n c i d e n c e of r e p o r t i n g of each of the 

p o t e n t i a l dependent v a r i a b l e s . I t may be seen that h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s , 

v i s i t s to d e n t i s t s , and v i s i t s to s p e c i a l i s t s are a l l reported by 

l e s s than f i f t y per cent of the sample. Hence, i t i s not p o s s i b l e 

to c r e a t e a group h i g h l y concentrated w i t h underreporters u s i n g any 

one of these v a r i a b l e s alone. F u r t h e r , w i t h the exception of h o s p i t a l 

i z a t i o n s , these v a r i a b l e s are l e s s d e s i r a b l e be cause no s t u d i e s 
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TABLE 1.1 

INCIDENCE OF REPORTING VARIOUS HEALTH EVENTS 

Reported 1 
Reported none or more T o t a l 

H o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s f o r 
r e p o r t i n g u n i t 70 

(288) 
30 

(124) 
100 

(412) 

V i s i t s to doctor f o r 
r e p o r t i n g u n i t 65 

(270) 
35 

(142) 
100 

(412) 

V i s i t s to d e n t i s t f or 
r e p o r t i n g u n i t 89 

(365) 
11 

(47) 
100 

(412) 

V i s i t s to s p e c i a l i s t 
f or r e p o r t i n g u n i t 52 

(214) 
48 

(198) 
100 

(412) 

Conditions f o r 
r e p o r t i n g u n i t 12 

(49) 
88 

(363) 
100 

(412) 

Conditions f o r 
respondents 26 

(67) 
74 

(345) 
100 

(412) 
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designed to v a l i d a t e t h e i r r e p o r t i n g have been c a r r i e d out; and, 

t h e r e f o r e , nothing i s known about the r a t e s w i t h which they are 

underreported or the p a t t e r n s of underreporting. 

Combination of s e r v i c e s 

I f the major problem of the preceding v a r i a b l e s taken i n d i v i d u a l l y 

i s t h a t they occur i n f r e q u e n t l y , one s o l u t i o n would be to combine them.' 

So, f o r example, those persons who r e p o r t n e i t h e r a doctor's v i s i t 

nor a h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n are more l i k e l y to be underreporting than those 

who r e p o r t one but not the o t h e r . T h i s p r o b a b i l i t y could be f u r t h e r 

i n c r e a s e d by adding v i s i t s to d e n t i s t s and s p e c i a l i s t s . 

Such a procedure r a i s e s some questions r e g a r d i n g the c o m p a r a b i l i t y 

of those things which were being added. F u r t h e r , the true incidence 

of u t i l i z a t i o n of medical f a c i l i t i e s , p a r t i c u l a r l y doctors, d e n t i s t s , 

and s p e c i a l i s t s , i s h i g h l y r e l a t e d to f a m i l y income. Thus, when one 

looks a t Table 1.2 and 1.3 i t i s d i f f i c u l t to know whether the t a b l e s 

are r e f l e c t i n g d i f f e r e n c e s i n u t i l i z a t i o n or d i f f e r e n c e s i n r e p o r t i n g 

accuracy. I t i s t r u e , r e g a r d l e s s of u t i l i z a t i o n , t h a t those r e p o r t i n g 

no h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s or v i s i t s to doctors have a higher p r o b a b i l i t y 

of being underreporters than those who r e p o r t one or more. However, 

the power of the a n a l y s i s i s weakened by the r e l a t i o n s h i p to Income, 

Conditions 

The problems w i t h u s i n g the number of c o n d i t i o n s reported by a 

respondent as the dependent v a r i a b l e are somewhat d i f f e r e n t . The 

i n c i d e n c e of such c o n d i t i o n s i s high, over one per person. Hence, 

the d i s c r i m i n a b i l i t y i s v e r y good. Conducting v a l i d i t y s t u d i e s on 
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TABLE 1.2 

TOTAL NUMBER OF MEDICAL SERVICES 

REPORTED, BY FAMILY INCOME 

Number s e r v i c e s 
reported F a m i l y Income 

$0 - 3999 $4 - 7999 $7,000 or mere 

None 44 26 22 

One -or more 56 74 78 

T o t a l 100 100 100 

N 147 103 139 
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TABLE 1.3 

NUMBER OF HOSPITALIZATIONS PLUS VISITS TO 

DOCTORS REPORTED, BY FAMILY INCOME 

N o . h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s 
plus v i s i t s to doctors 
reported Family Income 

None 

^ One or more 

: . .Tdtal 

N 

$0 - 3999 $4 - 6999 $7000 plus 

59 44 47 

41 56 53 

100 100 100 

147 103 139 
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c o n d i t i o n s i s d i f f i c u l t , however; comparing doctors examinations w i t h 

respondents r e p o r t s presents a number ' of methodological i s s u e s which 

have not been f u l l y solved. When such s t u d i e s have been conducted, 

they y i e l d evidence t h a t underreporting i s again the major problem. 

The HIP study* d i d show both o v e r r e p o r t i n g and underreporting i n 

con s i d e r a b l e degree; but they found underreporting to be more s i g n i 

f i c a n t . A l s o , i n an unpublished study, Wilcox compared a d i a r y and 

i n t e r v i e w method, and found*! that almost twice as many c o n d i t i o n s 

were obtained u s i n g the former procedure, i n d i c a t i n g c o n s i d e r a b l e 

underreporting i n the i n t e r v i e w . F i n a l l y , i n work done by the Survey 

Research Center there i s a c o n s i s t e n t tendency for those who r e p o r t 

the fewest c o n d i t i o n s to underreport other h e a l t h events, such as 

doctors v i s i t s and h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s , as shown by a comparison of 

medical records and i n t e r v i e w r e p o r t s . 

A l l of these f a c t o r s argued f o r the use of the number of condiions 

r e p o r t e d by respondents as the primary dependent v a r i a b l e . However, 

s e v e r a l ways of s e l e c t i n g a group o f poor r e p o r t e r s had to be t r i e d 

before a s a t i s f a c t o r y dependent v a r i a b l e was found. 

Conditions per person 

I t "was "known t h a t the in c i d e n c e of h e a l t h c o n d i t i o n s i n c r e a s e d 

markedly w i t h age; and, of course, the more people there are i n a 

f a m i l y , the more c o n d i t i o n s there w i l l be. Consequently, i t was 

i n i t i a l l y decided t h a t the best index would r e s u l t I f an expected 

number of c o n d i t i o n s for each f a m i l y was c a l c u l a t e d , and each respon

dent was given a score on the b a s i s of the degree to which the number 

*Health S t a t i s t i c s , S e r i e s D-5 
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of c o n d i t i o n s he repo r t e d d i f f e r e d from t h i s expected number. By 

s t a n d a r i z i n g t h i s d i s t r i b u t i o n of d i s c r e p a n c i e s , one could i d e n t i f y 

a group of respondents who reported markedly fewer c o n d i t i o n s than 

would be expected f o r a f a m i l y of a given s i z e and age composition. 

Because i t was d i f f i c u l t to o b t a i n accurate f i g u r e s on which to 

base the expected f r e q u e n c i e s for people i n the p a r t i c u l a r geographic 

area from which t h i s sample came and for the two months during which 

t h i s study occurred, i t was decided to use the f i g u r e s obtained i n 

t h i s study to compute expected f r e q u e n c i e s . S p e c i f i c a l l y , the average 

number of c o n d i t i o n s reported f o r people i n the sample i n each of 

three age groups was computed; and the expected number of c o n d i t i o n s 

for the r e p o r t i n g u n i t * was determined by what the mean number of 

c o n d i t i o n s f or each fam i l y member would be. 

Table 1.4 demonstrates a problem w i t h t h i s per person c o n d i t i o n s 

index. I t i s c l e a r t h a t those w i t h l a r g e f a m i l i e s tended to score 

low on the index, while those w i t h small f a m i l i e s tended to score 

high; that i s , those i n l a r g e f a m i l i e s s t r o n g l y tended to re p o r t 

fewer than average c o n d i t i o n s per person. 

Data from record-check s t u d i e s c o n s i s t e n t l y show that people 

re p o r t b e t t e r f o r themselves than they do f o r o t h e r s . T h e r e f o r e , one 

would expect t h a t any per person measure of r e p o r t i n g would show t h a t 

respondents who r e p o r t f o r s e v e r a l p r o x i e s do not r e p o r t as w e l l 

as those who r e p o r t o n l y f o r themselves and perhaps one other person. 

*A r e p o r t i n g u n i t i s those persons f o r whom the p r i n c i p a l respon
dent r e p o r t e d , e i t h e r wholly or i n p a r t . When one respondent r e p o r t s 
f o r the t o t a l f a m i l y , the r e p o r t i n g u n i t i s the t o t a l family. T h i s 
concept i s made throughout t h i s r e p o r t . 
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TABLE 1.4 

PER PERSON CONDITIONS INDEX BY NUMBER 

IN REPORTING UNIT 

Number i n Reporting U n i t 
Per Person 1 2 3-4 5 or more 
Conditions Index* 

Very high 0 0 21 29 

Medium high 20 58 '. 53 56 

Medium low 42 28 19 12 

Very low 38 14 7_ 3 

T b t a l 100 100 100 100 

N 73 113 114 82 

*Computed a s : T o t a l expected - t o t a l reported 
Number i n r e p o r t i n g u n i t . 

T h i s was computed for each respondent and the 
r e s u l t i n g d i s c r e p a n c y s c o r e s were st a n d a r d i z e d . 
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The d i f f e r e n c e s i n Table 1.4 are s i z a b l e enough, however, to le a d 

to r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the index as the primary dependent v a r i a b l e . 

I n a sense, those who have to r e p o r t f or s e v e r a l people have a more 

d i f f i c u l t t a s k than those who r e p o r t only for themselves. Thus d i f f e r 

ences due to famil y s i z e may r e f l e c t the task d i f f i c u l t y r a t h e r than 

d i f f e r e n c e s i n w i l l i n g n e s s to r e p o r t or the amount of e f f o r t respon

dents expend. A primary goal of t h i s study i s to i d e n t i f y the reasons 

why respondents d i f f e r i n w i l l i n g n e s s to r e p o r t . Consequently, the 

dependent v a r i a b l e should r e f l e c t , as much as p o s s i b l e , d i f f e r e n c e s 

i n w i l l i n g n e s s to r e p o r t . Because so much v a r i a n c e seemed to be 

accounted f or by the s i z e of the r e p o r t i n g u n i t , i t was decided that 

a per person r a t e of r e p o r t i n g c o n d i t i o n s would not be used as the 

major dependent v a r i a b l e . 

T o t a l Conditions 

The two a l t e r n a t i v e s were to use the t o t a l number of co n d i t i o n s 

reported by the respondent f o r the r e p o r t i n g u n i t or the number he 

reported f o r h i m s e l f . Because the a c t u a l i n c i d e n c e of co n d i t i o n s 

i n c r e a s e s w i t h f a m i l y s i z e and wi t h ages of the people I n the f a m i l y , 

to use the t o t a l number of c o n d i t i o n s reported would have i n v o l v e d 

c o r r e c t i n g f or d i f f e r e n c e s between r e p o r t i n g u n i t s i n both of the 

v a r i a b l e s . Such c o r r e c t i o n s tend to be rough, a t b e s t , and a l s o 

i n v o l v e c o n s i d e r a b l e time and cost i f they are to be done p r e c i s e l y . 

To use the c o n d i t i o n s the respondent reported f or h i m s e l f , however, 

did not In v o l v e c o r r e c t i n g f o r f a m i l y s i z e ; the only c o r r e c t i o n 

that was needed was for the age of the respondent. An added advantage 

was t h a t past s t u d i e s have shown t h a t the number of conditions a 
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respondent r e p o r t s for h i m s e l f c o r r e l a t e s w i t h the accuracy of h i s 

r e p o r t i n g of h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s and v i s i t s to doctors of other f a m i l y 

members; and the t o t a l number of c o n d i t i o n s reported for the f a m i l y 

has not been studied to determine i f such a r e l a t i o n e x i s t s w i t h i t . 

On these bases, i t was decided that the number of c o n d i t i o n s reported 

by the respondent for h i m s e l f would be the p r i n c i p a l dependent v a r i a b l e 

f o r t h i s s tudy. 

I n order to c o r r e c t f o r the f a c t t h a t older respondents have more 

con d i t i o n s to r e p o r t than young respondents, the sample was d i v i d e d i n t o 

four age groups: under 35, 35-54, 55-74, and 75 or over. From each of 

these groups, the lowest t h i r d - - i . e . , the t h i r d which repo r t e d the fewest 

c o n d i t i o n s f o r themselves—was designated the "low r e p o r t e r s . " Although 

some of these respondents are simply v e r y h e a l t h y , they are most l i k e l y 

to have been underreporting. S i m i l a r l y , the top t h i r d of each group--

i . e . , the t h i r d which repo r t e d the most conditions--was designated "high 

r e p o r t e r s . " Although these respondents undoubtedly underreported some, 

they c l e a r l y did not completely r e j e c t t h e i r t a s k as respondents and seemed 

l e a s t l i k e l y to be c o n s i s t e n t u n d e r r e p o r t e r s . 

Table 1.5 shows the s p e c i f i c way t h i s index was c o n s t r u c t e d . 

On a p r i o r grounds, one has somewhat more confidence t h a t the "low" 

r e p o r t e r s are underreporters than t h a t the "high" r e p o r t e r s are e x p l i c i t l y 

good r e p o r t e r s . Most people have a t l e a s t one c o n d i t i o n to r e p o r t , but 

the d i f f e r e n c e between "medium" and "high" may be l a r g e l y dependent on 

d i f f e r e n c e s i n the true h e a l t h of respondents. 
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TABLE 1.5 

CLASSIFICATION ON REPORTING INDEX BY 
AGE OF RESPONDENT AND NUMBER OF 
CONDITIONS REPORTED FOR RESPONDENT 

Age of respondent 
No. c o n d i t i o n s 

reported f o r s e l f Under 35 35-54 55-74 75 or over 

0 Low Low Low Low 

1 Medium Medium Low Low 

2 High Medium Medium Medium 

3 High High Medium Medium 

4 High High High Medium 

5 or more High High High High 
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An e s s e n t i a l assumption of the a n a l y s i s i s that people who are poor 

r e p o r t e r s of one type of h e a l t h information are poor r e p o r t e r s of a l l types 

of h e a l t h information. As was s t a t e d , t h i s assumption has been demonstrated 

i n previous s t u d i e s , but i t was n e c e s s a r y to v a l i d a t e i t w i t h the p a r t i c u 

l a r index t h a t was c o n s t r u c t e d . Thus, the index was r e l a t e d to the 

r e p o r t i n g of other h e a l t h events i n the i n t e r v i e w . Table 1.6 shows the 

r e s u l t s . 

I t I s c l e a r t h a t the Reporting Index i s markedly r e l a t e d 

to the p r o b a b i l i t y that other h e a l t h events w i l l be reported. The 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between the number of c o n d i t i o n s reported and the number of 

other h e a l t h events reported can be p a r t i a l l y explained on the b a s i s t h a t 

those who have more c o n d i t i o n s are more l i k e l y to seek medical s e r v i c e . 

However, there are s e v e r a l a d d i t i o n a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s to be born i n mind. 

1. Dental v i s i t s are not g e n e r a l l y caused by conditions which a r e 

reported. Furthermore, according to NHS data, they tend to decrease i n 

frequency w i t h age, w h i l e the number of c o n d i t i o n s i n c r e a s e s w i t h age. 

2. The most p r e v a l e n t V i s i t s to S p e c i a l i s t s reported i n the NHS are 

to O b s t e t r i c i a n s and Ophthamalogists; and n e i t h e r of these v i s i t s i s 

u s u a l l y caused by a c o n d i t i o n which i s r e p o r t e d i n the NHS. 

3. A l l of the medical s e r v i c e s are more l i k e l y to occur i n f a m i l i e s 

w i t h higher than average income, y e t those w i t h the lowest incomes and 

educations r e p o r t s l i g h t l y more c o n d i t i o n s . 

4. The Reporting Index was c o n s t r u c t e d on the b a s i s of c o n d i t i o n s 

reported f o r the respondent, which the other measures i n Table 5 are for 

the t o t a l r e p o r t i n g u n i t . T h i s f a c t reduces the degree to which the true 

h e a l t h of the fami l y c o n t r i b u t e s to the r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n the t a b l e . 

Each of these c o n s i d e r a t i o n s lends support to the i d e a that the 

Reporting Index i s r e f l e c t i n g a g e n e r a l w i l l i n g n e s s to r e p o r t as w e l l as 

d i f f e r e n c e s i n respondent h e a l t h . 
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TABLE 1.6 

REPORTING INDEX BY DOCTORS' VIS I T S , 
HOSPITALIZATIONS, V I S I T S TO SPECIALISTS, 
DENTIST V I S I T S , AND TOTAL CONDITIONS 
REPORTED FOR REPORTING UNIT 

Reporting Index 
Number of h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n s 
for r e p o r t i n g u n i t 

0 
1 
2 or more 

Low 

77 
17 
6 

Medium 

72 
20 
8 

High 

59 
22 
19 

Number of doctors v i s i t s 
f or r e p o r t i n g u n i t 

0 

2 or more 

75 
15 
10 

65 
22 
13 

53 
29 
18 

Number of s p e c i a l i s t 
v i s i t s for r e p o r t i n g u n i t 

0 
1-2 
3 or more 

Number of d e n t i s t v i s i t s 
f or r e p o r t i n g u n i t 

0 
1 or more 

59 
18 
23 

96 
4 

49 
23 
28 

85 
15 

43 
23 
44 

85 
15 

T o t a l c o n d i t i o n s r e p o r t e d 
for r e p o r t i n g u n i t 

0 

1-2 
3-5 
6 or more 

36 
43 
17 
4 

0 
50 
39 
11 

0 
5 

47 
48 
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Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

Because one of the purposes of t h i s study was to e x p l a i n some of the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s p r e v i o u s l y found between demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and 

r e p o r t i n g , the r e l a t i o n s h i p between demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 

respondents and the Reporting Index i s of i n t e r e s t . Table 1.7 presents 

the data. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h age I s the one which was c r e a t e d when the 

Reporting Index was c o n s t r u c t e d . I t was not p o s s i b l e to put e x a c t l y equal 

proportions of people from each age category i n t o the groups on the 

Reporting Index. However, there i s no c o n s i s t e n t age b i a s i n the Index. 

V a l i d i t y s t u d i e s have shown no c o n s i s t e n t d i f f e r e n c e s i n the q u a l i t y 

of r e p o r t i n g by males and females. As Table 1.7 shows, there are 

e s s e n t i a l l y no d i f f e r e n c e s between the r a t i n g s of the sexes on the 

Reporting Index. 

The major problem w i t h using " c o n d i t i o n s " as a measure of r e p o r t i n g 

i s t h a t those with low incomes tend to have more cond i t i o n s and re p o r t more 

* 
c o n d i t i o n s than those w i t h high incomes. Yet v a l i d i t y s t u d i e s have 

tended to show that those w i t h low incomes and educations do not r e p o r t as 

a c c u r a t e l y as o t h e r s . Thus r e p o r t i n g accuracy and true incidence are 

working a g a i n s t one another, and the r e s u l t , as shown i n Table 1.7, i s t h a t 

there i s no c o n s i s t e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p between e i t h e r education or income and 

the Reporting Index. S i m i l a r l y , although non-whites do not r e p o r t as w e l l 

as white respondents according to the record-check data, there i s only a 

See H e a l t h S t a t i s t i c s , S e r i e s 10, No. 9 
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TABLE 1.7 

RATING ON REPORTING INDEX BY SELECTED 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENT 

•k 
Age Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Under 35 38 37 25 100 109 

35-54 26 48 26 100 161 

55-74 43 26 31 100 115 

75 or over 22 52 26 100 27 

Race 
White 32 40 28 100 351 

Non-white 39 36 25 100 61 

Sex 
Male 35 34 31 100 82 

Female 33 41 26 100 330 

Education 
0-8 years grade s c h o o l 29 40 31 100 129 

1-3 years high school 42 37 21 100 89 

4 years high school 31 45 24 100 123 

1 or more years c o l l e g e 31 33 36 100 67 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 4 

Family Income 
Under $4,000 34 34 32 100 147 

$4,000-6,999 38 43 19 10O 103 

$7,000 or more 32 41 27 10O 139 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d -- -- -- — 23 

Number i n r e p o r t i n g u n i t 
1 
2 

3-4 
5 or more 

26 
38 
37 
31 

36 
34 
44 
43 

38 
28 
19 
26 

10O 
10O 
10O 
10O 

104 
99 
139 
7 

T h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p was c r e a t e d by the way the index was c o n s t r u c t e d . 
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v e r y s l i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p between a respondent's r a c e and h i s r a t i n g on the 

Reporting Index, perhaps, i n p a r t , because there are few non-whites in the 

sample. Although t h i s l a c k of r e l a t i o n s h i p i s not d e s i r a b l e , i t does mean 

that one can have a d d i t i o n a l confidence i n any r e l a t i o n s h i p s which are 

found i n t h i s study; for the absence of demographic r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i l l be 

working a g a i n s t the confirmation of hypotheses. 

F i n a l l y , those who r e p o r t only f or themselves are r a t e d as b e t t e r 

r e p o r t e r s than those who r e p o r t f or o t h e r s , too, although t h i s d i f f e r e n c e 

i s not g r e a t . I n reading t h i s r e p o r t , i t i s v e r y important to remember 

that t h i s dependent v a r i a b l e I s e s s e n t i a l l y u n r e l a t e d to age, income and 

education. The presence or absence of r e l a t i o n s h i p i n the f o l l o w i n g 

s e c t i o n s t h e r e f o r e cannot be explained by r e f e r r i n g to d i f f e r e n c e s i n the 

r e p o r t i n g of these demographic groups. 

C o n c l u s i o n 

I n summary, the primary dependent v a r i a b l e i n the a n a l y s i s which 

follows i s an index of the number o f c o n d i t i o n s a respondent reported f or 

h i m s e l f r e l a t i v e to oth e r s of h i s age (the Reporting I n d e x ) . Those 

respondents who are r a t e d "high" r e p o r t e d more c o n d i t i o n s f o r themselves 

than t h r e e - f o u r t h s of those i n t h e i r age group; those r a t e d "low" r e p o r t e d 

fewer c o n d i t i o n s than about two-thirds of the respondents i n t h e i r g eneral 

age group. T h i s v a r i a b l e r e l a t e d markedly to the r e p o r t i n g of other 

h e a l t h events, but i t does not r e l a t e to age, education, or income of the 

respondent. I t w i l l be used to examine many hypotheses, but f i n d i n g s 

which look promising w i l l a l s o be examined w i t h other measures of 

r e p o r t i n g . 
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OBSERVATIONS OF TASK PERFORMANCE 

The task for the respondent i s to r e p o r t h e a l t h events; for the 

i n t e r v i e w e r , to define f or the respondent which events are to be reported. 

During the i n t e r v i e w s that were observed, r a t i n g s were made and behaviors 

recorded d e s c r i b i n g how these ta s k s were performed. I n t h i s s e c t i o n , 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the Reporting Index and these o b s e r v a t i o n data w i l l 

be examined. 

B e h a v i o r a l measures 

During the qu e s t i o n and answer process the observers recorded the 

frequency with which c e r t a i n b e h a viors o c c u r r e d . These were combined i n t o 

two i n d i c e s of the amount of behavior d i r e c t e d toward performing the t a s k 

w e l l , one for the respondent and one for the i n t e r v i e w e r . These 

behaviors i n c l u d e respondent's a s k i n g f or c l a r i f i c a t i o n , e l a b o r a t i n g and 

th i n k i n g about h i s answers; i n t e r v i e w e r ' s probing, c l a r i f y i n g , and 

re p e a t i n g q u e s t i o n s . The d e t a i l s o f the c o n s t r u c t i o n of these i n d i c e s 

can be found i n the Appendix, but the f o l l o w i n g are l i s t s o f Items 

i n c l u d e d . 

Respondent Task R e l a t e d Behavior Index Items 

Number of times respondent e l a b o r a t e d on minimum answer 
Number of times respondent asked f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of a q u e s t i o n 
Number of times respondent c o n s u l t e d another person, r e c o r d s , o r 

other sources 
Number of times respondent questioned the adequacy of an answer 
Number of times respondent paused to consider an item on L i s t A 
Number of times respondent asked f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of an item on L i s t A 
Number of times respondent e l a b o r a t e d on an answer on L i s t A 
Observer r a t i n g of how c a r e f u l l y the respondent considered the 

S p e c i a l i s t Card 
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I n t e r v i e w e r Task R e l a t e d Behavior Index Items 

Number of answers the i n t e r v i e w e r d i d not accept 
Number of times the i n t e r v i e w e r repeated a q u e s t i o n 
Number of other n o n d i r e c t i v e probes 
Number of d i r e c t i v e probes 
Number of times the i n t e r v i e w e r c l a r i f i e d a q u e s t i o n 
Number of times the i n t e r v i e w e r suggested that the respondent 

c o n s u l t other sources 
Number of probes on L i s t A 

Table 3.1 shows the r e l a t i o n s h i p between Respondent Task Related 

Behavior (RTRB) and the Reporting Index. I t shows c l e a r l y that 

respondents who are "high" r e p o r t e r s engage i n c o n s i d e r a b l y more 

c o n s t r u c t i v e a c t i v i t y than those who report l i t t l e . T h i s probably 

r e f l e c t s two t h i n g s . F i r s t , those who report s e v e r a l c o n d i t i o n s are 

asked more questions i n the i n t e r v i e w and, t h e r e f o r e , have more o c c a s i o n 

to ask for c l a r i f i c a t i o n or to e l a b o r a t e answers. Second, those who 

accept the t a s k of r e p o r t i n g f u l l y - as i n d i c a t e d by r e p o r t i n g more than 

a minimum of c o n d i t i o n s - a l s o put more emphasis on the q u a l i t y of t h e i r 

responses and do things to improve t h e i r r e p o r t i n g , e.g., asking for 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the q u e s t i o n s . 

Table 3.2 shows a s i m i l a r r e l a t i o n s h i p between the I n t e r v i e w e r ' s Task 

Related Behavior (ITRB) and the Reporting Index. When a respondent 

r e p o r t s a number of c o n d i t i o n s , the i n t e r v i e w e r does more work. Again, 

t h i s i s probably due both to the f a c t that more work i s e n t a i l e d when many 

condit i o n s are reported, and to the f a c t t h a t t h i s work i s h e l p f u l i n 

inducing respondents to r e p o r t f u l l y . 

Although both r e l a t i o n s h i p s a r e v e r y strong and s t a t i s t i c a l l y h i g h l y 

s i g n i f i c a n t , the r e l a t i o n s h i p between respondent behavior and r e p o r t i n g i s 

stronger than t h a t between i n t e r v i e w e r behavior and r e p o r t i n g . T h i s could 

mean that the respondent i s more important to the s u c c e s s of the i n t e r v i e w 

I n the Observation Report t h i s v a r i a b l e i s r e f e r r e d to as 'Inadequate 
Answers" 
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TABLE 3.1 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENT TASK 
RELATED BEHAVIOR 

Respondent Task Reporting Index 
ted Bahavior Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Low 63 33 A 100 102 

Somewhat low 36 50 14 10O 115 

Somewhat high 19 35 46 10O 100 

High 14 38 48 10O 95 
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TABLE 3.2 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER 
TASK RELATED BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w e r t a s k 
r e l a t e d behavior 

Low 

Somewhat low 

Somewhat high 

High 

Low Medium High T o t a l N 

51 39 10 100 89 

43 45 12 100 101 

29 39 32 100 132 

12 34 54 100 90 
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than the i n t e r v i e w e r ; and i t could r e f l e c t t h a t respondents are a random 

sample of the population so that the d i f f e r e n c e s among them are greater 

and produce more v a r i a t i o n i n the i n t e r v i e w than those among i n t e r v i e w e r s , 

whose t r a i n i n g makes them more homogeneous. 

Table 3.3 shows the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the ITRB and RTRB. A person 

was r a t e d "high" i f he was above the median i n the Task R e l a t e d Behavior 

Index, "low" i f he was below the median. I t i s c l e a r that the b e h a v i o r a l 

i n d i c e s of the respondent tend to correspond w i t h those of the i n t e r 

viewer: e i t h e r both are high or both are low i n over t h r e e - f o u r t h s of 

the i n t e r v i e w s observed. T h i s suggests t h a t the l e v e l of Task R e l a t e d 

Behavior i s p r i m a r i l y determined by the i n t e r a c t i o n between i n t e r v i e w e r 

and respondent and by the d i f f i c u l t y of the i n t e r v i e w t a s k r a t h e r than 

by i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of e i t h e r respondent or i n t e r v i e w e r . 

I n Table 3.4 the Reporting Index i s r e l a t e d to the ITRB and the 

RTRB i n combination. I t i s c l e a r from the t a b l e that i n t e r v i e w s i n which 

r e p o r t i n g i s "high" are t y p i f i e d by having both p a r t i c i p a n t s high i n 

Task R e l a t e d Behavior; and the opposite i s true when r e p o r t i n g i s low. 

I n l i n e w i t h t h i s , the question becomes: who i s r e s p o n s i b l e f o r whether 

the l e v e l of t a s k performance i s h i g h or low? L i k e many such questions, 

the answer can only be t e n t a t i v e l y given. Much of the remainder of the 

r e p o r t w i l l be devoted to examining evidence which may help to answer 

t h i s q u e s t i o n . 

Looking at the middle c a t e g o r i e s i n Table 3.4 - those i n which 

i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent d i f f e r e d - g i v e s one c l u e to the answer. T h i s 

t a b l e shows c l e a r l y t h a t when the respondent i s high i n t a s k o r i e n t a t i o n , 

r e p o r t i n g i s c o n s i d e r a b l y b e t t e r than when only the i n t e r v i e w e r shows 

high t a s k o r i e n t a t i o n . Neither alone i s as good as when both are high 

i n t a s k o r i e n t a t i o n , nor as poor as when both are low. T h i s focuses 

a t t e n t i o n on the f a c t t h a t the respondent must be induced to do some work 

i f a good i n t e r v i e w i s to r e s u l t . The i n t e r v i e w e r ' s probing and 

c l a r i f y i n g i s c l e a r l y h e l p f u l , but i s no s u b s t i t u t e for respondent e f f o r t . 
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TABLE 3.3 

INTERVIEWER TASK RELATED BEHAVIOR 
BY RESPONDENT TASK RELATED BEHAVIOR 

I n t e r v i e w e r Task Related Behavior 
Respondent t a s k 

r e l a t e d behavior High Low T o t a l N 

High 80 20 100 195 

Low 30 70 100 217 
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TABLE 3.4 

REPORTING INDEX BY BALANCE OF INTERVIEWER 
TASK RELATED BEHAVIOR AND RESPONDENT TASK 
RELATED BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
Task R e l a t e d 
behavior 

Respondent low 

I n t e r v i e w e r low 

I n t e r v i e w e r high 

Respondent high 

I n t e r v i e w e r low 

I n t e r v i e w e r high 

Low 

52 

42 

26 

14 

Medium 

42 

41 

41 

35 

High 

6 

17 

33 

51 

T o t a l 

100 

100 

100 

100 

151 

66 

39 

156 
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R a t i n g i n d i c e s 

The recording of the number of s p e c i f i c behaviors was supplemented 

by o v e r a l l r a t i n g s by observers of respondent and i n t e r v i e w e r performance. 

From these, two combined I n d i c e s were c o n s t r u c t e d of the degree to which 

the p a r t i c i p a n t s appeared to accept t h e i r t a s k . 

The Respondent Task Acceptance Ratin g (RTAR) c o n s i s t e d of the 

f o l l o w i n g observer r a t i n g s and r a t i n g s made by the NHS i n t e r v i e w e r a f t e r 

the i n t e r v i e w was completed. 

Respondent Task Ratin g Index Items: 

How cooperative was the respondent ( I n t e r v i e w e r r a t i n g ) 

How hard d i d respondent t r y to communicate 

I n t e r v i e w e r r a t i n g of accuracy of answers 

Observer r a t i n g of respondent cooperation 

Observer r a t i n g of accuracy of answers 

The I n t e r v i e w e r Task Performance R a t i n g (ITPR) c o n s i s t e d of these items: 

How much d i d i n t e r v i e w e r c a l r i f y 

How hard d i d i n t e r v i e w e r t r y to communicate 

How hard d i d i n t e r v i e w e r have to work 

Did i n t e r v i e w e r look up a f t e r each q u e s t i o n 

Did respondent have enough time 

Table 3.5 and t a b l e 3.6 show that the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between these two 

i n d i c e s and the Reporting Index are markedly p o s i t i v e . As w i t h the 

b e h a v i o r a l i n d i c e s , the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s stronger f o r the respondent than 

for the i n t e r v i e w e r . 
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TABLE 3.5 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENT 
TASK ACCEPTANCE RATING 

Reporting Index 
Respondent task 
acceptance r a t i n g Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Low 41 43 16 100 67 

Somewhat low 40 38 22 100 132 

Somewhat high 29 42 29 100 143 

High 21 34 45 100 70 
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TABLE 3.6 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER 
TASK PERFORMANCE RATING 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w e r t a s k 
r e l a t e d r a t i n g Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Low 39 38 23 100 85 

Somewhat low 37 40 23 100 96 

Somewhat high 34 41 25 100 110 

High 20 39 41 100 121 
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Table 3.7 shows that there i s l i t t l e or no r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 

Respondent Task Acceptance Ratin g and the I n t e r v i e w e r Task Performance 

Ra t i n g . T h i s c o n t r a s t w i t h the b e h a v i o r a l i n d i c e s for which i n t e r v i e w e r 

and respondent s c o r e s are h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d . Thus the l e v e l of behavior 

of the respondent i s interdependent w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s performance, 

but the r a t i n g of h i s t a s k acceptance i s not a f f e c t e d by the i n t e r v i e w e r . 

Table 3.8 shows the Reporting Index by the RTAR and the ITPR in 

combination. As w i t h the b e h a v i o r a l i n d i c e s , r e p o r t i n g i s b e s t when inter

viewer and respondent are both r a t e d "high," worst when they both are 

r a t e d "low." Looking at the middle c a t e g o r i e s , i t appears t h a t a low-

r a t e d respondent w i t h a h i g h - r a t e d i n t e r v i e w e r r e p o r t s as w e l l as a high-

r a t e d respondent w i t h a low-rated i n t e r v i e w e r . The c o n t r i b u t i o n o f the 

i n t e r v i e w e r to the q u a l i t y of r e p o r t i n g i s emphasized more i n t h i s t a b l e 

than i n the corresponding t a b l e on the behavior i n d i c e s . I t may be the 

way she does her job (which can be r a t e d ) r a t h e r than how much she does 

that most i n f l u e n c e s the outcome of the i n t e r v i e w . 

Other r a t i n g s 

S e v e r a l other o b s e r v a t i o n a l measures are r e l e v a n t to o b t a i n i n g a c l e a r 

p i c t u r e of the respondent's o r i e n t a t i o n to the t a s k . Many of the 

r e l a t i o n s t h a t might have been p r e d i c t e d d i d not work out. For example, 

the number of questions the respondent asked before he l e t the i n t e r v i e w e r 

i n the door might i n d i c a t e r e s i s t a n c e that would be r e f l e c t e d i n poor 

r e p o r t i n g . However, the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the measure and the 

Reporting Index i s s l i g h t i f e x i s t e n t . S i m i l a r l y , respondents were r a t e d 

on a t t e n t i v e n e s s during the i n t e r v i e w . I f anything, a t t e n t i v e respondents 

r e p o r t b e t t e r , but the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s too s l i g h t to p resent the t a b l e . 

Observers a l s o r a t e d respondents on how w e l l they appeared to grasp the 
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TABLE 3-7 

INTERVIEWER TASK PERFORMANCE 
RATING BY RESPONDENT TASK 
ACCEPTANCE RATING 

I n t e r v i e w e r Task Performance R a t i n g 
Respondent t a s k 
acceptance r a t i n g High Low T o t a l N 

High 41 59 100 198 

Low 46 54 100 214 
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TABLE 3.8 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER 
TASK PERFORMANCE RATING AND 
RESPONDENT TASK ACCEPTANCE RATING 

Reporting Index 
Ratings of 

task performance 

Respondent low 

I n t e r v i e w e r low 

I n t e r v i e w e r high 

Respondent high 

I n t e r v i e w e r low 

I n t e r v i e w e r high 

Low 

47 

32 

29 

22 

Medium 

37 

43 

41 

35 

High 

16 

25 

30 

43 

T o t a l 

100 

100 

100 

100 

115 

99 

116 

82 
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meaning of the questions t h a t were asked. As Table 3.9 shows, there i s a 

s l i g h t tendency f or those who grasp the questions l e s s w e l l to re p o r t 

more c o n d i t i o n s . As grasping the meaning of questions should be an 

a s s e t to r e p o r t i n g , even t h i s s l i g h t negative r e l a t i o n s h i p i s s u r p r i s i n g . 

One i s i n c l i n e d to a t t r i b u t e the f i n d i n g to the f a c t t h a t those who 

re p o r t a number of cond i t i o n s are asked more d e t a i l e d questions than 

those who r e p o r t few, thus i n c r e a s i n g the l i k e l i h o o d that they would 

appear to misunderstand q u e s t i o n s . 

Observers r a t e d how smoothly the question and answer process went: 

the degree of freedom from misunderstanding, t e n s i o n , and the degree to 

which i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent seemed to be working together r a t h e r 

than a g a i n s t one another. As T a b l e 3.10 shows, the smoothest i n t e r v i e w s 

are those i n which the respondent r e p o r t s few c o n d i t i o n s . Although t h i s 

was not a p r e d i c t e d f i n d i n g , i t i s easy enough to understand. When the 

respondent r e p o r t s few c o n d i t i o n s , few demands are placed on e i t h e r him 

or the i n t e r v i e w e r -- he does not have to remember dates or medical 

names, and the i n t e r v i e w e r has l i t t l e probing to do. The i n t e r v i e w goes 

q u i c k l y . I t i s when the t a s k i s d i f f i c u l t or the demands made on the 

respondents high that one would expect the smoothness of the i n t e r a c t i o n 

to be impaired. 
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TABLE 3-9 

REPORTING INDEX BY OBSERVER RATING 
OF HOW WELL RESPONDENT GRASPED 
QUESTIONS 

Reporting Index 
How w e l l 
grasped questions LOV7 Medium High T o t a l N 

P e r f e c t l y 30 43 27 100 78 

Very w e l l 35 38 27 100 196 

Average or l e s s 26 41 33 100 138 
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TABLE 3.10 

REPORTING INDEX BY OBSERVER RATING 
OF SMOOTHNESS OF INTERVIEW 

Reporting Index 

Smoothness Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Extremely smooth 42 36 22 100 73 

Very smooth 36 43 21 100 195 

F a i r l y smooth 28 39 33 100 104 

Less smooth than average 18 30 52 100 40 
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Summary 

The c l e a r e s t p a r t of the p i c t u r e presented thus f a r i s t h a t .a high 

l e v e l of r e p o r t i n g r e q u i r e s c o n s i d e r a b l e work by both i n t e r v i e w e r and 

respondent. When the respondent i s low on the Reporting Index, the 

i n t e r v i e w s are smooth and the pace i s f a s t . When the r e p o r t i n g l e v e l i s 

high, however, the respondent e l a b o r a t e s h i s answers and asks f o r question 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n , while the i n t e r v i e w e r does c o n s i d e r a b l e probing and 

c l a r i f y i n g f o r the respondent. The b e h a v i o r a l measures of performance 

i n d i c a t e t h at the respondent almost always engages i n a high l e v e l of 

a d d i t i o n a l task r e l a t e d behavior i f he i s r e p o r t i n g w e l l , but that the 

i n t e r v i e w e r sometimes does not have to probe a l o t for r e p o r t i n g to be 

good. On the other hand, the r a t i n g s i n d i c a t e t h a t the way the i n t e r 

viewer performs her r o l e i s as important as the respondent's acceptance 

o f the task i n o b t a i n i n g a good i n t e r v i e w . 

Because the i n t e r v i e w i s an i n t e r a c t i o n , i n which each responds to 

the o t h e r , i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t a high l e v e l of respondent t a s k 

r e l a t e d behavior leads to (or i s caused by) a high l e v e l of i n t e r v i e w e r 

behavior. The r a t i n g s of how hard each was t r y i n g to do a good job, 

however, are not interdependent. 

I t i s c l e a r t h a t the respondent must be induced to perform at a 

g e n e r a l l y high l e v e l , but i t I s not c l e a r what determines the l e v e l of 

tas k behavior i n the i n t e r v i e w , and whether I n t e r v i e w e r , respondent, or 

something about the combination of the two i s r e s p o n s i b l e f o r the kind 

of i n t e r v i e w that o c c u r s . 
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UNRELATED CONVERSATION 

I n most i n t e r v i e w s there i s some i n t e r a c t i o n t h a t i s not d i r e c t l y 

r e l a t e d to the question-answer t a s k . Most such i n t e r a c t i o n c o n s i s t s of 

b r i e f comments, laughter, and the l i k e , which does not i n t e r r u p t the 

i n t e r v i e w for v e r y long. Yet, there i s c o n s i d e r a b l e v a r i a t i o n i n the 

amount of t h i s t h a t occurs i n i n t e r v i e w s , and one would a n t i c i p a t e t h a t 

the tone of an i n t e r v i e w i n which t h e r e was no p e r s o n a l or i n c i d e n t a l 

c o n v e r s a t i o n a t a l l would be v e r y d i f f e r e n t from one i n which there was a 

f a i r amount of f r i e n d l y i n t e r p l a y . 

The measures of the degree of u n r e l a t e d behavior i n c l u d e the number 

of i r r e l e v a n t t o p i c s introduced, the way such comments were r e c e i v e d , 

and observer r a t i n g s of how much the respondent seemed to want to t a l k 

about u n r e l a t e d t o p i c s . These measures were taken f o r both respondent 

and i n t e r v i e w e r , and were combined i n t o a s i n g l e index for each. The 

f o l l o w i n g are the s p e c i f i c items i n c l u d e d i n these two I n d i c e s : 

Respondent U n r e l a t e d Conversation Index Items 

Number of times respondent asks questions about the i n t e r v i e w e r 

Number of times the respondent t a l k s about h i m s e l f or h i s f a m i l y 
other than r e p o r t i n g 

Number of times respondent laughs or makes humorous comments 

Observer r a t i n g of how much respondent wanted to chat about 
u n r e l a t e d matters 

Number of times respondent r e a c t e d to i r r e l e v a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n i n 
an encouraging manner / t o t a l r e a c t i o n s of respondent to i r r e l e v a n t 
c o n v e r s a t i o n 
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I n t e r v i e w e r Unrelated Conversation Index Items 

Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r p r a i s e s or f l a t t e r s respondent 

Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r asks u n r e l a t e d questions about the 
respondent or h i s f a m i l y 

Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r t a l k s about h i m s e l f 

Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r laughs, or makes humorous comments 

P o s t - i n t e r v i e w c o n v e r s a t i o n i n i t i a t e d or encouraged by the i n t e r v i e w e r 

Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r responds to i r r e l e v a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n i n 
an encouraging manner / t o t a l r e a c t i o n s of i n t e r v i e w e r to 
i r r e l e v a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n 

T a b l e s 4.1 and 4.2 present the r e l a t i o n s h i p between these i n d i c e s 

and the Reporting Index. I t i s c l e a r that both r e l a t i o n s h i p s a r e q u i t e 

s t r i k i n g ; when the respondent i s h i g h i n r e p o r t i n g , both the i n t e r v i e w e r 

and respondent engage i n more u n r e l a t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n . The r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i s p a r t i c u l a r l y strong between the Reporting Index and Respondent 

Unrelated Conversation. I t i s not p o s s i b l e to i s o l a t e cause and e f f e c t 

i n these r e l a t i o n s h i p s . The argument that r e p o r t i n g leads to u n r e l a t e d 

c o n v e r s a t i o n i s supported by the f o l l o w i n g p o i n t s : 

1. I n t e r v i e w s i n which a number of cond i t i o n s are reported l a s t longer, 

and, hence, provide more opportunity f or i r r e l e v a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

2. More demands are made on respondents who re p o r t a l o t ; t h e r e f o r e , 

i n t e r v i e w e r s may f e e l a need to r e a s u r e the respondent and to l e t him 

take an o c c a s i o n a l break from the t a s k . 
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TABLE 4.1 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENT 
UNRELATED CONVERSATION 

Reporting Index 
Respondent u n r e l a t e d 
c o n v e r s a t i o n Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Low 47 35 18 100 102 

Somewhat low 29 42 29 100 129 

Somewhat high 39 40 21 100 95 

High 19 40 41 100 86 
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TABLE 4,2 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER 
UNRELATED CONVERSATION 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w e r u n r e l a t e d 
c o n v e r s a t i o n 

Low 

Somewhat low 

Somewhat high 

High 

Low Medium High T o t a l N 

46 37 17 100 71 

35 39 26 100 125 

31 38 31 100 99 

26 42 32 100 117 
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Conversely, there are some reasons to th i n k that u n r e l a t e d behavior 

can i t s e l f lead to b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g or be a s i g n of something e l s e 

b e n e f i c i a l to r e p o r t i n g : 

1. The respondent i s most l i k e l y to i n i t i a t e u n r e l a t e d conversation, 

and by so doing he may be showing a s p i r i t of f r i e n d l y 

cooperation which w i l l a l s o r e s u l t i n good r e p o r t i n g . 

2. The i n t e r v i e w e r may i n i t i a t e or encourage some unr e l a t e d 

c o n v e r s a t i o n to put the respondent at ease, g a i n h i s cooperation, 

or to e s t a b l i s h a r e l a t i o n s h i p i n which communication i s f r e e . 

3. Unrelated c o n v e r s a t i o n may, i n p a r t , stem from the respondent's 

d e s i r e to please the i n t e r v i e w e r and prolong the in t e r v i e w ; 

r e p o r t i n g i s another way of accomplishing the same g o a l s . 

Whether u n r e l a t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n i s cause, e f f e c t , or simple c o r r e l a t e 

of good r e p o r t i n g cannot be d e f i n i t e l y s t a t e d a t t h i s time. Table 4.3, 

however, shows the i n t e r e s t i n g interdependence of i n t e r v i e w e r and 

respondent c o n v e r s a t i o n . I t i s c l e a r t h a t there i s a strong tendency 

for the Unrelated Conversation I n d i c e s of the two p a r t i c i p a n t s to 

correspond: i f the respondent i s low, the i n t e r v i e w e r i s l i k e l y to be 

low, and v i c e v e r s a . Apparently, some types of r e l a t i o n s h i p s a r e 

conducive to u n r e l a t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n by both p a r t i c i p a n t s , while others 

are not conducive to i t f o r e i t h e r . Not s u r p r i s i n g l y , f o r any a p p r e c i a b l e 

amount of p e r s o n a l i n t e r a c t i o n to take p l a c e , i t must be supported and 

f o s t e r e d by both members of the r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

Turning again to r e p o r t i n g , T a b l e 4.4 shows the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the two Unrelated C o n v e r s a t i o n I n d i c e s i n combination with the 

Reporting Index. T h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p , as can be seen, i s not too strong. 
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TABLE 4.3 

RESPONDENT UNRELATED CONVERSATION 
BY INTERVIEWER UNRELATED CONVERSATION 

I n t e r v i e w e r u n r e l a t e d 
c o n v e r s a t i o n 

High 

Low 

Respondent Unrelated Conversation 

High Low T o t a l N 

68 32 100 216 

17 83 100 196 
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TABLE 4.4 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENT UNRELATED 
CONVERSATION AND INTERVIEWER UNRELATED 
CONVERSATION 

Reporting Index 
Unrelated c o n v e r s a t i o n 

Respondent low 

I n t e r v i e w e r low 

In t e r v i e w e r high 

Respondent high 

I n t e r v i e w e r low 

I n t e r v i e w e r high 

Low 

40 

29 

35 

28 

Medium 

38 

42 

41 

39 

High 

22 

29 

24 

33 

T o t a l 

100 

100 

100 

100 

N 

162 

69 

34 

147 
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I n g e n e r a l , one would say that r e p o r t i n g i s poorest i n those 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n which both i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent are below the 

median i n i n t e r p e r s o n a l a c t i v i t y . T h i s d i f f e r e n c e i s not too l a r g e , 

however, and there i s l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e among the other three c a t e g o r i e s . 

I t i s not c l e a r why Table 4.4, i n which the i n d i c e s of Unrelated 

Conversation are viewed i n combination, shows l e s s r e l a t i o n s h i p to the 

Reporting Index than the i n d i c e s presented s i n g l y , e s p e c i a l l y when the 

I n d i c e s themselves are so h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d . Perhaps some of the 

d i s c r i m i n a b i l i t y of the i n d i c e s was l o s t when they were d i v i d e d i n t o 

two groups i n s t e a d of four; perhaps i t i s when both are v e r y high or very 

low i n u n r e l a t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n that the biggest d i f f e r e n c e s i n r e p o r t i n g 

occur. I n any ca s e , w h i l e there i s s t i l l much to be learned about the 

r o l e of u n r e l a t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n i n the production of a good i n t e r v i e w , 

i t i s c l e a r t h a t i t does play a r o l e . 

There are s e v e r a l other o b s e r v a t i o n a l measures which i n c r e a s e 

understanding of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the p e r s o n a l i n t e r a c t i o n o f 

respondent and i n t e r v i e w e r and the r e p o r t i n g of the respondent. 

F i r s t , one might hypothesize t h a t i n t e r v i e w e r s would i n t e r v i e w b e s t 

and respondents cooperate most when the i n t e r v i e w e r l i k e d the respondent. 

Consequently, i n t h e i r p o s t - i n t e r v i e w r e p o r t , i n t e r v i e w e r s were asked to 

r a t e how w e l l they l i k e d each respondent* As Table 4.5 shows, there i s 

no apparent r e l a t i o n s h i p between the way the i n t e r v i e w e r says she f e e l s 

about the respondent and the q u a l i t y of respondent r e p o r t i n g . 

Second, i n t e r v i e w e r s were a l s o asked whether they thought the 

respondent was tense or r e l a x e d . Tenseness was thought to be one s i g n 

that the i n t e r v i e w was not going w e l l . Table 4.6 shows v e r y l i t t l e or 

no r e l a t i o n s h i p , however. 
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TABLE 4.5 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER RATING 
OF HOW WELL SHE LIKED THE RESPONDENT 

Reporting Index 
How w e l l l i k e d respondent Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Li k e d v e r y much 34 36 30 100 116 

L i k e d somewhat 35 34 31 100 135 

Neutral or no opinion 34 47 19 100 143 

D i s l i k e d somewhat ... 16 
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TABLE 4.6 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER RATING 
OF WHETHER RESPONDENT WAS TENSE OR 
RELAXED 

Reporting Index 
Was respondent 
tense or r e l a x e d Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Very r e l a x e d 32 39 29 100 165 

Somewhat r e l a x e d 30 37 33 100 73 

About average 43 34 23 100 86 

Somewhat or v e r y tense 30 48 22 100 88 



T h i r d , three measures by the o b s e r v e r s at the beginning of the 

i n t e r v i e w i n d i c a t e i n i t i a l tendency toward p o l i t e n e s s and f r i e n d l i n e s s on 

the p a r t of respondents. The o b s e r v e r s counted the number of p o l i t e 

g e s t u r e s , such as i n v i t i n g the i n t e r v i e w e r i n t o the house, or o f f e r i n g her 

a c h a i r . The number of such a c t s d i d not r e l a t e to the Reporting Index, 

as Table 4.7 shows. Then, observers made two general r a t i n g s , one, of 

the i n i t i a l warmth and f r i e n d l i n e s s of the respondent, the other of h i s 

p o l i t e n e s s . These two r a t i n g s turned out to be h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d , and 

there was v e r y l i t t l e v a r i a n c e i n the r a t i n g s - over t h r e e - f o u r t h s being 

r a t e d "average" or " s l i g h t l y average." Hence, only one i s presented i n 

r e l a t i o n to the Reporting Index. As Table 4.8 shows, the r a t i n g of 

i n i t i a l respondent warmth does not r e l a t e to the Reporting Index. 

Although the t a b l e I s not shown, the p o l i t e n e s s r a t i n g does not r e l a t e 

to the Reporting Index e i t h e r . 

F i n a l l y , a t the end of the i n t e r v i e w , the observer recorded whether 

or not there was any c o n v e r s a t i o n a f t e r the l a s t q uestion was asked and, 

i f so, how long i t l a s t e d . Table 4.9 shows that those i n t e r v i e w s i n which 

no c o n v e r s a t i o n occurred or i n which p o s t - i n t e r v i e w c o n v e r s a t i o n lasted 

l e s s than a minute were poorer i n t e r v i e w s , as measured by the Reporting 

Index, than those i n which p o s t - i n t e r v i e w c o n v e r s a t i o n l a s t e d longer. 

These data form a f a i r l y c o n s i s t e n t p a t t e r n . Respondents report more 

f u l l y when a r e l a t i v e l y high l e v e l of p e r s o n a l i n t e r a c t i o n o c curs i n the 

i n t e r v i e w . The way the respondent r e c e i v e s the i n t e r v i e w e r , and the way 

the i n t e r v i e w e r f e e l s about the respondent, are not r e s p o n s i b l e for t h i s , 

however. The f a c t t h a t good i n t e r v i e w s are t y p i f i e d by p o s t - i n t e r v i e w 

c o n v e r s a t i o n which l a s t s more than a minute i s r e l e v a n t here. As such 

c o n v e r s a t i o n i s not i n h e r e n t i n the i n t e r v i e w s i t u a t i o n , the importance of 

the type of i n t e r v i e w e r - r e s p o n d e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t develops during the 

i n t e r v i e w i s again i n d i c a t e d . 



TABLE 4.7 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OF RESPONDENT 
INITIAL POLITE ACTIONS 

Number of 

p o l i t e actions Low 

0 36 

1 32 

2 30 

3 or more 41 

Reporting Index 

Medium High T o t a l N 

36 28 100 112 

42 26 100 125 

40 30 100 135 

41 18 100 140 
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TABLE 4.8 

REPORTING INDEX BY INITIAL OBSERVER 
RATING OF RESPONDENT WARMTH AND 
FRIENDLINESS 

Reporting Index 
How w a r m - f r i e n d l y 

i s respondent Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Very or somewhat warm 32 40 28 100 159 

Average or somewhat 
u n f r i e n d l y 35 39 26 100 253 

These categories were combined because there were very few 
cases i n the "extremely warm" and the "somewhat" or "very 
u n f r i e n d l y " categories. 
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TABLE 4.9 

REPORTING INDEX BY LENGTH OF POST-
INTERVIEU CONVERSATION 

Conversation length Low 

None 37 

Less than one minute 40 

One minute or more 30 

Reporting Index 
Medium High T o t a l N 

43 20 100 100 

36 24 100 75 

39 31 100 237 

55. 



Although the evidence shows t h a t unrelated conversation, and perhaps 

mutual enjoyment o f such t a l k , goes along w i t h a good i n t e r v i e w , i t i s 

i n c o r r e c t to overemphasize i t s importance. The r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the 

measures o f unrelated conversation and r e p o r t i n g are not as stron g as 

those between task r e l a t e d behavior and r e p o r t i n g . C l e a r l y , many good 

respondents s t i c k s t r i c t l y to the job of r e p o r t i n g , while some poor 

respondents are very w i l l i n g to converse on unrelated t o p i c s . I t is 

possible t h a t too much unrelated conversation may d i s t r a c t the respondent 

from h i s task, w h i l e too l i t t l e may i n d i c a t e a desire to get out of the 

i n t e r v i e w and an unwillingness to take p a r t i n i t . Considerable 

i n t e r v i e w e r judgment i s , perhaps, r e q u i r e d to determine how much the 

i n t e r v i e w should include u n r e l a t e d conversation i n order to o b t a i n the 

best r e s u l t s from each respondent. Further analysis may w e l l r e v e a l 

the conditions under which i t i s o r i s not h e l p f u l . 
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LEVEL OP ACTIVITY AND REPORTING 

For a v a r i e t y of reasons, e i t h e r the i n t e r v i e w e r or the r e 

spondent may want t o complete the i n t e r v i e w as q u i c k l y as p o s s i b l e . 

Concern about meeting a production schedule, about t a k i n g the r e 

spondent's time, or about some other respondent r e a c t i o n may make 

the i n t e r v i e w e r want to hu r r y ; w h i l e the respondent may hurry be

cause he has something t o do or simply does not want to cooperate. 

There are two ways to make an i n t e r v i e w go q u i c k l y . One i s not to 

do very much, and the other i s to do what must be done r a p i d l y . 

Four indices were constructed to measure t h i s . The f i r s t was 

designed to r e f l e c t the t o t a l amount of behavior of the respondent 

i n the i n t e r v i e w . Many of the Items of which i t was composed were 

also used i n the Task Related Behavior and Unrelated Conversation 

i n d i c e s . 

Total Amount o f Respondent Behavior Index Items 

Number o f times respondent asks f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of a question 
Number o f times respondent consults calendar, record, or other 

sources 
Number of times respondent questions the adequacy of an answer 
Number of conditions respondent pauses to consider 
Number of times respondent asks c l a r i f i c a t i o n o f an item on L i s t 
Number of times respondent elaborates on an item on L i s t A 
Number of respondent questions about the in t e r v i e w e r 
Number of times respondent gives suggestion to In t e r v i e w e r 
Number of times respondent t a l k s about himself, f a m i l y , e t c . 
Respondent i n i t i a t e s p o s t - i n t e r v i e w conversation 
Length o f p o s t - i n t e r v i e w conversation 
Respondent considers s p e c i a l i s t card c a r e f u l l y 
Reactions o f respondent which encourage un r e l a t e d conversation / 

To t a l r e a c t i o n s 

A s i m i l a r index was constructed f o r the i n t e r v i e w e r s . 
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Total Amount of In t e r v i e w e r Behavior Index Items 

y Number o f times i n t e r v i e w e r c l a r i f i e s a question 
Number of times I n t e r v i e w e r probes on L i s t A 
Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r f l a t t e r s or praises respondent 
Number o f in t e r v i e w e r u n r e l a t e d questions about respondent 
Number of times i n t e r v i e w e r gives suggestion to respondent 
Number o f times i n t e r v i e w e r t a l k s about h e r s e l f , f a m i l y , e t c . 
Length o f p o s t - i n t e r v i e w conversation 
Total number of probes 
Reactions of i n t e r v i e w e r which encourage u n r e l a t e d conversation/ 

T o t a l r e a c t i o n s 

Observers also made r a t i n g s o f the degree to which in t e r v i e w e r s 

and respondents appeared to do thi n g s i n a h u r r i e d way. These r a t i n g s 

were combined i n t o two in d i c e s - one f o r the i n t e r v i e w e r and one 

fo r the respondent. The f o l l o w i n g items were included. 

Rating o f Level of Respondent Behavior Index Items 

Observer r a t i n g o f whether or not respondent was w i l l i n g to 
give time 

I n t e r v i e w e r r a t i n g of whether or not respondent was w i l l i n g t o 
give time 

Amount respondent i s t a l k i n g ( f i r s t observer r a t i n g ) 
Amount respondent i s t a l k i n g (second observer r a t i n g ) 
Observer r a t i n g of how much respondent wanted to chat 

Rating of Level of I n t e r v i e w e r Behavior Index Items 

Did i n t e r v i e w e r look up a f t e r reading each question 
Did respondent have enough time t o t h i n k about each item 

Reactions o f i n t e r v i e w e r which discouraged unr e l a t e d conversation 

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 present the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the Re

p o r t i n g Index and the i n d i c e s o f the t o t a l amount o f respondent and 

in t e r v i e w e r behavior. Both t a b l e s show strong r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n the 

expected d i r e c t i o n : there i s less behavior o f a l l kinds i n those 

i n t e r v i e w s i n which the respondent repo r t s l e s s . 

Table 5.3 shows the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the two i n d i c e s , which 

also t u r n s out to be s t r o n g l y p o s i t i v e : the l e v e l o f behavior of 

the respondent i s h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d w i t h the l e v e l of behavior of 

the i n t e r v i e w e r . 
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TABLE 5.1 

REPORTING INDEX BY TOTAL 
AMOUNT OF RESPONDENT BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
T o t a l Level o f . Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Respondent Behavior 

Very low 56 40 4 100 66 
Somewhat low 45 42 13 100 100 
Somewhat high 26 40 34 100 153 
Very high 18 35 47 100 93 
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TABLE 5.2 

REPORTING INDEX BY TOTAL 
AMOUNT OF INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
T o t a l Level of Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Inte r v i e w e r Behavior 

Very low 51 39 10 100 82 
Somewhat low 38 43 19 100 124 
Somewhat high 28 35 37 100 107 
Very high 19 30 41 100 99 
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TABLE 5.3 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF RESPONDENT BEHAVIOR 
BY TOTAL AMOUNT OF INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR 

Level o f Respondent Behavior 
Level of In t e r v i e w e r Low High T o t a l N 

Behavior 

Low 69 . 31 100 206 
High 12 88 100 206 
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I n Table 5.4 the Reporting Index i s r e l a t e d t o the amount of 

behavior recorded f o r both i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent. Here, a pat

t e r n emerges which, w h i l e s i m i l a r t o t h a t found w i t h task behavior, 

i s considerably more s t r i k i n g and v e r y i n t e r e s t i n g . I f the respon

dent's l e v e l o f behavior i s low, h i s r e p o r t i n g i s poor, regardless 

of the l e v e l of behavior of the i n t e r v i e w e r . 

A respondent who i s healthy might not engage i n a great deal 

of task behavior, having l i t t l e to r e p o r t . However, i f a respondent 

does not do much i n the way o f task performance nor engage i n any 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l behavior, i t i s reasonable to t h i n k t h a t he has re

j e c t e d the i n t e r v i e w and i s doing a l l he can to f i n i s h i t q u i c k l y 

and e a s i l y . The data I n Table 5.4 may r e f l e c t the f a c t t h a t the re

spondent must show a c e r t a i n amount o f r e c e p t i v i t y to the i n t e r v i e w 

i f the i n t e r v i e w e r i s to Influence him e f f e c t i v e l y . For the i n t e r 

viewer to do a good job may r e q u i r e t h i s minimum amount o f cooperation 

from the respondent. The data from t h i s study permit f u r t h e r ex

p l o r a t i o n o f t h i s , which promises to be f r u i t f u l . 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the indices of r a t i n g s and the Re

p o r t i n g Index are presented i n Tables 5.5 and 5.6. The r e l a t i o n 

ship between the r a t i n g o f the respondent and h i s r e p o r t i n g i s strong 

and i n the expected d i r e c t i o n ; those respondents who were r a t e d as 

being h u r r i e d and u n w i l l i n g to engage i n much behavior tend to re

port more poorly than ot h e r s . There i s no r e l a t i o n s h i p , however, 

between the i n t e r v i e w e r index and respondent r e p o r t i n g . To account 

f o r t h i s , one should note t h a t there were few r a t i n g s which measured 

the degree to which the i n t e r v i e w e r t r i e d to f i n i s h the i n t e r v i e w 

q u i c k l y , so t h a t the index may not be a good one. I t may also be 
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TABLE 5.4 

REPORTING INDEX BY TOTAL RESPONDENT 
BEHAVIOR AND TOTAL INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
Combination of Behavior Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Indices 

Respondent Low 

Inte r v i e w e r Low 48 43 9 100 142 
Int e r v i e w e r High 58 29 13 100 24 

Respondent High 

In t e r v i e w e r Low 34 38 28 100 64 
Int e r v i e w e r High 19 38 43 100 182 
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TABLE 5.5 

REPORTING INDEX BY INDEX OF RATING 
OF LEVEL OF RESPONDENT BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
Rating o f Level of Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Respondent Behavior 

Very low 43 45 12 100 93 
Somewhat low 37 37 26 100 150 
Somewhat high 32 35 33 100 85 
Very high 20 40 40 100 84 

64. 



TABLE 5.6 

REPORTING INDEX BY INDEX OF RATING 
OF LEVEL OF INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR 

Reporting Index 
Rating of Level of Low Medium High T o t a l N 

In t e r v i e w e r Behavior 

Very low 29 43 28 100 76 
Somewhat low 36 38 26 100 84 
Somewhat high 30 41 29 100 76 
Very high 35 38 27 100 176 
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t h a t few i n t e r v i e w e r s rush t h e i r respondents, so there i s l i t t l e 

or no t r u e v a r i a t i o n among them t o be r e f l e c t e d i n the index. The 

v a r i a t i o n might have been p a r t i c u l a r l y r e s t r i c t e d because o f the 

presence o f observers. I n any case, because o f the lack o f re

l a t i o n s h i p between the i n t e r v i e w e r index and r e p o r t i n g , no new i n 

formation i s gained by loo k i n g a t the Reporting Index I n r e l a t i o n 

to the combination o f In t e r v i e w e r and respondent r a t e d I n d i c e s . 

One f u r t h e r r a t i n g belongs i n t h i s s e c t i o n , f o r i t , as c l e a r l y 

as any o t h e r , shows the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the haste w i t h which 

an i n t e r v i e w i s conducted and the q u a l i t y o f the respondents' r e

p o r t i n g . Observers r a t e d the pace o f each I n t e r v i e w I n the sample. 

I n t h i s r a t i n g , they were to take i n t o account f a c t o r s such as the 

number of conditions reported and the number of persons i n the f a m i l y 

which tend to make an i n t e r v i e w l a s t longer, and simply r a t e the 

r e l a t i v e speed w i t h which the i n t e r v i e w was accomplished. How 

w e l l they made t h i s r a t i n g i s , o f course, not known; but the r e 

l a t i o n s h i p between t h i s r a t i n g and the Reporting Index, shown i n 

Table 5.7, i s very s t r i k i n g . Although, again, one must note t h a t 

an i n t e r v i e w i n which few h e a l t h events are r e p o r t e d w i l l move much 

more r a p i d l y than t h a t i n which many are r e p o r t e d . Table 5.7 s u r e l y 

also r e f l e c t s respondent desire t o cut short the i n t e r v i e w . 

I n summary, there are very c l e a r d i f f e r e n c e s i n the t o t a l amount 

of behavior t h a t occurs when the respondent r e p o r t s l i t t l e and when 

he r e p o r t s many h e a l t h events. Both respondent and i n t e r v i e w e r en

gage i n l e ss behavior when the respondent i s low on the Reporting 

Index. The most important new i n f o r m a t i o n from t h i s s e c t i o n , however, 

i s the importance o f respondent acceptance o f h i s task. Respondents 
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TABLE 5.7 

REPORTING INDEX BY OBSERVER 
RATING OF GENERAL PACE OF INTERVIEW 

Re po r t i n g _ I n dex 
Rating of Pace Low Medium High T o t a l N 

of I n t e r v i e w 

Much f a s t e r than average 53 41 6 100 51 
Somewhat f a s t e r 40 39 21 100 96 
Average 32 41 27 100- 205 
Much or somewhat slower 13 33 54 100 60 

than average 
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who ne i t h e r elaborate t h e i r answers, ask f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the 

questions, nor engage i n unre l a t e d conversation, r e p o r t very poorly, 

no matter how much probing and c l a r i f y i n g the i n t e r v i e w e r may do. 

Thus, one i s l e d to t h i n k t h a t the i n i t i a l problem i s to gain re

spondent acceptance of the i n t e r v i e w and his p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n i t . 

Once t h i s i s accomplished, the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s e f f o r t s w i l l be more 

e f f e c t i v e i n helping him to r e p o r t b e t t e r . Although t h i s i n t e r p r e 

t a t i o n must be i n f e r r e d , i t can and w i l l be f u r t h e r explored. Other 

methodological research suggests t h a t o b t a i n i n g a good i n t e r v i e w i s 

a two-stage process: f i r s t , o b t a i n i n g respondent acceptance o f the 

task, and second, helping him perform i t w e l l . Confirmation of t h i s 

would be an Important basis f o r the development of Improved i n t e r 

view procedures. 
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FACTORS OUTSIDE THE INTERVIEW 

The preceding sections have d e a l t w i t h the behaviors and r a t e d 

r e a c t i o n s of the p a r t i c i p a n t s as they performed the in t e r v i e w task 

and r e l a t e d personally t o one another. I n t e r v i e w s do not occur i n 

a vacuum, however. The i n t e r v i e w e r walks i n t o the home o f a respon

dent who has a d a i l y r o u t i n e ; and s p e c i f i c circumstances surrounding 

the time the i n t e r v i e w e r a r r i v e s may have an important e f f e c t on the 

way the respondent accepts and performs h i s task. I n f a c t , i n some 

cases the s i t u a t i o n a l v a r i a b l e s may be the most important determinants 

of h i s r e p o r t i n g behavior. 

D i s t r a c t i o n s 

Frequently there are c h i l d r e n or other a d u l t s present when the 

in t e r v i e w takes place. I f the respondent i s worrying about what 

the c h i l d r e n are doing, or i f he i s watching t e l e v i s i o n during the 

i n t e r v i e w , h i s performance may not be h i g h . 

The e f f e c t of outside f a c t o r s on the i n t e r v i e w was recorded i n 

two ways by the observer. F i r s t , during the i n t e r v i e w , she noted 

each time something occurred which i n t e r r u p t e d the i n t e r v i e w or which 

d i s t r a c t e d the a t t e n t i o n o f the respondent. Then, at the end o f the 

i n t e r v i e w , she made an o v e r a l l r a t i n g of the degree to which d i s 

t r a c t i o n s were present and played a par t i n the i n t e r v i e w . The 

o v e r a l l r a t i n g corresponded to the number o f d i s t r a c t i o n s recorded 

by the observer, and, consequently, only the r a t i n g i s presented i n 

r e l a t i o n s h i p to the Reporting Index, I t can be seen from Table 6.1 

t h a t frequent or serious d i s t r a c t i o n s were present i n few in t e r v i e w s 

( l e s s than 14 per cent) and t h a t r e p o r t i n g was as good when there 
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TABLE 6,1 

REPORTING INDEX BY OBSERVER RATING OF THE 
OVERALL EFFECT OF DISTRACTIONS ON THE INTERVIEW 

Reporting Index 
E f f e c t of D i s t r a c t i o n s Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Moderate or serious 28 37 35 100 57 
S l i g h t 35 39 26 100 83 
None 34 40 26 100 272 
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were some d i s t r a c t i o n s as when there were none. 

Time o f the I n t e r v i e w 

I f the i n t e r v i e w e r a r r i v e s at a very inconvenient time, some 

respondents w i l l ask her to come back l a t e r . I n t e r v i e w e r s prefer to 

complete the i n t e r v i e w on the f i r s t c a l l , i f p o s s i b l e , however, and 

some respondents w i l l not obje c t even i f i t i s inconvenient. Per

haps some respondents do not f e e l they can ask the i n t e r v i e w e r to 
* 

come back, while others t h i n k i t w i l l take only a few minutes. I n 

any case, some i n t e r v i e w s do take place at times which are incon

venient f o r respondents. 

Figure 2 shows the scores on the Reporting Index by the time 

of day at which the NHS i n t e r v i e w occurred. The s o l i d l i n e shows 

the percentage of respondents who f e l l i n t o the "low" category on 

the Index, w h i l the dotted l i n e shows the percentage f a l l i n g i n t o 

the "high" category. Both give e s s e n t i a l l y the same p i c t u r e . The 

worst i n t e r v i e w s occur between 12:00 and 1:00 p.m. and between 

6:00 and 7:00 p.m. Another bad per i o d f o r the i n t e r v i e w i s between 

1:00 and 4:00 i n the afternoon. 

Keeping I n mind the most t y p i c a l d a i l y r o u t i n e of Americans, 

these data can be i n t e r p r e t e d f a i r l y r e a d i l y . The two worst times 

occur when the housewife i s e i t h e r preparing or eating meals. The 

e a r l y afternoon hours are popular times f o r naps and some household 

chores; and c h i l d r e n come home from school between 3:00 and 4:00--

the worst hour i n the afternoon f o r r e p o r t i n g . 

I n another r e p o r t , "Respondents Talk about the NHS I n t e r v i e w / ' 
i t was shown t h a t many respondents do not a n t i c i p a t e t h a t the i n t e r 
view w i l l l a s t more than 20 minutes, y e t the average i n t e r v i e w l a s t s 
more than h a l f an hour. 
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I n the follow-up i n t e r v i e w w i t h respondents, the people i n the 

sample were asked what they were doing when the in t e r v i e w e r came to 

the door. The answers to t h i s question are r e l a t e d to the Reporting 

Index i n Table 6-2, Consistent w i t h Figure 2, respondents were l i k e l y 

to score "low" on the Reporting Index i f they were contacted at meal

time, w h i l e they were r e s t i n g , or w h i l e they were taking care o f the 

c h i l d r e n . On the other hand, i f they were reading or watching 

t e l e v i s i o n , they tended to r e p o r t b e t t e r . 

The p r a c t i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of these f i n d i n g s are not c l e a r - c u t . 

The best time to f i n d some respondents at home i s during mealtimes, 

yet i t appears t h a t answers given at t h a t time are not very good. 

Data re p o r t e d i n another r e p o r t show t h a t there are no noteworthy 

d i f f e r e n c e s i n the demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of those who are 

interviewed i n the e a r l y afternoon or mealtimes. Thus, there i s no 

basis f o r saying t h a t the people i n t e r v i e w e d at the "bad times" 

are a t y p i c a l respondents, who might r e p o r t poorly regardless o f when 

they were interviewed. The data must be a t t r i b u t e d to the compe

t i t i o n the respondent f e e l s f o r h i s time. I t appears t h a t conducting 

an i n t e r v i e w at an inconvenient time may be an important source o f 

underreporting i n the NHS, and perhaps procedural changes should 

be considered to reduce t h i s problem. 
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TABLE 6.2 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHAT RESPONDENT 
WAS DOING WHEN INTERVIEWER CAME 

Reporting Index 
Respondent was doing: Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Household chores 25 43 32 100 131 
Eating 20 43 37 100 76 
Caring f o r c h i l d r e n 20 40 40 100 15 
Watching T.V., e t c . 40 26 34 100 53 
Going out 29 36 35 100 28 
Resting 30 30 40 100 33 
Other 39 36 25 100 31 
Nothing 24 44 32 100 41 
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RESPONDENTS AND REPORTING 

Respondents 1 a t t i t u d e s and perceptions about the NHS i n t e r v i e w 

were measured i n the follow-up i n t e r v i e w . I t was thought t h a t some 

a t t i t u d e s and perceptions are conducive to good r e p o r t i n g , while 

others are d e t r i m e n t a l . One purpose o f the i n t e r v i e w was to a t 

tempt to i d e n t i f y d i f f e r e n c e s between good and bad r e p o r t e r s , i f 

any e x i s t e d . 

S p e c i f i c A t t i t u d e s 

Respondents were asked several questions on t h e i r f e e l i n g s or 

the f e e l i n g s they f e l t others might have about the NHS i n t e r v i e w . 

Then, they were asked, i n each case, to s t a t e the reason f o r the 

f e e l i n g s they reported. Most of the reasons could be placed i n one 

of f i v e categories. 

a) Concern about the time r e q u i r e d f o r the i n t e r v i e w , because 

i t was inconvenient or l a s t e d an i n a p p r o p r i a t e amount o f time. 

b) Concern about the questions asked because they were too 

personal, asked too much of the respondent, or were i n a form t h a t 

the respondent d i d not l i k e - - e . g . , the questions were r e p e t i t i o u s . 

c) Concern because the respondent d i d not know enough about 

the purpose o f the study or the uses to which h i s answers would be 

put. 

d) I n t e r e s t I n the chance to be of pub l i c service or help w i t h 

a worthy cause. 

e) I n t e r e s t i n the chance to i n t e r a c t w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r . 

The i n i t i a l hypothesis was t h a t respondents who mentioned the 

f i r s t three considerations would be poorer r e p o r t e r s than those who 
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TABLE 7,1 

REPORTING INDEX BY SELECTED 
INDICES OF RESPONDENT CONCERN1 

Reporting Index 
Concern about time 

Mentioned twice or more 
Mentioned once 
Not mentioned 

Concern about questions 
Mentioned 
Not mentioned 

Concern about not 
knowing purpose 
Mentioned twice or more 
Mentioned once 
Not mentioned 

I n t e r e s t i n being 
of service 
Mentioned twice or more 
Mentioned once 
Not mentioned 

I n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g 
w i t h i n t e r v i e w e r 
Mentioned twice or more 
Mentioned once 
Not mentioned 

Low 
31 
41 
28 

28 
38 

31 
34 
37 

29 
36 
40 

34 
34 
34 

Medium High T o t a l 
42 27 100 
34 25 100 
42 30 100 

43 29 100 
36 26 100 

40 29 100 
40 26 100 
37 26 100 

43 28 100 
36 28 100 
36 24 100 

45 21 100 
37 29 100 
35 31 100 

N 
14< 
13) 
13( 

20. 
20 

14. 
16 
10 

18 
14 
8 

14 
1 
1 

These indices were constructed using answers to both 
d i r e c t and i n d i r e c t questions. 
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d i d not mention them, while those mentioning the f o u r t h would be 
b e t t e r than oth e r s . No hypothesis was advanced about whether or 

not the l a s t f a c t o r would be an asset or detriment t o good r e p o r t i n g . 

I n f a c t , however, none of these v a r i a b l e s i s markedly r e l a t e d 

to the Reporting Index, as Table 7.1 shows. The only moderately 

strong r e l a t i o n s h i p i s between the Reporting Index and mentioning 

some concern about the questions--and t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p i s the op

posi t e from what was pre d i c t e d : those who mentioned concern about 

t h i s were more l i k e l y to r e p o r t w e l l i n the NHS i n t e r v i e w . One ex

pl a n a t i o n f o r t h i s would be t h a t those who reported the most were 

asked more questions and, thereby, were exposed to more d i f f i c u l t y 

or embarrassment i n the questions. There i s a tendency f o r those 

who mention an i n t e r e s t i n being o f service to r e p o r t b e t t e r , and 

f o r those mentioning an i n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r to 

re p o r t worse than ot h e r s ; but these r e l a t i o n s h i p s are weak. I n 

general, however, the data do not i n d i c a t e t h a t the a t t i t u d e s 

measured have much r e l a t i o n s h i p t o r e p o r t i n g . 

The v a r i a b l e s i n Table 7.1 were constructed by counting the 

number o f times t h a t a respondent mentioned any o f the above reasons. 

A special set o f questions was asked a t the beginning of the f o l l o w -

up i n t e r v i e w , i n which the respondent was to r e p o r t how another per

son might f e e l about the NHS i n t e r v i e w . There was some evidence t h a t 

these l a t t e r questions were p a r t i c u l a r l y s e n s i t i v e t o respondent 

f e e l i n g s . Another set o f indices was constructed, t h e r e f o r e , using 

only the answers from the i n d i r e c t s e c t i o n of the i n t e r v i e w . Table 

7.2 presents the r e s u l t s o f these i n d i r e c t i n d i c e s i n r e l a t i o n to 

the Reporting Index. As may be seen, the patt e r n s look almost 

i d e n t i c a l to those i n Table 7.1; there i s only one r e l a t i o n s h i p be

tween these a t t i t u d e s and the dependent v a r i a b l e : those who re p o r t 

more are more l i k e l y t o mention some concern about the questions. 
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TABLE 7.2 

REPORTING INDEX BY SELECTED INDIRECT 
INDICES OF RESPONDENT CONCERN 

Reporting Index 
Concern about questions Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Not mentioned 36 40 24 100 278 
Mentioned 28 39 33 100 134 

Concern about not 
knowing purpose 

Not mentioned 34 40 26 100 186 
Mentioned 33 39 28 100 226 

Concern about time 

Not mentioned 34 41 25 100 258 
Mentioned 32 37 31 100 154 

I n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g 
w i t h i n t e r v i e w e r 

Not mentioned 35 37 28 100 306 
Mentioned 28 46 26 100 106 

I n t e r e s t i n being 
of service 

Not mentioned 34 39 27 100 311 
Mentioned 32 42 26 100 101 

78. 



Table 7.3 shows the a t t i t u d e Indices (based on a l l questions) 

r e l a t e d to the number o f v i s i t s to doctors reported by respondents 

f o r the r e p o r t i n g u n i t . There are, again, no very strong r e l a t i o n 

ships. There i s a tendency, however, f o r those respondents who 

mention t h a t they enjoyed t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r to r e p o r t 

fewer v i s i t s to doctors. This may mean t h a t such people were more 

i n t e r e s t e d i n the chance to t a l k than, they were i n performing t h e i r 

task. 

To f u r t h e r explore the idea t h a t the i n t e r v i e w experience i s 

d i f f e r e n t f o r good r e p o r t e r s than f o r poor r e p o r t e r s , hypotheses 

were examined which could account f o r the low c o r r e l a t i o n between 

the a t t i t u d i n a l i n d i c e s and r e p o r t i n g . F i r s t , perhaps some suppres

sor v a r i a b l e was a c t i n g to reduce the a t t i t u d i n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

One p o s s i b i l i t y was dicussed i n the l a s t s e c t i o n : the time o f day 

the i n t e r v i e w occurred. I t could be, f o r example, t h a t i f the re

spondent i s interviewed a t a poor time, h i s r e p o r t i n g i s poor r e 

gardless of h i s a t t i t u d e s ; but i f the i n t e r v i e w occurs at a good 

time, h i s a t t i t u d e s help to determine the q u a l i t y of h i s performance. 

To t e s t t h i s i d e a , the sample was d i v i d e d approximately i n 

h a l f by whether or not the i n t e r v i e w occurred at a good time or a 

bad time as i n d i c a t e d by Figure 2 i n the preceding section. The 

a t t i t u d e indices were then r e l a t e d to r e p o r t i n g w i t h i n each h a l f o f 

the sample. Table 7.4 shows t h a t i f the i n t e r v i e w occurred at a good 

time , reported i n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r , i f any

t h i n g , was r e l a t e d to r e p o r t i n g w e l l i n the NHS. I f the i n t e r v i e w 

occurred at an inconvenient time, however, those who mentioned an 

i n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r d i d not r e p o r t w e l l . I f a 
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TABLE 7.3 

NUMBER OF VISITS TO DOCTORS REPORTED FOR REPORTING 
UNIT BY SELECTED INDIRECT INDICES OF RESPONDENT CONCERN 

Concern about questions None 

Not mentioned 68 
Mentioned once 64 
Mentioned twice or more 62 

Concern about not 
knowing purpose 

Not mentioned 63 
Mentioned once 70 
Mentioned twice or more 62 

Concern about time 

Not mentioned 66 
Mentioned once 65 
Mentioned twice or more 65 

I n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g 
w i t h i n t e r v i e w e r 

Not mentioned 57 
Mentioned once 64 
Mentioned twice or more 74 

I n t e r e s t i n being 
of service 

Not mentioned 67 
Mentioned once 66 
Mentioned twice or more 65 

Number o f V i s i t s to Doctor 
One Two or more T o t a l N 

21 11 100 20 7 
19 17 100 107 
26 12 100 98 

23 14 100 104 
19 11 100 164 
22 16 100 144 

23 11 100 130 
21 14 100 138 
20 15 100 144 

28 15 100 134 
22 14 100 134 
14 12 100 144 

23 11 100 87 
23 11 100 141 
20 15 100 184 
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TABLE 7.4 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENT INTEREST IN 
TALKING WITH INTERVIEWER AND WHETHER TIME 
OF DAY INTERVIEW TOOK PLACE WAS GOOD OR BAD 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w took place Low Medium High T o t a l N 

at good time 

I n t e r e s t I n t a l k i n g : 

Not mentioned 32 36 32 100 69 
Mentioned 23 47 30 100 146 

In t e r v i e w took place 
at bad time 

I n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g : 

Not mentioned 
Mentioned 

35 
45 

34 
34 

31 
21 

100 
100 

65 
132 

I n t e r v i e w times were d i v i d e d i n h a l f on basis of whether 
r e p o r t i n g was high or low (see Figure 2 ) . At "good" times, 
r e p o r t i n g tended to be "high". 
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respondent does not have much time or f e e l s h u r r i e d , perhaps an 

i n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r reduces the time, e f f o r t 

and a t t e n t i o n he devotes to r e p o r t i n g accurately. I f i t occurs a t 

a convenient time, however, respondents have time f o r a c e r t a i n 

amount of f r i e n d l y i n t e r a c t i o n and s t i l l are able t o r e p o r t w e l l . 

I n f a c t , the tabl e suggests t h a t such i n t e r a c t i o n may be an asset 

f o r those who have time. 

No other d i f f e r e n c e s i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between a t t i t u d e s and 

r e p o r t i n g appeared when time o f the i n t e r v i e w was c o n t r o l l e d . The 

above r e l a t i o n s h i p s i l l u s t r a t e , however, the complex way t h a t a t t i 

tudes may enter i n t o the r e p o r t i n g process, w i t h an a t t i t u d e t h a t 

i s an asset f o r one group being a detriment f o r another. I t i s such 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s t h a t the f u r t h e r a n a l y s i s w i l l be designed to f i n d . 

A second hypothesis i s t h a t d i f f e r e n t considerations are im

portant to people from d i f f e r e n t demographic groups. To examine 

t h i s , the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the a t t i t u d i n a l i n d i c e s and the Re

p o r t i n g Index were run again, c o n t r o l l i n g f o r respondent education 

and age. 

When the sample was d i v i d e d by whether or not the respondent 

had graduated from high school, the f o l l o w i n g r e s u l t s appeared, as 

shown i n Table 7.5 

1. The hi g h school graduates who mentioned some concern about 

the questions reported much b e t t e r than those who d i d not mention 

any such concern; but t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p was s l i g h t or non-existent 

f o r those who had not completed h i g h school. 

2. For high school graduates, but not f o r those w i t h less ed

u c a t i o n , mentioning some concern about not knowing the purpose o f 
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TABLE 7.5 

REPORTING INDEX BY EDUCATION OF RESPONDENT 
AND SELECTED INDICES OF RESPONDENT CONCERN 

Concern about questions 

Not high school grad 

Mentioned 
Not mentioned 

32 
37 

Reporting Index 
Low Medium High T o t a l 

38 
38 

30 
25 

100 
100 

N 

100 
118 

High school grad 

Mentioned 
Not mentioned 

23 
39 

48 
33 

29 
28 

100 
100 

103 
87 

Concern about not knowing 
purpose 

Not high school grad 

Mentioned 
Not mentioned 

High school grad 

Mentioned 
Not mentioned 

35 
33 

28 
41 

38 
39 

42 
35 

27 
28 

30 
24 

100 
100 

100 
100 

154 
64 

153 
37 

* T o t a l N = 408 due to 4 not ascertained i n education 
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the NHS survey c o r r e l a t e d p o s i t i v e l y w i t h r e p o r t i n g w e l l . 

When the sample was d i v i d e d by whether or not the respondent 

was 55 years o f age or over, the f o l l o w i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p s were ob

tained between the a t t i t u d e s mentioned i n the follow-up i n t e r v i e w 

and the Reporting Index, as shown i n Table 7.6. 

1. I f concern about not knowing the purpose of the study was 

mentioned by a young respondent, he was l i k e l y t o have reported w e l l 

i n the NHS. I f i t was mentioned by an older respondent, however, 

there i s a s l i g h t tendency f o r him to have reported less w e l l than 

othe r s . 

2. I f a young respondent mentioned an i n t e r e s t i n helping or 

being a good c i t i z e n , he was l i k e l y to have re p o r t e d w e l l . This r e 

l a t i o n s h i p i s smaller f o r those over 55. 

3. I f an older respondent s a i d t h a t t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r 

was a reason f o r l i k i n g the i n t e r v i e w , he was s l i g h t l y less l i k e l y 

to r e p o r t w e l l than other o l d respondents I n the NHS. This r e l a 

t i o n s h i p does not hold f o r those respondents who are under 55, however. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s are not st r o n g . They suggest some ideas, how

ever which can be pursued. For example, an i n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g w i t h 

the i n t e r v i e w e r on a personal basis seems to be a detriment to r e 

p o r t i n g f o r some people--e.g. those Interviewed at inconvenient times 

and o l d e r respondents. Further a n a l y s i s w i t h i n demographic groups 

or using m u l t i p l e c o n t r o l s may add to the understanding of the r o l e 

of a t t i t u d e s i n respondent performance. The data c l e a r l y do not i n 

di c a t e a simple r e l a t i o n s h i p between a t t i t u d e s and r e p o r t i n g , however. 

I t may w e l l be t h a t respondent a t t i t u d e s regarding the NHS are so 

weak and i l l - f o r m e d t h a t they, i n f a c t , have l i t t l e e f f e c t on re

spondent performance. 
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TABLE 7.6 

REPORTING INDEX BY AGE OF RESPONDENT AND 
SELECTED INDICES OF RESPONDENT CONCERN 

Reporting Index 
Concern about not Low Medium High T o t a l N 

knowing purpose 

Under 55 years 

Mentioned 28 46 26 100 202 
Not mentioned 38 38 28 100 69 

Over 55 years 

Mentioned 40 29 31 100 107 
Not mentioned 35 35 30 100 34 

I n t e r e s t i n being 
of service 

Under 55 years 

Mentioned 28 44 28 100 214 
Not mentioned 38 43 19 100 56 

Oyer 55 years 

Mentioned 38 33 29 100 112 
Not mentioned 43 20 37 100 

I n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g 
w i t h i n t e r v i e w e r 
Under 55 years 

Mentioned 31 45 24 100 
Not mentioned 32 40 28 100 

Over 55 years 

Mentioned 40 32 28 100 
Not mentioned 35 27 38 100 
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O v e r a l l Reaction to I n t e r v i e w 

As was noted above, respondents were asked to summarize the 

way they f e l t about the i n t e r v i e w and the way they thought someone 

else might f e e l about i t . These answers are combined i n t o two i n 

dices of o v e r a l l r e a c t i o n t o the i n t e r v i e w : one from the questions 

which d i r e c t l y asked about the respondent's own f e e l i n g s , one from 

the i n d i r e c t questions. 

One might p r e d i c t t h a t those who reported best would r e a c t most 

favo r a b l y to the I n t e r v i e w . I n the i n t e r v i e w which was conducted on 

the day f o l l o w i n g the NHS i n t e r v i e w , however, those who appeared 

most negative were, i f anything, the b e t t e r r e p o r t e r s , as Tables 7.7 

and 7.8 show; and there i s a general lack of r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

the indices o f respondent f e e l i n g and the Reporting Index. 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o note t h a t there i s precedent f o r a nega

t i v e response to an a t t i t u d e question t o go along w i t h good p e r f o r 

mance. I n d u s t r i a l studies o f p r o d u c t i v i t y show t h a t the most pro

ductive workers are l i k e l y to express the most c r i t i c i s m of t h e i r 

j o b s . Such data are i n t e r p r e t e d as i n d i c a t i n g t h a t these people are 

s u f f i c i e n t l y involved i n t h e i r work to be concerned about ways to 

make t h e i r jobs b e t t e r , w h i l e less i n t e r e s t e d workers do not care 

how the job i s done and r e p o r t t h a t "everything i s f i n e . " S i m i l a r l y , 

some o f the b e t t e r respondents may be concerned enough about the i n 

terview to suggest ways i n which the i n t e r v i e w procedure could have 

been improved - thereby appearing negative i n the indices o f respon

dent r e a c t i o n . Some negative responses, t h e r e f o r e , may be r e f l e c t i n g 

*A d e s c r i p t i o n o f these i n d i c e s and t h e i r c o n s t r u c t i o n i s i n 
the Appendix o f "The Respondents Talk About The NHS I n t e r v i e w " . 
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TABLE 7.7 

REPORTING INDEX BY 
DIRECT QUESTION INDEX 

D i r e c t Question Index Low 

P o s i t i v e 34 
Neutral 35 
Negative 32 

Reporting Index 
Medium High T o t a l N 

39 27 100 183 
40 25 100 71 
40 28 100 158 
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TABLE 7.8 

REPORTING INDEX BY 
INDIRECT QUESTION INDEX 

Reporting Index 
I n d i r e c t Question Index Low Medium High T o t a l N 

P o s i t i v e 30 44 26 100 140 
Neutral 34 38 28 100 113 
Negative 35 35 30 100 159 

88. 



an e s s e n t i a l l y c o n s t r u c t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n on the par t o f respondents 

who mention such concern. 

Another i n t e r e s t i n g i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s suggested by Table 7.8, 

Those who are negative on the i n d i r e c t index - which there i s some 

reason to take as most s e n s i t i v e * - tend to r e p o r t a l o t or a l i t t l e ; 

they are less l i k e l y to f a l l i n the middle category on the Reporting 

Index. One i s l e d to speculate t h a t those r e p o r t i n g a negative over

a l l f e e l i n g about the NHS i n t e r v i e w include two types of respondents. 

Type 1 was negative w i t h respect t o the NHS i n t e r v i e w and rep o r t e d 

l i t t l e . Type 2 was w i l l i n g to cooperate w i t h the NHS, reported w e l l 

but f e l t t h a t too much as asked of him and l a t e r f e l t n e g a t i v e l y 

about the NHS i n t e r v i e w . I n other words, negative f e e l i n g s can lead 

to poor r e p o r t i n g or can r e s u l t from good r e p o r t i n g . 

Further support f o r t h i s view comes from those who were most 

negative: those who refused to grant the follow-up i n t e r v i e w . A l 

though there were only t h i r t e e n r e f u s a l s , and the conclusions must 

be very t e n t a t i v e , the r e f u s a l s tended to f a l l I n t o two groups. One 

group reported very l i t t l e i n f o r m a t i o n i n the NHS i n t e r v i e w , engaged 

i n l i t t l e u n r e l a t e d conversation, and tended to be r a t e d as r e a c t i n g 

n e g a t i v e l y to the NHS i n t e r v i e w . The other group reported more than 

average, t h e i r i n t e r v i e w s l a s t e d longer, they chatted a good deal 

w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r and appeared t o accept the task very w e l l - y e t 

they refused to be interviewed again. Apparently, they f e l t they 

had c o n t r i b u t e d enough. 

These data i l l u s t r a t e a problem w i t h I n t e r p r e t i n g the r e a c t i o n s 

*See "Respondents Talk About the NHS I n t e r v i e w " . 
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expressed i n the follow-up i n t e r v i e w : the a t t i t u d e s expressed may 

or may not represent the a t t i t u d e s which influenced the respondent's 

task performance i n the NHS. Some o f the reported a t t i t u d e s may be 

l a t e n t reactions f e l t a f t e r the respondent had thought about the 

i n t e r v i e w , e.g. the l e n g t h of time i t took or the personal questions, 

and thus a respondent could have expressed negative reactions i n the 

follow-up i n t e r v i e w without a c t u a l l y having f e l t t h a t way during the 

NHS i n t e r v i e w . This may be one reason t h a t strong d i r e c t r e l a t i o n 

ships between a t t i t u d e s expressed the next day and ac t u a l task per

formance during the NHS i n t e r v i e w do not appear. 

A f i n a l hypothesis, mentioned p r e v i o u s l y , i s th a t the NHS i n 

terview i s not a s i g n i f i c a n t event f o r respondents. Consequently, 

t h e i r f e e l i n g s may be very weak and there may be l i t t l e r e a l v a r i -

a t i o n among respondents i n t h e i r f e e l i n g s . I n t h a t case, f a c t o r s 

other than respondent f e e l i n g s would more e f f e c t i v e l y d i s c r i m i n a t e 

between good r e p o r t e r s and poor ones. 

Some evidence f o r t h i s i s presented i n "Respondents Talk 
About The NHS I n t e r v i e w " . 
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Perceptions and Information 

Three general t o p i c s are included under t h i s heading. F i r s t , 
respondents were asked a number of questions to a s c e r t a i n t h e i r 
l e v e l of i n f o r m a t i o n about the NHS and i t s purpose. Second, they 
were asked several questions about t h e i r perception of the task they 
were supposed to perform. T h i r d , they were asked about t h e i r per
ception of the i n t e r v i e w e r . These t o p i c s w i l l be considered i n 
d i v i d u a l l y . 
I n f o r m a t i o n 

I t was thought t h a t those who had the most i n f o r m a t i o n about 

the study would be most l i k e l y to r e p o r t w e l l . Knowing who conducts 

the study should a l l a y fears about the l e g i t i m a c y o f the research, 

wh i l e knowing what i s to be done w i t h the data should heighten 

f e e l i n g s of c i t i z e n s h i p and i n t e r e s t i n making the study a success, 

I n a previous r e p o r t * , i t was shown t h a t respondents tend to 

have l i t t l e i n f o r m a t i o n about the study and t h a t t h e i r answers to 

the questions asked are f a i r l y c o n s i s t e n t : those who know l i t t l e 

about one p a r t o f the study know l i t t l e about the o t h e r s . Table 7.9 

shows the Reporting Index by the answers to those questions designed 

to measure i n f o r m a t i o n about the purpose of the NHS. There i s no 

apparent r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

There are a t l e a s t two explanations o f why l e v e l o f i n f o r m a t i o n 

does not r e l a t e to r e p o r t i n g . F i r s t , the l e v e l of i n f o r m a t i o n about 

the study i s q u i t e low, even f o r those who have the most i n f o r m a t i o n ; 

and many o f those r a t e d high i n i n f o r m a t i o n were so r a t e d because 

See "A Report on Respondents 1 Reading of the Brochure and 
L e t t e r and an Analysis of Respondents' Level of I n f o r m a t i o n " . 
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TABLE 7.9 

REPORTING INDEX BY LEVEL OF 
INFORMATION ABOUT PURPOSE OF NHS* 

Reporting Index 
Level of In f o r m a t i o n Low Medium High To t a l N 

High 34 37 29 100 170 
Medium 28 36 36 100 53 
Low 35 41 24 100 173 
Not ascertained 

" 

16 

*Question 21: "Do you know why surveys l i k e t h i s are 
conducted? " 
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they know about surveys i n general - not because they had s p e c i f i c 

i n f o r m a t i o n about the NHS. I f a group o f respondents w i t h a high 

l e v e l of i n f o r m a t i o n had been found, they might w e l l have r e p o r t e d 

b e t t e r than ot h e r s . Second, knowing about the study may be an asset 

o n l y f o r c e r t a i n groups - e.g. the w e l l educated - or under c e r t a i n 

conditions - e.g. when the i n t e r v i e w occurs at a convenient time. 

These ideas w i l l be subjected to f u r t h e r a n a l y s i s . 

Perception o f task 

Two questions were asked s p e c i f i c a l l y about the respondents' 

perception o f the task. 

Did the i n t e r v i e w e r want you to r e p o r t e v e r y t h i n g , o r 
was she i n t e r e s t e d o n l y i n f a i r l y important things? 

Did the i n t e r v i e w e r want you to be exact i n the 
answers you gave, or were general ideas good enough? 

The answers to these questions can be i n t e r p r e t e d i n two ways. 

F i r s t , those who t h i n k the i n t e r v i e w o n l y requires g e n e r a l l y c o r r e c t 

answers about the more important events w i l l be less l i k e l y t o r e 

p o r t f u l l y and a c c u r a t e l y . Second, those who do not want t o take 

the time and energy to r e p o r t w e l l may j u s t i f y t h e i r performance by 

t e l l i n g themselves and the follow-up i n t e r v i e w e r t h a t l i t t l e was ex

pected of them. 

Tables 7.10 and 7.11 show t h a t the answers to the f i r s t question 

r e l a t e s l i g h t l y t o the Reporting Index, but the answers to the l a t t e r 

question r e l a t e more sharply to i t . Both r e l a t i o n s h i p s are i n the 

expected d i r e c t i o n , though n e i t h e r i s s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . 

Perception o f i n t e r v i e w e r 

The i n t e r v i e w e r plays an Important r o l e i n the i n t e r v i e w f o r a 

v a r i e t y of reasons, of course. Most important, she i s the one t o 
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TABLE 7.10 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHETHER RESPONDENT 
THOUGHT INTERVIEWER WANTED EVERYTHING 

OR FAIRLY IMPORTANT THINGS 

Reporting Index 
In t e r v i e w e r wanted: Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Everything 32 40 28 100 312 
F a i r l y important things 39 36 25 100 80 
Not ascertained — -- 20 
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TABLE 7.11 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHETHER RESPONDENT THOUGHT 
INTERVIEWER WANTED EXACT OR GENERAL ANSWERS 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w e r wanted: Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Exact answers 30 38 32 100 223 
General answers 38 39 23 100 168 
Not ascertained -- — -- 21 
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whom in f o r m a t i o n - o f t e n f a i r l y personal - i s to be given, and she 

i s the one who must d i r e c t the respondents 1 behavior. Hence, one 

would a n t i c i p a t e t h a t the perception o f the i n t e r v i e w e r would have 

an e f f e c t on the way the respondent performed h i s task. 

One t h i n g of i n t e r e s t i s whether the i n t e r v i e w e r i s thought t o 

be a h i g h l y s k i l l e d person or n o t . Two questions were asked r e l e v a n t 

to t h i s issue: one about the amount of education the respondent 

thought the i n t e r v i e w e r had had, and one about the amount o f spe c i a l 

t r a i n i n g t h a t was re q u i r e d to be a NHS interviewer.. I t would seem 

l o g i c a l t h a t the respondent who saw the i n t e r v i e w e r as h i g h l y s k i l l e d 

would be more w i l l i n g to r e p o r t personal i n f o r m a t i o n and to work 

hard to r e p o r t a c c u r a t e l y . Tables 7.12 and 7.13 show, however, t h a t 

there i s l i t t l e or no r e l a t i o n s h i p between the l e v e l o f s k i l l a t t r i 

buted to the i n t e r v i e w e r and the Reporting Index. 

A more complex way o f measuring the perception of the i n t e r 

viewer was devised i n the f o l l o w i n g question. 

What k i n d of a person would you say the i n t e r v i e w e r 
was? Which of these remind you most o f the i n t e r 
viewer: t h a t i s , which was i t most l i k e t a l k i n g to? 

a. A close f r i e n d 
b. A secretary or c l e r k i n an o f f i c e 
c. A s a l e s g i r l I n a department store 
d. A nurse 
e. A door-to-door salesman 
f . A neighbor 
g. A s o c i a l worker 
h. A female doctor 
i . A Community Chestworker 
j . A teacher 

k. A female lawyer 

There are only four s i n g l e a l t e r n a t i v e s which were selected 

o f t e n enough to permit meaningful comparison: s o c i a l worker, neighbor, 

sec r e t a r y , and close f r i e n d . Those who sa i d the i n t e r v i e w e r was most 

l i k e one of the f i r s t three were about average on the Reporting Xndex. 
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However, those who selected "close f r i e n d " reported more poor l y than 

average. This i s another piece o f evidence t h a t l i k i n g the i n t e r 

viewer as a person may not be an asset to r e p o r t i n g . 

At a more general l e v e l , one would t h i n k t h a t s o c i a l workers, 

teachers, nurses, doctors, and lawyers would a l l be thought o f as 

profe s s i o n a l s who were b a s i c a l l y engaged i n p u b l i c service and he l p i n g 

o t h e r s . A close f r i e n d or neighbor, on the other hand, i s someone 

to whom one r e l a t e s i n f o r m a l l y and w i t h whom i n t e r a c t i o n tends to 

be f r i e n d l y . Secretaries and salespeople, f i n a l l y , are n e i t h e r par

t i c u l a r l y close nor p a r t i c u l a r l y motivated to be of service. Com

b i n i n g the a l t e r n a t i v e s on t h i s b a s i s , one sees t h a t there i s l i t t l e 

r e l a t i o n s h i p i n Table 7.14 between the Reporting Index and the r e 

spondents 1 r e p o r t of what the i n t e r v i e w e r was most l i k e , except f o r 

the s l i g h t i n d i c a t i o n t h a t the f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s h i p i s not as good 

f o r some respondents. Other combinations lead to a s i m i l a r l ack o f 

r e s u l t s . 

Summary 

The respondents 1 perception o f the task i s r e l a t e d somewhat to 

r e p o r t i n g , but h i s l e v e l o f i n f o r m a t i o n about the survey and h i s 

perception o f the t r a i n i n g and education of the inte r v i e w e r do n o t 

r e l a t e to the Reporting Index i n a consistent way. Further a n a l y s i s 

i s needed t o determine i f these v a r i a b l e s are important t o r e p o r t i n g 

i n more complex ways. 

Conclusion 

The measures from the follow-up i n t e r v i e w w i t h the respondent 

do not account f o r as much variance i n r e p o r t i n g as might be ex

pected on a p r i o r i grounds. Throughout t h i s s e c t i o n , suggestions 
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TABLE 7.12 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENTS' 
PERCEPTION OF INTERVIEWERS 1 EDUCATION 

Reporting Index 
Perceived Education Low Medium High T o t a l N 

of I n t e r v i e w e r 

High school or less 35 40 25 100 186 
Some college 34 33 33 100 67 
College graduate 31 42 27 100 144 
Don't know — -- — -- 11 
Not ascertained — — — 4 
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TABLE 7.13 

REPORTING INDEX BY RESPONDENTS ' 
PERCEPTION OF INTERVIEWERS 1 SPECIAL TRAINING 

Reporting Index 
Perception o f I n t e r - Low Medium High Total N 

viewer T r a i n i n g 

None to one month 34 39 27 100 122 
One to s i x months 35 36 29 100 163 
Seven months or more 30 44 26 100 97 
Don't know -- — 22 
Not ascertained — -- 8 
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TABLE 7.14 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHAT RESPONDENT 
THOUGHT INTERVIEWER WAS MOST LIKE 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w e r was l i k e : Low Medium High T o t a l N 

A f r i e n d or neighbor 37 41 22 100 76 
A profe s s i o n a l person 33 39 28 100 256 
A salesperson 32 38 30 100 80 
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have been made as to why one measure or another d i d not r e l a t e to 

the Reporting Index as was a n t i c i p a t e d . Although some o f the 

measures might be improved, one must conclude t h a t on the basis o f 

the data presented, respondent a t t i t u d e s are not d i r e c t l y determining 

respondent r e p o r t i n g . 

Further study of the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the measures of at

t i t u d e s and respondent behaviors other than r e p o r t i n g W i l l be under

taken, as w e l l as analysis w i t h i n s p e c i f i c groups o f respondents. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between reported a t t i t u d e s and behavior I s an im

portant problem i n s o c i a l science theory as w e l l as an issue of great 

importance i n the s p e c i f i c understanding o f survey i n t e r v i e w s . The 

data from t h i s study provide an e x c e l l e n t o p p o r t u n i t y to l e a r n more 

i n t h i s area which w i l l be e x p l o i t e d . I n the e f f o r t to design the 

best possible i n t e r v i e w procedures, f i n d i n g t h a t respondent a t t i t u d e s 

have l i t t l e e f f e c t on r e p o r t i n g would be as s i g n i f i c a n t as f i n d i n g 

t h a t they are c r i t i c a l . 
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INTERVIEWERS AND REPORTING 

Considerable research has been focused on the i n t e r v i e w e r 

as the source o f response e r r o r . E a r l y studies showed t h a t the 

in t e r v i e w e r ' s a t t i t u d e s biased a t t i t u d e responses; l a t e r studies 

showed t h a t w e l l - t r a i n e d I n t e r v i e w e r s do not introduce such b i a s . 

Yet, there i s also a body o f l i t e r a t u r e which i n d i c a t e s t h a t some 

do a b e t t e r job than o t h e r s , regardless o f t h e i r t r a i n i n g . The 

q u a l i t y o f the job depends on such t h i n g s as t h e i r a t t i t u d e toward 

i t , and t h e i r morale and perception o f how the job should be done. 

The NHS i n t e r v i e w e r s who p a r t i c i p a t e d i n t h i s study were interviewed 

about some o f these t o p i c s . 

O r i e n t a t i o n to job 

Whether or not the i n t e r v i e w e r has a p o s i t i v e and c o n s t r u c t i v e 

approach to her job may have an e f f e c t on how w e l l she performs. 

There are s i x measures which may r e f l e c t the degree to which i n t e r 

viewers have such an o r i e n t a t i o n , b ut t o understand some o f them, 

the discussion from the previous s e c t i o n should be reviewed. 

Employees who o f f e r c r i t i c i s m o f the way they are asked t o per

form t h e i r tasks have been found i n several studies to be the most 

productive workers. I n a d d i t i o n , i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r study, i n t e r 

viewers were t o l d t h a t one o f the purposes o f the research was to 

develop improved survey procedures. Hence, o f f e r i n g suggestions 

and c r i t i c i s m s i n the i n t e r v i e w was p a r t i c u l a r l y l i k e l y t o be 

viewed as c o n s t r u c t i v e and something which an i n t e r v i e w e r who was 

concerned about r a i s i n g the q u a l i t y o f her work would do. 

Table 8.1 can be i n t e r p r e t e d i n t h i s l i g h t . I n t e r v i e w e r s were 
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TABLE 8.1 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OF PROBLEMS 
WITH QUESTIONNAIRE MENTIONED BY INTERVIEWER 

Reporting Index 
Number o f Problems Mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l « J 

N 

None 43 41 16 100 46 
One 33 39 28 100 138 
Two 32 36 32 100 179 
Three or more 29 49 22 100 49 

*Thls does not include the f r e q u e n t l y mentioned problem 
of remembering dates. 

^ I n t h i s and other tables i n t h i s s e c t i o n , the answers given 
by the 35 NHS Inter v i e w e r s are r e l a t e d to the r e p o r t i n g o f 
a l l of the respondents they interviewed. Although the num
ber of i n t e r v i e w e r s was on l y 35, the number o f inter v i e w s 
i n which a given a t t i t u d e could help or hinder r e p o r t i n g 
was 412. The a t t i t u d e s o f those i n t e r v i e w e r s who i n t e r 

viewed the most respondents are s l i g h t l y weighted by t h i s 
procedure, but the d i f f e r e n c e s i n weighting are s l i g h t . 
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asked about problems t h a t respondents have w i t h the NHS questions. 

Some Inter v i e w e r s said they were not aware o f any problems, w h i l e 

others mentioned as many as three p a r t i c u l a r parts o f the i n t e r 

view t h a t caused some problem. As the Table shows, those who 

mentioned more problems tended to o b t a i n b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g from 

respondents. 

S i m i l a r l y , i n t e r v i e w e r s were asked about whether they would 

suggest any changes i n the NHS procedures. Table 8.2 shows t h a t 

those who d i d suggest one or more changes were s l i g h t l y more l i k e l y 

to o b t a i n good r e p o r t i n g . 

One might t h i n k t h a t those i n t e r v i e w e r s who f e e l they are 

under pressure to meet production schedules or who f e e l the i n t e r 

view i s too long would hurry t h e i r respondents and o b t a i n poorer re

p o r t i n g . On the other hand, mentioning t h i s may simply r e f l e c t the 

p o s i t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n toward the work discussed above. As Tables 

8.3 and 8.4 show, i f anything, those who say they f e e l some pressure 

and f e e l t h a t i n t e r v i e w s are too long o b t a i n b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g from 

t h e i r respondents. 

Two other very s l i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p s are r e l e v a n t here, f o r 

they support the c o r r e l a t i o n between a p o s i t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n t o 

the job and the q u a l i t y o f the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s work. Int e r v i e w e r s 

were asked what they l i k e d about t h e i r jobs and about the value o f 

t h e i r work. Those who said t h a t they l i k e d the job because i t was 

important and worthwhile obtained somewhat b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g . I n 

a d d i t i o n , i n t e r v i e w e r s were asked whether they would l i k e t o have 

more i n f o r m a t i o n about the NHS and i t s uses. Those who said they 

were not i n t e r e s t e d i n o b t a i n i n g more i n f o r m a t i o n obtained s l i g h t l y 
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TABLE 8.2 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHETHER OR NOT 
INTERVIEWERS SUGGEST CHANGES IN NHS PROCEDURES 

Reporting Index 
Procedural changes: Low Medium High T o t a l IN 

Suggested 31 40 29 100 191 
Not suggested 36 38 26 100 181 
Don't know 32 32 36 100 25 
Not ascertained — — — 15 
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TABLE 8-3 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHETHER OR NOT INTERVIEWERS 
FELT UNDER PRESSURE TO COMPLETE INTERVIEWS QUICKLY 

Reporting Index 
I n t e r v i e w e r s a i d : Low Medium High T o t a l N 

She f e l t under pressure 28 44 28 100 150 
She "takes the time needed" 33 42 25 100 162 
She d i d not f e e l pressure 47 26 26 100 53 
Don't know — — — — 11 
Not ascertained 33 31 36 100 36 
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TABLE 8.4 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHETHER OR NOT INTERVIEWERS 
FEEL THAT INTERVIEWS USUALLY LAST TOO LONG 

Reporting Index 
Are i n t e r v i e w s too long? Low Medium High T o t a l 

Yes 32 38 30 100 
Q u a l i f i e d * 38 37 25 100 
No 34 43 23 100 
Don't know 29 33 38 100 
Not ascertained -- — — 

N 

17 
8 

11 
2 
1 

The most frequent response coded as " q u a l i f i e d " was tha t 
i n t e r v i e w s were too long f o r large f a m i l i e s . 
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less r e p o r t i n g from t h e i r respondents (Tables 8.5 and 8.6). 

Several o f these r e l a t i o n s h i p s are v e r y s l i g h t , and are only 

mentioned because the combination o f indi c e s point i n the same 

d i r e c t i o n : t h a t i n t e r v i e w e r s w i t h a p o s i t i v e , c o n s t r u c t i v e o r i e n 

t a t i o n t o t h e i r jobs do o b t a i n b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g . While i t i s not 

a s u r p r i s i n g f i n d i n g nor an extremely strong one, the data are cer

t a i n l y consistent enough to warrant f u r t h e r study. 

Goals i n the i n t e r v i e w 

I n t e r v i e w e r s were asked a number o f questions about kinds of 

respondents they l i k e best and procedures they p r e f e r . A f t e r they 

had s t a t e d each preference, they were asked to exp l a i n the reasons 

f o r t h e i r preference. These reasons were coded i n t o three cate

g o r i e s : concern about the accuracy o f the data, concern about the 

speed and e f f i c i e n c y o f the i n t e r v i e w , and concern about the 

pleasantness of the i n t e r v i e w . I n t e r v i e w e r s were, then, given a 

score f o r the number of reasons they gave which f e l l i n t o each 

category. 

The theory behind t h i s measure i s t h a t the most important 

concern o f the i n t e r v i e w e r i s the one she w i l l use most f r e q u e n t l y 

to evaluate respondents and procedures. Table 8.7 shows the r e l a 

t i o n s h i p between the number of times the i n t e r v i e w e r showed concern 

about the accuracy o f the data and the Reporting Index f o r her r e 

spondents i n the study. Those who express concern about accuracy 

o b t a i n somewhat b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g . The reason f o r the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i s not s e l f - e v i d e n t . Perhaps those who are p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned 

w i t h accuracy have i d e n t i f i e d a b i t more w i t h the goals o f the 

research, and work somewhat harder than o t h e r s . Perhaps they are 

more l i k e l y t o probe a "no" response, or communicate the importance 

of r e p o r t i n g a c c u r a t e l y . I n any case, t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p warrants 

f u r t h e r study. 
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TABLE 8.5 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OF TIMES 
INTERVIEWER SAYS HER WORK IS WORTHWHILE 

Reporting Index 
Number of times mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Not mentioned 34 42 24 100 74 
Mentioned once 34 40 26 100 283 
Mentioned twice or more 31 33 36 100 55 
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TABLE 8.6 

REPORTING INDEX BY WHETHER OR NOT INTERVIEWERS 
WANT MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE STUDY 

Reporting Index 
Want more information? Low Medium High T o t a l N 

'Yes 32 39 29 100 289 
No 38 34 28 100 99 
Not ascertained 29 58 13 100 24 
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TABLE 8.7 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OF TIMES 
INTERVIEWER MENTIONS CONCERN ABOUT ACCURACY 

Reporting Index 
Number of times mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Not mentioned or once 33 34 23 100 133 
Mentioned two or three times 39 39 22 100 139 
Mentioned four or more times 29 36 35 100 140 
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I n t e r e s t i n g l y , Tables 8.8 and 8.9 show t h a t the other two 

indices have no apparent e f f e c t on r e p o r t i n g . Apparently, concern 

about having an e f f i c i e n t i n t e r v i e w or concern about having a 

pleasant i n t e r v i e w are n e i t h e r conducive nor detrimental to ob

t a i n i n g good r e p o r t i n g . Of the three i n t e r v i e w e r goals measured, 

only a concern f o r the accuracy o f the data i s d i r e c t l y r e f l e c t e d 

i n the q u a l i t y o f r e p o r t i n g . 

O r i e n t a t i o n to respondents 

I n t e r v i e w e r s have d i f f e r e n t preferences i n the way they r e l a t e 

to respondents and attempt to o b t a i n t h e i r cooperation. One possible 

basis o f respondent cooperation i s h i s knowledge about the survey. 

In t e r v i e w e r s had several o p p o r t u n i t i e s to s t a t e t h a t they thought 

respondent i n f o r m a t i o n was h e l p f u l i n o b t a i n i n g a good i n t e r v i e w . 

The number of times the I n t e r v i e w e r mentioned t h i s was made i n t o 

an index, which i s presented i n r e l a t i o n t o the Reporting Index i n 

Table 8.10. I t may be seen t h a t t h e r e i s not any apparent r e l a t i o n 

ship between the two measures. However, i n Table 8.11 the answers 

to a s i n g l e d i r e c t question on the value o f respondent i n f o r m a t i o n 

are r e l a t e d to the Reporting Index. There i s some tendency f o r 

those who say respondents should have i n f o r m a t i o n t o o b t a i n b e t t e r 

r e p o r t i n g . As there i s no d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p between the amount 

of i n f o r m a t i o n respondents have and r e p o r t i n g , one i s l e d to t h i n k 

t h a t those i n t e r v i e w e r s who t h i n k i n f o r m a t i o n i s valuable may 

e s t a b l i s h a d i s t i n c t i v e k i n d o f r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h r e s p o n d e n t s — t h a t 

t h e i r i n t e r e s t i n e x p l a i n i n g the study may be as important t o good 

r e p o r t i n g as the inf o r m a t i o n they communicate. 
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TABLE 8.8 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OR TIMES 
INTERVIEWER MENTIONS CONCERN ABOUT EFFICIENCY 

Reporting Index 
1 Number o f times mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Not mentioned 29 40 31 100 100 
Mentioned once 39 38 23 100 186 
Mentioned twice or more 29 42 29 100 126 
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TABLE 8.9 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OF TIMES INTERVIEWER 
MENTIONS CONCERN ABOUT PLEASANTNESS OF INTERVIEW 

Reporting Index 
Number o f times mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l N 

None 30 40 30 100 133 
One 38 40 22 100 114 
Two 37 38 25 100 89 
Three or more 30 37 33 100 76 
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TABLE 8,10 

REPORTING INDEX BY DESIRABILITY OF RESPONDENTS 
HAVING INFORMATION ABOUT THE STUDY 

Reporting Index 
Number of times mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Not mentioned 28 39 33 100 76 
Mentioned once 38 45 17 100 147 
Mentioned twice 32 35 33 100 189 
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TABLE 8.11 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWERS1 ANSWERS TO THE QUESTION 
"DO YOU THINK IT MAKES ANY DIFFERENCE HOW MUCH RESPONDENTS 

KNOW ABOUT THE PURPOSES AND USES OF THE SURVEY 
AS TO HOW COOPERATIVE THEY ARE? " 

Reporting Index 
Does i t make a difference? Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Yes 32 35 33 100 2O0 
No 37 42 21 100 189 
Not ascertained — — 23 
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Another way to o b t a i n respondent cooperation i s to e s t a b l i s h 
a f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s h i p . I n t e r v i e w e r s had several o p p o r t u n i t i e s 

to mention the importance o f t h i s i n o b t a i n i n g good cooperation. 

Table 8.12 shows t h a t , i f anything, those who do not mention f r i e n d l y 

i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h the respondent as a basis of cooperation o b t a i n 

b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g , though there are few instances where i t was not 

mentioned. I t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t a good r e l a t i o n s h i p i s not an asset 

to good i n t e r v i e w s . An e s s e n t i a l task of the i n t e r v i e w e r , however, 

i s to induce the respondent to work hard t o do h i s task w e l l , some

times perhaps at the expense o f making i t easy and pleasant f o r him. 

I t may be t h a t t h i s i s p a r t i a l l y r e f l e c t e d i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p i n 

Table 8.12. 

E s t a b l i s h i n g a f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s h i p i s only one way to conduct 

a good i n t e r v i e w ; some may f i n d a personal approach u s e f u l , w h i l e 

others do not. Some r e l e v a n t data on t h i s p o i n t come from two 

questions. I n the f i r s t , i n t e r v i e w e r s were asked whether they 

thought respondents l i k e d the i n t e r v i e w e r t o s t i c k to her j o b or to 

chat a b i t during the i n t e r v i e w . As Table 8,13 shows, those who t h i n k 

respondents prefer to " v i s i t a l i t t l e " o b t a i n about the same l e v e l 

o f r e p o r t i n g as those who t h i n k respondents p r e f e r a b u s i n e s s l i k e , 

e f f i c i e n t i n t e r v i e w . S i m i l a r l y , when i n t e r v i e w e r s were asked about 

t h e i r own preference i n t h i s m a t t e r , those who said they p r e f e r t o 

s t i c k s t r i c t l y to the task obtained about the same r a t e of r e p o r t i n g 

as those who said they l i k e to v i s i t some. 

I n summary, there i s an i n d i c a t i o n t h a t I t i s an asset f o r 

i n t e r v i e w e r s to t h i n k respondents should have i n f o r m a t i o n about the 

survey, but there i s l i t t l e evidence t h a t i t makes any d i f f e r e n c e 

117. 



TABLE 8.12 

REPORTING INDEX BY NUMBER OF TIMES INTERVIEWER 
MENTIONS VALUE OF ESTABLISHING GOOD RELATIONSHIP 

Reporting Index 
Number of times mentioned Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Not mentioned 22 44 24 100 45 
Mentioned once 34 36 30 100 195 
Mentioned twice 35 41 24 100 172 
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TABLE 8,13 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER PERCEPTION OF 
RESPONDENT PREFERENCE IN MANNER OF CONDUCTING INTERVIEW 

Reporting Index 
Respondents p r e f e r : Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Businesslike i n t e r v i e w 33 38 29 100 149 
Some of both 39 40 21 100 117 
To v i s i t a l i t t l e 30 40 30 100 146 
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TABLE 8.14 

REPORTING INDEX BY INTERVIEWER PREFERENCE 
IN MANNER OF CONDUCTING INTERVIEW 

Reporting Index 
Int e r v i e w e r s p r e f e r : Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Businesslike i n t e r v i e w 32 42 26 100 262 
Some o f both* 36 33 31 100 105 
To v i s i t a l i t t l e 33 40 27 100 45 

This category also includes i n t e r v i e w e r s who said t h a t they 
v i s i t e d w i t h respondents i f they thought t h i s would mean a 
b e t t e r i n t e r v i e w . 
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whether or not i n t e r v i e w e r s stress c h a t t i n g w i t h respondents and 

b u i l d i n g a f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s h i p . I t may be t h a t such an o r i e n 

t a t i o n i s h e l p f u l to some i n t e r v i e w e r s and not f o r others. 

Demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

Tables 8.15 and 8.16 show the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s age and her family 

income by the Reporting Index. I t i s f a i r l y c l e a r that n e i t h e r o f 

these v a r i a b l e s has a con s i s t e n t e f f e c t on an in t e r v i e w e r ' s success 

as measured by the Index. However, Table 8.17 shows a r a t h e r i n 

t e r e s t i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p between i n t e r v i e w e r education and r e p o r t i n g . 

The best i n t e r v i e w e r s appear to be those t h a t have graduated from 

high school but have not attended c o l l e g e . I n t e r v i e w e r s who have 

attended college o b t a i n the l e a s t amount of r e p o r t i n g , w h i l e those 

who d i d not graduate from high school f a l l somewhere i n the middle. 

Perhaps the data can best be i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms of the i n t e r 

viewer's i n t e r e s t i n her j o b . I t i s possible t h a t being an I n t e r 

viewer i s somewhat more p r e s t i g i o u s and challenging f o r someone who 

has not attended college than f o r someone who has. The d i f f e r e n c e , 

t h e r e f o r e , between those who d i d and d i d not a t t e n d college f i t s i n 

w i t h what was said e a r l i e r about the importance o f the i n t e r v i e w e r ' 

a t t i t u d e toward her j o b . On the other hand, the s l i g h t d i f f e r e n c e 

between h i g h school graduates and those who d i d not graduate may 

r e f l e c t d i f f e r e n c e s i n a b i l i t y . 

Conclusion 

The f u l l i m p l i c a t i o n s o f the above f i n d i n g s w i l l o nly be un

derstood when i n t e r v i e w e r responses have been r e l a t e d to other 

s p e c i f i c behaviors i n the i n t e r v i e w s i t u a t i o n . One important goal 

i s c e r t a i n l y t o f i n d out what the most successful i n t e r v i e w e r s do 

d i f f e r e n t l y from o t h e r s , so t h a t the others can be t r a i n e d to do 

the same t h i n g s . 
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TABLE 8.15 

REPORTING INDEX BY 
AGE OF INTERVIEWER 

Reporting Index 
Age of In t e r v i e w e r Low Medium High T o t a l 

30-40 years 34 36 30 100 
41-50 years 31 41 28 100 
51-60 years 38 39 23 100 
61-70 years 34 45 21 100 
Not ascertained 
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TABLE 8.16 

REPORTING INDEX BY 
INCOME OF INTERVIEWER 

Reporting Index 
Income o f in t e r v i e w e r Low Medium High T o t a l N 

$ 0-3999 26 48 26 100 50 
4000-6999 40 34 26 100 95 
7000-9999 30 42 28 100 122 

10,000 or more 34 38 28 100 145 
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TABLE 8.17 

REPORTING INDEX BY 
EDUCATION OF INTERVIEWER 

Reporting Index 
Education of In t e r v i e w e r Low Medium High T o t a l N 

Below high school 31 44 25 100 52 
High school graduate 32 36 32 100 193 
Any college 37 42 21 100 153 
Not ascertained — — — — 14 
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While proper t r a i n i n g I n procedures i s undoubtedly important, 

the data point to another aspect o f i n t e r v i e w e r p reparation: the 

development of a c o n s t r u c t i v e a t t i t u d e toward the job. The best 

i n t e r v i e w e r s i n d i c a t e a high acceptance of the goals of the survey 

by s t r e s s i n g the importance o f o b t a i n i n g accurate answers. They 

tend to make more c r i t i c i s m s of the questionnaires and procedures, 

thereby e v i d e n t l y showing greater concern f o r the q u a l i t y o f the 

work they do. There i s also a s l i g h t tendency f o r them t o t h i n k 

they are doing important work, and to show an i n t e r e s t i n f i n d i n g 

out more about i t s value. 

I n c ontrast to the importance of signs t h a t an i n t e r v i e w e r 

i s concerned w i t h doing her job w e l l and c o l l e c t i n g accurate i n f o r 

mation, the p a r t i c u l a r preferences she has about the way she obtains 

t h a t i n f o r m a t i o n appear r e l a t i v e l y unimportant. Being concerned 

t h a t the I n t e r v i e w i s pleasant or e f f i c i e n t n e i t h e r helps nor h i n 

ders r e p o r t i n g ; and i n t e r v i e w e r s who see f r i e n d l y u nrelated conver

s a t i o n as a part of the i n t e r v i e w perform no worse, but no b e t t e r , 

than those who minimize i t s importance. The only i n d i c a t i o n t h a t 

one i n t e r v i e w i n g s t y l e i s superior to another i s t h a t those who 

say t h a t respondents should have i n f o r m a t i o n about the survey seem 

to o b t a i n a l i t t l e b e t t e r r e p o r t i n g . Beyond the thorough t r a i n i n g 

t h a t each of these i n t e r v i e w e r s has had, i t appears t h a t the desire 

to do the job w e l l i s the most important element i n i n t e r v i e w e r success. 

These conclusions are c l e a r l y very t e n t a t i v e and should be taken as 

only s p e c u l a t i v e . Further, they apply only to NHS in t e r v i e w s and w i t h i n 

the range of behaviors s p e c i f i e d i n NHS procedures. Some of the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s cm-which they are based are-very weak andrmay be due to, 

chance. Yet, the data are r e l a t i v e l y c o n s i s t e n t , and are i n l i n e w i t h 

other studies of employee performance. 
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CONCLUSION 

I n t h i s r e p o r t , the d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the measures 

i n the instruments used and r e p o r t i n g i n the NHS have been pre

sented. Because o f the unique comprehensiveness of the data, there 

i s s t i l l considerable analysis t h a t can and should be done. For 

example, combination o f i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

may be important: t h e i r r e l a t i v e ages, educations, or incomes; 

whether or not they share c e r t a i n a t t i t u d e s ; whether or not the 

respondent i s the type of person the i n t e r v i e w e r l i k e s t o i n t e r 

view. Increased understanding o f the measures and o f the dynamics 

of the i n t e r v i e w process w i l l come as respondent and i n t e r v i e w e r 

a t t i t u d e s are l i n k e d to s p e c i f i c behaviors observed, i n a d d i t i o n 

to r e p o r t i n g . Analysis of the e f f e c t o f a t t i t u d e s and behaviors 

w i t h i n s p e c i f i c demographic or a t t i t u d i n a l groups may also y i e l d 

f r u i t f u l r e s u l t s . 

The data were too extensive to complete a l l possible a n a l y s i s 

during the time a l l o t t e d . F u r t h e r , because t h i s was an exploratory 

study o f problems which have never been s t u d i e d i n t h i s way, i t 

was not possible to p r e d i c t which areas o f analysis would prove 

most f r u i t f u l . Although the r e s u l t s do not provide a basis f o r 

s p e c i f i c recommendations f o r improving procedures, nor a complete 

d e s c r i p t i o n o f the c r i t i c a l v a r i a b l e s a f f e c t i n g r e p o r t i n g , they do 

la y the e s s e n t i a l groundwork f o r more d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s . Furthermore, 

i t should not be overlooked t h a t i n a d d i t i o n to some of the p o s i t i v e 

f i n d i n g s , a number o f the negative f i n d i n g s are important i n d i s 

counting tenable hypotheses and narrowing the focus of a t t e n t i o n to 

the most s a l i e n t and p o t e n t i a l l y f r u i t f u l t o p i c s . 
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Although i t i s not possible to summarize a l l o f the r e s u l t s , 

the f o l l o w i n g are the more noteworthy f i n d i n g s presented i n t h i s 

r e p o r t . 

1. A respondent who r e p o r t s w e l l i s also l i k e l y to elaborate 

his answersj ask f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n o f questions, and do other 

things which suggest e f f o r t to do h i s job w e l l . Although i n t e r 

viewers also do more probing and c l a r i f y i n g when the respondent re

ports W e l l , respondent task r e l a t e d behavior i s most Important to 

a good i n t e r v i e w ; 

2. Good i n t e r v i e w s , .those i n which the respondent appears t o 

r e p o r t w e l l , are also t y p i f i e d by a high l e v e l o f unr e l a t e d conver

s a t i o n . Unrelated conversation i s most l i k e l y to be i n i t i a t e d by 

the respondent, but the i n t e r v i e w e r tends to encourage i t and 

i n i t i a t e some of her own when r e p o r t i n g i s high. Good interviews 

are a l 6 0 more l i k e l y to have one minute or more o f conversation be

tween respondent and i n t e r v i e w e r a f t e r the i n t e r v i e w i s over. I n 

general, these c o r r e l a t i o n s are not as strong as the task r e l a t e d 

c o r r e l a t i o n s discussed above. Many good int e r v i e w s have l i t t l e o r 

no u n r e l a t e d conversation. 

3. I f the respondent engages i n l i t t l e behavior, e i t h e r r e l a t e d 

or u n r e l a t e d to the i n t e r v i e w t a s k , he i s u n l i k e l y t o r e p o r t w e l l , 

regardless of how much the i n t e r v i e w e r does. I f he engages i n some 

behavior, however, h i s r e p o r t i n g I s b e t t e r i f the i n t e r v i e w e r also 

does a l o t . The data are i n t e r p r e t e d as suggesting t h a t the respon

dent must have at l e a s t a minimum amount of r e c e p t i v i t y to the task 

i f the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s e f f o r t i s to be e f f e c t i v e . 

127. 



4. One of the most s u r p r i s i n g and s t r i k i n g f i n d i n g s i s t h a t 

the time of day t h a t the NHS i n t e r v i e w occurs has marked and pre

d i c t a b l e e f f e c t s on the q u a l i t y o f r e p o r t i n g . I n t e r v i e w s which oc

cur during the meal hours (noon t o 1:00 and 6:00 to 7:00 p.m.) are 

p a r t i c u l a r l y l i k e l y to r e s u l t i n poor r e p o r t i n g . 

5. Respondents who r e p o r t w e l l tend t o say t h a t the i n t e r 

viewer wanted exact answers, not j u s t general ideas. They are also 

l i k e l y t o mention some c r i t i c i s m o f the questionnaire or the ques

t i o n s , which may i n d i c a t e a c o n s t r u c t i v e concern about the accuracy 

of the Inf o r m a t i o n reported. There are no other d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

between s p e c i f i c a t t i t u d e s and r e p o r t i n g , nor between the o v e r a l l 

impressions reported by the respondent and h i s NHS r e p o r t i n g . For 

older respondents and those i n t e r v i e w e d a t an inconvenient time, how

ever, an i n t e r e s t i n t a l k i n g w i t h the i n t e r v i e w e r tends t o be as

sociated w i t h poor r e p o r t i n g . 

6. The hypothesis t h a t having i n f o r m a t i o n about the purpose 

of the study w i l l improve r e p o r t i n g was not supported. There was 

no d i f f e r e n c e between those w i t h the most and those w i t h the l e a s t 

i n f o r m a t i o n i n t h e i r scores on the Reporting Index. The o v e r a l l 

low l e v e l o f i n f o r m a t i o n demonstrated by a l l respondents was c i t e d 

as a possible f a c t o r i n t h i s l ack o f r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

7. There were several r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the a t t i t u d e s ex

pressed by i n t e r v i e w e r s and the r e p o r t i n g of t h e i r respondents. The 

more successful i n t e r v i e w e r s tended to mention more concern w i t h the 

accuracy o f data c o l l e c t e d and to i n d i c a t e a more p o s i t i v e and con

s t r u c t i v e approach to t h e i r j o b ; f o r example, by v o l u n t e e r i n g sug

gestions f o r improving NHS procedures. Neither a concern about 
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e f f i c i e n c y nor the degree to which they f e l t f r i e n d l y i n t e r a c t i o n 

should be par t o f the NHS i n t e r v i e w had any e f f e c t on r e p o r t i n g , 

however. 

A c e n t r a l question i s whether the in t e r v i e w e r or the respon

dent i s most responsible f o r the q u a l i t y o f the i n t e r v i e w . The 

answer, from both a t t i t u d i n a l and behavioral measures, appears to 

be t h a t n e i t h e r i s s o l e l y r e s p o n s i b l e ; t h a t each c o n t r i b u t e s to 

making the i n t e r v i e w a success. In t e r v i e w s are best when both i n 

terviewer and respondent engage i n a high l e v e l o f task r e l a t e d 

behavior; they are best when n e i t h e r appears to be rushed or h u r r i e d . 

There are i n t e r v i e w e r and respondent a t t i t u d e s and perceptions 

which r e l a t e to the q u a l i t y o f respondent r e p o r t i n g . These f a c t s 

make the study o f the i n t e r a c t i o n and properties of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the two p a r t i c i p a n t s appear p a r t i c u l a r l y f r u i t f u l . Most 

important, they support what could before only be conjectured: 

t h a t the answer to improved r e p o r t i n g l i e s not i n changing e i t h e r 

respondent or i n t e r v i e w e r alone, but I n working w i t h them together. 

129. 



APPENDIX 

The forms and questionnaires discussed i n t h i s r e p o r t can be 

found i n the Appendices of the r e p o r t s which deal s p e c i f i c a l l y 

w i t h those forms. 

During t h i s r e p o r t , several i n d i c e s were used and discussed. 

The c o n s t r u c t i o n o f these indices i s described here i n somewhat 

greater d e t a i l . 

Rationale f o r Indices 

I n using i n d i c e s , some o f the p r e c i s i o n of the measures, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y the behavioral measures i n which the incidence o f a 

behavior was counted, was l o s t . However, the purpose o f the study 

was to i d e n t i f y strong r e l a t i o n s h i p s to r e p o r t i n g ; and experience 

has shown t h a t combinations o f measures w i l l u s u a l l y show a l l o f the 

notable r e l a t i o n s h i p s which can be found w i t h more r e f i n e d measures. 

A more important reason f o r using indices was to make the 

data more manageable. There were a number o f behavioral measures, 

f o r example, which were expected t o r e f l e c t respondent e f f o r t t o 

do h i s job w e l l . Analysis o f each of these measures separately 

would have made the task very long and very much more expensive. 

The same i s tr u e f o r the r a t i n g s . F u r t h e r , there i s an important 

t h e o r e t i c a l r a t i o n a l e f o r combining measures. Some respondents may 

show t h e i r concern about doing the task w e l l by asking f o r c l a r i f i 

c a t i o n ; others may elaborate t h e i r answers. A respondent who does 

both of these t h i n g s should be given more c r e d i t than the respondent 

who only does one. The indices r e f l e c t both how o f t e n a respondent 

engages i n a given c o n s t r u c t i v e act and the number o f kinds o f con

s t r u c t i v e acts t h a t he engages i n . For t h i s reason the indic e s may 
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have somewhat more power than s i n g l e measures. 

The a t t i t u d i n a l indices were constructed f o r the same reason: 

to give the measures more power. A respondent would not be expected 

to mention h i s i n t e r e s t i n being a good c i t i z e n i n every r e l e v a n t 

question; but i f he f e l t t h a t way, he w i l l probably mention i t 

once or twic e . Thus, t a k i n g the responses he gave t o the i n t e r v i e w 

as a whole gives f u l l e r p i c t u r e o f h i s o r i e n t a t i o n to the NHS than 

does the item by Item analysis of each answer. 

Item s e l e c t i o n 

The items to be included i n the a t t i t u d i n a l indices were 

selected on the basis o f the purpose f o r which the question was 

designed. This was e s s e n t i a l l y t r u e f o r the behavioral and r a t i n g 

i n d i c e s , too. However, because the observation form was being used 

f o r the f i r s t time, the measures which were thought to r e f l e c t the 

same t h i n g , on _a p r i o r i grounds, were r e l a t e d to one another. I n 

a few cases, i t appeared t h a t a measure was r e f l e c t i n g something 

other than what i t was intended to r e f l e c t and i t was not included 

i n the index. 

Behavioral Indices 

The s p e c i f i c measures included i n the indices o f Task Behavior, 

Unrelated Conversation, and To t a l Amount o f Behavior had va r y i n g 

ranges. Some occurred from 0-98 times w h i l e others only occurred 

from 0-8 times during the selected sections of the i n t e r v i e w . Con

sequently, the measures were collapsed i n t o t h r e e , approximately 

equal groups, to make them more comparable. Those respondents who 

were i n the top t h i r d on a measure were given a score o f 3; those 

i n the middle were assigned a 2; and those i n the bottom t h i r d were 
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assigned a 1. I n the few cases i n which a behavior was extremely 

r a r e , o n l y two groups were formed and two scores assigned: 1 and 2. 

Thus the measures which d i d not d i s c r i m i n a t e w e l l were weighted 

s l i g h t l y less i n the i n d i c e s . 

When each respondent had been assigned a score on each o f the 

measures to be included i n an index, the scores were summed. Then, 

the d i s t r i b u t i o n of scores was d i v i d e d i n t o f o u r approximately 

equal groups. These groups appear I n the r e p o r t as "very h i g h " , 

"somewhat hi g h " , "somewhat low", and 'Very low". 

Rating Indices 

The r a t i n g indices were constructed i n much the same way as 

the behavioral i n d i c e s . Almost a l l o f the r a t i n g s were f i v e - p o i n t 

scales. Ratings which were i n t e r r e l a t e d and which on a p r i o r i 

grounds were thought t o measure a s i n g l e concept were summed: the 

lowest category being assigned a 1, the highest a 5. The d i s t r i 

butions o f these sums were then examined and d i v i d e d i n t o four ap

proximately equal groups. 

A t t i t u d e Indices 

The a t t i t u d e i n d i c e s f o r respondents—and f o r some of the 

measures f o r i n t e r v i e w e r s — w e r e constructed very simply. Respondents 

had f i v e or s i x o p p o r t u n i t i e s to mention a given concern or a given 

i n t e r e s t . For example, there were four open questions i n which a 

respondent could mention some concern about how much time the i n t e r 

view took or the inconvenience of the i n t e r v i e w . I n a d d i t i o n , 

there were two s p e c i f i c questions which asked the respondent d i r e c t l y 

how he f e l t about g i v i n g up h i s time and whether or not the i n t e r v i e w 

occurred at a convenient time. The index o f concern about time was 
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the number of times the respondent took these o p p o r t u n i t i e s to 

mention such a concern. The other indices were constructed i n ex

a c t l y the same way. 

I n t e r v i e w e r goals 

I n t e r v i e w e r s were asked to describe t h e i r i d e a l respondents 

and t h e i r worst respondents; they were asked which o f several types 

of respondents they p r e f e r r e d to i n t e r v i e w (e.g. high or low income, 

t a l k a t i v e or q u i e t ) ; they were asked whether they thought respondents 

should have In f o r m a t i o n about the study, whether they thought i t 

desirable to " v i s i t " w i t h respondents, and whether the l e t t e r and 

brochure were u s e f u l . A f t e r each answer, they were asked to explain 

the reasons f o r t h e i r answer. These explanations were coded I n t o 

three categories. A given explanation could be coded i n t o more 

than one category or i n t o none of them. 

1. Accuracy. I n t e r v i e w e r p r e f e r s a given type of respondent 
or procedure because of increased accuracy of i n f o r m a t i o n obtained, 
or does not l i k e a respondent or procedure because o f decreased 
accuracy. 

2. Speed or e f f i c i e n c y . I n t e r v i e w e r l i k e s a given type o f 
respondent or way o f handling the i n t e r v i e w because of increased 
speed of f i n i s h i n g the i n t e r v i e w or e f f i c i e n c y , or does not p r e f e r 
i t because i t i s slow or less e f f i c i e n t . 

3. Pleasantness. I n t e r v i e w e r f i n d s personal i n t e r a c t i o n 
more pleasant w i t h p r e f e r r e d respondent or procedure, or f i n d s 
i t more tense and unpleasant w i t h the respondent or procedure which 
i s not p r e f e r r e d . 

I n each case, i n order to be "scored", the i n t e r v i e w e r had to 

be very s p e c i f i c ; ambiguous answers were not coded. The i n t e r v i e w s 

were coded independently by two coders, w i t h disagreements resolved 

by one o f the p r i n c i p a l i n v e s t i g a t o r s . 
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