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ABSTRACT

From 1278 interviews and over 3200 interview attempts, data were
obtained to assess the effect of interviewer experience and the effect
of various designated periods in time of interviewing and solicitations
for interviewing upon the quality of the interviews obtained. The
data used were from a block-guota sampled survey of Midwest United States
semi-urban adult residents. The indexes used in measuring interview
quality were divided intc two basic categories: (1) the solicitation
indexes, which served to indicate the degree to which a representative
sample of the survey population had been obtained; and {2) the inter-
actional quallty indexes, which served to indicate the degres to which
accurate and suificient information had been registered in the inter-
view schedules,

Two hypotheses were itested. The first was that interview quality
underwent no significant variatior on the basis of the level of inter-
viewer experience. This hypothesis was rejected sinece, in six of the
eleven quality indexes, the proportions of mean values faliing above
the mean of the means for the flrst tweniy-five interviews conducted
as compared to the second twenty-five interviews conducted were foupd
to be different at least beyond the 10% level of significance (two
beyond the 2%Zlevel), In addition, results were not found o be generally
inconsistent with available results from other interview quality studies,

The second hypothesis was that interview guality underwent no
gignificant variation on the basis of the time of day or the day of the

week the interviews were conducted. Like the first hyvothesis, it was



rejecied, though with less certainty of the meaningfulness of doing
80. Statistically, many veriaticns in mean index values were fourd
sigrificant beyond the 5% level (four were significant beyond the C.3%
level). Nevertheless, the few resulis from other studies which were
more or iless comparable were not in accerdance with findings in the
present study, and the various guality indeses of this study appeared
te Tluctvate in mean values rather independently, thus not being in
any obvious agreement with ong ancther,

A Tew minor practical suggestions for future interview surveying
projects seemed Jjustified and were proposed in the case of findings
relevant to the first hypothesis, Directlons for useful future
research were outlined regaxrding the further assessment of the effecis
of interviewer experience on interview guality. Practical suggesticns
pertaining to resulis from iesting the second hypothesis were judged
to still be premature; dbut some suggestions for future research into

the effects of time of interviewling on interview guality were proposed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Because of differences in the nature of whal various sciences
study, sach has developed research technigues which are more or lesé
unigue to iis field. Those in the scientific diseiplines who most use
a given research technlque generally assume the responsibility for its
development and improvements It seems fitting, therefore, that some
of these in the discipiine of scciology should direct al least a por-—

ion of their ressarch work toward the improvement of the survey

interview,

Statement of the Problen

The problem of the present study was to determine if significant
fluctuations cccurred in the guality of interviews selected for study
on the basis of tne time of day and time of week they were conducied,
znd on the basis of how experienced the interviswers were when the

interviews were conducted.

Need for the Study

In orcer to improve generalizaticns drawn from survey interview
data, as much of the distorting effects of the techniques used to
colieet the data as possible need to be indentified and extracied.
At present, enough is known about the interview and questionnaire methods
to sirongly suggest that the resulis being reporied are far from
completely accurate. Knowlsdge of this kind has rekindled genuine doubt

abcut the vitimate scientific value of interview and questionnaire data.l

L. Irwin Deutscher, “"Looking Backward: Case Studies on the Progress



Delimitations

ALl interviews analyzed in the study were based upon a gccio-
medical, structured (as opposed to "elinical") interview scheduls, A
Stratified, block-guota sampling method was used with the universe
confined to the heads-of~households in three semi-urban Kansas com~
muzities {populations 13,929, 16,670 and 32,858)2 in the summer of

1967,

Limitations

Despite the fact that a time was registerved by the interviewers
(month, day, hour, minute) for when each interview began and when
each was terminated, several considerations suggest that the recorded
time only be assumed accurate to within ten to fifteen minutes of the
actual time: (1) Time pieces varys (2) Accuracy of time registrations
Was noi stressed during interviewsr training, (3) Non~student inter-
viewers were pald according to the amount of tine spent interviewing
instead of on a monthly salary basis (as student interviewers Were).
Possibly, therefore, these paid according tc the amount of time they
reportedly worked itended to "stretch" some of their time recordings,3

About three-fifths of the qualiiy index scores were obtained
through the efferts of researchers other than the present writer. The

care with which they were derived surely varied, especially in view of

of Methoedology in So¢ciological Research," The American Socliclogist, 1969,
Vol, 4, No. 1, Pps 25-41; and Richard T. LaFPiere, "Comments on Irwin
Deutacher's Looking Backward," The American Sociclogist, 1969, Vol, 4,
NGQ 19 Pos }4’1"}'1'20

2, United States Bureau of Census, Us S. Census of Population: 1960.

Number of Inhabitants, Kansas. Final Report PG(I)-18A. Washington,
DeGst UeS. Government Printing Office, 1961, Table 8

3. Actuzl evidence is presented in Chapter IV of some inaccuracies
in the recorded time of interviewing.




the fact that many of the indexes recuired interpretive judements.
¥ i i Judag

Eyrotheses

The following two hypothesss were tested in the present studys

ng? That the quality of interviews underwent nc significant
variation on the besis of how experisnced the interviewers were when
they reported conducting the interviews.

HgO: That the guslity of irterviews underwent no significant

variztion on the basgis of the time of day and the time of week they were

reported 1o have been corducted,

The Bzsiec Study Design

The mean (%} values of eleven guality indexes were pletted acoording
to the level cof interviewer experience (o tast Hla}’ &nd acceording to
(2} the time of day, (b) the day of the week, and (¢} the time of day
fur each dzy of the week (to test H2o)’ The mesn of the means {?} for
each quality index was determined, and two standard errors of the mean
(0F) were extended from *he X %o constitute guality control limits {Cis)
for each individmal ¥ value, This approximeted a 95% confidence limit
(actually 99.4%) while adjusting for sample size fluctuvetiens in indie
vidual I values. Since it was predetermined by the statistic used that
about 1.5% of the T values would excesd the CLs, the use of this criterion
alone to test the hyrotheses would have censtituted what might ke called
a "stackedwdeck™ approach te the testing of scientifie hypotheses. There-
fore, in the case of Hl s ¢bi squere tests were performed on the X
values of esach quality index to detect any opparent upward nr dowrnward

trends as a result of experience. For Hs , the extents of diviationg
a



i

from the %‘were transceribed from the figures to tabular ferm. Also
the fluctnations in X values for time of dav and dzys of the week were
cross~checked with data showing fluctuations for time of the day for
zach day of the week, as well as against avazilable vesulis from other

relevant studies,

Definition of Terms

The term "interview gquality" was used generically tc refer to any
aspect of ap intervisw which varied in results because of fachors
cther than those under study. 4n interview was considersd to be high
in quality when it reflected no variations in results bevond those
which the guestionnaire had been desigred to study.

For the present study, eleven indexes were used to indicate
probable fluctustions in interview guality. The indexes were concepi-
ually divided into two categories. The fivst category included thoss
inderss which were indicstive of an interviewer's likelihood ie have
suwecess or faillure in acoviring resvondents. These indexes reflected
the level tc which the sawpling of respondenis wss bissed. They were
cslled the "solicitation cuvality indexes':

1. Fefusal to be interviewed by ouvalified respondent,

2. Oualified respondent tempcrarily sbsent from dwelling wvnit,

3. Interviewer asked to return later by gualified respandent to
obtsin en interview,

ke Interview attempted but not obisined. This was simpiy & come
posite of Indexes 1, 2 and 3,

The second category of guality indexes indicated the degree to

which the desired informeticn was being transmitted %o and recorded by



in

the interviewer as he interacted with the respondents, These indexes
were the "interactional quality indexes”:
5+ The interviewer's assessed cooperativeness of the respondent.

6o The interviewer's failure to record and/or obtain adeguate
responses for coding.

7s Time taken to complete an interview.

8. The number of words recorded in open-ended questiwmns,

9. Toe number of probes made in open-ended guestions. Probes
are utiterances such as "Is there anything else?" made by the
interviewer to provoke greater verbal responses to open=

ended guestions on the part of respondents.

10+ The number of codabie answers interviewers obiained from opan=
ended guestions,

i1l. The words-recorded/codablie- answers ratio for open~ended ques-
tions,

The measure used in this study for guaging the level of interviewer
experience was simply that of the number of prior interviews each inter-

viewer had conducted,



CHAFTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Four decades ago, Lundberg expressed the view that betier messure—
ment was essential for socliolegy to become a natural and exact science.l
Much more recently, Blalock noted that the limited predictive power in
any science is often the result of measurement error and ummeasured
pertinent variables,z Alsc, Coleman recently observed that the lack
of adequate measurement recurrently stands in the way of meaningful
quantification in social science,-

Although their reasons were somewhat different, these three
sociologists have volced opinions to indicate that greater precision is
needed in the measurement of behavioral phenomena, In this regard,
Deutscher maintained that the problem of measurement validity can be
made to essentlally disappear “when we have direect cbservation of sctw
ual phencmenon we are attempiing to approximate with our measuring instru-
ments, "4 His reference, of course, focused attention upon the fact that
most sociologlcezl data are collected by means other than sgkilled obsere
vations This fact was dramatized by findings of Tausky and Piedmont
that less than two per cent of the articles and research notes they

examined in the two nost popular sociological journals were based upon

le Ga Ae Lundberg, Scciazl Research, New York: Longmans and Green,
1929; cited by, S. C. Dodd, "Dimensions of Lundberg's Society as Founda-
tions for Dodd’s Soeciolegy," A paper resd at the Pacific BSociological
Society Meeting, Long Beach, California, March-April, 1967, pe. 16,

Zs He Ma Blalock, Jr., Causal Inferences in Honemperimental Research,
Chapel Hill, Ne Cas University of North Carolina Press, 1904, pps 160-70,

Ja Je 8Bs Coleman, Introduction to Hathenmatical Sociology, New York:
Free Press, 1964, p. 55

e Irwin Deutscher, "Looking Backward: Case Studies on the Progress
of Methodolegy in Sociclogical Reseaxch," American Seeiologist, 1969,
Vol,. Li', Hoa ?LgPo Lo,
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actually observed behavior.5 Instead, sociologists greatly “vely" upon
laymen <o »eport their own behavior {usually aleong with personal demogxaphic
items of information). The accuracy of such date can always be questioned.

Self-reported information used to sstablish or confirm causal state-
ments are even further obscured with cumbersome qualifications {or right-
fully should be) when a self-informant must interact with anothen person o
report information. This, of course, is always what is done when self-
reporting occurs under interviewing conditions. Despite a sizable amount
of ressarch directly focused upon problems in using data obtained through
interviews, behavioral scientists have attested %o the lack of understand=
ing of this form of information collection.6

ldealily, an interview would render exactly the same information that
would be obtained from actual direct observatiions by perscns skilled in
tata collection. There is, of course, overwhelming evidence that inter-
view data fall far short of such an ideal, though the reasons are still
largely speculative.

Most of ithose concerned with the zccuracy of interview data seem

5¢ Curt Tausky and E. B« Piedmont, "The Sampling of Behavior," The
American Sociologist, 1968, Vol. 3, Noe. 1, p. 49. Information was not
tabulated on how many research reports based upon self-reported data were
cbtalned separately by interviews, by gquestionnaires, sic. (Personal
correspondsnce with Piedmont, Jure 13,1968). J. S. Brown and Brian G.
Gilmartin (“Sociology Today: Lacunae, Smphases, and Surfeits,” The American
Scciologist, 1969, Vol., 4, No. 4, ». 290), however, asserted thas ihe
interview has become widely accepted as the major method of sociology.

6s United States Pubtlic Health Service, “"The Influence of Inter-
viewer and Respendent Psychological and Behavioral Variables on the Repoxt~
ing in Household Interviews," Vital and Health Statisties, March, 1968,
Series 2, No, 26, p. 2; Bs S, Phillips, Social Research, Sirategy and
Tactics, New York: Macmillan, 1966, pps 109-10; C. H. Weiss, Interviewing
Low-lncome Respondents -~-A Preliminary View," Welfare in Review, 1966,
Vol. L;" N, 8, Pe ?n




reazonably optimistic that the difficulties in their effective use are
not insurmountable. This opitimism, one may add, is not shared by all
soclologists, however, Deutscher and LaPisre have raised sericus doubis
about the sclentific usefulness of--in LaPiere’s words-~"these so-calied
‘objective’ instruments of social measurement,®’ Weller and Luchterhand
concluded that as far as their study of family funciioning was concsrned,
their sesmed to be justification for real concern about the utility of
interviewing as a data-gathering proced,ure.8

From a realization that significant improvemerntis are nesded and the
hope that they are possible has developed the notion of "interview
quality.” Such a notion is used to characterize the degree tc which inter-
view data are or are not thought to conform ic the ideal., Some of the
concrete variables which have been considerad as indicative of interview

guality wili now De reviewed.

Indexes Used in Qther Studies to Measure Interview Quaiiiy

The United States Bureau of the Census has established a guality
centrol program for its Current Population Sur?ey.g it uses what Sudwman
described as the “simplest coding process to evaluate interviews“--
i0

coding the number of missing answers per interview.—

Two indicetors used in a study by Feidman, Hyman and Hart were

7« Deutscher, op. citey Dp. 35-%1; and R. T. LaPiers, "Comment on
Irwin Deutscher’s Looking Backwayd," The Ameriecan Sociclogist, 1969,
Yol, Li', Ko 3.9 PDs L!’l"!-!'ze

8s Ls Welier and E. Luchierhand, "Comparing Interviews and
Observaiions on Family Funetioning," Journal of Marriage and the Family,
1969, Vol, 31, Nos 1, ps 121,

G. Joseph Waksberg and R. B, Pearl, "The Effects of Hepeated House-
hold Interviews in the Current Populaticn Survey," In the Proceedings of
The American Marketing Association Meeting, Chicage, June 1964, p. 556.ﬁ“

10. Seymour Sudmen, “"Quantifying Interviewing Quality." Public
Jpinion Quarterly, 1966-67, Vol. 30, No. 4, p., 684,
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“number of probing errors" and "asking, recording and cheating errors,®

Sheatsley used the raiings given to interviewers by supervisors as an
index of the qualify of their performence.t? The unreliability of
responses Lo certain demographic items has been used as an indicator of
interview quality in 2 general sense,l3 Similariy, discrepaneies beiween
responses abcout hospitalizations and informatioan from official hospital
records have been used by the United States Publiec Health Service in
gvaiuvating the adequacy of interview data.lu Apparent falsification by
respendents to sensitive questions is another kind of variable some
researchers have used ito assess the gquality of information they obtain
from interviews. D

Probably the most ambitious attempt to evaluate “interviewer quality"
is that developed by the National Opinion Research Center. 1In deseriting
it, Sudmen stated that seven categories of interviewer error are used:
answer missing, irrelevant or circular answer, lack of sufficient detzil,
"Don't know"™ with no probe, dangling prode, multiple codes in error, and

16
superfluous quesiion asked.™ The uniqueness of this organization's

11. J. J. Feldman, et alse, "A Field Study of Interviewer Effecis on
the Quality of Survey Data," Public Opinion Quarterly, 1951, Vel. 135,
PP 734=61.
12, P. B. Sheatsley, "An Analysis of Interviewer Characteristics
and Thelr Relationship tc Performance~-Part III," International Jouwrnal
of Opinion and Attitude Research, 1951, Vel, 9, PP 1593-97.
13. S C. Dodd, “On Reliasbility in Polling," Socicmetry, 1944, Vol, 7,
No. 3, pp. 265-282; G. B. Lenski and J. G. Legzett, "Caste, Class and
beference in Research Interview," American Jouwrnal of Sociclogy, 1940,
Vols 65, ppe 463-67; E. G. Bryant, et 2l., "Responses on Racial Atiitudes
as Aifected by Interviswers of Different Ethnie Groups," The Journal of
Social Psychology, 1966, Vol. 70, ppe 95-100. T ""‘
14, United States Public Health Service, "Report of Hospitalization
in the Health Interview Survey," 1961, Series D. No. 4.
15 E. E. Maccoby and Nathan Maccoby, "The Interviews A Tool of
Soeial Science,™ in Lindzey {ed), Handbook of Social Psychology, Vol. 1,
Ppe H45-87; I, L. Reiss, The Social Context of Premarifal Sexusl Permis-—
siveness, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967, p. 219.
16, Sudman, ope cite; Do 665.
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quality evaluation lies especially with the fact that relative "weights"
are assigned to the errors so that an interval scale is made of interview
quality.

Thus far, the guelity indexes described refer to types of variables
whose variances could only be dirsctly affected while respondents were
being interviewed. Other guslity indexes frequently sought were those
concerned with the proficiency with which qualified respondents are
obtained.l? These usually include “refusal" and "not-at-hnome" rates,
Rather than pertaining directly to what the respondent reporis durirg the
interviewing session, the importance cf these quality indexes related to
potential errcrs of a sampling character,

It can be concluded that the ryesulis of an interview survey can stray
from what the survey was designed to explore either because of a failure
to contact a representative sample, or because of mislsading, incompiete,
or inaccurate daia recorded during the interviewing sessicn. Interview
quality contrel studies are primarily aimed at reducing or at lsast
compensating for as much of the biasing effects of such facters as pessible.
As this gection serves to illustrate, there have been numerous indexes
used to dlscover the extent to whieh interview data are biased and to

help develep correctional procedures where possible.

Relationships of Time to Survey Research lutervieuws

Not many research studies were found that related time as a variable

1l7. ©Sherwocd Bemson, et al., "4 Study of Interview Refusals," Jouwrnal
of Applied Psychology, 1951, Vole« 35, p. 116; Jean Namias, "Measuring
Variations in Interviewer Performance." The Journal of Advertising Research,
1966, Vols 6, pe 83 J. Fa T, Bugentsl, et aley "An Experiment on ‘Refusal
Rates' in Relation to Interviewer Approsch,”™ Indian Journal of Psychology,
1957, Vol, 32, pps 119-24; ¥.S. Caplin and J.M. Paige, "A Study of Ghetto
Rioters," Scientific American, 1968, Vol. 219, Nos 2, p. 16.
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to variations in interview guality, Bugental, et ai. experimentally
demonstrated that the length of the verbal approach made by the inter-
viewer &id not significantly increase or decrease the refusal rate.lB
When interviewers were told te work under iwe different samnpling procedures,
Sudman unsurprisingly found those instructed to follow a block-quota
sampling format reported using less travel time than those following
a much more demanding probability sampling :Ecrmat.19

In another paper, Sudman offered the opinion that an impertant
question in the study of interview qualiiy is "to see whether interviewers
are improving from experience or are slipping."20 Durbin and Stuart
found that more experienced interviewers reporied significantly fewer
refusals than beginners.Zl t would appear in view of their work that
interviewers improve with experience at least as far as the issue of
refusal rates is concerned. However, the samples compared were distinetly
different with regard tc several potentially important other factors.
The experienced interviewers were mostly females, and generally older
than their counterparts, who were predominently male college students.zz
Durbin and Stuart noted that further study was needed to determine for
ceriain the effects of experience on reducing refusal rates.23

Clearer evidence that interviewer experience does contribute favorably

18| Bug;en‘ta.l, Ei;. f_ir__l_.tp E‘Ea 9_:3:.-2'

19. Seymour Sudman, "Time Allocation in Survey Interviewing and in
Other Field Occupations," Public Opinion Quarterly, 1966, Vol, 29, Noa 4,
Do OH1,

20, Sudman, "Quantifying Interviewer Quality,® Cpe_cite; pe 667,

2Ly Je Durbin and A. Stuart, "Differences in Response Rates of
Experienced and Inexperienced Interviewers," Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society, 1951, Vol. ild, p. 184,

22, 1Ibid., p. 168

23. Ibid., p. 184,
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0 a reducticn in refusals was an analysis of data collected for the
National Opinion Research Center and reporved by Stephan and MeCarthy,
They stated, "It was found ithat those who had not performed any previous
suxveys, and were therefore, for the most part, inexperienced in survey
work, had refusal rates about twice as great as the entire group of inter-
viewerss thnelr average seeking and contacit tlres, however, were only
slightly higher than the general awe:x:‘a«g;e.‘“2';“1r Neverthelsss, some doubt
still remalns about the effect of experience on the reduction of refusals
because of psrsomnel turnover, an acute problem in the field of inter-
view surveying., The experienced interviewers mey have represented a
select group who had continued their interviewing work, to a considerable
degree, because ithey "hadn't had too many doors slammed in their faces!"
Of course, refusal raies are pertinent to only one aspect of what
is subsumed under the label “interview quality." Tracing the fluectuations
in refusal rates on the basis of interviewer experience, even if the find-
ings on this issue were conclusive, would serve only to answer part of

the question regarding the effect of experience on interview quality.

Time, also can be viewed d&ifferently than in terms of interviewer
experience, Three studies have examined the periods in the dzy io s=ee
when desired respondents can most likely be found at home. Sueh knowledge
can not only reduce the cost of surveys, as Waksberg and Pearl Suggest,25
but can also improve the reliability of information received by making

the samples more representative of the populations under consideration.

24, P, Je Stephan and P. J, MeCarthy, Bempling Opinicns, New Yorks
Wiley (Science Editions), 1963, p. 314,
25 Weksberg and Pearl, ope gites Ps 556.
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A study of interview sclicitations in a survey of New York State
farmers found the percentage of successful first calls bighest after
6100 P-mozé Similar results were reported by Durvin and Stuart from g
survey of inhabltants of London , Englandaz?

Another study of successful solicitations (irrespective of calls
required) of = sample approaching proportional representation of the
United States population in the late 1540's generally corcluded that
the time of day had little effect upon what was called the “attrition
rates. 20 By this term was meant the loss of prospective intervieweces
either because (1) no one was home, (2) a refusal, (3) a person solicited
did not fit the quota requirements, or (4) the interview was terminated
by the interviewer or the respondent afier it had begun,29 An inegrease
in the Yatirition rate” is essentially equivalent to any preporiional
decrease in stccessful solicitations used as indicators in the New York
and Londen Studies cited above, The conciusion drawn from this latter
study, therefore, is somewhat inconsistant with the evidence appearing
in the two cited previously.

The present study was designed to explore additional data to help

resclve issues cited in this seetion,

26, Stephan and MeCarthy, op. cits, pp. 251=52
27+ Durblin and Stuart, ops gite, Pre 172-83.
28, BStephan and NeCarthy, op. cite; pa 296
29, Ibido, PDe 293“"99.



CHAPTER IIX

METHODOLOGY

The data for the present study were obtained from daia collected
for a questionnaire survey previocusly conducted. The praesent study
consitutes what the Cemmittee on Information in the Behavicral Sciences
cailed a "“sscondary analysiso“l Although the purposes of the Yorimary
research® project were essentially independent cf the purpoeses of the
study at hand, an outline of the original projeci's neihodology should

serve to partially describe that of the present study.

The Consumer Survey of the Kansas Regional Medical Program

As one phase in evaluating the adequacy of present healih services
avaiiable in Kansss, the Kansas Regional Medical Program (KRMP) under-
Took a socio-medical survey known as the "Consumer Survey.“z For the
more specific purposes of the Consumer Survey, it was deemed unfeassible
to survey a sample of the entire Kansas population. Therefore, samplss
Zrom three counties, judged representative of the exiremes and "mean®

with regard to certaln social and ecological factors, wers selected=3

1s Committee on Information in the Behavioral Sciences,; Division
of Behavioral Sciences of the National Research Counecil, Communication
Systems and Resources in the Behavioral Sciences, Washington, D.Cot
National Academy of Sciences, 1967, Dpe. 22-23.

2, Informaticn for this section was obtained from the present
writers® experience while a research assistant for KRMP and from He W.
Keairnes, "Consumer Survey of Medical Care Utillization,” The Journal of
the Kansas Mediecal Society, 1968, Vol. 69, ¥o. 3, Dps 93-95. The infor-
mation providsed in this section is intended as a nethodological trestment
of the Consumer Survey sclely for the study at kand; it is net intended
to adequately describe all aspects of the Consumer Survey methodology.

Je One hundred interviews were also collected in Crawford County.
However, they will not be methodologically considered here because none
cf them were analysed for the preseni study.

14
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(1) Barton County (in West~Uentral Kansas), Relatively stable
population, relatively great economic strength, and a mixture
of mostly large and small town residents.

Doublas County (in North-Eastern Kansas). Rather rapidly 2rowe
ing population, a growing economy, and a mostly urban Dopuia~
tion in a2 potentially metrcpolitan area.

P
&
S

(2) Labette County ( in South-Eastern Kansas), Drindiing popuia-
tion, relatively slow-moving economy, and nosSTly rural and
small town residents.

By using a siratified block~quota sampling rrogedure, 250 male and
500 female heads-of-household were interviewed in each county. Briefly,
this procedure consisied of the use of official maps 1o locate city
bilocks and rural square miles (or their nearest geograrhical equivzlenis),
Then, upcn deciding that six would be the number of beads-cf-household
to be interviewed from each block or square mile sampled, the number of
blocks and square miles in each countvy was coapuied to be 125, Thase
units wers randonmly picked in accordance with the preporticn of each
county's populatien living in the various cities, towns and rursl arsas
according to United States Census figures for 1940.

Zach block and square mile was assigned zn alternste to be used when
six intexrviews could not be obtained in the £irst bloek or SQuaETre miie
assigned¢¢ The blocks and sguare niles selected and their respective
alternates were subsequently referred o as Ysegments." Interviewers
were given "segment maps”5 of where they were tc ipterview. The FADS
DPrescribed a random starting cornsr andé the path to follow wntil com=

pleting six interviews, or until exhausting the number of potential

4s A number of adjustments of the Ooriginally selecisd sample wers
necessary “in the field" because of inaccuracies in official maps and
because sometimes more than one alternate was needed to obiszin six
interviews,

5« See Appendix I for a copy of the segment maps used in the study.
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households in which interviews could be obiained.

The questionnaire schedule consisted of 137 listed items; it
required a X amount of %ime of 46,95 minutes to administer.’ The
items consisted of asking the ususl demcgraphic guestions, guestions
about ithe kealth practices of the respondents and their families, ques-
tions concerning ihe amount of sickness in their families, guestions
designed io disclose attitudes towardi health and health Tacilities,
questions designed to cbtain Information about various non-hezlih
purchasing vractices, and guestions designed to explore attiitudes about

the communities in which the respondents lived,

Interviewers for the project were salected from two populations.
Twenty student interviewers from the University of Kansas were obtained
through various classroom znd smalil poster sclicitations neay the end
of the 1967 Spring semssier., Six of the student interviewers Were male
and fourteen were female. Their ages ranged Irom ninisen to thirty-cne,
with tweniy-one as the mode, and 21.7 as the X. “he siudenis' years of
education ranged from fourteen to aineteen; the mede was fifteen, and
the X was 153.8. Five of the student interviewers were marriad,

The second group of interviewers were iargely school teachers and/or
housewives, 411 thirty-iwe of these interviewers were residents of thse
ceunty in which they performed the interviewing work. They constituted
the group henceforth cited as the “local interviewers.”" They were
ottained by advertisimg in the classified ads in local newspapers of eash

county. BSeven were nales and tweniy~five were femzles, Their ages

6s A replica of the questionnzire schedule is included in
Appendix III,
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ranged from twenty-one to fifty-four, with a mode of modes unclear
because of rather even distribution over a wide range; the E'age was
3.4, For years of education, the range was from eleven to twenty-
one, the mede was sixteen, and the X was 15,3. All of the local
interviewers were Caucasoid; five were not married. All bui one of
the student interviewers were Caucasoid except for one Negroid female,

Student interviewers were given interview training lasting about
twenty hours extended over a four day period, whereas the local inter—
viewers obialned about five hours of instruction in one day before
starting works The reason for the difference was certain apprehension
felt by some nembers of the KRMP research staff that many of the
student interviewers might fail to perform sdequately, None of the
fifty-two interviewers reporied ever conducting survey interviews
prior to their work on the Consumer Survey.

The student interviewers were paid on a monthly basis, whereas the
local interviewers were paid according to the number of hours they
reported working, After beginning work, only one interviewer quit (a
female lccal interviewer, afiter completing two interviews); none were
discharged, The work of both groups was supervised by reseaxch
consultants located in each of the three coumties. Usually, one inter-
view from every segment was partially re-conducted by a different

interviewer than had conducted the original as a rellability check.?

7. From most segments (probably over 90%) six interviews were
obtained. To the best of the writer‘s knowledge, one interview in each
of these were validated. The ones validated were randomly picked. How-
ever, in segments where only one or two interviews were completed, some-

times no validations were made.
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4ll interviews were conducted between Jume 19 and July 10, 1947.

The Questionnaires Sampled for the Present Study

Questionnsires analyzed in the present study include only those
conducted for the Censumer Burvey in the mejor town of each county,
For Bartor County this was Great Bend; for Douvglas County, Lawrences
and for Labette Couniy, Parsons. The reason for eliminating all other
interviews was that, in spite of Sudman'’s finding that block~guota
sampling reguires less travel time than vprobability sampling,S there
is still considerable travel time involved in getting to and from
small towne and rural areas. Also, especially in rural areas, thers
is much more time required in traveling from house to house than in
fairly large cities. It was reasoned that, since time was tc be a
crucial factor in this study, fallure to¢ control for the possible effecis
of such extreme variations in time spent traveling to interview
locations (and between them) could sericusly obscure the research
resuits.” This reduced the three-county sample of iaterviews from
approximately 2250 to 1315,

Thirty-seven additional interviews were finally eliminated; three
wera deleted because of certalin missing information, and thiriy-four

more because the times they began fell outside of the iime limits

8, Bsymeour, Sudman, "Time Allocation in Survey Interviewing ang
in Other Field Occupations,™ Public Opinion Quarterly, 1966, Vol. 29,
No, L"s Pe 6‘#’10

9. Specuiation of the following sort indicated the possibility of
such effects: "Aetually +time spent in travel may contribute to the
quality of interviews by providing some relaxation of the tensicn and
fatigue of continuocus interviewing and thus serve to some extent ths
functlons cf a resi period.” (Stephan and MeCarthy, op. cit., p. 437)
Regardliess of ithe answer Lo such speculation, travel time would have
constituted a highly fluctuating uncontroiled variable had the interviews
conducted outside the »principle towns been inciuded in this analysis.
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estabiished for the study. Only interviews cecurring hetween 09100

i0

and 19:59 were analysed. This brought the final number of inter-

views sampled to 1278,

Procedures for Deriving the Quality Indexes

The elever quality indexes of the present study listed in Chapter
I are listed in abbreviated form below, as they constitute the foecal
point of the ensuing discussiont

l. Refusal

2+ Not-at-home

3. Come back later

4, No interview obtained

5. Respondent's cooperativeness
6. Inadequate information

7« Interviewing time

8. Words recorded

3« Probes made
1G. Codable answers obtained
1i. Words-recorded/codable-answer ration

The first four indexes were based upon information contained on

1l After every call at a household, inter-

dwslling unit listing sheets,
viewers briefly described the results of the call on the sheets made out
for the segment they were working. For example, if no one was home at
the first home in a segment, a "not-at-home" or some eguivalent notation
would be entered on the first line of the dwelling unit listing sheets
to the right of the house address. If, at the next house, the inter-

viswer was asked to come back in a half hour, he made a note to this

effect beside the address on the following line. If a qualified head-

10, To eliminate the necessity of making "a.m," and “p.m." notations
after sach reference to time, all such references beyond this point will
be on the basis of a 2U~hour instead of the common 12-hour clock. One
o'clock in the afternoon is thus written "13:100," etce

1i. GSee Appendix I for a copy of one of the dwelling unit listing
shesis used in the study,

PORTER LIBRARY
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of-household at the next dwelling unit could not be convinced to
submit to an interview, on the third line the word “refusal" or its
equivalent appeared beside the address. When an interview was obtained,
a notation to that effect appeared on the line in the dwelling unit
listing sheet so that 1ts order in the sequence of attempts was retrace-
abie. It was therefore possible to identify how many unsuccessful
attempts were made before every given interview that was completed, and
to know whetner these successful attempis were because of no one at
home, a parson was not willing to be interviewsd then but would be
later, cor a person simply refused, 12

The remaining seven guality indexes came from information contained
in the interview schedules. The fifth index was a rating given respond-
ents by the interviewers upon the completion of each quesiionnaire,
"Respondent’s attitude" was assigned one of four possible ratings: a 1
1f judged "cooperative, friemdly, velunteered information;" a 2 if judged
"reserved, indifferent, answered only the questions asked:” a 3 if judged
"suspicious or guarded, answered only the questions asked;" and a 4 if
Judged "unfriendly, cooperative, answers had to be probed.* BEgual
intervals were assumed between each caiegory.

Coders used a uniform code to identify all recorded responses made

12, The proecedure is idealized, for there were complications related
to determining actual routes followed and in deciding how to categorize
the results of some solicitation attempts, The nature of the routing
ambiguities found precludes any simple summary. However, the most common
problem concerned instances of doubling back to households where a come-
back-later or a not-=at-home was initially sncountered. Interviewers were
not always careful to register clearly these second calls cn a household.

Appendix II contains a partial list (intended to be representative)
of the results recorded for solicitation attempts.



by the interviewers that fit one or more cf the following conditions:
1) answers were incomplete or impussible to read, (2) a question was
skipped that should have been asked or a question was asked that should
have been skipped, or {3) a respondent refused to answer a question.
The numbers of such codes were tabulated for every interview, and these
values constitute the sixth guality index--to be referred to as the
"inadequate information" index.

Simply by substracting the recorded staxting time from the finishing
time, the ssventh index of interview guality was derived.

Interviewers were instructed to copy verbaiim zll relevant utterances
made by respondents to open-ended guestions. Three such guestions were
singled out for analysis in this study.t3 To form the eighth quality
index, the total number of words recorded for these guestions {except
those specifying a probe) were counted per interview, Iz adaition, the
rumber of probkes the interviewer reporied meking in connection with thess
three questions was totaled fur each interview for the ninth index.

The three open-ended questions were not designed to elicit just one
categorical answer apiece from each respondent, Up to ihree categorical
answers were coded for each question, so that in effect, nine answers
vere possible for these thres gquestions. Codable answers obtained frem
the guestions per interview constituted the teanth cuality index. Finally,
the words-recorded/codable—answer ration was computed to make the eleventh
irndex by dividing values of the eighth index by those of the tenih for

each interview,

13, Questions 132, 133 and 134. See Appendix IV and then turn to
rege 19 of the questionnalre schedule.
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The Anslytical Desizn of the Study

The study may be liberally viewed as fitting both a time series
study design or & quality control study design. Wallis and Roberts
de fined a time series as "a set of observations made at different times,

EBach cbservation represents both & quantity and the time when this

quantity cecured,"i¥% MHore technically, Hingorani and Marczynski said,
"A time series can be any collecticn of data where each peint is asso-
clated with a moment in time, i.e., a set of ordered pairs (ti’ xi) for
1205 3¢ 25 » ¢ ay n."15 Regarding the study at hand, the ts were
the various time intervals and sequences defined, and the xs were the
interview quality index values found occupying the time intervals and
sequence mits.

Person's well known argument that no two events or things are or
gver Will be exaetly the samel6 lends philosophical support to those

17 Their basie sim

who have helped to develop quality contrcl research.
is at achieving statistical control over the variations in the quality
of a product. Once the “ideal” is specified in operatiocnal terms,

quality control researcn attempis to maintain consistently mininmum

deviations from the ideal. They do so by sampling past preduction.

14, W. Ae Wallis and He V. Roderts, Statistics, A New Approach, New
Yorks Free Press, 1956, p. 559.

15« G. G. Hingorani and L. F. Marezynski, "Prediction of Multiple
Tirme Series Generated by Stationary Rardom Process,”™ in D. F, Merriam
(ed), Computer Applications in the Barth Sciences: Colloguiunm of Time-
Series Analysis, Lawrence, Kansas: State Geological Survey (University
of Kansas}, 1967, p. 30

16. Karl Pearson, The Grammar of Science, New York: The Meridian
library, 1957, pp. 152-159,

17, See: A, G. Dalton, "The Practice of Quality Contrel," in
Readings form Scientific American Series, Mathematics in the Modern
Worid, San Francisco: W. He Freeman and Co., 1968, Pe 295,
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When substantial deviatiocns are spotted, they attempt to standardize
future produciion about an idesl by manipulating suspected causal
variables.lB As the term “quality" implies, the ideal values of any
variable in this study is dependent upon specific practical application
considerations, For this study, the fluctuations in eleven interview
quality indexes were traced in terms of when and to what degree they
deviated from their overall central itendency (not their ideal values).

With both time series and quality control studies, extreme varia-
tions in accuracy of each reported sample score is not statistically
corsidered. Typically time series siudies rely upon highly calibrated
scales (such as the Gross National Froduct in economies), and in most
quality control studies, the size of each sample at the various sampling
stations is the same.

In the study at hand, however, the sample size varied greatly and
only in one instence (words, recorded in open-ended questions) could the
scale calibrations used in measuremeni be called even reasonably exien-
sive, Therefore, a statistical procedure was chosen that could be made
to be mensitive to the relatively greati variations in sample size at
each point in fime--standard error of the mean.19

Instead of speaking in terms of "levels of confidernce,” quality
control research findings are typleally expressed on the basis of whole
{usually two or three) stardard deviations.2C Such levels are cailed
“control limits" (CLs); and this was the practice adopted for the present

study.

18, See: Wallis and Roberts, op. cit., Chapter 16,

19. ©See Appendix IV for a listing of the steps involved in deriving
the contrel limits.

20« Wallis and Robertis, op. cit., pp. 498~501.
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Beyond plotting the variability of ¥s in relation to the derived
CLss the statistical analyses appropriste for testing the significance
of the results were different for the two hypotheses. Therefore, they
are discussed separately below:

Additional Criteria for Testing H10° In the case of Hlo, an
assumption was made that the effect--if any--of experience unpon the
quality of interviewing pertormance weuld be cumulative in either a
positive or negative direction@2l Since the %rof ezch index would
approvimately divide the number of vlotted s in half, it was decided
that some messure of the effect of experience could be obteined by
counting the oumber of ¥s falling above zrnd below the % for the first
twenty-five interviews conducted and comparing those Figures to the
mimber of ¥s falling above and below the % for the second twenty-five,
A 2 X 2 okl square test of difference wss then applied fo these data
and comprised the major bases upon which ch was tested,%?

Additionsl Criteria for Testing Hz . Besides rlotiing the ¥ values
for each index in relaticn to the %E and OLs for the periods of the day
and days of the week, the X values exceeding tbe CLs {thus, P< 0.05)
were listed in tabular form. Also, if the extent to which the OLs were
excesded was extreme (beyond 3 0H), special symbols eppeared apprepriately

in the tables. Two other symbols were used to designete ¥ values which

21, This assumption was not made without Tirss viewing Figures 2
through 12, By sve, all noticeable tendenciss appeared to be linesr
except for "time taken te complete the interview® (Figure 9} which gave
an sppearance of conformity to what has come to be cz2lled a "learning
curve" (i.e., one showing a relstively swift "improvement® at first
but only slight "improvement" beyond the first few trials).

22. Tests of gignificance move speciticelly designed for time
series data, but that were not uszed in the present study, were described
by Wallis and Roherts, op. cit.; Chapter 18,
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?ell slightly short of exceeding the X values.
In the chapter to follow, the results of the study, where possible,
are discussed and interpreted in iight of available findings from other

SUrveySa



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In addition to considering resulis of ihis study specifically
intended to test the formal hypotheses, two indrectly relevant resulis
are briefly reviewed and discussed: the accuracy of the recorded time

of interviewing and the average values of each guality index.

The Accuracy of ithe Recorded Time of Interviewinz

In another soclo-medical survey, inaccurate reporting of the length
of hospital stays was found when checked againsi official hosplial
records.1 Anzlysis showed that most of the inaccurately reported
lengths could be accounted for by a tendency of the respondents to Yheap"
numerical information. This is to say that respondents tended to cluster
inzecurate responses around certain numbers (notably three and seven,
and particularly five and its multiples, usually depending upon " which one
was closest to the actual number of days}.2

A gravh of all reported starting times is presented in Figure 1 o
help assess the accuracy of the reported time the interviews began and
lasied, A phenomenon comparable to that cited abeve was found, except
that in the present instance what was found was the interviewers® tenden~
cies to heap numerical information instead of the respondents'.s The
frequency of interviews reportedly occurring in each of the sixiy-minute
intervals was tabulated. Since no regulations were imposed upoen the

jinterviewers as to the minutes they were to begin or end any aspscis of

1, United States Public Healih Service, "Reporiing of Hospital-
izations in the Health Interview Survey,¥ Vital and Health Statistics,
1965, Series 2, No. 6.

2, Ibids, DPs 52-56.

26
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their work, it is reasonable to assume that the real distribution of
svarting times was random throughout the sixty intervals of all the
hours in which interviewing occurred. This reasoning is graphically
represented in Figure 1 by the assumed real distribution (ARD) broken-—
line., Deviations from the ARD were apparent. Pirst, there was vemark-
able heaping around all possible multiples of five (i.es; 5, 10, 15,
e » vy B0), though clustering about three or seven did not occur. In
the possible multiples of five, which comprise only 20% of the possible
minute categories, there appeared 87.9% of all the recorded starting
times. Thus, most time regisirations were not accurate to the minute.
if the registrations had been accurate to within the nearest five
minute inierval, no cther pesks would have been apparent in the distri=~
bution. There were four additional psaks, however, which appeared at
each fifteen-minute interval, Beyond this, given any fiftcen~-minute
segment, one finds ithe number of interviews rveportediy begun essentially
equal to 25% of the total. The suggested interpretation of this evidence
is that the accuracy of reported time of interviewing was adversely
affected by the tendency to heap numerical information., It would
appear that the blasing effect of this phenomenon did not extend beyond

the nearest 7.5 minutes of the actuwal time that the interviews began.

The Average Values for Bach Quality Index

Overall ié for the eleven qualiiy indexes per completed interview
are presented in Table I. The sollcitation quality indexes (Indexes 1
through 4} ean be compared to the average attrition rates of other
surveysy and probably be more meaningfully understood in the present

context, if converted to percentages of all interview attempts. The
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TARLE I

THE QVERALL MEAN FOR HACH
QUALITY INDEX PER OCMFLETED INTERVIEW

Quaiity Indexes The Overall Mean
1, BRefusal 029
2s Noi=at-home 1.14
3. Come back later 0.13
4, Unsuccessful atiempt 1e54
5« Coocperativeness 1.37
6, Inadequate information 2.27
7, Time taken 46,55
8. Words recorded W7.G2
9, Probes made ' 2,01

10, Codable answers 3,88

1l WOrds/ansHers 0.09

conversion rendered the following figures:

Refusals per all interview attemptis i2%
Not=-at-homes per all interview atiempts L7
Come-back«laters per all interview asttempis L%

Unsuccessful attempts per all interview
atitempis 60%

The refusal rate for most public cpinion surveys, according to
Benscn, et. alcy is between 10 and 20%93 It can be seen that the refusal
rate for the interviewing work of the Consumer Survey sampled in the

present study was within this normal range.

3« Sherwood Benson, et al., "A Study of Interview Refusals,"
Journzl of Applied Psychology, 195i, Vcl. 35, pe 116,
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In studies concerned with determining the soliicitation cuality
index vslves (attrition rates) for surveys, the rate of refussls is
the only category for which the determining criteris are reasonable
well standardized. For this reason, no atiempt wag made here o compars
individvally the noteai=home or come=hazcit~lster rotes in the Consumer
Survey with the rates similarly lebelied in obher surveys,

However, some general comments aboub the totsl mumber of vnsuo-
cegsiul inberview attempts may be useful. Tt can be seen from Table T
that slightly wore than one and cne=half sttempts wers made unsuCces3-
fully (at dwelling units where gualified respondents presumably resided)
for every successfully completed inbterview; thzt is. the unsucoessful
atherpts comprised about H0F of 21l the solisltstions made, This
rercentage could only slightly inflated due to the reburn of inters
viewers to leocotions where 2 come~back=lster wess initially encountersd
gince this entire category comprised enly zbout hf of all the interview
sttempts, Approximately two-thirds of the unsuccessful atlempts were
beczuss no cualified respondent was home at the time the interviewer
¢alled. The not=at-homes recorded were nearly four times greater than
wers the refusals.

Since the ¥ values for the interacticnal cuality incdexzes compiled
in this study would be, in large part, peculisr to the gusstionnaire
used, little would be scoomplished by aemparing any of the aversges of
this study with compsrable averages of other studiss. The one fact that
nay bes worth noting is the appsrently high level of respondent ccoperative-
ness as judged bty the interviewers once permissiocn to interview was
obtained. The possible range of ratings was from one {most cooperstive)

to four (least cooperative): the over all ¥ was 1.37.
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The First Hypothesis {Hlo)

The first hyvothesis was that interview guality underwent nc
significant variation on the basis of inierviswer experiernce. Since none
of the interviewers had reported any pricr survey interviewing work, the
extent of interviewing experience was considered o be well reflected by
the number of interviews they had corducted. Figures 2 through 12 {con-
taired in Appendis ?)h exhibit the ¥ values for the elaven guality
indexes zccording to the first Ifvv-one interviews conducted.S

By counting the number of ¥ values in each of the eleven figures
that f£51l sbove and below the %E for the first and second twenty-five
interviews conducted, an indicator of any general upwsrd or downward
trend was ob¥eined., FHesulis gzre presented in Table IT7 2nd reviewed in
the twc subsections below,

The Soliecitatlon Qualidy Indexes., No evidence was found for
believing that azny significant upward or downward trend occurred in the
refmsal rate or the come=-back~later rate for the first Fifty interviews
conduscted., Otherwise predicting would bte to conlrent a probability of
error of over 70% and BO%, respectively.

Concerning the refussl rate, the imsignificant difference found in
Tthe pressnt study appears to contradict the reported results of Ltwo

previous studies reviewed in Chapter TI,  Both of these previcus studies

L. TFigures 2 through LS are presentzd in Appendix V and not in the
body of thiec chepter becsuse of their lsrge number and becanse statishical
summaries of them are presented in Table IT through ¥ of this chapter.

5. Beyond the 5le¢t interview seruence the ¥s were based upon less
than nine interviews. Despite the fact thest the Clg were made fo adiust
for sample size fluctuatinns, Xs based upon ¥s of eight =r less were not
ploted,

6, J. Durbin and A. Stusrt, "Differences in Response Rates of Exper~
lencsd and Tnexperienced Interviewers,” Journal of the Royal Statistical
Soedsty, 1951, Vol. 1hL, p. 1Bh; Steghan and MeCarihy, op. Cil., pe 3ik.
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reported finding experienced interviewers substantially better at
avoiding refusals than inexperienced ones. However, both of these other
studies invoked a study design involving the compariscrn of one group

of interviewers {those experienced) with ancther group (those inexper-
ienced). With such designs, there is always the possibility %hati any
differences observed could have heen due o factors distinguishing

the samples beyond that which was specifically designzted. The design
of the present study avoided this methodological problem by comparing
the refusal rates of virtually the same interviewers (except for several
who did not complete fifty-one interviews) against themselves at each
ievel of their experience,

In view of the results of the present study--which indicated that
experience, per se, did not affect the refusal rates--one can try to
account for the results of the iwo studies which conecluded octherwise.
One explanation would be that significant effects ¢f experience do not
appear until sometime after fifty interviews have heen conducted., This
would not seem very likely.

Tne cne which would seem most likely is that there is a tendency
for those who obtain the higher refusal rates to become "discouraged"
enough not to centinue beyond the first survey project in which they
ars involved, though not so “discouraged” that they generalliy quit the
project in which they first works. This explanation would not contradict
the results of this study which found ne effect of experience, per se,
on the rate of refusals to noviee interviewers, Nor would it be incon-
sistent with the findings of Durbin and Stuart; and of Stephan and
MeCarthy who, in- comparing the refusal rate of experienced interviewers

(i.e.; those who had worked on at least one other survey project) and
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inexperienced interviewers, found the former to have a lower rate of
refusals than the lziter. The explanation proposed here could e tested
by atlfempiing to rehire a greup of firsi-survey-project interviewsrs

for a second project after they had compieted the first, and observing
wnether or not their rate of obtained refusals durlng the first project
was related to their acceptance of the offer of work on ansiher survey
Project.

Fer the rate of those listed as not at home, a difference was found
which fell just shori of a 0.05 level of significance, The iendency was
for the number of persons listed as not at home 15 increase as interviewers
gained in experience, Interestingly, Waksberg and Pearl reported rather
similar results in analyzing data from the longitudinal (i.e., repeated
interviews wiin the same set of respondents) Current Population Survey
¢f the U.S. Bureau of the Census, They found "a rather striking increase
in the number of housing units classified as vacant by the interviewsrs"
as well as a grzdual "loss® of respondents as interviewing progressed.?

To explain their findings, they proposed the possiblity "that the inter-
viewer becomes less careiul in later stages of enumeration in determining
whether a unit at which no one is home is cccupied or vacant.“S

The similariiy in results found in this study (which did not tabulage
"vacancy” registrations) and those of Waksberg and Pearl was that they
both indieate thai interviewing experience cperated +ec reduce the likeli-
hood of prospective respondents residing irn ouiwardly-appearing unoccupied

dwelling units being contacied. Simply attributing this phenomenon to

7+ Joseph Waskberg and R. B, Peaxri, “"The BEffects of Repeated House-
hela Intexviews in the Current Population Survey,” In the Proceedings of
The American Marketing Association Meeting, Chicago, June 1964, p. 553,
Bs Ibide
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decreased carefulness begs the question of why it appeared true of this
citation cuaellty index and nod frue of the other two. At this point,
the best answer would seem basically to relate to the extra time required
to aggressively gseek prospective respondents residing in outwardly-
appearing unoccupled dwelling units. Experience probably fascilitated
the recognition of dwellling units having little liklihond of being
cccupisd, Certein things could have helred cue the interviewer %o this
effect, sush as nc children in the yard, nc car in the drive, no light
hrough any of the windows, a nswspaper on the voreh, or possibly some
items of mail ir the mailbox. This lesrned recognition {quite likely
uncencious) of the mest likely unoceupied dwelling units may have then
caused the interviewer to respornd selectively by trying lsss persistently
at these locations than at cthers. If the observed difference in ths
not-at-homes was not due to sampling errcr, znd this explanation offersd
for it is essentially accurate, the tendensy could probably be largely
averted throvgh a frank explamaiion of it with interviewers. They could
be told during initial trsining, and perhaps reminded occasgionslly, that

they may wish to mske a conscilous effort to aveid the spparernt tendency,

o]

e fourth index also rendered a difference significant slightly
short of the 0,05 level. Since this was a compesite index, however, and
since there was virtually neo change in Indexes 1 and 3, its nificance
was alwost completely a funchtion of the change in Index 2 {not-at-home),
The Interactionsl Cualibty Indexes, The snalysis presented in Tzble
IT offers evidence that the assessed cooperstiveness of respondenits, and
the muwber of probes mzde te elicit more complete responses to open-ended

quegtions underwent no significent upward or downward trends on the basisg
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of interviewer experience,

The remzining five interactionsl indexes, however, =re shown by
Table II to have undergore sigpificant variatisn st lesst te a C.10
level of significance. Of these, the two indaxes which fell =lightly
short of the 0.05 level of significance were the words recorded in
open-ended guestions, and the number of codsble snswers cbbained in
responses to open-ended guestions. Values for these two indexes were
based upon the same open-ended questions. It was, therefore, anticie
vated that as the words recorded incressed, so, too, would the codable
answers, snd vice verga. However, this was precisely opposite of what
wzs found., Wheress the % mumber of words recorded in oper-ended gues-~
ticns were grester for the last twenty-five interviews than for the
first twenty-five, the rnumber of codsble answers cbtained from respousss
T2 the same suesbions were fewer. B8ince the statisticsl significance
of both of These resulits were weak, it initislly seemed a possibility
that one or the obher wes due to sampling ervor, However, viewing the
resulits frem Index 11 sirongly discourages such an sttitvde. Tndex 11
is a ratic of words recorded to codable answers. According to the
analysis presented in Teble IT, there was 2 considerabls differsnce
(P<O.0L) betwean ratics for the first Yenty-five intervisws than for
those for the second twenty-five; significantly more words were written
per cadsble answer as experience incressed.

Turning Ffirst te the words reccorded, twe explanations seem ylavsible.
Firet, experience may have helped improve the cepsbiliiy of interviewers
to retain end swiftly record responses verbatim. Howaver, thers is a

second possibility that sesms worth mentioning., Several situdies have

vl
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demonstrated that the length of a linguvisitic response is partialiy a
function of the length of the question to which it is addressed. This
phenomenon of longer questions tending Lo evcoke longer responses bhas
been found for "medlcal interviews, psychotherapeutic intervisws, civil
service and department store job interviews, . « « in '"free® conver-
sation between two parents," in astrenaut-ground communications and in
United States presidential news conferences.9 If the interviewers

for the Consumer Survey tended t¢ ad 1ib by supplementing and/cr guali-
Tying thelr questions the more familiar they became with the question=~
naire, these additional words may have served £0 increase the length
of the responses.

Attention will now be focused upon the apparent tendency for fewer
codablie answers to be registered as experience increased. What seems
importznt is to offer explanations that sre consistent with the possible
reasons for the words tending to incresse with greater experience. Since
interviewers were instrucied to record respoanses verbatim, the increased
words recorded that experience apparently facilitaisd may have been
largely “stalling phrases" (&.g., "Well, now, let me see « o 44" and
"Oh, I don't know; that's kink of bhard to answer « « « +") thai were
totally irrelevant when it came to coding the responses., If all that
had been observed was that the rate of ecodable answers did not change,
this is all of an explanaiion that would be necessary. However, in order
to explain an apparent decrease in codable answers, some additionsl

factor would need ic be considered in the present line of reaseninge.

9. M. L. Rey and E. J, Webb, "Speech Duration Effects in the Kennedy
News Conferences," Science, 1966, Vol. 153, No. 3738, p. 899.
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Posgibly, this factor involved the coders rsther than the interviewers,
Coders may have read less carsfully the longer interview transcripiions
of responses than the shorter ones {especially those containing seve
eral "stalling phrases®). Thus, the rmumber of codavle snswers finslly
absiracted was not 2 resullt of there being inherently fewer cedable
answers ir the longer transcriptions, but was due to a decreased
likelihood of asuch answers being spotted by coders in the longer
trangceripbions than in the shorter ones,.

There wag apparently a tenderncy for the amecunt of imsdequate infors
mation to decrease since the ditference in the rumber of Xs falling
above the % for the first twenty-five interviews conducted as opposed
to thoge for the second twenty-five Interviews was sigrnificsant beyond

0.02 level. Jiost survey researchers probably consider this index

s

s pe the gingle most important cne for messuring interacticnal inter-

M

L+

view quality. To regard it slome, orie could coneclude thet interviswers
improve in their work as a2 result of experience. In as much as expere~
ience appeared to help decresse the amount of inasdeguate informstion,
niring veteran interviewers and/or providing more extensive pre-interview
trzining probably weuld hely reduce the amount of such information in

the earlisr stages of a survey.

The mumber of Xs f£alling sbove the X for the rirst twenty-five
interviews conducted was sixteen, while for the last twenty-five, the
nunber was eight (P 0.02). Thus, time expended in completing the
interviews tended to decrease with increased interviewer experience.

On the basig of the evidence reviewed In the above two subsections,

H10 was rejected, Over half of the indexes showed variability in X
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values such that when they were compared on the basis of the number
falling above and below the ?é for the first twenty-five and the second
twenty-five interviews conducted a chi quars test of difference
attained at least a 0,10 level of significance: two surpassed the C.02
level and one surpassed the 0,01 level,

A gingle answer to the guesticn of whether experience contributed
or detracted from the quality of the interviews would not appear
Justified by the findings. Regarding the X values of quality indexes
that did epparently change with experience, on the positive side, the
amount of inadequate informaiion contained in the completed gquestionnaires
and the time required to complete the interviews significantly decreased
with experience. However, fror = negative point of view, fewer codabie
answers and more not-=at-homes tended to be registered as experience

increased,

The Second Hypothesis (Hgo)

The second hypothesis was that interviewing quality underwent no
significant variation on the basis of the time of day or week it cceourred.
Tables I1I, IV and V serve to summarize the findings. The symbels "H"
and "L" are used to indicais where the upper and lower (Ls were exceeded
by the X quaiity index values for the designated time perlods. One may
wish to keep in mind that these CLs were set at two standard errors (20T)
which is ciosely equivalent to a 0.05 level of significance. Lower case
letiers were included in the tables where the Xs came extremely cloge
to exceeding the CLs. To further aid in assessing the level of statis-
tical significance, italicised Hs and Ls were used where the Xs

surpassed three standard errors of the mean {equivslent %0 a 0.003 level
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of significance). Tables III, IV and V, in the ways just described,
serve to condense the significant findings shown in Figures 13 through
45 (see Appendix V) into three pages.

In attempiing to organize a written report of the results pertinenz
to Hzo, the writer was somewhat consoled to read the fellowing statement
by Blau and Duncan about a study simllarly consisting of a nunber of
statistically significant resulis which defied interpretation: "Indeed,
the data show z2ll kinds of 'significant differences’ (net due to sampling
error) that can be given no clear intexpretation and that may be so

light as to be of no practical imporiances"~0 The reader who is
intevested in doing future research inte the effects of time of day or
week on interview quality is urged to independently consult not only
Tables III, IV and V but also Figures 13 through 45. The text to follow
does not contaln a complete treatment for all the statistically significant
results. The poliey adopited was to try to offer an explanation for the
four results found significant beyond the 0,003 level., Also, attempis
were made to suggest more general interpretations for a number of the
results found significant between the 0,05 and the 0.003 level; while
mention of Tindings significant slightly short of the C.05 level was
made only when they seemed directly relevant to a topic brought under
discussion by the statistically significant results.

The Solicitation Quality Indexes. Upon beginning this subsection,
a methodological note seems worth reiteration. Interviewers did not

register a time for when refusals, noi-at-homes or come-back-laters were

10. P. M. Blou and 0. Do Duncan, The American Uccupational Structure,
New York:s Wiley, 1967, pe 173 cited by Zick Rubin, “Do American Women
Marry Up?," American Sceiological review, 1968, Vole 33, No. 5, DPe 758
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encounterad, They registered, instead, a time for starting each inter-
viewsy and, for this study, the varicus solicitation indexes were cowmied
that cccurred prior to each interview as was evidenced on the various
dweliing unit listing sheets (logs). It was the velief of this writer
that the great majority (probably over 60%) of the refusals, not-ate-
homes and come-back~laters that did occur did so within fifteen minutes
before a successfiul interview was begun., So thai such an assumption
could reasonzsbly be made was one of the reasons for not including data
from the rursl and small~town areas where more travel time between
domiciles was typicaliy involved. Nevertheless, this methodological
procedure is inferior to those in which a time is registered for every
interview attempt (see Chapier V).

Prior 1o interviews besun betwesen 17130 and 18:29 there were
approximately five refusals encountered for every ten completed inter-
views {Table IIl), The X values Tor this temporal category of refusals
extended over three Om (thus, P < 0.003) from the f, the value for which
was oniy about three refusals per ien completed interviews. 0ddly,
refusals prior to interviews during the preceeding hour segment {161 30=
17129) were significantly below the X (P<0.05)s No significant variation
in refusal rates appeared by day of the week (Table IV), However, for
pericds of the day for each day of the week, three migh rates of refusals
appeared with less than a 3% chance of error due to sampling. As is
further indicated by Table V, the days apparently contributing nost to
the high rate of refusals occurring prior to interviews beginning be-
tween 17:30 and 18129 in Table III were Wednesday and Thursday.

Not-at~homes were highest prior to interviews beginning between
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15:30 and 16:29, with & less then 5% chance of error (Table III). For
days of the week {Tadble IV), the X value of not-st~homes for Friday was
high (P< 0.05).

Come~back~laters wers comparatively stable (consistent with what
would probably be expected). The only ¥ value significant beyond the
0.05 level in a1l cof the ithree tables was that for Friday between 17:00
and 18:59, at which time it was high (Table V).

Worth neoting was the finding that none of the solicitation index
valugs were high {or low) on Saturday (without regard for any particular
period of the day; Table IV). However, Table V presented evidence (P< 0.05)
that refusuzls and not-at-homes were significantly higher prior to interviews
which began after 15:00 on Saturday,., Durbin and Stuart reported that
the effects of time of day on the rate of successful interview attempis
were differsnt on weekends (Saturday and Sunday) than on weekdayssll
For the Consumer Survey; nc¢ interviews were conducied on Sunday. However,
results of the present study do not seem to offer evidence that Saturday
was particularly more distinctive that the other days of the week tested
as far as success in . interview soliciting was concerned. If one were
called to pick the day which appeared most abnormal, it probably would
be either Thursday or Friday {See Tables IV and V).

When one views the sigrificant results in Table V of unsuccessful
interview attenpts, the impression that seems to emerge is thal there
were complex interactions which occurred between the various periods of the

day and the days of the week. For example, for particular periocds of the

11. Durbin and Stuart, 0p. cit., P« 182, Evidence for their assertion
was not presented in their report, so what differences were found in their
study is noi known.
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day, three days (Wednesday, Thursday and Saturday) had rates of unsuccessful
interview aitempts higher than any two-hour period on Friday (Table V).

Yet, it was Friday alone which had a significantly (P<0.05) high rate of
msuccessful interview atiempts when 2ll perieds of the day were disregarded
(Table IV)s.

The effects of statistically significant variations in Indexes 1 and
3 generally disappeesred in the composiie index (Index 4) because nct-at~
homes (Index 2) accounted for an average of about two-thirds of all
unsuccessful interview atiempits. 11 was not surprising to observe that
in all three of the tables now being considered, whereever a high rate
cf not-at-homes appesred significant beyond 0.05, at least a high in Index
4 emerzed significant also beyond that level (in four of ihe six cases)
or just slightiy short of it (in the remaining two cases; indicated by the
lower case "hs"),

Another general finding worthy of mention was that comparatively few
lows were significant beyond the 0.05 level for the solicitation indexes.
There were only iwc, while there were sixteen highs. What this would seem
to indicate was that the distribution of unsuccessful interview atiempts
was skewed toward the higher wvalues. If irue, this could be an impeoriant
and encouraging factor in surveying efforts to establish acceptable levels
of tolerance for population sampling blases.

These findings lead to curiosity about hew closely resulis of this
study of attrition rates by time of day cempared io those of the three
other studies of atirition rates by time of day mentioned in Chapier IT.
As stated in discussing results pertinent to HlO, inter-survey comparison

is hampered by variations in criteria used to determine the indexes.



Wevertheless, except for the guota requirements of surveys almest never
being the same, eriteria used to determine the overall total of unsuccess-
ful interview attempts do not greatly vary: the differences are mainly in
how they are subdivided.

In the present contaxt, the difficuliy of inter-survey comparison is
further complicated because none of the three previous studies worked
within the same time intervals., It was possible toc partlally cvercome this
problen by reanalyzing the Consumer Survey data of this study by each
hour instead of by hourly units divided at the midpoint of each hour (as
the anayses were verformed for time of the day up to this time)s Another
ad justment made in the Consumer Survey data presente d up to this point
wags to convert the ratio of unsuccessful attempts per completed interview
to percentages of unsuccessful attempis per all aitempts. Both of these
compensating features involved merely mathematical operations, and therefore
detracted nothing from the accuracy of the data.

Results are presented in Figure 46, This figure shows the reported
findings regarding the variation in unsuccessful interview attemnpts accord-
ing to the time of day the attempts were wade (or, in the case of the
Consumer Survey data, the unsuccessful attempts prior to the time of day
of completed interviews)s These results are for the Consumer Survey data
of the present study analyzed both by each whole-hour unii and by hourly
units divided at the midpoint of each hour, and for three other studies,
Very briefly, descriptions of the three other surveys from which the data
for the resulis are displayed in Figure 46 sre as follows:

a. Four surveys conducted in England of persons over sixtesn years

of age (apprarently at nc particular iime of the year), in the
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late 1940s by Britian's National Begisterglz

bs A survey of New York farmers conducted in August of 1651 by the
Extension Service and Experiment Station of the New York State
College of Agriculture and the Bursau of Agricultural Bducation
of the New York State Education Department.lz

cs & nation-wide United States survey of persons over 21 years of

age conducted in December 1947 by the National Opinion Ressarch
Center (NORG)alz

The sample size (i.e., total number of interview attempis) for each
of these three studies were, respectively: 1722, 1474, and 2319. For the
Consumey Survey data of this study, the total number of interview atiempis
were analyzed by whole-hour units, was 3289; and when analyzed by hourly
units divided at the midpoint of each hour, was 3227, The difference was
due to inlerviews conducted between 20:30 and 20:59 not being included in
the latter anaivsis.

Excert for results of the Bnglish surveys and those of the Hew York
farmer survey, times of high and low perceniages of unsuccessful interview
attempts are very incongruent for the various surveys analyzed in Figure
46, The categories for these two surveys werse, of course, mnOre gross
than were those of the NORC survey and the Consumer Survey, However, a

rief study of Figure 26 will convince one that collapsing the hourly wnits

of resulis from the NORC survey and the Consumer Survey in accordance with

12, 7This data and that graphically summarized in Figure 46 was derived
from the following sourcest Durbin and Stuart, op. cit., pps 165-169 and
Table 203 A. J. King and Rs J. Jessen, "The Master Sample of Agriculture,®
Journal of the American Statistical Association, 1945, Vol, 40, pr. 38-58;
cited by F. J. Stephan and P. J. Mclarthy, Sampling Opinions, New York
Wiley (Science Bditions), 1963, ppe 200-204 and Table 11.G; and Itid.,

DPe 273~278 and Table 12,8,
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the otner twe would add little Lo the general agreement concerning tihe
times when successful interview atiempts wers highest and Lowest., Most
striking was the substantial drops in unsuccessful attempis for both
of the more grossly analyzed sets of survey data beyond the latier part
of the afternocn which did noi appear in either the NORC survey or the
Consumer Survey. If one directs attenticn to the NORC survey data and
the Consumer Survey data analyzed by the same hourly units, it can be
seen that the highest percentages were, in nc case, during the same hours
for the two surveys: nor were the lowest percentages.

It was shown earlier in this subsection that, for the Consumer
Survey anaiyzed by hourly units divided at the midpeint of each hour,
two significant differences appeared. 4lso, the differences between
the success of attempts before and after 18:00 for the New York farmer
survey was significant at the (.01 leveleIB Cther analyses for signi-
ficauce of differences in percentages within each survey were not performed,
out, rather certainly, there were some. For this and other less scienti-
Tically founded reasons, this writer expected that, through direct com-
parison of results from these varicus surveys, some generalizations would
have emerged about the time of day attrition rates were highest and/or
lowest. This expectation failed to materiajize. The signifiecant intra-
survey differences, therefore, must have been due to things peculiar te
each of the surveys. The wnderlying factor which would seem to the present
writer to be most suspect was that of the quota reguirements of each survey.

Regardiess of the reasons, suggestions abeut the times of day when

irterview attempts can be expected to be most and least frulitful for future

13, Stephan and MecCarthy, ©p. citey; P 251,
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surveys still can nct be made. In as rmch as there were signitficant
differences in the individusl and cowposite solicitetion indexes for the
Consumer Survey, and in comparsble indexes for other surveys reviewed in
this subsection, however, it would seem most reasonable to predict that
there are significanily high and low reies of stirition on the basis of
the time of day, znd less certainly, day of the week attempts are made
in mos% other surveys.

The interactional Quality Indexes. The statistical evidence for the
ensuing discussion can be found summarized in Tables IIT, IV awd V beside
the quality indexes lazbeled Indexes 5 through 1l. The unsummarized dzia
fer these indexes were represented in Figures 25 through L5 (sppendix V).

Cooperativeness ratings given respondents were relatively stable
throughout the verious time categories designated in this study. Cnly
twice did the ¥ values sxceed either of the CLs; both time in Table IV
when ccoperativeness ratings were high for Monday snd Tharsday (P< 0,05,
for both velues),

Index €, the one for insdegnate informstion rates, had the fewesh
mumber (ona) of ¥ values tc exceed the CLs of all the eleven guelity indexss
of this study. This single significant value was in Tsble ¥, and indicated
that for interviews begun on Thursday, between 17:00 and 18:59, inadequate
information was 10&:(-?&(’0.05)@ fme could have more ezsily assumed the
differsnce was due tc chsnce had not 4wo other Is during different two-
hour periods of the same day come very close o exceeding the lower (L as
well., This index is, certainly, the moat frequent type of index used to
measure interactional interview quality, and probably the single mogh

important one in connection with this study, Therefore, the relative lack
i 2



of significant results in its connectlon might be considered important. The
results significant beyond the 0.05 level (and that just shorit of this
level) were low rather than high valnes. Since no significant {or near
significant) highs were found, this analysis offered nc basis upon whick chte
could confidently say that there was any time when interviews would have
been hest noi conducted to aveld an unusually high rate of inadeguate infor-
nation. t might zlso be interjected at this point that; in connection with
the cooperativeness of respondents, there were no significant (or near sig-
nificant) lows. Since there were none, this index aiso gives one no basis
for suggesting any itime when interviewing might have been best avcided,

The yeader may be struck, as was the writer at this poini; by the
pergistant independence of nearly all of these various quality indexes from
one another. Time taken to compleie interviews conducted on Wednesday, for
example, was very low (P< 0.003). Yet, this had no apparent relationship
to any of the other guality indexes for interviews conducted on that day.

Another instance concerned prebes during cpen-ended questions, which
were wnusually low (P<0.003) on Fridey (Table IV) withouwt this having the
effect of lowering significantly the number of words recorded or the cedable
answWwers obtained for these questions. Likewise, probes were very high
(P<0,003) for interviews begun between 09100 and 09:29., In faet, in this
case the X number of probes for interviews begun then were 3.9 per com
pleted interview, compared to an overall average of less than 2.2 ver
interview (Figure 37 in Apperdix V). Neverthelsss, neither words recorded
or codable answers were affected significantly. Probing for additional
responses to open~ended guestions was the most unstable index in this study.
There were ten instances in Tables IIX, IV and V in which it exceeded the

CLee« In two of these ten instances, the Xs deviated from the X by over
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three OmMs, accounting for half of such extreme deviations found in the
entire study. In view of the relative high stability in Xs for words
recorded in copen-ended questions and substantive answers obtained, there
could have been a tendency on the part of interviewers to use probes to
compensaie for periods when, otherwise, fewer than average words and sub-
stantive answers wouwld have resulted.

The conclusicn was reached regzrding data pertinent to this subsection
thet, although statistically significant results were apparent, the indexes
varied in significant X values in ways 80 generally independent of one
another that solid generalizaticns Were not possiblies

Only twe mildly supported generaliszaticns seem worth menticning con-
cerning data reviewed in this subsecticn: {1) The interacticnal quality
indexes, like the solicitation indexes, were most iikely to excesd the CLs
on Thursday {and, to a iess exteni, on Wednesday, Friday and Saturday).

For Monday and Tuesday, on the other hand, almesi no significant deviations
from the X appeared (Tables IV and V). (2) From viewing Table III, one

can see that there was gulte a bit of clustering of extrems X values for
interviews begun in the latter half of the afterncon {and, to a somewhat
less degres, around mid-morning). Nevertheless, from neither of these
mildiy supported generalizations were any gensral patterns apparent upcn
which practical suggestions couid be proposeds.

HZO was rejected; but, unlike the first hypothesis, it was rejected
almost entirely on statistical grounds. Results pertaining to Hzo reviewed
in both subseciions were neither generally consistant with germane results
of prior research, noxr apparently internally consistant. Otberwise stated,

conasiderable sense was made of yesults related to HE s whereas findings
"0
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for Hzo served cnly 1o raise more gquestiocns instead of providing even
plausible answers. No generalization concerning Hgo seemed justified by
this study beyond saying that deviations from the X for sach guality
index did not appear tc be all-together randomly distributed either in

terms of time of day and days of the week,



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIORS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Befare results directly related to testing the formal hypoineses
were reviewad and discussed, two sets of peripheral findings were presenzed.
It was found that interviewers tended to cluster their registrations of +the
tine of beginning their interviews, Thus, the accuracy of such registra-
tions wae markedly hbiased toward multiples of each five minute wunit, and,
tc a less degree, toward each fifteen minute unit. The conclusion was that
the clustering of suech numerical informaiion by interviewers in the Cozn-
sumsr Survey adversely affected the accuracy of these registrations gz much
ag 7.5 minutes, though no mers.

The second set of peripheral findings had to do with presenting the
X values for each of the eleven guality indexes in the study, The refusal
rate of 12% was not unusually high or low in relation to other surveys.

The unsuccessful interview attempts composed 60% of all interview attempis:
in other words, the ratic of unsuccessful attempts to successful ones was
about 1.5 to one. Not-zt-homes comprised the majority of unsuccessful
attempts: its relatively high contribution was due partially te the sampling
and quota requirements for the Consumer Survsy. Once consent to interview
was obtained, the cooperativeness of respeondents was judged, on an average,
qulite favorably by the interviewsrs.

Two hypotheses were ifested: (1) that interview quality underweni no
sigrificant variation on the basis of the level of interviewer experience,
and (2) that interview quality underwent no significant variation on the
besis of the time of day and day of the week the interviews were conducted.
Beth hypotheses were rejected.

55
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Concerning the first hypoihegis, evidence was found thai, as inter-
viewer eXperience jncreased, not-at-homes inereased (P<0.10), words
recorded in cpen~ended guesticns increased (P<0,10), and codable answers
from open~ended questiong decreased (P<0.10). Also,; as sxperience in-
crezsed, inadeguate informaticn units decreased (P<0.02), time ussd in
interviewing decreased (P<0.02), and the ratioc of words recorded tc
codable answers obtained in open-ended questicons decreased (P<'0.0L).
Although this evidence was considered sufficient to zeject the first
hypothesis, it was coneluded that these differences did not support a
cne~sided answer to the question of whether experience facilitsted or
detracted from interview quality., The iwe indexes judged tc be most
indicetive of improvement with increased experience were the drop in inad-
equate irformation and; to a less extent, the shortening of time usmed in
interviewing, On the other hand, decline in overall quality seemed the
nost reasonable interpretation of the increased tendency tc register more
perscens not at home, and the fewer transcriptions of codable answers to
open-ended questions as experience increased. Fertinent to the latter
index, hcwever, the possibility was discussed that coders; rather than the
interviewers, may have, quite unwittingly, had a part to play in the
apparent decrease in codable answers.

For the second hypothesis, & great number of X values for the eleven
gquality indexes were found (fifty in all) to have deviated beyond two &
from the %s according te the time of the day, the day of the wesk, and the
time of the day for each day of the week the interviews were conducted.
The strictly exploratory nature of the analysis, and the failure of any

clearly consistant findings 1o emerge necessitated an arbitrary rejection
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of the nuil hypothesls without the desirable supporting explanations
given for what was found in most cases. The variability was sc complex
and failed so much 1o abide by an discernible patterns that no attempt
was made to generalize about the time of day or week when interview
quality was highest or lowest. It was note 4 instead that, for the time
of the day, most of the X quality index values devizted beavond two Oh
did sc during the middle to latier pert of the afternoon; and, for the
days of the week, Thursday asnd Friday seemed to have the greatest number,
while Monday and Tuesday contained the fewest number of exireme X values.
For the iwe most important interactional gquality indexes-—=cooperativeness
cf respondenis and inadequate information--few Is deviated beyond. two CTi,
indicating that time of interviewing did not affect thenm beyond that

which could be reascnably assumed due to chance.,

Recommendations for Future Research

There were several shoricomings in this exploratory study that should
not be overiocked as one considers the results. Drawing the major short-
cemings together in this section and recommending alternatives should be
of help to those who may wish to extrapolate further findings in this
area. Suggestions for improvement of future studies ecan be divided into
three closely related categories: imprevement in the sampling, improvement
in the measurement of the variables, end improvement in the statistical
tests of results.

Two problems can be related to the sampling used in the present
study. First, in spite of ihe fact thai the sample for the present study
was large, it would have been desirable to have had the results of con-

siderably more imterviews with which to work. It is recommended that a
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future study of this type {particularly one concerned with the effects of
the time of day on interview qualiiy) not work with fewer than the results
of 7000 intervieuws. Second, Iln view of the lack of any really provocative
resulis pertinent tc the sgcond hypothesis, the writer recommends that

the interviewers be given more latitude as t¢ when they may conducet inter=
views. By so doing, the variability in the quality indexes should be
widended, thus increasing the chances of clearly significant differences,t

Concerning the variables, there were iwo broad classes focused upecn
in the preseni study: time variables {experience, time of day, and day of
the week), and interview quality variables (the solicitation and the
interactional guality indexes). Since accuracy was conceptualized as a
major component of interview quality, it is somewhat parsdoxical that
cne must call into question the accuracy of the gquality indexes themselves.
Nevertheliess, numercous reasons were cited throughout the preceeding
chapters of this paper to justify doing so. Generally, it may be said
that, if the quality indexes {and the time variables) had been more
accurately measured, results would probably have been cleaxer, and possibly
even qlfferent.

One reasonable and highly desirable development that would have
improved measurement of most of the time variables and all of the solici~
tation variables of the present study would have been a better "log for
registering interview attempts” than the dwelling unit Iisting sheet used
in the Consumer Survey. A "model log," formulated by the present writer
upon completion of the processing and analysis of this study's findings,

is contaired on the following page. It can be compared to the dwelling

1., See: Harold Gullikesn, "Louis Leon Thurston, Experimental and
Mathematical Psychologist," American Psychclogist, 1968, Vol. 23, No. 11,
Pa 7860




LOG FOR RECORDING ALL INTHRVIEW ATTEMPTS

Indicate No. Precise Time of
hddress {or Deseription of | of Calls Made ! Hach Cell {be Resulit
Dwelling Unii) at Each Accurate to Near-| Of Hach Call#®
Dwelling Unit est Minute)

% (1) not a dwelling unit (e.g., business estabiishment}; (2) vacated dweli~
ing unit: (3) nonvacated dwelling unit at which no one was home; (L) person
at dwelling wnit did not fit sampling specification: (5) person at dwelling
unit fit sampiing specifications but the quota of this charscteristic has
already been filied; (6} interviewer asked to return at a lalter time by =z
person Titting sampling specifications and for whom the gucta had not been
filled: (7) refusal by (a) ons fitting sampling and quota svecification,

{b) one not, or possibly not, fiitting sampling and quota specifications;

(8) interview begun but terminated hefore completion; (9) irterview completed.
(If you are not guite certain abvout what category would really be applicable
in a particular case, make a short written descripiion of the aittempt and
consult your supervisex sbout it when you get your next assignment.)

4
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unit listing sheet of Consumer Survey by referring to Appendix 1.

Calls subsequent to the first one at a specific dwelling unit weve someiinmes
not indlecated clearly enough for the specific dwelling unit were sometines
not indicaled clearly enough for the sequence of calls made tc be codsed
with certainiy, Providing a column (Column 2) on the log sheet, in which
interviewers could register the number of calls made at eash dwelling wunit,
should eiiminate this protlem,

No specific provision for recording the time of each interview attempt
wag made in this stuvdy., What had to be done to approximate values for this
variable was to collate the time of esach successaful interview attempt (for
which a time was registered on the interview forms) with the sequence of
these successful attempis in relation to the unsuccessful attempis (regis-
tered on the dwelling unit listing sheets)s A numder of the generalizations
in this study, thus, had to be cumberscmely gualified by saying “the unsuc-
cessiul interview attempts cccurring prior to successful attempts begus
between , ., " instead of saying "the unsuccessful atitempis begun between
e o s s The third column of the provesed "model log" would eliminate
the necessity of the former qualification, and would, of course, justify
greater confidence in the resvits of solicitstions for 2z desighnated itime
interval, 1In addition, by stressing the need for accurate time registra-
tions during training, and with the instruction to "he accurate to the
nearest minvte” as part of the cclumn heading in the log, it is believed
thai considerables improvement in these registrations would be accomplished.
4lsc, watches could be synchronized each day as interviewers came to the
supervisor's office to obtain their assignments.

One of the basic problems is ail studies of interview guality has been

the lack of inter-surve reenent regarding how the unsuccesaful inter~
&
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view attenpts (overall atiriticn rates) are to be subdivided. For data

of the present study, interviewers were told to give a short written
account of every interview attempt; from this, the coders assigned the
resulis of sach attempt %o a category. Even without considering the amount
of time rsguired for this coding chore, this method was unsatisfactory,
and is not recommended for future surveys. Ldeally, what is needed is

a set of clear and logically exclusive categcries applicable to any survey
that interviewers can pick after each attempt was made. Exact inter-
survey agreement about the categories is nci possible because of unique
features abcut each survey. Nevertheless, it is believed that this ideal
can be much more closely approximated than has been true in the past by
using the conceptual scheme appearing as a footnete to the forth column

of the proposed “model log." With a few hours training, interviewers
should be able to master the concepis necessary to distinguish Detween

the categories and to properly assign subsequent altempls into them.

From 2 statistical standpoint, the first hypothesis would have been
better tested by correlating lsvel of experience with each of the quality
indexes, The arbitrary dicotomization of experience into the first and
second twenty-five interviews conducted, and the division of X quality
index valuss into those falling above and below the ? was a crude non-
paranetric test of basically parametric variables. Correlation techniques
would net have been appropriate for testing the second hypothesis because
linearity, or even curvaiineariiy, would be an inappropriate assumpilon
about the effects of time of day or day of the week on interview quality,
However, there are additional tests of time series data available that

would have Dbeen useful in the case of the second hypothesis that were
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Tob nsedge

The recormmendation that fubture research shounld be undertesken, despite
its tiring redundsncy in scociology, is especially relevant here. If
future researchers follow the recommendations ontlined in Yhe section
now being concluded, more definite and useful answers should smerge about

the effects of time on interview quality.

2e We &, Wallis snd H. V. Roberts, Statisticsy A New Approach, New
York: Free Press, 1956, Chapter 18.
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APPENDIX I

A Sample "DWELLING UNIT LISTING SHEET" and Its Accompanying

"Segiient Map"

Starting at point "A" shown on the attached sketch, proceed
in the direction indicated by the arrows until you reach
point "B", or have completed your assigned interviews with
2 men and 4 women.

{or desgcriptions) of every Gwelling unit
This

List the addresses
you centact, together with the result of each contact.
listing will help you, or ancther interviewer, if it is
necessary to make callbacks.
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APPENDIX |1
The following lists are alphabetical arrangements of responses
encountered when interviews were attempted but not obtained. They
were taken from the '"Dwelling Unit Listing Sheets'" interviewers com-
pleted while on assignment (see Appendix |)}. 1n effect, the solici-
tation quality indexes are operationally defined by the responses

listed below each of the categories.

Refusals:

busy--on way to bridge club
doesn't have time

eating

had company

interview not completed
just leaving

lady asleep

lady i11

leaving for work

leaving soon

man drunk--didn't want to talk
not interested

refused

too busy

would not be interviewed
would't come to door
wouldn't talk

would rather not

Absence from Dwelling Unit (Not at Home):

absent
babysitter
father not home
mant hot home
mother not home

N. A, H.
N. H.
no answer

no one home

no qualified respondent
on vacation

parents nct home

woman not home

67
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Interviewer Asked to Return Later for an interview:

come back at .

come back later

come back tomorrow
drop back by

had company--come back
later

prefer to come back

Responses'’ That Were Not Tabulated for This Study:

antique shop

business

can't speak English or understand it
couldn't get to house--dogs

deceased

drunk

empty

looks like no one lives here

nursing home

old man-nc woman

received death message in the middie {of interview)
sick

single student

vacant

vacant house

widowed



APPEMDIX 11 June - 1967

A Copy of the.

KANGAS REGIONAL MPDICAL PROGRAM

CONSUMER SORVEY

STIDY K
1
Segment No.
o 2 3 4 5
Interview No.
8
INTRODUCTICON: Good , I am from Kansas Regional

Medical Program, an organization working with the University of Kansas Medical
Center. We are doing a health study in this area, Your house was chosen in
cur sample and we would like to talk with you. We are trying to gzt a picture
of the medical services in this area and how pecple use them. The information
you give us will be confidential and your participastion is voluntary.

Respendent's Nama: : Phone:
Address:
City: County:

Interviswer's Nane

Date:

Time interview began: ALM. F.M.
Time interview ended: A.M.: P.M,

o nopieAl IRIAAL PIACDAN
@ 1957 BY HARSAS DOLIDHAL fpodibnl Palalhg
&

3
-
ey

2
-

63 .




CARD CL
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1. PFirst, would you help me list everyone who lives in this hcousehnld. Please tell
me the first nemes of everyone who lives here. ILet's start with yourself and then
give me the namss of all family members. (RECORD) Be sure to give me names of any
babies if there are amy. (RBCORD) May I have the nawes of amy roamers or boarders
who live here if there gre any? (RECORD) (FCR EACH PERSCN, ASK AGE: SEX: MARITAL
STATGS TOR THOSE CVER AGE 12.) (USING THE CCDE AT THE BOITU4 CF 1HE PAGE, RECCORD
THE CODE NUMBER THAT INDICATES EACH PERSCN'S RELATIONSHIP TO THE RESPONDENT.)

(RECORD BELCW IN THE PROPER COLIMNS.)
$ COF HOUSEHOLD PATIENTS [_ } AGE SEX MARTTAL, STATUS B
9 o 5 da
S YEARS 2 ?‘,%
NAMES OF BOUSEHCGLD (IF 1ESS = @ 22 : g £
MEMBERS . THAN ONE <0 = s 8 E
corD "0 | & % A B g
RESPCNDENT:
01 112 L | 2 3 4 i
10-11 : 15 - 13 14 13 18
Qz 12§12 1314
i7-18 19 - 20 : 21 22 23
03 1|2 ;] 2 3 4
24-95 _ 26 - 27 28 29 20
04 1|2 1 2 3 4
__37-32 33 - 34 25 36 37
05 112 1| 2 3 4
38-39 40 - 41 49 45 44
05 1 |2 1 2 3 4
45-48 47 - 48 49 50 51
07 1|2 1 2 3 4
59-53 54 - 55 56 57 58
log ' 1 213 12 la la
59-60 ; £1 - 62 63 a4 55
09 1 |2 1 2 3 4
66-67 68 -~ 63 70 _ 71 72
10 1 t2 1 2 3 4
73-74 25 26" 7z 78 79
b Race of Respondent : REIATICHEHIY CODE )
(By Cbservation) Head of household 1 Servant 5
Spouse of head 2 Roarer/boarder 6
W 1 Child/child-irn-law Grandchild 7
N 2 stepchild 3 COther related
[6) 3 Parent /parent-in- person
80 ' law 4

—ps
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I
B

CARD (2

Rbout how many years have you lived in

this community? (RECCRD ANSWER IN YEARS,

IF 1ESS THAN OF YEAR, RECORD "00") .
(IF ALWAYS LIVED HERE, CHECK BEOX I
YEARS 9-1¢

AND SKIP TO . 6}
Where did you live just before coming to
live here? ;

3.

City County State

What is the population of (TGN ?
(SHOW CARD Z) Just give me the letter

which indicates your best estimate?

8. (IF VES): How many acres do you
: - have?
: £ !
Acres T4
10, whal was the highest grade of SCHOOL

you completed?

Elementary 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8
5chool
High Scheol 1 2 3 4 B+
College 1 2 3 4 5
No SchoolingG 0 0
' 1617

12 | CUESTIONS 11 THROUGH 15 ARE IO BE ASKED -
a. Cikyof ever 106,000 1 ABOUT THE CHIEF WAGE FARNER IN THE FAMILY.
I ¥O ARE INTERVIEWING EN UNMARRIED FEMALE,
b. City of 25,000 - 100,000 2 WIDOW OR DIVORCEE, OR IF YOU ARE INTERVIEW-
ING THE MAN (OF THE HOUSE, ASK THESE (IES—
c. Town under 25,000 3 TICNS ABCUT THE RESPONDENTY. I¥F THE RIESPCH-
DENT IS A MARRIED FPEMATE, ASK THE QUESTIONS
d. Farm 4 ARQUT FER HUSBAND.
e, Don't know 5
) _ 11, (Are you) (Xs your husband) working
Do you omm or rent this place, do you reqularly now?
get it rent free, or do you work for _
rent? : = "
13 i
oW 1 SKIP TO Q. 13. NO | 1
Rent 2 12. (IF YES) How many hours a wesk (do you
(does he) usually work?
Rent free 3 : [ 71
Work for rent 4 Hours 18
n 7. (BY OBSERVATICN) Place 1s: 13, (IF WORKS MORE THAM 20 HOURS A WEER,
SFIP TC QUESTION 14. IF 35 OR MORE
- HOURS , SKIP IO Q. 15)
SKIP TO q. 10| Gviously not a farm 1
Possibly & farm * (IF VORKS IESS THAN 20 HOURS A WEEK,
CR "NO" ON QUESTICN 11, ASK)
(I POSSIBLY A FARM) Is this place a fam? Are you or your family getting any
' welfare assistance now?
*
YES 19
- SKIP TO Q. 10| NO 1 YES i 1
NQ | 2
S
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b (@mck 0. 11 and 12, *IF 10T WORKING OR IF
JORKING TESS THAN 25 HOURS/WEEK, ASK)

hy is it that (you are not) {(your hus- |[17. Now I would like to ask you same
band isn't) working full time now? Is cuestions about your health in general.
is because {you are) (he is): How would you rate yvour health? Would
20 you say it is: (READ} (RECCRD IN COL. A)
Retired 118, How would you rate your healih over the
past two weeks? Would you say it is:
Sick 2 (READ) (RECORD IN CCL. B)
: : 28 27
hisabled 3 COL. A | COL. B
(ASK .
FEMALE) o] i NOW 2 WEEKS)
.-.0r iz it because (you have to) (he has Very good 1 i 4
to):
Goed 2 2
Take care of sick Faix 3 3
perscn 6
Take care of Poor 4 4
disabled person Yery Poor 5 5
Cther (specif 8
v (specify) |{*] or, ma, REF. 9 9

15, What kind of work (do you/did you) (does |19 Hg;e- d?‘eisb}’ouirhealfhwczfl@a‘:e I;_U;:;,g with
your hushband/did your hushand) do? Yok ;"t’ 16 DoRll Ush: iaS PAs =
’ years? Would you say it is:

e

51 22 2
b : - 4 lot better 1
Xind of job _ _ : :
i — | A little better 2
: . 23 84 s
: Tyma OF Company : 2bout the same 3
Hl6. First T would like you to read with me e A little worse 4
i -
i 2 list of things many people cansider A lot worse 5
b m@ortan (HAND R. CARDEB ~ND READ )
i TIEM.) Please tell me which one you DO NOT READ. | DK, NA, REF. 2
H consider most important to you, which ] -
naxt most important to you, and SO on 20. Campared to other people your age, wouldj
LJD the last. ("li MEENS MOST IMPCRIANT, YOu Ay your health is:
2" NEXT MOST IMPORIANT, etc.) : ' : ) 28 -
: . 25, . il
= RD . LJ..»Ch be‘—ter
RANK HERE A litile better 2
. Havin family 1if
a. Having a good family life zhout the same 3
L. Being able to do what you _ i _
wank to do = i _ _ A little worse 4
c. Being healzhy ' ' :
Beshg healid A lot worse 5
d. mHaving good friends L D ;
- DO NOT READ | DK, NA,  REF. 9
e, Ddéing work you care ahout - :
£, Not having €0 worry about
e fiL®) ¢ 510
g. BEnjoying life




73

Q'G‘H“ 02 26. Does your doctor, family or friends
In general, does your health keep you (_:onSJ.der ‘g:at your hiealth limits you
from doing any of those things you would 1 any way« : .
iike to do? - 12
30 YES 14
YES ' -
: SKip TO Q. 28 NO 2
e . ‘ DK, NA, REF 9
DK, MA, REF 9 127. (¥ ¥ES) VWho does and how do they feel
: it limits you? (PROBE RELATTICNSHIP)
In the past two weeks have you been un- WHO
able to do any of those things you would .
31 . 37
HOW
YES 1
NO 2 '
b | - L]
DK, MA&, PEF 9 _ _ ' 38-33
28. Here is a list of things people with
in general, does your health restrict’ health prcblems have trouble doing.
your activities in any way? vhich of these things do/did you have
9 trouble doing? (SHOW R. CARD C)
Do you have troukble: (READ)
YES I k= . ) -
- YES NO
NG 2 2tting about the house 5 1 7
| DX, MA, REF 9  Mashing and bathing gl & 2
In the past two weeks has your health Dressing & putting on shoes 45| 1 2
restrictsd your activities in any way? . ; ;
3z Walking wp & doym stairs gqz1{ 1 2
YES 1 Going out of docrs 291 1 2
NO co b o uiieRa 8BS 5| *
' Washi i iTy P 2
DK, NA, REF 9 RECDG, BOGIIRRE 49
Taki ave of yard ' 1 2
(IF NO TO ALL Q. 21-24, SKIP 1O Q. 26) Eikang epson S &
1125, (1P aNY YES TO Q. 21-24) Inwhat way  [00ing grocery shopping - 4g) 1 2
] g " T - L 1 3 Tt R |
does your healih limat you? Heavy 1ifting ol i >
Cther 5ol 1 2
None of these (G0 T0 Q. 30) 57| 1 ,»//Zf_

29, (IF ANY MENTICNS N Q.28,ASK:)Why can't
yol do (that) (these things)?

(9]
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| carD 02
30. (BY ORSERVATION) Respondent is: 34. How long have you gone to this
i doctor? {RECORD TN YEARS. IF LESS
_ 52 THAN 1% RECORD "007
Bedridden 1
In wheel chair 2 YEARS  96-57
Mobi le but physically 3
handicapped
ERTE 0 | i visible handics
0. 32 B2 VJ'S..lble kAt icHe s 35, During the two weeks since ;
3 ; : did you or any other manber ©f your
31. FHow does it happen that you are: family see or consult any of the
(answer checked in Q. 30)2 following: (READ) about a specific
' illness, injury or health problem?
_ Yes No
Public health nurse o 1 2
HNurse in dogtor's office 1 '
without seeing the doctorss
Lahoratory technician 4 1 2
An eye doctor - 2
2 61 | .t
A dentist 1 2
62
[ 1 A chiropractor e 1 2
55-54 . 62
| 32, Do vou have one doctor you usuvally calll A foot cdoctor 1 2
3 first vhen there is sickness in your 2
: family? ; The druggist - - 1 2
' *'55 Sanecne whe treats illness 1 5
YES 4 with herbs or vitamins 60
T ; ' i ' Somecne who treats illness '
SKIP TO Q. 35 NO 1 with. colonic irrigations 1 2
: 3 or_electronics 67
i ; soreone. Wwho ’c::f:,glls illness
33. (IF YES) that kind of doctor is he? ‘;»?Jfgler . readings Or = 1 2
Is he a: (VEAD) - 4 2
| Medical Doctor 2 | BCE 02
Osteopéfh 3
# Chiropractern 4
Some other kind 5
{SPECIFY) ; ' .
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} carD 03

(REFER TO HOUSEHOTD LISTING, AND ASK THE APPROPRIATE QUESTICNS FOR ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS)

36. Since Jamuary lst of this vear, have you(lor your husband/wife) been a patient in a
hospital overmight or longer? _

YES () NO { )} — (CO TO Q. 38 CR 40 IF APPRCPRIATE,
' OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 42)
37. (IF YES) who was it? (RECORD NAME(S) IN COL. A)

38. (IF 2ANY CHIIDREN) How about the children?

s 4L NO ( ) —— (GO TO Q. 40 IF APPRCPRIATE,
OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 42)
39, (IF YES) Who was it? (RECORD NAME(S) IN COL. A)

40. (IF OIHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS) Has anyone else in this household been a patient in a

hospital overnight or longer?
YES ( ) NO ( )} —— (GO TO Q. 42}
41, (IF ¥ES) Who was it? (RECORD NAME(S) IN COL. A)

42. Have you forgotten any hospitalizations for some minor problem?

YES () NO {( ) — (GO TO Q. 44 -OR Q.45 IF
NO ONE IS LISTED)
43. ({IF ¥ES) Who was 1t? {RECORD NAME (S) ]I\T OL. A}

44. (ASK FOR EACH PERSON NAMED) How many different times has B been a patient in -
a hospital since January ist of this year? (RECCRD IN CCL. B)

45, (FOR EACH HOSPITALIZATION FOR EACH PERSON LISTED ASK:) What was the name and location:
of the hospital where wag ‘a patient, (The first time), (the second time),etc.
{(RECCED TH COL. C) : '

COLUMN A CCLUMN B : : coLvN C
MAMES NO. OF | NAME OF mﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ
BOSPITALIZATIONS | __ HOSPITAL (CITY OR TOAY)
- (FIRST PERSCN) 4
' 2
3 ]
| B NO. " 4
L | (SEooND mERSCH 1 ;
2 )
3
HHE NG. 4
- (THIRD PERSON) L.
2 .
3
4




{ (REFER TO HOUSEHCID LISTING, AND ASK TE APPROPRIATE QUESTICNS FOR AL HCUSEHCID MEMEERS)

In the two wesks ending yaast\.rday Jdet's ses, that would be since (did yeu or
your hushand see ox consult a dector or talk to him on the phone sbout health or any
other problem?  YES (. ) MO { ) IF YES, RECORD NAMES-——- ———
(TF ANY CHIIDREN) How about the children? YES ( ) NO ( ) IF YES,RECORD NAMES-—-——>
ETE {THER HCUSEHGID z--g.:«m:&s) Has® anycne else in this household seen or consulted a
rotor or talked to him on the telephone? YES ( ) NO ( ) IF YES,RECORD NAMESw————3
Tirysre

Have you forgotten any visits or telephone consultations for mincr problems?
YES ( )} NO ( ) (IF YES) Who was it? RECOED NAMES e

L

(FOR FEACH PERSC LISTED, ASK QUESTION 50:51)
(IF NO CIE HAS BEEN LISTED, G0 10 Q. 53)

last two weaks, how *“Lary times was the doctor cansulted by telephone for-
_? RECORD UNDER NAME:

heY
i

During the last two weeks, how many visits did . have with the doctor?
FECCRD UNDER NAME

W

:{?‘EK N. 52-A AND B FOR EVERY VISIT FOR EVERY PATTENTD) (IF NO VISITS, €O TO Q. 53

ih2-A. where did (you/ )} see the doctor the (first/ segond/third/fourth) times?
i (“""C,C}RD RDER NAME AND ; : ,
VISTT NO. SECTION A | 1. In the dector's office

2, At your hare

3. In the hospital as an outpatient

4, Samewhere eise? (COMENT}

DO NOT ASK Q. 52B | 5. In the hospital as a bed patient

2~B. (G CARD I} At the first visit dld {he/anyone): (READ) (RECORD UNDER NAME AND VISIT
" \E 'Wl_Btﬁ. 5 11!\

{SECCHND, THIRD, ETC, VISITS SaY) Just lock at thls card and t2ll me which of these
things were dene at this (second, third, ete.) visit. (RECORD — SECTION B)

A. Do a conplete physical examination

B. Suggest qo;ng to a laoorabory oj" clinie for Purther tests

C. Give an m]ectlon

0. Take Blood for a test

E. Take en X-Ray

P. Suggest seeing another doctor

G. Arrange for admission to the hospital -

H. Give a presceiption or medicine

1. Use any other trestment (COMMEND)

J. Norne of these




caRD 11, CBRD 12, CARD 13, CARD 24,
NAME OF PATTENT NAME CF PATTENT NAME CF PATTENT NZME OF PATIENT |
a-10 B..74 G- 1{ Bl
HE. NO HH. NO. HH. NO. HH. NO.
11 ] 11 11 11
0 1 2 3 45 61012 3 456+]012 3 456100123 4 5 6
O 28 ¢ 12 0 22l 0 | 12
il 21 3| 4 11 21 3| ¢ il 2| 3 4 1| 2 3] 4
SEC A
738 24! 35| 46 131 24 251 48 151 241 351 48 121 24l 35} 45
1 . 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 i
al =21 2l 2 2l 2 21 2 20 21.21 2 sd sl 21 2
st 91 9% 3 3t 3Y 31 3 3] =] 31 3 3l 3l-3f 3
4! 4]-4| 4 Al 41 4} & 4] a4t 4| 4 4l al| a4} a
51 5| B 3 5l & 31 & 5 8| 5| 5 5 5f 5| B
EEC B
14} 25| z6.) 47- 34:} 354 zEaf 27~ 14| 25-1 38-| 47- 14| 25-| 5| 47-
23 a4 45 a4 23 =24 45 Yol 25 34 45_ '_ &8 23| - Z4 45 58
a a a 4a a =3 a a a a a a o a a o
i bl bl b bl bl »] b wt!l bl Bl B pl bl b| B
c c{ ol ¢ c| ¢| ¢l ¢ cl c| el e el el el e,
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3N IR TPRECEDENG
TICHS

FrIoe o0 D T e
T PLACCN LISTED, CLIUIGLIZE

e =t -
R, E30E Gl ok

Who in this family has sgen the docter
most recently? -

H.H, NO.__
INAME
wWhen did soe the doctor?

What month and/er year was it?
~
1

MONTH/YEAR
Hoaw come went to se= the

doctor? (PROEE: What was wrong that
{you/he/shiz) had to see him?) (PFOBE:
Physical checkups or shots)

{ ]

{IF ROUTINE CHECKUP OF WELL PERSCN, SKIP
TO Q. 63)

S S e R T ]

Was this the first time
sayw the doctor because of this(illrness/
injury/problen/ pregnancy)?

SKIP T0 Q. 58 Cves 11

CONTINTE . s 2

SKIP 10 Q. 58 DK, Na, REF | 9

et L P e v DR B <R e i e+ = s et A LAY bk a6 Ak e 8 M e s AR T ke A <A ARL” ML e AT 1 i st i e AT T S a1 S ety e sy St - 2

o (TR i3 Tale e ;
= GE D WIEN wme fhe fixs

h
it

¥

o tLime

saw the dector a»out
this (illness/ injury/ problem?
that month and/or year was 1t?

snd/or [ 1]
MONTH YEAR

‘58. In the last vear, that is (JINE/
JULY) 1966 about how many times
altogether has seen
the doctor because of this (Ill-
ness/lmjury/ prohlem/ pregnancy?

NUMBER OF TIMES

{IF FIRST TIME MORE THEN ONE YEAR
AGO, SKIP TO Q. 63)

59. Now think back to the time when
first became (111/ in-
Jjured/pregnant) . How long wes it
fram the tine (you/she/he)
thought soréthing was wrong until
= ~ saw the doctor?

Hours ___or Days

or M ]

60. Before going to the doctor, what
kinds of things were done for
? (IF ADULT} or what
kind of things did do
for (himself/herself/ yourself?

]
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161, Before saw'the doctor, did |43, (NOW JUST A FE4 QUESTICNS ABOUT YXI)
_(yog/he/ she} (or anyone else in the Today or yesterday, have you taken or
1 farmdly} talk to anybody about what . used any medicines, pills or ointments
: should be done for 2 that: were suggested or prescribed by a
doctor? '
42
YES i L 45
: : YES 1
B; SKIP TO Q. 63 NG 2
- - NO 2
DK, WA, KEF 9
{62, (IF YES) Who was it? (PROBE: FOR 64. Today or yesterday have you taken or |
RELATICISHIP TO RESPCNDENT) used any medicines, pills or cindments
or anything like that NOT suggested or
prescribed by a docbor?
45
YES |
SKIP TO Q. 66 HO 2
[ 1 _ -
Ty, 65. (IF ¥YES) Who suggested that you take or
uge them? (DO NOT READ)
47
: Self Mo one 1
&
' Hushand fwife 2
Other relative or friend b3
7.V, or radio ' 4
Druggist - 3
_ urse EE 5
Other health practiticner 7
: Othex' (specify) : 8




80

66. If you thought you were having a heart aftack where would you go first for medical
care? quIRD "IN CO~UMN 14)
67. (IF APPLICARIE) In whar town s the (answer abovc} located? (RLCORD COTIIN ZA)
68. If you thought you needed gall bladder surgery, where would you go first for medical
care? (RﬁCORD IN COLIMN 1B)
69. (IF APPLICARLE) In what town is the (answer above} located? (RECORD COLUMN 2B)
70, If you had a bad cold and a scre throat, where would you go first for medical care?
( FOCRD IN COLUMN 1C)
71. (IF APPLICABIE) In what town is the (answer asbove) located? (RECORD COLUMN 2C)
72. UWhere would vou go for medical care if you thought you had cancer?
(RECOFD T COZUMN 1D)
73. . (IF APPLICABLE) In what town is the (answer above) located? (RECORD COLUMN 2D)
COLMM 1 COLOMN 2
Where Go . . Location
i Ecspital L _ 5
Doctor : 2
Go nowhere 4
== : : ; 57 o1
B. GALL EIADDER SURGERY Hospital - 1
_ Doctor T2
(CIRCIE CNIY (NE) Other (specify) 5
- Go nowhere 4 s
Hospital 152 95
C. COID- & SORE 'THROAT L Rl 7 il : :
(CIRCIE QMEY ONE) - - TOther (Specity) ' 5
Go nowhere . 4 _ :
T | Bospital v A% o9
) ' Doctor 2
{CTROLE by CHE) . s g i
. - Other (specify) g
: -4
= Go nowhere ' 4

..



CARD 03

74. Scmetimes people go to the larger cities to get medical care. To get medical care,
have you or has anyone in your family ever gone to: (READ LIST, RECORD IN COL. A)
75. {FOR BACH "¥ES" ASK Q8. 75 & 76.) When did you/he/she go to { )

Was that in the last six months or was it sowetime before that?
76. For what reason did you go tof )2 {RECORD IN CCLIMN C)
COLUMN A COLUMN B COLRMN C
Last Before
Yes | No | gix Mos.i That Reason
Wichita 58 # 9 1 2
Kansas City ST | * 9 1 2
Oklahama City 58 L 1 - 2
Mayo Clinic 59 | = 9 B 2
Other Large City 60 # 9 1 2
L]
61

77. In scre families cne member of the family ) )
looks after the health of the other 80. Has anyone in your family or any of
nerbers of the family. Who, if anyone, your friends had a heart attack in
locks after the health of others in your the last two years? (IF YES, PROERE:
£amily? Has more than one person yol know

[ ] had a heart attack?)
Nzmme and rejationship o respondent 65 ;
o

78. Has anyene in your fa&rd,]_.y nr any of your Yes, only cne 1
frignds died of cancer in the last two
yezrs? (IF YES, PROBE: Has more than cne Yes, more than one 9
perscn vou know died?) :

b SKIP TO Q. 82 | No cne, DK 3
Yeg, only one 1 .
Yes, more than one z : ,
No cne, DK 3 8l. (IP ANY) How many heve died?

79. Hes anvone in your family or any of ; 66
vour friends suffered a stxoke or None, DK ol
paralysis in the last two years? (IF YES,

PROSE: Has that bgen more Tim one only one 2
pRArson?) ' - -
64 ¥More than one 3
Yes, only ane 1
g‘f:';s's, more than one =2
Ko one, DK 3 .

-13=-
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CARD 03
82, In the last year, have you ever wanted to see a doctor but couldn't for sane reason?s?_
Yes 1 ;
SKIP TO Q. 84 No 2 |
82. (IF YES) When this happened, why didn't you see him?
Cost, too expensive 68 1
Inoonvenience of appointment 4a 1
Transportation prablems 20 iI*
Farily advised against it 27 1
Dector not available 79 L
Doctor covldn't help me 53 1
Problem went away 2q)
Physically unable to go 75 1
Fear of examination or treatment process 2gf +
Couldn't get appointment, coulén‘t reach doctor .5 1
Scmeone at home sick, couldn't leave 283 X
______ - Other (specify) ?9 i
CHED 04 o | |
84. Can vou recall any experience with a doctox or hbsPital that you or your family had
that was not entirely to your satisfaction? : ' :
Yes 1
SKIP TO Q. 86 NG 2
DK, VA, REF 2
85, (IF YBS) would you tell me abovt it?



Go von think
that \.{.auu.d S

T
J_. =1 Cfl oy
& Lochor

vE hours?

iz
SKIP TC Q. &8 YIS 1
CONTINUE NO 2
SKIP TO ¢Q. 88 D¥, NA, REF 9

87. {IF "NO") Why not?

[ ]

13 14
88. What would you do in order to arrange to
see a doctor within a few hours?
{ ]
1518
89, Suppose he were out of town, what would
vou 8o next?
L. .4
' 17 18
90, PRecause of modical expenses in the past

two years, did vou put off buying any-
thing you needed?

19

1YES %

SKiP TO Q. 92 KO 2
DK, NA, REF 9

91. (IF YES) What did you put off
buying?
1]
(19)

02 1Ecs in the past
g put off buying any-
20
{VES x
SEIP TO Q. 94 EN‘O 2
93, (Ir YES) Wnhat did you put off
buying?
(]
: N . ) (20}
94, BPBecause of medical expenses in the past
two years, have you put off a vacation
or trip? ai
YES 1
INO 2
95, In the past two years have you put off

any medical treatment because of the

expense? 22
YES &
NO 2

96. which of the following statements best
describes your financial position:

(READ)
a3
Can't make ends meet 1
Just enough to get along on 2
Camfortable 3
97. Where do you usually shop for food?
Just give me the name of the town or cit
b
Town or City 24
98. 1f you have one, where did you buy your

last car? Just give me the town or city
Has None |

| [

Town or Cilty o1
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CARD 04 .
105. Thinking of your half dozen or SO
99. 1In vhat town or cihy 4id you buy your closest relatives, do: (REARD LIST
t (dress/suit)? IN BOX) "
{ ]
Y] 106. Thinking of your half dozen or so
100. Have you made any trips to a place that closest friends, do: (RERD LIST)
vas more than fifty miles fram your home REL. FDS.
during the past two years? 33 34
all live in this
YES 1 most live here 2 2
SKIP TO Q. 105 ¥ o only a few live herg 3 3
nene live here 4 4
101. (If YES) Did any of your trips take |-——
e S SKIP TO or do you have no
you out of the state? 0.110 | (Ralat{ves/friends 5 5
48 _1107. Thinking zbout your clese friends or
VES 1 relatives,how many times during the
last week did you visit them either
SKIP 10 Q. 105 NO 2 at your house,their house,or scaneplace
else? :

102. {IF YES) How many trips cut of the g8
state aid you make altogether in SXIP 3 or more visits i
the last twe years?

TO 2 visits 2
NUMBER OF TRIPS
8 Fou 0.110 1 visit 3

163, (Was/were) the trip(s) made :

mainly for: (READ) No visits *
: 511108, (I¥ NO VISIVS) When was the last time
Business 1 you visited with friends or relatives?
| Flaaéu:re/vacatim 2 38,
SKTP 7 Weeks up to one month ago | 4
isiting friends/ 3 '
relatives TO 1 to 2 months ago 5
Sce cther reascn (WHAT) 4
i ) 0.110 More than 2 months ago 6
Never ,or so, Lofig aqo I
dan't'ra’oanﬁ)ern‘j J 7

104, Have vou made any trips cut of the || . g
Lo il o : s 102. (I NEVER,ETC.) How does it happen
Coun hie vears? {7 7 S . :

by g She beak T st that you don't visit with friends?
32
YES 1
NO 2
L1
37 &

=~]1H-




CARD 04

Now I am going to read
or disagree with each statement.

&5

opinicn about cach statement.

sare statements to you and I would like you to tell me if you agree
There are no right or wrong answers, I simply want your

| Agree | Disagree| D.K.
110. A person's health depends mainly on how lucky he is. 1 2 X
111, For scae kinds of sickness, a doctor is not always 1 2 X
the best person to go to for help.
40
112. A person who can no longer care for himself is better 2 1 X
off in a nursing home than in the hawe of a relative.
41
113. A person's health depends main y cn how well he takes 2 i3 X
care of himself.
42
114, Most pecple die in hospitals. 2 -1 X
; 43
115, Doctors give you as much time and attention as you need. 2 1 X
44
116. When a person heeds a lot of medical care, he or she is 2 L X
better off in a hospital than at hore. - _
45
117. Most doctors are interested in only the patlent's illness I 2 X
and not in the patient's other problems.
: 46
118. A person usually ¥nows his or her own health cc:ndlt?on 1 2 % :
better then most doctors do. 4 '
119. FPeople can get good care in pursing homes. 2 s X
: a3 |- .
320, e e persan needs a complete phyu ical examination he. 2 1 X
or zhe is better off in a doctox's office than in a bosp%%al. ;
121. TWhen a patient can't pay, a doctor will still give good 2 = | X
treatment, .
& 50
122. Patients should fellow Lhe doctor s o::der.; even if they 2 14 X
are rob sure he is right. :
51 v )
123. Wwhen a doctor knows he can t belp you, b wull tell you 2 1 X
right away. :
: 82
124. People should try ocut different doctors to find which i 2 X
ones they will like the best.
' 83
125. People should have regular health sxaninations even 2 1 X
though  they are not sick. Y

s
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CARD 04

{HARND R. CARDIE)'

128.

' uﬁnm‘v two or thres

126. As we all know there are many organiza-
tions, groups cr pecple doing things
these Ga}"% to improve the health of
pecple in Kansas. 2s you look back over
the last few years, wmch wo or three
of the organizaticns,groups or pecple
listed on the card would you say has
done the most to improve the: health of
the pecple in Kansas. Just your impress-
ion,

56-58,57-68,69-60

Blue Cross and Blue Shield and T 01

other insurance groups '

Medical Societies 0z

Drug and medicine manufactirers 03

Madical schocl 04

State Iegislature : 05

State health departments g6

The Federal Govermnment Q7

Physicians 08

Local comwnity : 10

Institutions (hospitals, nursing 20

hanes and the like) .

No opinicn ; . 0%

127. As you lock ahead to the next few years,

of these organizations
or aroups do you think will take the lead
in ads cmf*,_nc_, the health program of Kansas)

b'l 6’2 53-64, 65-66

Wic:dlcal ao,l.eties ' 02
Drug and medicine xiEnLlfachirérs_ B I
Medical school 2 A 04
State Legislature : . I
State health depariments _ § 06
The Federal CGoverrment s 07
chysicians L o S b os
Local coamunity _ ’ i0
Institutions (Hoapxtals,nursmg 20
hones and the like)

Mo Opmuon RS

Which two or three crganizatjons or
groups do you think should take the

lead in advancing the health program

of Kansas?

67-68,69-70,71-72

Blue Ctro;—,s and Blue Shield and 01
other insurance groups
Medical Societies G2
Drug and medicine mamufacturers 03
Medical school 04
State Legislature 05
State health departments 06
The Federal Goverrment | 07
Physicians 08
Iocal cormmmity 10
Tnstitutions (hospitals,nursing 20
1hanes and the like) -
No opinicon Gs
129. Why do you choose them? -
oA
7374

- -18-




87

CARD 05
130. Have you heard about the Kansas Regional
Medical program?

YES

SKIF TO Q. 132 NOC 2

3

131, (IF ¥YES) In what ways have you learned
about the Kansas Regional Medical program?

(PROBE: Any other ways?)

133. Why_ wouldn't = doctor be attracted to |

your carmnity? (PEOBE: Anything else?)

132, Aside from patients,what would atfract a
doctor to your comuanity? (PROBE: Anything
else?) .

Hewspapers E 0 1
Magazines 11 1
Television 12 1
Radio - 13 1
Pram doctors 14 1.
'From friends 15 5 [ 11 11 1
Cther (specify) 1 o4 35 26387 2829
16t - - 1134, what would you do if there were no
™ doctors in this cawmmity? What if
No o
et 17 1 all the doctors moved away,ret_irai.;

o died?

.34 &b
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CARD 05

135.

Bere is a carxd showing amount of yearly

incore. (SHOW R. CARD v,Next to each
amoxmt is a letter. Would you tell me
what letter represents the income your
family will make hefore taxes in 1967,
considering all sources such as wages,
profits, interest, and so on?

136,

What is your religious preference?

(T PROTESTANT, PROBE: What
Gencnination?)

-

36
a Under $1,500 | 1
B $1,500 — $2,999 2
c $3,000 - $4,999 | 3
D $5,000 - $6,999 4
B $7,000 - $9,399 | 5
F $1C,000 - $14,999 6
g 15,000 or over 7
H No Response (Estimate )

137, Now I wouid like to ask you these last few questions about your community. Compared
with other places, would you say your comunity is very good,average or rather poor
o ¢ DR
V_ei:y Rather No'
Good Average Poor Opinicn
a. reonle being friendly & sociable. - g4 1 2 3 4
b. Churches and church life a8 1 2 | | 3 4
c. Having adequate hospital facilities i 1 2 2 | 4
d. Recreational facilities 4 1 2 3 4
E .
o. Haviny good local government 42 1 2 3 =
£ store and shopping facilities ozt 2 i
g. Having enough public school tea‘cher54 1 2 3
A : - > -
h. Having encugh doctors . g5t 1t 2 3
i. Having encugh lawyers 46 o 2 |
e ] 4
j. Having adagquate school facilities .. 1 2 3
=2 [
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TNTERVIEWER: PLEASE COMPLEIE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION AFTER CONCLUDING THE INTERVIEW

A. RESPONDENT'S INTEREST IN INTEWI}W B. DISTRACTIONS DURING INTERVIEW

AT START
48

Lacked interest) 1

Mild interest 2

Lad

High interest

&0
AT CLOSE Very much B
Lacked interest | 1 s e occasional 2
Mild interest 2 Very little 13
High interest 3

C. PRESPONDENT'S ATTITUDE TOWARD YCU.

51

Cooperative, friendly, volun-
teered information

=

Reserved, indifferent, answered
only the questions asked

| suspicious or guarded, answered | 3
enly the questions asked

Unfriendly, uncooperative, 4
answers had to be probed -

It is clearly understcod by the undersigned that this interview is being paid for by the
United States Covernment. I swear that I have conducted the entire interview with-the
respondent whose name appears on this questionnaire at the address shown according to the
instructions of the Kansas Regional Progrem. . T have signed my name hereto knowing that

in the event this statement is false, my payment will be witbheld and I will be responsible
to reimburse Kansas Regional Medical Program for-all costs dnvolved, as well -as being
subjected to any legal action deered recessary by the orgsnization.

Interviewer's Signature

[ ]

52-53

o 3




APPENDIX [V

STATISTICAL PROCEDURES USED TO DERIVE CONTROL LIMITS

Derived the mean quality value for each time interval designated.

X_ §X1
TNy
Calculated the mean of the mean quality values obtained in Step 1.

X Nxi
Derived the variance of scores within each time interval.

a-
2x?

Derived the mean variance.

2
= ()}

Calculated the mean standard deviation.

=/

Calculated the standard error of the mean of each set of scores for
each time period designated

On= T

Doubled the standard errer of the mean values to determine the con-
trol limits.

Cls=2(ow)

90
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