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Interviewers are a key and often underrated 
element in the pract ice of survey research. 
They const i tu te  the l ink  between respondents 
and researchers, and in t he i r  d i rect  contact 
with respondents they can pick up valuable 
information which may be of in teres t  to ques- 
t ionna i re  designers. Although much has been 
wr i t ten  on the subject of in terv iewing,  the 
systematic explorat ion of an in terv iewer 's  
knowledge has been neglected in the l i t e r a t u r e .  

Two techniques may be employed to e l i c i t  
information accumulated by interviewers during 
the routine performance of t he i r  job. Data 
can be obtained from interviewers e i ther  
through discussions (referred to here as i n t e r -  
viewer debrief ings) or through wr i t ten evalu- 
ations (referred to here as structured post- 
interv iew evaluat ions).  Discussions involve 
verbal exchanges among a group of interviewers 
and a discussion leader. Written evaluat ions, 
in contrast ,  enta i l  structured questionnaires 
asking interviewers about t he i r  perceptions of 
themselves, t he i r  respondents, or the question- 
naire.  These  two techniques can also be 
combined--part icipants in group discussion 
sessions may be instructed to f i l l  out ques- 
t ionnaires before or during the session. 

In th is  paper, each of these techniques is 
discussed and examples of t he i r  use are 
presented. 

INTERVIEWER DEBRIEFING 

The term " in terv iewer debr ie f ing"  refers to 
the technique of verbal information exchange 
between the interv iewing s ta f f  and the opera- 
t ions s t a f f .  Both of these terms are used 
loosely.  The interv iewing s ta f f  can be com- 
prised of researchers i f  they happen to be 
doing the interv iewing for an informal tes t ,  
and the operations s ta f f  can encompass e i ther  
f i e l d  operations personnel or research per- 
sonnel as the s i tua t ion  warrants. 

Debriefing can be conducted at various 
points in the l i f e  of a survey, from the f i r s t  
stages of developmental tes t ing to the f i n a l ,  
large-scale data co l lec t ion  e f f o r t .  At any or 
a l l  of these stages, in terv iewer feedback con- 
cerning problems in the structure or wording of 
a questionnaire can be crucial  to improving the 
survey data. During the developmental stages, 
results may be useful in revising question 
wording and response categories, i den t i f y i ng  
sensi t ive questions, improving the flow of the 
quest ionnaire, and estimating the respondents' 
a b i l i t y  to answer survey questions. At the 
end of a survey, suggestions from the i n te r -  
viewers might be used to evaluate the per for-  
mance of the questionnaire during the survey, 
to contr ibute to the analysis of the resu l ts ,  
or to recommend future changes in recurr ing 
surveys. 

The results of the debr ief ing process are 
qua l i t a t i ve  rather than quant i ta t i ve  in nature. 
Although i t  can detect problems in the ques- 
t ionna i re  (perhaps isolated among a pa r t i cu la r  

subgroup), the extent of those problems cannot 
be speci f ied.  

While th is  may be seen as a disadvantage 
from a s t a t i s t i c a l  point of view, the compen- 
sating advantage is that problems that were 
not ant ic ipated by the survey designers (and 
thus not included on a form intended for  sta- 
t i s t i c a l  tabulat ion)  may also be uncovered. 

Par t ic ipants 

The discussion leader is a c r i t i c a l  p a r t i c i -  
pant in group debrief ing sessions. Several 
qua l i t i es  are desirable in a discussion leader, 
although i t  may not be possible to combine 
them al l  in one person. F i rs t ,  someone invo lv-  
ed in the development of the survey w i l l  be 
f am i l i a r  with issues which were problematic in 
designing the questionnaire and may note com- 
ments that might not seem important from some 
other perspective. While th is  has de f in i t e  
advantages, i t  also has some disadvantages. A 
discussion leader who has been in t imate ly  in-  
volved in a survey's development must not be 
defensive when negative comments are made, as 
th is  could discourage interviewers from making 
construct ive cont r ibut ions.  Also, the discus- 
sion leader must not lead the interviewers into 
confirming his/her own preconceived notions 
about the questionnaire. Second, a discussion 
leader who is known to the interviewers may 
promote a more active exchange i f  th is  makes 
the interviewers feel less inh ib i ted  in ex- 
pressing t he i r  opinions. This, too, has i ts  
drawbacks: f i e l d  supervisors who are respon- 
s ib le  for  maintaining standards of p roduc t i v i t y  
and who constantly remind interviewers to read 
questions exactly as worded may not be the best 
people, from a research point of view, to lead 
a discussion of ways in which questions were 
asked or reasons why interviewers were not 
able to get accurate responses to survey ques- 
t ions.  Third, an experienced debr ief ing leader 
should be able to keep the discussion focused 
on relevant subjects instead of having i t  d r i f t  
onto extraneous issues. And four th,  experience 
and s k i l l  are required to obtain pa r t i c ipa t ion  
from t imid as well as aggressive interv iewers.  

In a small-scale f i e l d  test  the question- 
naire designers may be fami l i a r  to the i n te r -  
viewers, making one of them a logical  choice 
for  th is  assignment. In debr ief ing interviewers 
in a national survey, however, i t  may be 
d i f f i c u l t  to achieve th is  combination in a 
discussion leader, since the organization of 
large-scale data co l lec t ion  requires a separate 
structure from development of the survey. In 
th is  case, a research-oriented s ta f f  person as 
a discussion leader might be preferable to a 
f i e l d  supervisor, as long as the researcher 
possesses leadership qua l i t ies  which enable 
him or her to control the group. 

When mul t ip le  debr ief ing sessions are held 
simultaneously, more than one person must 
obviously be avai lable to serve as a discussion 
leader. I f  su f f i c i en t  numbers of researchers 
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and/or f i e l d  s ta f f  are not avai lab le,  another 
a l te rna t ive  is possible. Representatives of 
the survey designers or the survey sponsor 
( i . e . ,  the organization or agency that requests 
the survey and provides the overal l  object ives 
and funding) may be experienced and knowledge- 
able as discussion leaders. This is par t icu-  
l a r l y  important i f  the discussion leader is 
not able to approach the discussion from the 
viewpoint of a person responsible for meeting 
overal l  object ives of the survey or as one 
responsible for the development of the ques- 
t ionna i re .  Representatives of the survey 
designers or sponsors may a!so attend the 
sessions as observers of the proceedings, or 
as par t ic ipants with a l imi ted role in the 
discussion. I f  the observers are i den t i f i ed  
as sponsors or survey designers, and the 
importance of t he i r  learning about the i n te r -  
viewers' impressions of the questionnaire is 
explained, t he i r  presence should not i n h i b i t  
the discussion. 

The degree to which the survey designers 
are involved in the debr ief ing process (as 
observers or discussion leaders) can determine 
the extent to which results are incorporated 
in questionnaire revision or analysis. Too 
often the invest igat ion of issues re la t ing  to 
the qua l i t y  of survey responses is conducted 
separately from the survey i t s e l f  (perhaps by 
a d i f f e ren t  agency or by d i f fe ren t  personnel 
wi th in  the same agency), and the l e f t  and the 
r ight  hand never get together,  so to speak. A 
close working re la t ionsh ip  between a l l  part ies 
involved is suggested for maximum resu l ts .  

Interviewers comprise the f ina l  category of 
par t ic ipants in a debr ief ing session. The 
number of interviewers may vary according to 
the type of survey. For an informal tes t ,  
only f ive  or six interviewers may be involved, 
while in a formal test  or survey, the number 
might be much larger .  Generally speaking, i f  
the number of par t ic ipants exceeds f i f t een ,  
separate groups should be assembled to allow 
for  maximum par t i c ipa t ion  by the interv iewers.  
With smaller groups, more information can be 
obtained from each in terv iewer.  

Depending upon the geographic area encom- 
passed by the survey, and also depending on 
constraints of budget and t iming,  i t  may be 
possible to hold debr ief ing sessions in more 
than one place. For example, in a national 
survey or a f i e l d  test conducted in three 
areas of the country, two or three debr ief ing 
sessions might be arranged in d i f f e ren t  c i t i e s .  
Increasing the number and locat ion of the 
sessions has two advantages: I) i t  includes 
reports of experiences with respondents in 
more than one geographic region, who may have 
had d i f f e ren t  reactions to or problems with 
the questionnaire, and 2) i t  decreases the 
p o s s i b i l i t y  that the results (of a single 
session) may be id iosyncra t ic  due to pa r t i cu la r  
in terv iewers '  s k i l l s ,  supervisors' ins t ruc-  
t ions ,  or discussion leaders' a b i l i t y  to con- 
t ro l  the group. 

Planning Considerations 

In planning debr ief ing sessions, several 
elements need to be considered. 

1. When to hold sessions 

Successful results may be obtained during a 
f i e l d  test  debr ief ing e i ther  by conducting a 
single discussion at the end of the test  or by 
conducting them on a continuing basis (e .g . ,  
da i l y ) .  Holding sessions more f requent ly and 
implementing changes in the questionnaire 
throughout the tes t ing period allows a number 
of versions of a question to be tested, i f  
necessary. 

Regardless of the stage of the survey at 
which the debr ief ing session is held, i t  should 
be conducted very short ly  a f ter  the end of 
in terv iewing.  This ensures that the experi-  
ences of the interviewers w i l l  be fresh on 
t he i r  minds and more accurately reported. 

2. How long they should last  

The length of a debr ief ing session depends 
on the amount of material to be covered. The 
average session might last  two or three hours, 
but a l l -day debr ief ing sessions are not 
uncommon. Discussions scheduled for longer 
than a couple of hours should be interrupted 
by breaks. 

3. Outline 

To ensure that the discussion covers appro- 
p r ia te ,  prespecif ied topics and maintains a 
proper focus, an out l ine should be prepared 
in advance of the debr ief ing session. The 
content of the out l ine can include some topics 
which are important from the perspective of 
questionnaire design and some which are not 
(e .g . ,  discussion of administ rat ive or survey 
operations procedures). However, only those 
related to questionnaire design are discussed 
here. 

For our purposes, the content of the topic 
out l ine should include those features of the 
questionnaire about which the designers are 
most anxious to receive feedback. I f  d i f f e ren t  
versions of a questionnaire or sections of a 
questionnaire are being tested, the i n te r -  
viewers' judgment about which version worked 
best (and the i r  reasons for a r r i v ing  at that 
judgment) should be so l i c i t ed .  The extent 
to which respondents seemed to understand 
pa r t i cu la r  words or concepts, had the informa- 
t ion or were w i l l i n g  to answer pa r t i cu la r  
questions, viewed par t i cu la r  questions as 
sens i t ive ,  e tc . ,  might be included as topics 
for  discussion. 

I t  is generally helpful to provide i n te r -  
viewers with some idea of the topics to be 
covered during the debr ie f ing.  This can be 
done e i ther  by c i r cu la t i ng  an agenda containing 
questions for  discussion pr io r  to the session, 
or by handing one out at the beginning of the 
session. Either method w i l l  give the i n te r -  
viewers time to think about the issues and to 
recal l  relevant experiences; th is  promotes 
more informed discussion during the session 
i t s e l f .  I t  also lets the interviewers know 
that pa r t i cu la r  topics w i l l  be covered so they 
w i l l  be less l i k e l y  to i n te r j ec t  t he i r  views 
at inappropr iate places in the discussion. 
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Operational Issues 

One of the posi t ive features of group 
debr ief ing sessions is that the group atmos- 
phere promotes in teract ion among the i n te r -  
viewers and stimulates them to react to the 
ideas of others, possibly increasing t he i r  own 
insights and thus the value of the discussion. 
I n i t i a l l y ,  interviewers may be hesitant to 
par t i c ipa te  or to express negative comments 
about a questionnaire that others worked hard 
to prepare. Or they may not think about 
problems associated with the questionnaire as 
much as other types of procedural issues. I t  
is the respons ib i l i t y  of the discussion leader 
to emphasize the importance of in terv iewers '  
input ,  both pos i t ive and negative, and set the 
tone of the discussion. All parts of the 
debr ief ing session w i l l  not be equally produc- 
t i ve  from the questionnaire designer's point 
of view; some so cal led "wasted" time should 
be expected during a session. However, al low- 
ing interviewers to vent t he i r  f rus t ra t ions  
about some topics beyond the questionnaire 
designer's control w i l l  be necessary at some 
points.  Forcing the interviewers to suppress 
a l l  t he i r  complaints may provoke h o s t i l i t y  and 
discourage cooperation with the goals of the 
session. 

Interviewer debr ief ing sessions are gener- 
a l l y  tape recorded. Use of a tape recorder 
may i n i t i a l l y  i n h i b i t  discussion, but p a r t i c i -  
pants usual ly quickly forget that i t  is there.  
This pract ice serves several purposes: i )  i t  
enables a more accurate t ransc r ip t ion  of d is-  
cussions that might move too quickly for a 
note-taker to record; and 2) i f  the debr ief ing 
report is not prepared immediately, i t  prevents 
the resul ts from being subject to memory decay. 

There is a drawback to th is  pract ice,  how- 
ever. The t ransc r ip t ion  of the debr ief ing tape 
is a time-consuming process, often completed 
a f ter  such a long lapse of time that the 
usefulness of the results in questionnaire 
revision is diminished. This is p a r t i c u l a r l y  
true in debr ief ing interviewers a f ter  a f i e l d  
tes t ,  when only a short time is a l l o t ted  to 
make changes in the questionnaire before the 
next phase of test ing or the f ina l  survey. 

Even when a tape recorder is used, i t  is a 
good idea to have a designated note-taker and 
to rely on the tape recorder only to review 
pa r t i cu l a r l y  noteworthy parts of the discussion 
and sections that moved too quickly for accu- 
rate note- taking.  

During the session, the discussion leader 
should t r y  to summarize main points at appro- 
pr ia te  in te rva ls .  This may serve to determine 
whether the major i ty  opinion, i f  any, was 
understood. It may make the note- taker 's  job 
easier,  as well as the job of anyone who sub- 
sequently reviews and summarizes the tapes. 

After the completion of a l l  scheduled 
debr ief ing sessions, a summary of the main 
results should be prepared. This should 
include impl icat ions for  questionnaire revision 
i f  the interv iewing is being conducted as part 
of an informal or formal tes t ,  and should be 
done as quickly as possible. Often, when a 
questionnaire is revised, the exact changes 
and the reasons for making those changes are 

not documented. This has two drawbacks" i t  
prevents others from learning from the experi-  
ence, and i t  prevents anyone from knowing 
whether or not the debr ief ing results are used. 

STRUCTURED POST- INTERVIEW EVALUATION 

Structured post- in terv iew evaluations are 
often referred to as " rat ings"  and involve 
administering questionnaires to interviewers 
a f te r  t he i r  pa r t i c ipa t ion  in the ent i re  survey 
or in a pa r t i cu la r  stage of the survey has been 
completed. The at t i tudes and behavior of an 
interviewer can inf luence a respondent's 
answers. These evaluations contain questions 
about interv iewers '  a t t i tudes and perceptions 
of t he i r  respondents, which may provide input 
concerning potent ia l  sources of bias. Do the 
interviewers feel inh ib i ted in asking for 
respondents' income? Do they view respondents 
as cooperative during the interview? Do they 
think the respondents give accurate and honest 
answers to the survey questions? How do i n te r -  
viewers feel about the object ives and value of 
the survey? Factors such as these might i n f l u -  
ence both the qua l i ty  of the data provided by 
the respondents (when they answer the ques- 
t ions)  and how often responses to the questions 
are not obtained. 

The ul t imate object ive of such evaluations 
is to obtain information about the a t t i tudes 
and behaviors of the par t ic ipants  in the data 
co l lec t ion  process that may af fect  responses 
to survey questions. In some instances the 
resul ts of these evaluations can be used to 
improve a questionnaire d ra f t ,  in others they 
can be used to improve a future wave of a 
survey, and in s t i l l  others they can be used 
to give the survey designers or data analysts 
information about the kinds of errors that may 
have been introduced during the data co l lec t ion  
process. In th is  last use of post- interv iew 
evaluat ions, the results are more l i k e l y  to be 
incorporated as revisions to the procedures for  
interv iewer t ra in ing  or data co l lec t ion  than as 
revisions to the questionnaire i t s e l f .  

Part ic ipants 

The project d i rec tor  for a post- interv iew 
structured evaluation program should have 
enough f a m i l i a r i t y  with sources of interv iewer 
bias to formulate hypotheses about interv iewer 
ef fects in the survey (or tes t )  being evalu- 
ated, develop a questionnaire that co l lects  
data to test those hypotheses, and evaluate 
the data that are col lected.  Addit ional s ta f f  
may be required to work toward completion of 
these tasks. 

Use of th is  technique involves a mini-survey 
of a sor t ,  and requires interviewers to serve 
as respondents. M o s t  often these "surveys" 
consist of sel f -administered questionnaires; 
i f  face-to-face or telephone interviews are 
used instead, addi t ional  personnel ( i . e . ,  other 
interviewers or supervisors) are needed to 
perform the interviewer funct ion.  

In pract ice,  post- interv iew evaluations are 
general ly treated independently of the or ig ina l  
f i e l d  test  (or survey) and are often organized 
and conducted by d i f fe ren t  groups of people. 
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This can lead to two problems: 1) lack of 
coordination between the groups involved in 
developing evaluation forms and acquir ing data 
for analysis; and 2) lack of incorporat ion of 
research results which might improve the 
survey. These l im i ta t i ons  of the method can 
be minimized by conscious e f f o r t  and communica- 
t ion between the two groups. 

The involvement of a l l  the interviewers who 
take part in the survey (or tes t )  is general ly 
requested. Because the number of interviewers 
involved is r e l a t i ve l y  small to begin wi th ,  and 
because the responses of a l l  types of i n t e r -  
viewers are important to the resul ts ,  i t  is 
imperative that interviewers take the evalua- 
t ion seriously and that a l l  interviewers 
pa r t i c ipa te .  

Planning Considerations 

The content of the evaluation questionnaire 
depends on the researcher's hypotheses about 
sources of bias, Several kinds of perceptions 
can be so l i c i t ed  from interv iewers:  questions 
can be asked about the interviewers themselves, 
about the survey instrument, or about t he i r  
respondents. When interviewers are questioned 
about t he i r  respondents, a decision about the 
uni t  of analysis is required. Interviewers 
can be asked to complete a separate evaluation 
for  each interview in the i r  assignments, or 
they can be instructed to make a judgment about 
t he i r  respondents as a whole. Using the f i r s t  
approach, there w i l l  be as many evaluations as 
there are respondents; the second method can 
be disaggregated only to the interv iewer leve l .  

The f i r s t  method is more cumbersome in plan- 
ning and execution, but i ts  results are more 
precise. Using the second method, an i n te r -  
viewer might be influenced in making his or 
her aggregate ratings by s i tuat ions that were 
pa r t i cu l a r l y  memorable (as e i ther  good or bad 
experiences) but not typ ica l  of the overal l  
assignment. Also, d i f f e ren t  interviewers have 
d i f f e ren t  a b i l i t i e s  to general ize, so t he i r  
estimates of "some," "most," e tc . ,  of t h e i r  
respondents may not be comparable. 

So far ,  the descr ipt ion of procedures for  
obtaining structured evaluations has centered 
on t he i r  use as a separate exercise. Two var i -  
ations of the technique deserve b r ie f  mention. 
The f i r s t  is using structured evaluations by 
interviewers in conjunction with s imi la r  evalu- 
ations by respondents. The purpose of th is  
operation is to compare the perceptions of the 
two groups, and promote addi t ional  confidence 
in f indings when they both agree. The second 
var iat ion involves using these evaluations 
in conjunction with interv iewer debr ie f ing.  
During the debr ief ing session, interviewers 
can be instructed to complete a questionnaire 
containing spec i f ic  questions (perhaps the same 
questions that are discussed in more detai l  
during the session i t s e l f ) .  In th is  way, 
responses to every question can be obtained 
for  every in terv iewer,  which may not be the 
case in the less structured debr ief ing session. 
Another advantage of th is  technique is that 
quant i ta t ive  results are obtained, which can 
be tabulated to provide a more spec i f ic  idea 

of the extent to which speci f ic  problems or 
behaviors are occurr ing. 

~ e r a t i o n a l  Issues 

Although the data for post - in terv iew evalu- 
ation can be col lected e i ther  by means of se l f -  
administered questionnaires or personal i n t e r -  
views ( face-to- face or telephone), i t  is 
usual ly done with sel f -administered question- 
naires. This is less expensive than other 
methods and more p rac t i ca l ,  pa r t i cu l a r l y  when 
the evaluation design cal ls  for  interviewers 
to rate each respondent separately.  

The evaluation data are obtained during the 
data co l lec t ion  phase of the test  or survey 
being evaluated. I f  rat ings of each respondent 
are required, an evaluation form should be 
completed at the end of each in terv iew,  before 
the interv iewer approaches another respondent. 
I f  generalized respondent ratings are required, 
interviewers should complete a single evalua- 
t ion form at the end of t he i r  in terv iewing 
assignments 

In most uses of post - in terv iew evaluat ions, 
the co l lec t ion  of the evaluation data is part 
of a larger scheme. The next step is to l ink  
the data obtained from the interviewers with 
information col lected in the survey or test  
i t s e l f .  To determine whether the in terv iewers '  
perceptions had any ef fect  on survey responses, 
some measure of the qua l i t y  of those responses 
is necessary. The importance of th is  technique 
in questionnaire design is to learn whether 
some aspect of the quest ionnaire,  which can be 
changed, af fects interv iewers '  a t t i t udes .  

Two types of response qua l i t y  indicators 
are ava i lab le .  One is ,  obviously, the data 
col lected in the survey i t s e l f .  The pa r t i cu la r  
data items used to measure response qua l i t y  
can vary according to the hypotheses of the 
researchers. In general, invest igators view 
interv iewer rat ings in re la t ion  to an ind ica tor  
of data qua l i t y  such as item nonresponse or 
level of report ing.  Item nonresponse af fects 
data qua l i t y  because i t  af fects the amount of 
imputation or the number of cases that can be 
used for  a par t i cu la r  analysis.  It also has 
the advantage of being easy to measure. Other 
indicators such as level of report ing require 
making an assumption about the re la t ionsh ip  
between that  ind icator  and response q u a l i t y - -  
for  example, the m o r e  doctors v i s i t s  or 
incidents of i l l ness  are reported, the bet ter  
the data are assumed to be. This may be a 
reasonable assumption, but i t  is an assumption 
nonetheless. Better evidence of data qua l i t y  
( i . e . ,  whether or not the questions were 
answered t r u t h f u l l y )  may be very d i f f i c u l t  to 
obtain.  That would involve obtaining inde- 
pendent corroboration of respondents' answers, 
e i ther  through record checks or evidence from 
another re l iab le  source. This is not always 
possible, and even when i t  is possible, i t  may 
be quite expensive. 

The second type of response qua l i t y  measure 
is not d i r ec t l y  related to data col lected in 
the survey. Instead, an assumption is made 
that items contained in the evaluations are 
indicators of the qua l i t y  of the data col lected 
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in the survey i t s e l f .  For example, in co l l ec t -  
ing data for  a consumer expenditure survey, 
the in te rv iewer 's  evaluation of a respondent's 
a b i l i t y  to provide information about expendi- 
tures is assumed to re f l ec t  how accurately the 
expenditures were reported. Then, the items 
included in the evaluation questionnaire 
are used as the dependent variables in the 
analysis.  Care should be taken in th is  type 
of analysis to assure that  the assumptions are 
reasonable ones. 

When a l l  is said and done, sometimes the 
resul ts of th is  type of research are d i f f i c u l t  
to apply d i r e c t l y  to the operation of a survey. 
For instance, even i f  research documents that  
interviewers with certain types of a t t i tudes 
have lower response rates or item response 
rates, how to a l t e r  those a t t i tudes  may not be 
obvious. Creative solut ions to the problems 
uncovered by creat ive research are also a 
necessary part of the process. 

EXAMPLES 

Example 1" Interviewer Debr ief ing on the 
Consumer Expenditure Su~ey---~ 

The Consumer Expenditure Survey was f i r s t  
conducted by the Bureau of the Census for  the 
Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  to co l lec t  data 
used in construct ion of the Cost of Living 
Index. This survey also provided experience 
that  was used in designing a recurr ing Consumer 
Expenditure Survey implemented in 1979. In ter -  
viewing for  the f i r s t  survey was done in 1972 
and 1973, using a long and extremely detai led 
questionnaire requesting information about 
types and amounts of expenditures in a l l  cate- 
gories of household expenses (e .g . ,  mortgage 
payments and ownership costs, medical and 
health expenditures, h o u s e  furnishings and 
related household i tems).  The survey was s t ruc-  
tured to include f ive personal v i s i t  i n te r -  
views at each sampled household. Data for  
some types of expenditures were col lected in 
each quar ter ly  in terv iew; other information 
was col lected only in one or two quarters.  At 
the end of each in terv iew,  the in terv iewer 
to ld  the respondent what types of expenditures 
would be included in the next in terv iew,  and a 
card or pamphlet was l e f t  with the respondent 
so (s)he could keep track of these expenses. 

This example is included here because i t  
i l l u s t r a t e s  interv iew evaluations together with 
in terv iewer  debr ief ings.  

A f te r  the f i r s t  year of in terv iewing for  the 
survey ended, three debr ief ing sessions were 
arranged in various sections of the country 
( f u l l e r  descr ipt ion of th is  research is con- 
tained in Rothwell, 1974). Twenty-one i n t e r -  
viewers, most of whom had worked in a l l  f i ve  
in terv iewing periods, were assembled and t h e i r  
permission to have the meetings tape recorded 
was obtained. Discussions were led by members 
of one of the Bureau's research d iv i s ions ,  who 
were spec ia l is ts  in the area of questionnaire 
design. Two s ta f f  members conducted each 
debr ief ing session; one led the the discussion 
and the other served in the capacity of 
ass is tant .  

The in t roduct ion given by the discussion 
leader indicated that the focus of the session 
was the questionnaire i t s e l f  rather than pay, 
working condi t ions,  or supervisory matters. 
Af ter  the in t roduct ion was given, the conver- 
sation proceeded according to an out l ine which 
included discussions of how people recal l  t h e i r  
purchases, types of questions that annoyed or 
bothered people, types of questions that re- 
spondents had trouble answering, what kinds of 
probes worked best in e l i c i t i n g  the informa- 
t i on ,  and how many people kept budgets or 
otherwise kept track of how they spent t he i r  
money. 

During the session interviewers also com- 
pleted a post- in terv iew structured evaluation 
form requesting information about the section 
and item numbers which caused d i f f i c u l t y  for  
respondents. 

The discussions lasted approximately four 
hours. Later, the tape recordings were summar- 
ized independently by two researchers, and 
di f ferences of i n te rp re ta t ion  were reconci led. 
A f te r  agreement about the content was reached, 
the summaries were coded for the types of 
problems i den t i f i ed  by the in terv iewers.  

The discussion out l ine and the evaluation 
form were designed to provide complementary 
informat ion.  Analysis of the summaries as 
well as the forms f i l l e d  by interviewers were 
included in the f ina l  report .  

The discussion uncovered problems that 
interv iewers perceived as a f fec t ing data qual- 
i t y ,  which were unrelated to d i f f i c u l t y  with 
any pa r t i cu la r  question. The most  important 
problem of th is  type was a double bind per- 
ceived by in terv iewers:  they were inst ructed 
to ask questions exact ly as worded and also to 
have low item nonresponse rates. These were 
sometimes incompatible goals. 

The discussion pointed out general areas of 
d i f f i c u l t y  for  respondents (e .g . ,  the respond- 
ents had trouble understanding the vocabulary 
in the section on home ownership costs, the 
concept of "consumer un i t "  in others) .  The 
wr i t ten  comments provided spec i f ic  item numbers 
that  i l l u s t r a t e d  the problems. 

Written comments also provided an estimate 
of the number of interviewers who reported 
problems with pa r t i cu la r  questions. 

Substantive contr ibut ions of the i n te r -  
viewers, relevant to questionnaire design, f e l l  
in to the the fo l lowing general categories: 

I .  Question wording: for  example, interviewers 
suggested replacing "vehicle reg is t ra t ion  tags" 
with " l icense p lates" ;  i t  was also suggested 
that  phrases be added to some questions to 
provide examples and c l a r i f y  the in tent  of the 
quest ion-- "d id  you pay any refundable deposits 
for  th is  un i t ,  such as a secur i t y  deposit?" 

2. Question sequencing: for example, i n t e r -  
viewers suggested combining questions on the 
same top ic  that  were asked in d i f f e ren t  i n t e r -  
v iews-- in la te r  interviews some respondents 
looked up the i r  records and f e l t  trapped or 
embarrassed when they discovered they had 
inadver tent ly  answered a question incor rec t l y  
in a previous in terv iew.  
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3. Reference periods: for example, for 
certain types of items, interviewers f e l t  that 
the reference period was too long; in other 
cases, the sh i f t  in reference periods was con- 
fusing to respondents. 

4. Format and physical features of the 
questionnaire: for example, the cumbersome 
questionnaire contained many  very large 
( I I "  x 16 1/2") pages, attached with wire 
spira l  loops across the top. Suggestions were 
made to increase the size of the loops to 
f a c i l i t a t e  turning the pages, and to p r in t  a l l  
the pages in the same d i rec t ion to make the 
administrat ion of the interview more  con- 
venient. 

Example 2- Structured Post- lnterview 
Evaluation on the Telephone Health 
Interview Survey 

A research e f fo r t  was undertaken by the 
National Center for Health S ta t i s t i cs  (NCHS) 
in 1978 to invest igate the f e a s i b i l i t y  of con- 
ducting federal health surveys using telephone 
rather than face-to-face interv iews.  This 
research (Bercini & Massey, 1979) was conducted 
in conjunction with a c igaret te  smoking supple- 
ment to the Telephone Health Interview Survey, 
and the indicators of data qua l i t y  used were 
overal l  nonresponse rates and item nonresponse 
rates for the question requesting names of 
household members. I t  is presented here because 
i t  i l l u s t r a t e s :  i )  the use of post - in terv iew 
evaluations with an experimental design and 2) 
evaluations obtained about the interviewers 
themselves rather than about t he i r  respondents. 

One di f ference between telephone and face- 
to-face interviews is that i t  is r e l a t i ve l y  
easy for telephone respondents to discontinue 
the interview ( i . e . ,  hang up the phone) at any 
point ,  whereas once a face-to- face interv iewer 
gets access to the house, i t  is less l i k e l y  
that the interview w i l l  be terminated. The 
household roster ( i . e . ,  the section of the 
interv iew in which the household composition, 
names and demographic information about house- 
hold members is obtained) is pa r t i cu l a r l y  
subject to respondents' ending the conversation 
because of i t s  sensi t ive nature and i t s  seeming 
lack of relevance to the stated purpose of the 
interv iew. 

This section of the questionnaire, there- 
fore, was a sui table subject for  invest igat ion 
concerning ways to reduce nonresponse. Accord- 
ing ly ,  an experiment was designed to see: I )  
whether obtaining the household roster at the 
end, rather than at the beginning, of the 
interview would af fect  response rates; and 2) 
whether obtaining the household roster without 
asking for the names of the household members, 
rather than including them, would af fect  
response rates. 

A 2 X 2 fac to r ia l  design was employed and 
four versions of the questionnaire were 
developed. The four versions were randomly 

d is t r ibu ted  to interv iewers,  who conducted 
interviews using more than one version. An 
a l te rna t i ve  approach, randomly assigning i n t e r -  
viewers to questionnaire versions, was not 
feasib le without d isrupt ing the continuing 
survey, although i t  would have had the advan- 
tage of con t ro l l i ng  for  the effects of i n t e r -  
viewers' preferences for one version over 
another. 

Af ter  completion of the in terv iewing,  i n t e r -  
viewers' evaluations were obtained. They were 
asked to rate the experimental questionnaires 
in order of preference and ease of administra- 
t i on .  Sel f - ra t ings were also obtained of how 
reluctant  they were to ask for  names of house- 
hold members and how persistent they were in 
obtaining names from hesitant respondents. 

The data for analysis included evaluations 
from nineteen interviewers and the outcomes of 
attempted interviews with i n i t i a l  respondents 
at 2,565 e l i g i b l e  households. Three d i f f e ren t  
types of overall response rates and an item 
nonresponse rate for  names of household members 
were calculated from the survey data. 

Results showed that placing the household 
roster at the end of the interv iew rather than 
at the beginning s i g n i f i c a n t l y  improved overal l  
response rate. They also showed that i n te r -  
viewers preferred the questionnaire versions 
for which the highest response rates were 
obtained, and that in terv iewers '  reluctance to 
ask for  names was associated with lower item 
response rates for  the name question. 

The resul ts of th is  research might be used 
to improve the design of telephone interview 
quest ionnaires. The impl icat ions of the i n te r -  
viewer evaluation f ind ings,  in pa r t i cu la r ,  how- 
ever, are applicable to interviewer t ra in ing  
and select ion.  

CONCLUSION 

L i t t l e  information is avai lable concerning 
e i ther  the procedures for using these two 
techniques for learning from interviewers or 
examples of the i r  use. Possibly as a conse- 
quence of th i s ,  they are u s e d  re l a t i ve l y  
l i t t l e  in the conduct of survey research. I t  
is hoped that th is  paper w i l l  make question- 
naire designers more aware of these construc- 
t i ve  too ls ,  and that t he i r  use in questionnaire 
design w i l l  be increased. 
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