TQ:  The Board of Oversears
FROM: Giovanna Morchio, Maria Sanchez, Santa Traugott
RE: Mode Differences. DK Responzes in the 1884 Post-Election Study

In this our firet report of a series exploring differences in Mode of
interview, we will concentrate on DK responses. The 1984 Post Election
Survey presents a rare opportunity te compare telephone (T) and
face-to-face { FTF ) modes of interviewing using the same sample frame,
in thiz case, multi-stage ares probability.

Differences in T and FTF results can have many sources.

One has 1o do with the situation itself. In the T situation there is no
personal contact. The interviewer is removed from the respondent. The
yoice 1s the only means of communication for both parties.  All body
language clues are last. The respondents can keep g much higher degree of
anonymity. The interviewer can not see their expressions, their clothes,
their houses or neighborhoods. Morecver the respondent has always the
possibility of terminating the interview by simply putting down the
receiver. in the FTF situation there is persongl interaction.  The
interviewer has been admitted Lo the respondent’s house. The interaction
haz to conform more to & “guest szoript” As & matter of fact, many
interyviewers are inyited to have coffe or tea, sometime even g mesl
There iz a higher degree of small talk and in many cases confidences. The
respondent has revealed much more of himdherself, and the interviewe
has to reciprocate by not straying too far from a guest behavior

Anather possible source of mode differences can be found in the
interviewing staff. The Telephone facility offers a centralized setting
Training 15 highly standard for each new group of hired interviewers. They
gre more clezely monitored and supervised.  Training and supervisory
practices in the field are looser.  Each supervizor hires, traing and
supervises the interviewers in her area. There is no opportunity for “on
line” monitoring and inmediate feedback. In the 1984 Election study,
virtually all of the field interviewers were newly-hired for the
pre-election study either to replace terminated interviewers in
self-representing areas, or in order to staff the SRC 1980 National Sample
primary aregs where EsF’E had never interviewed before. in contrast, the
telephone interviewers were winding down from a very busy year in which
the demands for mm viewing had run extremely high. So the two staffs of
interyviewers  differed significantly  with regard to interviewing
experience, training, and intensity of supervision



Yet other sources of mode differences are slight changes in guestion
wordings, the use or non-uze of visual pmmp?' and context (the telephone
interview is shorter). Other memos will discuss those.

The 1984 NES Study

All 1984 NES rezpondents were initially interviewed face-to-face
during September-October of the election year. The study design called
for & second (post-election) interview with all pre-election study
participants but, for a number of reasons, the decision was made to
reinterview half of the respondents in the field and the other half from the
Telephone Interviewing Facility st ISE. Accordingly, near the end of the
pre-election study, the sample was divided into random halves.  The
face-to-face (FTF) half-sample was reinterviewed in November-December
by SRC interviewers who had worked on the pre-election study. The
telephone (TEL) half-sample was reinterviewed during the months of
November and December by SEC telephone interviewsrs.

Some of the pre-election rezpondents scheduled for a telephone
einterview were interviewed in person at the time of the post-election
study.  Thoze handled this way included persons who had refused to
1zcloze their telephone numbers when first interviewed, those living in
households  without telephones, and all persons  identified by the
pre-election interviewer as unlikely to tolerate s telephone reinterview
for @ wariety of reasons (too old, poor hearing, ill-health, etc). (The
pre-election coversheet included a question addresszed to interviewers to
halp uz identify these special cases) Non-telephone cases and a1l cases

lagged by interviewers as candidates for o FTF reinterview are excluded
from the analysis reported below, s wthuut regard to the half-sampie into
which the cases were subsequently randomized. This procedure results in
purified half-samples (FTF/TEL) which, statistically =peaking, have
comparable demographic characteristics with regard to age, education,
income, sex, race, marital status, employment status, region of the
country, and population density of the ares of residence.
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Put another way, the differences that emerged while comparing the two
half-samples cannot be attributed to bisses in the demographic
composition of either sample Nor sre differences explained by
differential treatment of respondents on the part of interviewers who
conducted the pre-election study. At the time this study was taking place,



interviewers had no knowledge of the half-sample assignments for
individus) study participants. Finally, differences in the data collection
periods between the FTF and the TEL samples cannot account for the
results obtained since the field periods were 1dentical for both studies.

ANALYSES

A systematic difference was detected early on in comparing
post-election results cbtained from the two modes. The FTF sample had a
higher overall incidence of DK answers over a large number of variables.
Our analyses will deal with three content areas characterized both by
yielding & large percentage of DK responses and strikingly lerge
differences in their distribution by mode: Reagan and Mondale Traits,
Performance Evaluation of cendidates or institutions, and Political
information ltems.

TRAITS

The Reagan/Mondale traits battery asks the respondent if & series of
sixteen adjectives fit their impression of the two presidential condidates.
The battery weas ezked both in the Pre and Post interviews, albeit with
different zcales. The scales were: EXTREMELY WELL, QUHTE WELL, NOT TOO
WELL, NOT AT ALL WELL in the Pre; and A GREAT DEAL, SOMEWHAT, CANT
DECIDE, A LITTLE, NOT AT ALL in the Post. The CANT DECIDE alternative
i the Post, was not read to the respondent, and it was actually probed as
a DK, we will be lumping together the CANT DECIOE and Dk categories for
the purpose of thiz analysis

we have chosen thiz battery because it shows & higher than average
percentage of DKs; the number of gquestions involved gives more stability
to our estimates; by their nature they require an evaluation of two
candidates of different visibility, and they offer the possibility of two
measures in time.
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Table 1

Distribution Of DE-Can't Decide Fesponses For Eeaqan And Mandale
By Mode

Post-Election Pre-Election

Reagan Mondale Reagan  Mondale
T/ FTF SDIF T/FTF 8DIF T/FTF E0IF T/FTF EOIF
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Table 2

Pre-Fost Election DK, Can' t Decide Averages To Traits Questions
For Eeagan And Mondale Gy Mode

Fost-Election Pre-Election
T FTF DIF T FTF DiF
Reagan Av [k B7% 44 ZT7ZR 2598 2908 I37%
Mondale Av DK L7 829 825 8.25 55 13
Av Cand Differ 200 476 £.1 £.65

In order to discount sample differences we run a3 paraliel analysis of
traits items in the Fre, using the same T and FTF sub-samples that we
used in the FPost. Table 1 shows the total DK % for Reagan and Mondale in
the Pre, and the separate figure for each candidate in the T and FTF mode
in the Fost. Table 2 shows the gverage DK £ in each sub-sample in both
surveys. The differences hetween sub-samples in the Pre are negligible:
A7E for Reagan and 1.2% for Mondale. The same differences become
substantial in the Post 2.72% and 8.25% pointing to a clear mode effect,

The higher visibility of four years as president, translated in
respondents having an easier time judging Reagan than Mondale. EBoth the
Pre, and Fost FTF batteries show a lower average af DK responses for the
president. It is puzzling though that the DK sverage for Reagan went up in
the Post, while the average for Mondale stayed basically the same, ruling
out a scale effect. & more disturbing piece of information is the almost
negligible difference in DKs average among the candidates in the T. A
degree of difference, like the one found in the FTF situation, seems more
in tune with reality. The presidency provided Reagan with constant
visihility, showed him performing on a day to day basis the duties of the
nffice; prezumably making it easier for a respondent to rate him in a
number of areas. The T situation seems o be producing an indiscriminate
reduction of DKs to trait questions, at odd with comman sense



expectations represented by the FTF results.

Mote that the higher levels of DKz, and the largest mode differences
are on the religion and morality areas, where persons are normally thought
not to express opinions. One wonders if the very social situation of FTF
interyiewing operates to reinforce this reluctance.

APPROVYAL OF POLITICAL FIGURES AND INSTITUTIONS

th this section we will ook at four explicit approval items:

Do you approve or dizapprove of the way Ronald Eeagan is handling his job
g3 President”

Do you approve or disappove of the way Rongld Reagsan is handling the
balancing of the budget?

in general, do you approve or disapprove of the wey the US. Congress has
been handling its job?

In general, do you spprove or disspprove of the way Representative (NAME
#33 or34) has been handiing this/her) job?

We will alzo include the "like” items, since they imply an evaluation:

Was there anything in particulsr that you liked about (NAME #31, 33 or 25)
the Democratic candidate for the US. House of Reprezentatives?

Was there snything in particuler that you liked about (NAME #32, 34, or
36), the Republican candidate for the U5 House of Representatives?

T



Table 3

Approval 1terns, EDKs Distribution By Maode

T - FTF DIF DECREASE RATE

Reagan as president 4% 26E% 228 2.5

Reagan budget 2.4 7.6 2.2 216

Congress a2 133 8.1 1.55

Incumbent Q0 235 145 1.61

Like Dem Candidate 16 262 10.2 &3

Like Rep Candidate 182 281 9.6 53

Decrease Rate waz colculated by subtracting the TE from the FTFE and

dividing by the T3

Gezide the familiar pattern, higher DKE in FTF half sample, we can
see 3 tendency ta".-'afard increased use of DK as the subject being evaluated
is less familiar. The evaluation of Eeagan as president generates the
lower level of DKs, while the evaluation of the House of Representatives
candidates generates the highest. But when we look at the decrease rate
of D= going from FTF {o T, the inverse is true. The more familiar, the
eubjpr‘r being evaluated, the steeper the decrease rate Since the six
items under consideration have a dichotomous answer: AFPEDVE,
MSAPPREOYE for the 'prro'* 1" items; YES, ML, for the "Likes” items. we
looked to see if the DK decrease translated in a8 gain for the "positive” or
the "negative” alternatives. The results are mized. In the evaluation of
Feagan as president, and hiz handling of the budget, the [K decrease
results in an almost parallel increase of the "disapprove” alternative. The
reverse is true for the approval of Congress and the Incumbent. while for
the Like of the democratic and republican candidates the NO alternative
shows the higher gain. We can not discern a positive or negative bias as a
result of Dks conversion.
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Political Information
Political information was measured by four factual items:

J2. Do you happen to know which party had the most members in the
House of Representatives in Washington before the election (this/last)
month?

J3 A

sar esun of the election (this/last) manth, which party will now
have the m

st members in the House of Representatives?

J4. Do gou happen to know which party had the most members in the U.S.
Senate before the election (thisflast) month? (IF NECESSARY: Which
onev?)

JS. As g result of the election (this/last) month, which party will now
have the most members in the US. Senate?

Table 4

Potitical information Herms By Mode

Eepublican Democrats DK Ma

T FTF T FTF T FTF T FTF
House majity pty
before election 178 9%  63I% 568 208 358 TR R
House majity pty
arter election 26 19 59 51 14 29 7 g
Senate majty pty
before election 20 29 35 24 27 47 11 2
Senate majty pty
after election 47 5 24 23 15 41 1 2



The puzzling initial conclusion appeared to be that, for some
unknown reason, the TEL respondents were more informed about politics
than their counterpartz reinterviewed in the field  However, this
conclusion was not supported by other survey resuits and, in particular, by
the answers to another post-election factual itemn in which respondents
were asked to name the House candidates running in their districts and to
provide each politician's partissn affilistion. For this question, about the
sarme proportion of respondents (45% TEL, 46% FTF) indicated they could
give the information requested, but FTF respondents had & higher overall
nutmber of correct mentions than TEL respondents.

The pervasive nature of the unbalanced use of DK in the T and FTF
samples, and the magnitude of the differences in the Evaluation, Traits and
Palitical Information areas, required an explanation

Having ruted cut earlier ather extranecus sources of variation having
to do with half-sample demographic composition, differential treatment
of pre-election respondents and noncomparable field periods, we looked at
the interviewers themselves as a pozsible explanation. As stated in our
introduction, the interviewing staff were different in terms of their
experience, training and supervision. [t is 8 well-known fact that
less-experienced interviewers have a tendency to sccept DK answers
without probing.

Gowes and Kahn, in their major work on differences between personal
and telephone interview, found thet telephone interyiewing resulted in
more DKs | probably as & result of less training in probing. At the ISR,
probably a5 a consequence of his work, a major effort was made to train
telephone interviewers in probing.

So, not only were telephone Interviewers more experienced, there
was o pronounced effort to reduce DKs by probing. The centralized setting
of the Telephone Facility operates to reinforced the emphasis on probing,
since supervisors review a higher percentage of questionnaires and
monitar some of the actual interviewing.

we found some support for the probing explanation in & cursory
examination of about 100 questicnnaires. ‘we looked at the information
iternz, and we found that “every” T DKs had been probed., while the FTF
questionnaires showed very little evidence of probing. Nevertheless, to
look at T as a "probe situation” and FTF as & "non probe” 1s far from been a
perfect experiment. Obviocusly same level of probing was geing on in the
FTF situation as well.
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Di Probing - Does it elicit mere guesses or valid information?

Attitudinal and opinion survey questions do not usually have right or
wrong answers. These types of questions offer less desirable testing
ground to explore the effects of DK probing than factual information items.
Fartunately the NES political information quartet displaying large
differences in the propartion of DKs across samples consistes of questions
with 'true’ or ‘false’ answers. These guestions are especially useful to
analyze the quality of the information elicited from respondents after
probing DK answers. (See table 3)

The four items can be combined to produce a new variable indexing the
number of correct mentions each respondent gave out of a possible total of
four. Since each question presents a dichotomous choice (T or Fj, one can
argue that by chance aslone the combination of 2T and 2F items would be
the most frequent occurrence when someane answers by merely guessing
for each of the four questions. To be precise, the probabitity of this event
iz 375 Next in line as outcomes predicted by chance alone sre the
combinations ZT-1F and "1T-3F". Each of these cutcomes has ah expected
probability of 0.25. The most infrequent outcomes obtained by guessing
are represented by the combinations "47-0F and "0T-4F, with an expected
probability of (063 each.

If DK probing elicited real information among TEL respondents, then &
couple of things would follow. First, the joint distribution represented by
the index would show a higher proportion of TEL respondents than FTF
respondents in cell outcomes corresponding to combinations on the high
end of the political information index (81l correct mentions; 3 out
of 4 items correct). Conversely, proportionately fewer TEL than FTF
respondents would be represented in the low information end of the index
tall items incarrect).

0n the other hand, if DK probing elicited mere guesses, the sample
index proportions for the TEL and FTF samples would be fairly comparable
for most cells except two: the one corresponding to the most favored
cutcome predicted by chance (2 correct mentions out of 4 possible), and
the cell corresponding to zero correct mentions represented by 4 DKs.
Further, these two cells should compensate each other across the two
samnples. The TEL index distribution should show s higher proportion of

10



respondents than the FTF distribution in the outcome category "2 cut of 4°
where most of the telephone "guezzers” would land, and the difference in
these proportions should be mirrored in a comparable digproportionate
buldging in the FTF proportion for the cell corresponding to the 4 DK
answers which field interviewers did not probe systemstically. Beyond
this, we would predict proportionately more TEL than FTF respondents in
the next most likely outcome categories, the cells corresponding to the
patterns '3T-1F and "1T-3F". Finally, small differences in the sample
proportions would be predicted for the least likely outcomes,

4T -0F and "OT-1F".

The results presented below support the hypothesis that DK probing
elicits "mere guesszes”, at least as far as these factual items are
concerned.  The empirical results displaged in the table validate the
predictions  derived from  theoretical considerations. The relative
probabilities of various index outcomes in the FTF and TEL samples match
results predicted under conditions involving answer guessing on the part
of uninformed TEL respondents,

Information index by HMode
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Table 5

INDEX CATFEORIFS BASED ON o /TENS.

CODE NUMBER  NUMBEER NUMBER T T FTF  FTF

CORRECT  INCORE DKS M 3 N 3
1 4 i 0 1786 222 170 208
2 3 1 0 49 6.1 19 23

3 2 2 0 232 2809 2% 1%
4 1 3 Q0 44 2.2 21 26
=] Q 4 0 18 22 21 2.6
al K 0 | 15 1.9 21 256
7 2 1 1 4d ] 3B 44
o 1 2 1 2¢ 3 16 22

a] ] z 1 4 o g 1
10 2 0 2 20 35 67 82
11 1 1 2 Kis 4.7 &1 7.3
2 0 2 2 e 1.1 16 22
13 ! 0 3 17 2.1 39 48
14 Q 1 3 5 11 19 23
15 i 0 4 7o Q.7 174 213
L NOT ASCERTAINED B 1.4 3 4

Difference in Information Index across Modes

E Difference
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it seems clear that probing elicits "guessing” behavior. The next
question would be: Iz “guessing” equslly distributed in our sample, or
same groups are more sensitive to probing than others? If the second is
the case, the situstion would be more serious. ‘wWe would be not only
introducing a large level of noise, but the noise would not be randomly
distributed, distorting our distributions. We will explore the effect of
probing by systematically examining the two mirror Infarmation Index
categories most likely to be affected by guessing: four DKs and two
correct-two incorrect responses to the information items. we will 1ook at
their distribution in the T and FTF sample by sex, race, education, age,
income, political interest, and vote validation. If the effect of probing is
constant acrozs the board, we would expect to find for each demographic
group, the DK category (four DKs) decreasing from FTF 1o T by
approximately the zame rate as the "guess” category would be increasing.

If the DK decresse rate turns out to be significantly higher than the
‘gquess” increase rate, it would mean that the data elicited by probing is of
better gquality than we would have expected by mere guessing. These
would probably be the kind of DKs that really mean " am not sure’”
Conversely, 1f the DKs decreasze rate i significantly lower than the
increase rate for the "guess” category, It would mean that the level of
increase i guessing i higher than expected as product of probing DK
Fesponses.
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Sex

Table 6

DK= And Guess Distribution By Sex And Mode

Dks Guess
T FTF  Dec Rate T FTF  Inc Rate
Mer & 158 15 20% 148 78
warnen 13% 2VE 1.07 33 16 1.06

Decrease Rate was calculated by subtracting the TE from the FTFE and
dividing by the T%

Increase Bate waz caiculated by subtracting the FTFE from the TR and
dividing by the FTFE

wWarmen are more likely than men to give DK responses in both rmodes.
Their DKs decrease rate is almost identical to their "guess” increase rate
aver the phone. It loocks ke any gain in substantive response was
produced by guessing. Men start out with a much lower DKs percentage.
The DKs decrease rate for thern is much lower than their "quess” increase
rate. So the guality of the information produced by probing 15 better than
gxpected by guessing.
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Race

Table 7

DE= And Guess Distribution By Face And Made

DES Guess

T FTF Dec Rate T FTF Inc Rate

whites OF 218 132 0% 18% 1
Blacks 20 26 47 . 11 i

Again, blacks are much more Tikely to give DK responses than whites.
For them the Dks rate of decrease is lower than the comparable "guess”
increaze rate. The increase in gquessing is higher than expected by probing.
The small number of black respondents, 66 in the T, and 73 in FTF
situation, make thiz estimate rather unstsble. For whites, the DKs
decrease rate iz much higher than for blacks, and also higher than the
‘quess” incresse rate. As for males, the quality of date elicitated by
probing is better than expected by guessing by a factor of 33,

Education
Table 8

DEs and Guess Distribution By Education And Mode

DKS Guess

T FTF  Dec Rate T FTF Inc Rate
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High School Dipl 10
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Some College 5 12 1.4 30 14 als)



The level of DK responses decreases as the level of education
increases in both modes. Az always the T shows a much lower DK s level.
The rate of decrease from FF to T ie different for each education group. It
ranges from 1.7 for high school diploma, no further academic training, to
1.4 for some college and abave, to .43 for less than high school diploma.
The "guess” incregse rate for the two lower education groups is almost
identical to the DKs decrease rate. The substantive gain for thise groups
seems due entirely to gquessing. College people show and entirely different
pattern; their DKs level is the lower of any group, their decrease rate is
the stespest and the "quess” increase rate is much lower. The data
recovered by probing are much better, by a factor of 1.04, than expected by
guessing. This pattern seem to substantiate the notion of two kind of DKs
at wark: "no knowledge”, and "l know, but | am not sure” The DKs given by
the Tower education groups seem to belong of the first kind, those given by
the college respondent to the second.

Age
Table 9
Dk And Guess Distribution By Age And Mode
Dks Guess
T FTF  Dec Rate T FTF  Inc Rate

17 to 25 years 128 I9E% 2 E BRE 4.16
26 to 35 years & 19 111 3z 16 1.06
26 to S0 years 7 20 1.85 Z0 20 50
21 to 63 years 7 12 T 28 18 fpats
65 and above 17 2 41 20 & 1.5

The different age group show very different levels of DK responses.
The youngest and the oldest are the highest in that order. The different

16



groups wary greatly in their reaction to probing. The 26 to 35, and the 51
to 62 seern to react by guessing. Their DKs decrease rate is very symillar
to their "quess” increase rate. The 36 to 50 years old give much better
quality dots H;an expected by guessing. The 65 and older show and
increase of the "guess” category higher than expected by the reduction of
DKs. The 17 to 25 present a steep DKs decrease rate, 2; and & "guess”
increase rate of 4.16. | am at loss to explain this dlsc.repancg.

Income
Table 10
DKz And Guess Distribution By Income and Mode
Dk = Guess

T FTF Dec Rate T FTF  inc Rate

- 4999 24F 44% 20 20% 4% 4

SQ00 - 9995 12 20 alal 23 13 76

10000 - 14999 12 21 75 I 12 1.28

15000 - 19599 & 23 1.87 33 11 2

20000 - 299490 G 14 R 24 17 1
30000 and over il 13 116 0 18 Bh

The relationship between income and four DK responses is not
perfectly linear. They reach their highest level in the lowest income group
and tend to decrease as we move toward the highest. Again the result of
probing, measured by the DKs decrease rate and the "guess” increase rate,
varies from group to group. Respondents in the $5000- 1’;‘9999 range {with

the exception of $10000-314999) seem to react by quewmq Both "rates”
gre reasonshle cloze. The $5000-310000 shows & "guess” increase mgher

than expected az effect of probing. The $30000 and aver show & "guess”
increaze rate lower than expected by guessing. The $0-$4999 prezent a
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widly high "quess” incresse rate, the number of caeses in this category is
probably too small (45T, 46 FTF) for a relisble estimate.

Political Interest
Table 11

Dks And Guess Distribution By Political Interest And Mode

DKs Guess
T FTF Dec Rate T FTF tnc Rate
Most Interested 2% oF 25 268 15E 73
Somewhat Inter 9 16 77 30 19 a7
Not and Hardly 16 36 | 32 1 1.9

As we could have expected, the higher the level of interest expressed
by the respondent the lower the level of DK answers.  In keeping with the
previous analyses, the Most Interested category shows much better data
than expected as result of probing. The Somewhat Interested seem to be
quessing and the Least interested show 8 "quess” increase rate higher than
expected.



Yote Validation
Table 12

Dke And Guess Distribution By Yote Yalidation And Mode

DKs Guess
T FTF Dec Rate T FTF Inc Rate
Yoted 6% 158 15 28% 10E% 55
Said vol didn't z & 1.66 40 19 I
Not wal didn't vote 27 46 7 22 4 45
Recard not found 13 Rl 176 28 o 46
Ambiguous e 18 ! 43 132 1.86

Predictably, respondents who said they voted, and were validated as
having woled, give better date than expected when prnted Pecpondents
who reported "didn't vote” and were not validated, show a "quess” increase
rate ruch higher than expected. The other group cells have too small a
number of cases to give stable estimates.

The data prezented in the previous tables show an expected
distribution pattern of DK responses. It is not surprising to find @ higher
proportion of DEs for women, blacks, low education, low incame peaple,
the very young, the very old, and the least interested in politics. The
groups traditionally sssociated with high interest, hence hiqh infarmation
in politice, imales, whites, high education, high income, etc) behave in a
predictable meaner. They seem to answer DK when they are not sure sbout
the sccuracy of their information. Az & result, the data they provide when
probed is better than expected if they were guessing. The groups generally
sssociated with low interest in politics, react to probing with two
different response patterns. One i3 the typical of guessing; the "guess”
category increse in the same proportion a5 the DKs decreases. DEs in this
case seem to reflect g genuine lack of informstion. This group comprises:
wornen, 1ow education, 26-25 and 51 to 65 years old, respondents in the
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$5000-329999 brackett and people Somewhat Interested in Politics. VYet,
another low interest, "aliensted” set of respondents: the blacks, the very
young, the very old, the least interested, the non voters, show in the T an
increase in the "guess” category much higher than the corresponding DKs
decrease. The pattern shown by the "alienated” group points toward &
factor ather than probing, generating the unexpectedly high level of the
"guess” category.

CORGLUSION

Telephone respondents in the Post display an overall lower level of
OKs, as shown by the comparison of T and FTF  freguencies for all
questions.

Different questions generate very different level of DKs. The highest
level is produced by factual items with a true or false answer. The
evidence generated by the analyses on the Information Index by different
demographic groups, suggests the notion of two kind of DKs in operation.
High education-high political interest groups seem to mean "f am not sure”
by their DEs. These groups give a Tower level of DKs to start with. Under
systematic probing they show a much higher reduction rate of DK
responses  than their low Interest counterpart. They produce better
quality data than expected if they had guessed. Most of the low interest
groups (women, low education, middle income respondents) present a
pattern characterized by & high level of DK responses, lower DKs decrease
rate when probed followed by a parallel increase of "guess” responses.

They seem more reluctant to give a substantive response, even when
probed, and their DKs seem to reflect a real lack of information. Several
low interest groups (the very young, the very old, the very poor, blacks)
start out with a very high DK level, when probed the DKs decrease at
various rates, depending on the group involved; and the "guess” category
increases at a rate much larger than expected from the DKs decrease. This
unexpetedly large effect suggests some other factor playing a part.

Next in line are questions implying some sort of evaluation of &
candidate or institution. Are these DKs the product of ignorance on the
subject at hand? And, are the judgement past as result of probing, random
evaluations? Other qupctmns in the Post interview generate a lower level
of DKs { 3 to 5% average), so the quality of the dats produced by probing is



less of an issue.

Probing doesn't reduce the level of DKz at a similar rate for all
questions. The rate of DK decrease iz medisted by the familiarity and
generality of the subject matter. The more general and familiar, the lower
the level of DKs and the highest the rate of decrease when probed, as
supported by the evaluation questions.

Probing seems to emerge as a powerful explanation for the DK
differences across mode. But from the above analyses we can not untangle
what role the different socisl setting of the T and FTF plays. s the
precipitious DKs= drop {or part of it) to the "moral” traits items a function
of the anonymity of the T situation? Does the relative anonymity of the T
situation allow the respondent to "guess more” or to give less socially
desirsble answers instead of DK?

tt iz clesr that we need to know more about the effects of probing, as
well as the real effects of the differences in social situation between
personal and telephone interviewing.

Careful thought shuld be given to what questions to probe.  we think
it iz ultimately desirable to have Probe instructions written in the
questionnaire rather than in the instruction book, particulariy in a mixed
mode situation. ldeally, the questionnaire would be laid ocut so that is
possible to code when a probe was used, ie, 8 response category would
exist labeled "Check here if probe was used.”

It may be possible to begin by experimenting with & couple of
questions on the PILOT. It would be useful if we could set up 8 real
experiment by buying some, time in the Monthly Survey using probes
systernatically with only half of the respondents. We would be contraling
for differences in staff and social situstion, helping to isolate the effect
of Probing.
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