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Non-technical summary

The interviewer is arguably one of the most imparti@actors in persuading respondents to
participate in a face-to-face interview. Intervies/@ary hugely in how successful they are at
persuading respondents: in this study the leastesstul interviewers only managed to
persuade 37% or fewer of the respondents they bathated, while the most successful
interviewers managed to persuade 72% or more. Vdeniee which characteristics of the
interviewer explain why some interviewers are mswoecessful than others at persuading
respondents to participate. We examine the rolantdrviewers’ experience, attitudes,
personality traits and inter-personal skills. Wketgéhe perspective that these characteristics
influence interviewers’ behaviour and hence infleeethe doorstep interaction between the
interviewer and respondent.

We use a large sample of 842 face-to-face intemtiswvorking for a major survey institute
and analyse the co-operation outcomes for overODOOrespondents contacted by those
interviewers over a 13-month period.

The interviewer’'s attitudes towards the legitimanyd usefulness of persuading reluctant
respondents seem to play a role: interviewers wéleewe that even the most reluctant
respondents can be persuaded with enough efforhare likely to be successful. Similarly,
interviewers who do not believe that refusals stidnd accepted, and who do not believe that
reluctant respondents provide less reliable ansveees more successful at persuading
respondents to participate. The interviewer's peaity traits also seem to play a role,
although this is less clear. More extrovert intewers are more likely to gain cooperation.
Contrary to our expectations interviewers who am@remagreeable or more open to new
experiences are less likely to gain cooperatiore ifiterviewer’'s inter-personal skills also
seem to play some role: interviewers with betterb&ke communication skills are more
successful. Contrary to expectations, more adaptadsertive and deliberate interviewers
are less successful. More experienced intervienaes more successful at gaining
cooperation. Around one quarter of this effect seeémmbe due to differences between the
more and less experienced interviewers in thesqality traits, skills and attitudes. Finally,
female interviewers have higher cooperation ratas tmale interviewers. About one half of
the difference between male and female intervieweesns to be due to differences in their
attitudes, personality traits and skills.

Our findings suggest some implications for the w#nrent and training of face-to-face
survey interviewers. If we consider that persogaliits are fixed characteristics of an
individual, while skills can be learned and imprdwand attitudes are likely to be influenced
by skills and by on-the-job experiences, then we aanclude that only the personality traits
could be relevant at the recruitment stage. Astithies make only a marginally significant
contribution to explanation of variation in co-ogeon probabilities, we find no justification
for taking them into account in recruitment. Thepant of attitudes and, to a lesser extent,
skills is slightly more substantial. There is tremrtainly a case for taking these into account
in training. It would seem worthwhile to train inteewers to not be too assertive, to
demonstrate to them that reluctant respondentsotimecessarily provide poor data, and to
give them confidence that most people can be pédesuand that they should not accept a
refusal lightly. These ideas are broadly consistétit current good practice.
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Abstract:

This paper examines the role of interviewers’ eigrae, attitudes, personality traits and
inter-personal skills in determining survey co-@tem. We take the perspective that these
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1 Introduction

In face-to-face surveys the interviewer is arguahly most important factor in securing co-
operation from a sample unit. Understanding thelraeisms by which interviewers gain co-
operation, and the factors determining their sugchas implications for the recruitment,
selection, training and evaluation of interviewdbespite the importance of these issues,
little research investigating interviewer charaistézrs and behaviours has been done to date.
We use data on a large sample of face-to-facevietgers to investigate personality traits
and inter-personal skills which are likely to detere interviewer behaviour on the doorstep,
and hence their success at gaining co-operation.

The doorstep interaction between the househol@denle unit) and the interviewer,
which determines the householder’s decision whetherot to participate in the survey, is
thought to be influenced by interactions betweewr ttharacteristics of the social
environment, the survey design, the householderthadnterviewer (Groves and Couper
1998). The various influences are illustrated igufe 1. In this paper we focus on the role of
the interviewer. We therefore attempt to contr@ #ffects of social environment and survey
design in order to study the effects of interviewsraracteristics (experience, socio-
demographics, personality traits, inter-personisiahd expectations). The interviewer has
both an active and a passive influence on the talder's decision. The householder may
be influenced passively by their perception of ithierviewer, that is, by the interviewer’s
observable characteristics, and actively by therumwer's behaviour. The behaviours
thought to be the key to obtaining co-operationtheesability totailor the survey request to
the householder's motivations and concerns andnaéintain the interaction with the
householder for long enough in order to learn alibetr concerns (Groves and Couper
1998).

Various studies have attempted to test the hypwthibat tailoring the doorstep
approach increases the likelihood of co-operafldw strongest evidence comes from Groves
and McGonagle (2001): interviewers who had goneudih a special training to increase
their tailoring skills achieved substantially highe-operation rates than an experimental
control group. The training covered aspects sudeasing to identify and classify types of
respondent concerns, learning how to respond sethrd increasing the speed of performing
these tasks. Other studies have attempted to nee#sairinterviewer’'s doorstep behaviour
and to test which behaviours are associated wittaimihg response (Beerten 1999;
Campanelli, Sturgis, and Purdon 1997; de Leeuw,, Bojkers, and de Heer 1998; Durrant



et al. 2010; Groves and Couper 1998; Hox and denwe)02; Martin and Beerten 1999).
These studies surveyed interviewers, asking themepgort the techniques they use on the
doorstep, including what they typically say and atal specific persuasion and contacting
strategies. The behaviours measured are relatatietgrinciples thought to govern the
respondent’s decision whether or not to participatethe survey (see Cialdini 1984):
invoking norms of reciprocity (e.g. mentioning artentive), making arguments of scarcity
(e.g. ‘this is your chance to have a say’), malkanguments of social validation (e.g. ‘most
people enjoy the survey’), playing out principldsliging (e.g. complimenting the sample
member), making arguments of authority (e.g. shgwild card, explaining random
selection), or using foot in the door tactics (ebgginning to ask questions), etc. The
behaviours measured in the interviewer surveys \weveever not predictive of interviewer-

level contact, co-operation or response rates yroathe studies.

Figure 1: A conceptual framework for survey participation
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Groves and Couper (1998) and Campanelli et al. 71989 addition asked
interviewers to complete a contact form immediatdtgr each contact attempt and to record
information about various verbal and physical bétas they had performed during the
particular interaction. Campanelli et al. (1997itier recorded and transcribed the doorstep
interaction for a small number of interviewers. G® and Couper used the contact form data
to derive a rough measure of tailoring, which iadécl whether or not the interviewer had
changed tactics from one call to the next. Althopgiitively associated with response, this
indicator was not a significant predictor of respereither at the level of the call or at the
level of the sample unit. Campanelli et al. fouritt certain statements made by the
interviewer (over all calls to a sample unit) wemsitively associated with response at the
level of the sample unit. The results from the tegmordings of the interaction are however
inconsistent with the results of the contact forstatements made by the interviewer that are
significantly related to response in the taped daanot related to response in the contact
data, and vice versa.

There may be several reasons why the interviewéaweurs measured in the
interviewer surveys, contact forms and tape reogsiare not predictive of survey outcomes
in these studies. This may in part be a problerpasfer, since all studies were conducted
with small numbers of interviewers, often fewerrtied0. A second problem appears to be
related to measurement. Interviewers apparentlg fin hard to remember the exact
components of an interaction, even if they are éd$keaecord it immediately after the event.
As a result, in Campanelli et al.’s (1997) studgntact forms completed immediately after
each call differed substantially from recorded s@ipts of the interaction. A third problem
might be related to the level of measurement. Wndgrer surveys ask about usual behaviours
and whether interviewers tend to tailor their ajgtees. Durrant et al. (2010) however argue
that the interaction between interviewers and inldial respondents is probably more
important than the interviewer’s average or us@diaviours. In other words, it is not merely
the extent to which an interviewer tends to tailor that mesttet is thenature of the tailoring
in specific cases.

Other authors have examined which interviewer attarstics are related to survey
response, without attempting to measure the mesimanihrough which these characteristics
have an effect. Experienced interviewers, and waerers with more positive expectations
about the likely reactions of sample units, areallgufound to be more successful at
obtaining co-operation (Beerten 1999; de Leeuwl.€1398; Groves and Couper 1998; Hox
and de Leeuw 2002; Lehtonen 1995; Lievesley 1983rtikl and Beerten 1999; Singer,



Frankel, and Glassman 1983). It is thought thakdgpce and expectations matter, because
they affect how the interviewer behaves on the stepr Further studies have examined
associations between specific personality traitb urvey outcomes. Emotional stability and
a tendency towards introversion seem to be assacvweith success (McFarlane Smith 1972).
Self-monitoring, a concept which includes otheediedness, extroversion and acting ability,
does not appear to be predictive (Campanelli, &uemnd Purdon 1997; Groves and Couper
1998). Groves and Couper (1998) concluded thatdieeof personality is still an unresolved
issue. They speculate that the reasons why no robsdes found strong links between
interviewer personality traits and success is eiffeeause the interviewers studied tend to be
homogeneous or because tailoring is a skill that lwa learnt, rather then being related to
fixed personality traits. Accordingly, some studies/e investigated the role of social skills.
Persuasion and personal organisation skills apgpdae related to success (Johnson and Price
1988), as are appearing trustworthy, friendly amihdp able to react to the respondent
(Morton-Williams 1993).

Our study offers a number of advances over previ@search. First, given the
difficulties of measuring doorstep interactions, agempt to measure the main internal
determinants of interviewers’ behaviour on the dtep and their skills in tailoring and
maintaining interaction. This involves simultanesasasurement of personality traits, social
skills and attitudes. Second, we use a large saofpieterviewers, with information about
interviewer characteristics from administrative aets plus data from a survey of
interviewers. Third, our co-operation data is matited to a single survey, but instead covers
surveys on a range of topics and with some vanatialesign features.

We examine the extent of variation between intevels in the co-operation rates
they achieve and test which interviewer charadtesisare associated with higher co-
operation rates: experience, expectations, pernspnaaits, or inter-personal skills. We
assess, in a multivariate framework, which of thase most important. Finally, to aid
understanding of the common finding of an assamiabetween interviewer experience and
co-operation rates, we investigate how the moreeggpced interviewers differ from their
colleagues in respect of personality traits anceripersonal skills. The results have
implications for interviewer selection and training

Section 2 outlines the hypotheses we test, Se@&@ig@novides a description of the
contact data, from which survey outcomes are dédyiaed the data about interviewers and
geographic areas, Section 4 describes the measdrasterviewers’ personality, inter-

personal skills and attitudes in more detail, $ectb provides an overview of the data,



Section 6 describes the analysis methods, Sectipre§ents and discusses the results and

Section 8 contains a summary and conclusion.

2 Hypotheses tested

Groves and Couper (1998) hypothesized that inteesi§ behaviours are determined by
experience and socio-demographic characteristice Wwuld argue that other key
determinants of the interviewer’s doorstep behavare the interviewer’'s personality traits
and inter-personal skills.

Our hypotheses are illustrated in Figure 1. We ekghe interviewer's socio-
demographic characteristics, their personalitytdranter-personal skills, expectations and
experience all to be related to the co-operatidasrahey achieve - conditional upon the
predispositions of the sample members they approadiecause these characteristics
influence both how the householder perceives thienirewer and how the interviewer
behaves. We expect more experienced interviewerachieve higher co-operation rates
because the more experienced interviewers havereliff expectations, personality traits and
skills. (In the current analysis we do not distiisluwhether the differences between more
and less experienced interviewers are due to lequoi due to less successful interviewers
dropping out over time.) Similarly, we expect args@aciations between interviewer co-
operation rates and socio-demographic charactishi be partly due to differences in the
traits, skills and expectations between differemtia-demographic groups of interviewers.
Based on this framework, we test the following #ipebypotheses:

H1: The probability that a sample unit co-operateseases with interviewer experience. The
assumed mechanism is that more experienced intaxgedispose of a larger repertoire
of ways of describing the survey request, and ateb at identifying respondents’

concerns and maintaining interaction.

H2: The probability that a sample unit co-operaitesreases with positive interviewer
attitudes towards persuading respondents. It ipased that interviewers who believe
that it is justified and fruitful to persist witleluctant respondents, are more likely to do

SO.

H3: Controlling for other interviewer charactertsti the probability that a sample unit co-

operates is related to the interviewer’s person#idits, increasing with:



H3a:

H3b:

H3c:

H3d:

H3e:

...agreeableness, as agreeable interviewerkkahg to be more compassionate
and better at identifying the concerns of samplatsumnd/or because
respondents may find it harder to refuse a requast an agreeable person,

....conscientiousness, as conscientious intearne are likely to be more diligent
and thorough,

...extroversion, as extrovert interviewers akely to be better at creating and
maintaining an interaction with the respondent,

...emotional stability, as emotionally stableéemiewers are likely to be more
resilient to setbacks and discouragement,

...openness, as open interviewers are likelgetanterested in meeting different

people and the challenges presented.

H4: Controlling for personality traits and otherachcteristics, the probability that a sample

H5:

H6:

unit co-operates is associated with the intervigsvarter-personal skills, increasing

with:

H4a

H4b:

H4c:

H4d:

H4e: ..

...the ability to read other people and piclcups, as these interviewers are likely

to be better at identifying the sample unit’'s canseand motivations,
...greater verbal and non-verbal communicatikitiss as these interviewers are

likely to be better at maintaining interaction atdllaying concerns,

...the ability to quickly adapt and react to n&tuations, as these interviewers are

likely to be better at tailoring the survey requesparticular respondents,

...persuasion and assertiveness, as thesei@wens are more likely to convince

hesitant respondents to co-operate,
. resilience to setbacks, as these interviewss less likely to be discouraged by

experiences with reluctant respondents.

More experienced interviewers score higher be personality traits, skills and

expectations associated positively with co-opematiocontrolling for socio-

demographics. This is assumed to be a partial eaptn for the positive association

posited in H1 between the probability that a samylg co-operates and interviewer

experience.

The

probability that a sample unit co-operatdi$fers by socio-demographic

characteristics of interviewers. It is supposed thHerent socio-demographic groups



of interviewers score differently on the traits,iliskand expectations associated

positively with co-operation.

3 Data

We use data about the face-to-face survey fieldwodertaken by interviewers working for
the UK National Centre for Social Research (NatCerjween December 2007 and
December 2008. NatCen is a not-for-profit orgamnsathat carries out surveys for public
sector and academic clients. The majority of itsvew fieldwork is accounted for by large-
scale surveys for central government departmentsindlude all cross-sectional surveys of
general population samples fielded during that tifrreese all used the same sampling frame,
the Postcode Address FilaVe exclude specialist samples, second and subsegaves of
longitudinal surveys, screening exercises, piloid dress rehearsals as the task of achieving
co-operation is somewhat different in these cas$hs. criterion for including a case is the
date of the first contact attempt, so for sevewal/esys only a subset of sample cases are
included in the analysis. The analysis data setosmeated by linking data from four separate
sources, namely:

- Field call records,

- Administrative data regarding interviewers,

- A survey of interviewers,

- Small-area data derived from the 2001 Census.

Each of these are described in turn below.

3.1 Field call records

In January 2006, NatCen introduced a standardidedtrenic system for capturing
information about the process and outcomes of fadace survey fieldwork. The system,
known as the NatCen CAPI Management System (CM&)iuces the dates, times and
locations of all trips made by interviewers as veallthe date, time and outcome of each visit
to a sample address. All interviewer trips madevbeh December 2007 and December 2008

on relevant surveys (see criterion above) wereaetdd.

3.2 Interviewer administrative data
The following items were extracted from NatCen adstrative records and linked to the
CMS data: interviewer age, sex, number of yearskiwwgr for NatCen (to measure

L A list of all addresses to which the Royal Mailider mail, apart from “large users”, defined asgh — mainly
businesses — who receive more than 25 items ofpeaitlay, on average.



experience), grade (which is based on the numberajécts an interviewer has completed
and his/her performance on those projects), teaelestatus, fieldwork area and whether
still working for NatCen in May 2008. Durrant et §€010) use interviewer pay grade as a
measure of experience, on the grounds that prometare based on performance and
therefore grade reflects interviewer skills andudtidoe more strongly associated with co-
operation rates than a simple measure of yearsparence. We prefer to use years working
for NatCen as a measure of experience, preciseguse grade is endogenous by definition.
Furthermore, unlike Durrant et al. we have explmgasures of skills and do not therefore
need to use grade as a proxy for skills. Our meastiexperience should therefore allow us

to identify any impact of experience over and abihnae which is due to differences in skills.

3.3 Interviewer survey

A postal self-completion survey was carried outMay 2008 of all interviewers who had
worked for NatCen at some time since January 200€t over three-quarters of these were
still currently working for NatCen. Of 1478 inteewers mailed, 1198 (81%) provided a
completed questionnaire. Interviewers currently kiray for NatCen had a higher response
rate (85%) than ex-interviewers (69%). The majootythe questionnaire was taken up with
measurement of personality traits and inter-pelsskéls assessments. These measures,
which are central to our analysis, are discussefieiction 4 below and listed in full in the
appendix. The survey also asked about interviewkpgerience, job expectations, job support
and satisfaction, and availability to conduct imiews during a typical week.

Of the 1198 responding interviewers, 845 had cdroet some fieldwork during the
13 month period included in our analysis. Of thekege had only worked on sample units
that had also been worked on by another interviedgme limit our analysis to sample units
worked on by a single interviewer (see sectionda)a relating to 842 interviewers are
included. The survey data for these 842 interviswerere linked to the CMS and
administrative data.

To account for non-response to the interviewer eyirna non-response weight was
developed. The following variables were used taligteresponse: interviewer age and sex,
NatCen interviewer grade, time spent working fot@&n (in years), current interviewer
status, NatCen field area, whether the interviewas based in London and whether the
interviewer was a team leader. Only those variathlaswere significant were included in the
final weighting model: age of interviewer, interwier grade and current interviewer status.

The predicted response probabilities were usedakoulate inverse propensity weights. A



small number of large weights were trimmed (at 995" percentile). As a final step the
non-response weight was calibrated (on age, sexyviawer grade, current interviewer status
and field area) using raking ratio methods. Thebcailed non-response weights were then
scaled to the responding sample size to give a mvegght of 1.00. No further trimming was
carried out. The weights are used for all desergpéinalyses, while the multivariate analyses

include as controls each of the three variabldékerfinal weighting model.

3.4 Census data

A number of Census variables, defined at the pdstcgector level, were linked to the
analysis data set. Postcode sectors are geogrhphézs containing an average of around
2,500 households and they serve as primary sampiitg for most of the surveys included
in the analysis. There will therefore tend to beneaconfounding of sector with interviewer
within surveys, though most interviewers will haverked in several sectors, and on several
surveys, during the period covered by our data.

Census variables added to the data included armatwti of Government Office
Region, population density, measures of socio-emnelassification, indicators of ethnic
group and religious distribution, indicators of tbestribution of types and ownership of
housing, age and household composition indicatangl indicators of employment and

economic inactivity in the sector

4  Measures of traits, skills and attitudes

Measures of personality traits, inter-personallslahd attitudes were collected via the self-
completion interviewer survey. The full wordingapiestions and response options appears in
the Appendix. Here we describe the key sets of oreasthe rationale for including them,
the reasons why particular question forms were emand the indicators derived for our

analyses.

4.1 The “Big Five”

Personality psychologists tend to agree that fineath dimensions can adequately organise
the range of possible personality descriptors (eagsertive, friendly, nervous). These
dimensions are the traits of Extroversion, Agreeabss, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism,
and Openness to Experience (John and Srivastav@,1&8ch of which refers to individual
differences in a number of underlying traits or d&burs. Extroversion refers to sociability,
gregariousness, level of activity, and the expeeeof positive affect. Agreeableness refers

to altruistic behaviour, trust, warmth, and kindheSonscientiousness refers to self-control,



task-orientation, and rule-abiding. Neuroticismersfto the susceptibility to distress and the
experience of negative emotions such as anxietgeranand depression. Openness to
Experience refers to the propensity for originalityeativity, and the acceptance of new
ideas. The “Big Five” provide standard measures ltase been used to describe personality
differences at the broadest levels. This standatidis has enabled the accumulation of
knowledge regarding the association between peligotraits and a range of life outcomes.

Personality traits tend to be assessed using laugebers of questionnaire items.
However, recent scale-development studies haveatell that the Big Five traits can be
reliably assessed with a small number of items. @agling, Rentfrow, and Swann 2003).
For instance, pilot work from the German Socio-Enuoic Panel (GSOEP) Study led to a 15-
item version of the well-validated Big Five InventdBenet-Martinez and John 1998) that
can be used in large-scale surveys. In our inteetiesurvey, we included this 15-item
version (see Appendix for wording).

For each of the Big 5 traits, we reverse codeddhissns that measured the opposite
of a trait (see Appendix) and then derived a meameswhich was simply the mean of the
scores on all the items related to the trait. Thesan scores are used as indicators of the

respective personality traits in our analyses.

4.2 Inter-personal skills

The interviewer survey further included a numbemalicators of skills that we expect to be
related to the interviewer's doorstep behaviouealty, we would have assessed skills by
observing interviewers as they carry out a seriespecified tasks. Instead we asked
interviewers to evaluate how they see themselvese{ation to other people they know of
the same sex and similar age), by judging to whtgne a series of statements applied to
them. The statements tap into person and inteppalsskills relevant for the doorstep
interaction. For some of these, the distinctionMeein a skill and a trait may be somewhat
fuzzy. However, in contrast to the Big Five itembieh measure broad fixed personality
traits, the skills items relate to more specificai@cteristics that translate into specific
relevant skills that can be learnt. Note that bib#h Big Five and the skills questions asked
about how the interviewers see themselves in geaadtadid not refer specifically to survey
interviewing.

Many of the skills indicators were inspired by icatiors on the Ititernational

Personality Item Pool” database, atttp://ipip.ori.org. In total, 52 skills items were

10



included in the questionnaire. However, not all @avekpected to be related to co-operation,
some were only expected to be related to contatta@gdressed in this article).

For analysis purposes, the 35 items related topevation were combined into 10
factors using Principal Components Analysis. Faheactor (group of indicators) the mean

score was derived. The indicators and factors eseribed in the Appendix.

4.3 Attitudes towards persuading reluctant respondents

The final set of relevant items from the intervieveeirvey is a series of questions about
interviewers’ attitudes towards persuading relutctaspondents. These items have been used
in previous studies and found to be associated natiiresponse. The items ask interviewers,
using a 4-point response scale, whether they agredisagree with statements about
persuading reluctant respondents: 1) “reluctarppaedents should always be persuaded to
participate”, 2) “with enough effort, even the mosuctant respondent can be persuaded”, 3)
“an interviewer should respect the privacy of tagpondent”, 4) “if a respondent is reluctant,
a refusal should be accepted”, 5) “one should abwayphasise the voluntary nature of
participation”, 6) “it does not make sense to contaluctant target persons repeatedly”, 7)
“if you catch them at the right time, most peopldl vagree to participate”, and 8)
“respondents persuaded after great effort do rotige reliable answers”.

Items 1 to 5 were first used by Lehtonen (199%) later by De Leeuw et al. (1998),
Campanelli et al. (1997), Hox and De Leeuw (200%) Blohm, Hox and Koch (2007). Hox
and De Leeuw in addition used item 7, and Blohmx BEiod Koch in addition used items 6 to
8. Other studies used just one or two items sintdathese, such as Groves and Couper
(1998) who used an item similar to 2 and Durramt &teele (2009) and Durrant et al. (2010)
who used two items similar to 1 and 2.

De Leeuw et al. (1998) derived a single attitudieinfrom items 1 to 5. Blohm, Hox
and Koch (2007) use all eight items to derive tactdr scores: willingness to accept refusal
and doubting data quality if subject is coercedeyl breated the scores using all eight items
for both scores, but with different weights. HoxdaDe Leeuw (2002) used confirmatory
factor analysis to derive two independent factessether the interviewer is oriented towards
persuading respondents or towards emphasizing ahentary nature of participation and
accepting refusals.

Our descriptive analyses suggested that the rakdtip between interviewer attitudes
and co-operation is not linear, and that co-opemnatates are sometimes highest for one of

the middle categories. We therefore decided agalesting summed attitude scores, and

11



instead include the attitude items as separatablas in the multivariate models. Following
Durrant et al. (2010) each item is collapsed toichatomy by combining “agree” with
“strongly agree” and “disagree” with “strongly digae”. Agree is coded 1 and disagree is
coded 0O, so odds ratios presented in the tableseréd the status of agreeing rather than

disagreeing with the statement.
5 Data description

The data used in the analysis come from 28 diftesemveys, though some of these are
different rounds of the same study. We excludeigitgé sample units (addresses with no
resident household) and those addresses for wihictact was not made at any call (6,971
addresses), since our focus is on the propensitjaito respondent co-operation conditional
upon contact having been achieVed@hus defined, the data consist of 108,314 sampils
(addresses). Following Durrant and Steele (2009¢xetude 1,216 sample units (1.1%) that
were approached by more than one interviewer, mgat07,098 sample addresses in the
analysis file.

The surveys contributing the largest number of €dseour study were the Home
Office Citizenship and Communities Surveys (19,848es), the Family Resources Survey
(16,457), the Health Survey for England (16,086) #re National Travel Survey (12,160).
The number of interviewers working on each survethe eligible time period ranges from 1
to 371 and the number of contacted cases per iategv per survey ranges from 1 to 443,
with a mean of 37.7.

The total number of interviewers represented inathaysis data set is 842. For these,
data are available from administrative records Ge&tion 3.2 above). A summary of known
characteristics of these interviewers appears bieTa. Just over half (52.8%) are female and
most are aged between 40 and 69 (just 7.1% are d@dand 6.9% are 70 or over). Median
length of service with NatCen is 3 years (not shawtable), but 19.7% of interviewers had
worked for NatCen for less than one year. At theeptextreme, 24.6% had worked as a
NatCen interviewer for seven years or more. Thermietal experience of interviewing on
social surveys (not just for NatCen) reported kgmiewers was 6.5 years and nearly half
(47.6%) reported having worked as a survey intargrefor another organisation at some
time. 7.1% of the interviewers were team leadershaacteristic that is strongly associated

with experience: none of the interviewers who hadrbworking for NatCen less than four

2 We focus here on co-operation as refusals and ativeco-operation account for 86.6% of all norpresse in
our data.
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years were team leaders, but 22.7% of those whdobad working for seven years or more

were.

Table 1 Distribution of interviewer socio-demographicglaxperience and their association

with interviewer co-operation rates

Distribution Mean ICR
Col % N % P-value
Age <40 years 7.1 44 49.5
40-49 years 14.5 113 55.8
50-59 years 34.7 286 57.3
60-69 years 36.8 333 56.6
70+ years 6.9 66 55.9 0.048
Sex Female 52.8 453 58.2
Male 47.2 389 53.9 0.000
Status Current interviewer 99.2 836 56.2
Ex-interviewer 0.8 6 514 0.611
Years working for <1lyr 19.7 147 51.9
survey organisation 1-2 yrs 28.2 233 55.1
3-6 yrs 27.5 237 56.7
7+ yrs 24.6 225 60.1 0.000

Notes: Based on 842 Interviewers. ICR — Intervie@eoperation Rate. P-values from a Wald test of
the equivalence of means across subgroups, adjisstellistering in PSU and weighted for non-

response to the interviewer survey.

Figure 2: Interviewer co-operation rates
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Our key dependent variable is co-operation ratee Triterviewers in our study
exhibited considerable variation in achieved corapen rates (Figure 2), with a median of
57.4%, but 16 and 98" percentiles of 37% and 72%. It is this variatibattwe seek to
explain in the analysis that follows.

6 Analysis methods

To test the hypotheses we first examine bivariaso@ations between co-operation and
interviewer experience, attitudes, personalitytsraind skills. The co-operation indicator
takes the value 1 if the sample unit co-operatad, Gif the sample unit was contacted, but
did not co-operate. All bivariate analyses are Wwead for non-response to the interviewer
survey as described in section 3.3 above and atdourtlustering by Primary Sampling
Unit.

We then use multivariate models to test the comwmhti effects of interviewer
characteristics on co-operation, using the co-dmerandicator as the dependent variable. To
account for the clustering of sample units withiterviewers, we use random effects logit
models. In the empty model, that is, before inalgdiany explanatory variables, the
proportion of total variance that is at the levetie interviewer is 0.067. The proportion is
similar in a model allowing for cross-classificatiof area and interviewer.

To reduce the potential confounding of interviewHects with area and study effects
(see Figure 1), all reported models include addiaontrols. First, the models account for
the non-random allocation of interviewers to araad hence to sample units (due to the fact
that most interviewers work in areas close to theme) by including variables that capture
area socio-demographic characteristics that aratecklto co-operation. We tested the
relationship between co-operation and a numbemudllsarea summary variables derived
from the 2001 Census and added to the models riimghvexhibited a significant association.
These relate to six underlying measures: regiorpuladion density, socio-economic
classification, ethnic group, religion, and houstgge. Second, the models account for non-
random allocation of interviewers to surveys, bgluding control variables for the 14
separate survey projects (some of which had maltiplnds or components in the field
during the window of observation). This is necegsance there are differences in mean co-
operation rates between surveys that are due fiereliices in content and design. Once the
controls for survey project and area charactesstie included in the model, the proportion

of unexplained variance that is at the level ofittierviewer reduces from 0.067 to 0.042.
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Finally the multivariate models include the weigigtivariables: interviewer age, sex
and whether currently working for NatCen. Once weighting variables are added to the
model, the proportion of unexplained variance atitherviewer level is 0.041.

Results from models allowing for the cross-clasation of interviewers and areas are
very similar to models allowing only for the clustey of sample units within interviewers: in
the full model (with a similar specification to Meld6 in Table 2), the interviewer level
variance is 0.036, the area level variance is Odi/'the coefficients and standard errors are
also similar. We therefore present the results fittv simpler models allowing for the
clustering of sample units within interviewers, bwithout the cross-classification of

interviewers and areas.
7 Results

H1: Probability of co-operation increases with interviewer experience

The bivariate test suggests that there is a lirsationship between experience (proxied by
the number of years working for NatCen) and co-apen (Table 1): mean interviewer co-
operation rates range from 51.9% among interviewts less than 1 year tenure, to 60.1%
among interviewers with 7 or more years tenure (B8®@). This result is robust in the
multivariate models.

In a model including the weighting variables andtoolling for survey project, area
characteristics and experience as predictor vasat@xperience is a significant predictor of
co-operation, with the odds of co-operation inciggexponentially with years of experience
(Model 2 in Table 2). Comparing ten years of exgare with just one year, the odds ratio for
co-operation is 1.30. Adding experience reducesatheunt of between-interviewer variance
in co-operation rates that remains unexplainedjghdhis is only a very small proportion of

the total variance in co-operati¢p = 0.03¢).

As robustness checks we also examined other imdgcaif interviewer experience.
First, the total number of years working as anrinesver on social surveys produced similar
bivariate results and a similar but weaker effecthie multivariate test. Unlike the years
working for NatCen, which comes from administratdegta, the total experience measure is
from the interviewer survey and therefore affedveth by item non-response and potential
recall problems. We therefore conclude that yeawskimg for NatCen is a more reliable
measure of experience and use this in all furthalyges. Second, the interviewer survey also

included questions about whether interviewers ratldny experience in other jobs requiring
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Table 2 Probability of cooperation

Cooperation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Age 1.021 +* 1.026 ** 1.024 * 1.021 * 1.019 1.024 *
Age squared 1.000 1.000 ** 1.000 * 1.000 * 1.000 1.000 **
Female Interviewer 1.139 #** 1.096 *** 1.147 ** 1,103 ** 1,126 *** 1.062 *
Current Interviewer 1.287 1.290 1.293 1.283 1.307 1.335
Experience 1.037 *** 1.028  ***
Experience squared 0.999 ** 0.999
Should persuade 0.995 0.997
All can be persuaded 1.130 *** 1.125  ***
Should respect privacy 0.884 0.930
Should accept refusal 0.944 * 0.942 *
Voluntary nature 0.925 ** 0.946
No repeated contacts 1.027 1.027
Most agree if right time 1.031 1.041
Reluctant poor data 0.892 *** 0.926 *
Agreeableness 0.964 * 0.962 *
Conscientiousness 1.027 1.027
Extroversion 1.037 ** 1.021
Neuroticism 1.010 1.003
Openness 0.970 * 0.968 *
Reading others 1.021 1.031
Connectedness 1.014 1.002
Verbal communication 1.049 * 1.008
Nonverbal comm. 0.995 1.003
Small talk 1.002 1.004
Adaptability 0.949 ** 0.982
Ability to conform 1.010 1.017
Assertiveness 0.974 * 0.968  **
Deliberation 0.962 * 0.980
Emotional resilience 1.002 1.003
N 107036 107036 101336 105002 102252 95622
Log-likelihood -69817 -69798 -66106 -68476 -66638 62315
Rho 0.041 0.039 0.040 0.040 0.040 0.035

Notes: Odds ratios from random effects logit modalsmodels include controls for survey projectiaarea
characteristics. *** K 0.01; ** 0.01<P<0.05; * 0.05<F0.10.

related skills: whether they had ever done anyroshevey interviewing (including market

research and telephone interviewing), any otherswmey interviewing, activities involving

interaction with the general public, activities atwing cold calling at peoples’ homes,

activities where they needed to persuade peopll. €perience with ‘activities involving

cold calling’ is positively associated with co-opg&on rates in bivariate and multivariate
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tests, but the effect is small. The count of thenber of these experiences shows no
systematic relationship with co-operation, in eitthee bivariate or multivariate tests.

We conclude that the hypothesis that interviewgreeience is positively related to
co-operation is supported, even after controllimy & range of characteristics of the
geographical location of the sample units, for etéhces between surveys, and for
interviewer age, sex and status. It therefore resaf interest to explore the mechanisms

behind this relationship between experience andesscat gaining co-operation.

H2: Probability of co-operation increases with positive interviewer attitudes towards
persuading respondents

The bivariate tests indicate a significant assamabf co-operation rate with two of the eight
attitude items (Table 3) — both in the hypothesidiedction. Co-operation rates are higher for
interviewers who disagree that “if a respondenteisictant, a refusal should be accepted”,
and for those who disagree that “respondents peesuafter great effort do not provide
reliable answers”. This suggests that interviewesso are more positive about the
justification, feasibility and usefulness of perding reluctant respondents may actually
persuade more to participate. These findings contirose from earlier studies.

These two attitude items remain significant in tidtivariate tests after including the
weighting variables and controls for survey progeadl area characteristics (Model 3 in Table
2), though only the latter item, regarding religpibf answers, is strongly significant (P <
0.01). However, two further attitude items are gigant in the multivariate model once area
characteristics are controlled. Agreement that ivahough effort, even the most reluctant
respondent can be persuaded to participate” i<eted with an increased probability of co-
operation (P < 0.01), as is disagreement with tteement that “one should always
emphasise the voluntary nature of participation0{0< P< 0.05).

The results therefore suggest support for the tingsis that co-operation is related to
interviewer attitudes. This is consistent with timelings of Durrant et al. (2010) who, though
using different measures, concluded that interviswath positive attitudes towards

persuasion tend to have higher co-operation rates.
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Table 3; Distribution of interviewer attitudes and thessaciation with interviewer co-
operation rates

Distribution Mean ICR
Col % N % P-value

Reluctant Rs should be persuaded (Strongly) disag.6 467 56.5
(Strongly) agree  44.4 366 55.7 0.416

Even most reluctant can be persuaded (Stronglgpdi81.7 689 56.1
(Strongly) agree  18.3 149 56.4 0.874

Should respect privacy of respondent  (Stronglyaglis 0.9 8 59.0
(Strongly) agree  99.1 833 56.1 0.546
Should accept refusal (Strongly) disa®0.3 418 57.4

(Strongly) agree  49.7 411 54.8 0.009

Always emphasise voluntary nature (Strongly) dis&@s.3 284 57.3
(Strongly) agree  65.7 550 55.7 0.129

No sense re-contacting reluctant Rs (Strongly)dis27.8 229 56.1
(Strongly) agree  72.2 605 56.2 0.983

Most people will agree to participate (Stronglysaty. 22.1 186 55.4
(Strongly) agree  77.9 652 56.3 0.451

Reluctant Rs provide unreliable data (Stronglyagdis 78.1 648 57.2
(Strongly) agree  21.9 182 52.3 0.000

Notes: Based on 842 Interviewers. R — respond€f .- Interviewer Cooperation Rate. P-values
from a Wald test of the equivalence of means asuobgroups, adjusted for clustering in PSU and
weighted for non-response to the interviewer survey

H3: Probability of co-operation is associated with interviewer personality traits

The bivariate tests show significant associatidnsiterviewer co-operation rate with two of
the five traits (Table 4). The association withrexersion is in the hypothesised direction:
greater extroversion is associated with higher peration rates (P = 0.001). However, the
association with openness is in the opposite doedb that hypothesised: greater openness
is associated with lower co-operation rates (PO8@3). This finding regarding openness is

unexpected. The other three traits did not showaasypciation with co-operation.

Table 4 Distribution of interviewer personality traitsditheir association with interviewer
co-operation rates

Correlation with ICR

N Mean Std.Dev. Min Max Corr  P-Value
Agreeableness 839 5.79 0.812 2.3 7 -0.008 0.826
Conscientiousness 837 5.80 0.862 2.7 7 0.040 0.250
Extroversion 839 4.95 1.215 1 7 0.111 0.001
Neuroticism 838 3.03 1.171 1 6.7 -0.022 0.528
Openness 837 5.22 1.020 2 7 -0.126 0.000

Notes: ICR — Interviewer Cooperation Rate. Sumns#ayistics and correlation coefficients adjusted
for non-response to the interviewer survey.
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The multivariate tests confirm the positive assiamm of extroversion and the
negative association of openness, after controliorgthe weighting variables, survey and
area characteristics (Model 4 in Table 2). Howetlee, effect of extroversion is no longer
significant once interviewer experience and atgtidre also included in the model (Model
5). The models also show that, after controllingeiviewer experience and attitudes,
agreeableness too is weakly associated with caatiper (0.05 < P< 0.10), but in the
opposite direction to that hypothesised: a greatepensity to co-operate is associated with
less agreeable interviewers. This would be in lmt#h a study by Snijkers, Hox and De
Leeuw (1999)who found that interviewers who were more respohdeented and thought
it important to please respondents tended to aehi@wer response rates than interviewers
who were less respondent centred. Neither conssigsmess nor neuroticism show any
association with co-operation.

The results therefore provide support for the ligpsis that personality traits are
associated with co-operation rates, although tleecations are not all in the expected
direction. As expected, extroversion is positivapsociated, though this association appears
to be explained by differences in interviewer attés. Openness and agreeableness are

related to co-operation, but in the opposite dioecto the one hypothesized.

H4: Probability of co-operation increases with interviewer inter-personal skills

In the bivariate tests the results for hypotheséa-&l are mixed (Table 5). To test H4a, that
the ability to pick up cues is positively assoaiateth co-operation, we use the factors that
we have labelled “ability to read others” and “ceatedness with ones surroundings”. (See
the appendix for the full list of indicators on whithese factors are based.) The results are in
the expected direction but not significant. To tektb, we examine the factors “verbal
communication”, “non-verbal communication” and “dmalk”. The associations with co-
operation are in the expected direction for thst fand last factor, but close to zero for non-
verbal communication skills. None of the three aggmns are significant. To test H4c, that
the ability to adapt quickly has a positive effage examine the factors “adaptability” and
“conformability”. Here the results are significaartd in the expected direction for the second
factor, but not significant for the first. To tés4d, that persuasion and assertiveness matter,
we examine the factors “assertiveness” and “ddditi@n”. Assertiveness has no significant
association with co-operation rates, but deliberatias a negative association. One could
argue that this is the hypothesised direction sbastion as an interviewer who likes to take

more time to make a decision and to consider theamdent’s views might be less assertive.
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Finally, to test H4e we examine the factor “ematioresilience”, which does not show any
association with co-operation. In sum this suggsestae support for H4c and H4d. For the

other hypotheses the results are not significant.

Table 5: Distribution of interviewer inter-personal skiisid their association with
interviewer co-operation rates

Correlation with ICR

N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Corr P-Value
Reading others 838 5.58 0.752 2.7 7 0.0270 0.435
Connectedness 830 5.08 0.869 2.4 7 0.0118 0.735
Verbal communication 833 5.28 0.874 1.7 7 0.0524 13D.
Nonverbal comm. 841 5.15 1.092 1 7 -0.0010 0.976
Small talk 840 4.24 1.742 1 7 0.0514 0.137
Adaptability 840 5.51 0.819 2.5 7 -0.0254 0.462
Ability to conform 839 5.27 0.803 2 7 0.0717 0.038
Assertiveness 836 4.73 1.177 1 7 -0.0416 0.229
Deliberation 836 5.50 0.765 2.3 7 -0.0610 0.078
Emotional resilience 837 4.17 1.049 1.3 7 0.0032 926.

Notes: ICR — Interviewer Cooperation Rate. Sumnstaistics and correlation coefficients adjusted
for non-response to the interviewer survey.

In the multivariate tests, the effects of verbamenunication, adaptability,
assertiveness and deliberation all contribute Saamitly after controlling for the weighting
variables, survey and area characteristics (Modeh Fable 2), though the effects of
assertiveness and adaptability are in the oppabBrection to that hypothesised: greater
assertiveness and greater adaptability are assdcisith lower co-operation propensity.
After controlling additionally for interviewer attides and personality traits (Model 5), only
the effect of assertiveness remains significar@l(G P < 0.05), but is still in the opposite
direction of that hypothesised.

We conclude from these results that the intergreak skills as measured in the
interviewer survey are only weakly predictive of-aperation and that these effects are

mainly explained by differences in attitudes andspeality traits.

H5: More experienced interviewers score higher on the personality traits, skills and
attitudes that are positively associated with co-operation

The more experienced interviewers are more likelge female and also older than their less
experienced colleagues: while 49.4% of interviewerth less than 1 year working for

NatCen are male, only 38.1% of those with sevemore years of experience are male.
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Similarly, the mean age increases from 50.2 to 62t%een these two groups. In testing the
association between experience and traits, skilts atitudes we wish to account for these
differences in sample composition. Consequently, deenot conduct bivariate tests but
instead focus on multivariate tests, in which watoa for interviewer age, sex and current
status.

Comparison of Models 2 and 6 in Table 2 shows tierte is a modest reduction in
the effect of experience on co-operation whendyakills and attitudes are introduced into
the model: the odds ratio changes from 1.037 t@8L.0his suggests that the effect of
experience is only partly explained by differenirethese characteristics.

Table 6 presents a formal test of the associdt@ween experience and traits, skills
and attitudes. The results are from OLS regressiohslog experience. (The log
transformation is used because experience is hgkdwed). Unlike all previous models, this
analysis is at the level of the interviewer rattiem the sample unit. The results suggest that
two of the attitude items, one of the personaliyits and three of the skills factors are
associated with experience. Five of these six @&ssoas are in the expected direction.

For the attitude items, the associations are lotithe expected direction: more
experienced interviewers are less likely to agtest they should always emphasise the
voluntary nature of participation or that reluctaespondents provide unreliable data. The
effects of these attitudes on co-operation ratesratependent of differences in personality
traits or skills (comparison of Models 1 and 4 &ble 6).

As far as personality traits are concerned, theeneaperienced interviewers are less
conscientious than others, the opposite of what weelld have expected. The other
personality traits show no significant associattin experience.

Finally examining the skills, the more experiencgetkrviewers have better verbal
communication skills, are more connected to thamraindings, and are less conformist.
These associations are all in the direction we @eubpect.

We conclude that although interviewer experierscassociated to some extent with
traits, skills and attitudes, these characterigtissmeasured in our interviewer survey) only

partly explain the mechanisms by which experiesassociated with co-operation.
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Table 6. Association between interviewer experience atithdes/traits/skills

Log experience Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Should persuade 0.003 0.012
All can be persuaded -0.016 -0.016
Should respect privacy -0.295 -0.210
Should accept refusal -0.077 -0.073
Voluntary nature -0.246  *** -0.236 ***
No repeated contacts -0.067 -0.058
Most agree if right time -0.073 -0.046
Reluctant poor data -0.207 ** -0.203 **
Agreeableness -0.047 -0.047
Conscientiousness -0.045 -0.112 **
Extroversion 0.019 -0.001
Neuroticism -0.013 -0.012
Openness -0.056 -0.060
Reading others 0.029 0.078
Connectedness 0.102* 0.116 **
Verbal communication 0.133* 0.112 *
Nonverbal comm. -0.088** -0.066
Small talk -0.015 -0.020
Adaptability -0.076 -0.018
Ability to conform -0.115 ** -0.111 **
Assertiveness -0.018 -0.034
Deliberation -0.074 -0.002
Emotional resilience -0.035 -0.034
Constant -0.376 -0.285 -0.139 0.721

N 802 830 807 760
AdjustedR? 0.212 0.193 0.207 0.214

Notes: Coefficients from OLS models of log expecierinterviewer-level analysis. All models
include controls for interviewer age, sex and aurgtatus. *** P< 0.01; ** 0.01<P<0.05; * 0.05<P
<0.10.

H6: The associations between socio-demographic characteristics and co-operation are due

to differences between interviewer groups in the personality traits, skills and attitudes
related to co-operation

Some of the socio-demographic characteristicstefwwewers are clearly associated with co-
operation. Table 1 shows that interviewer coopemnatates vary with interviewer age and
that female interviewers have higher cooperatiotesrag58.2%) than male interviewers
(53.9%). These associations hold when controllorgstirvey project and area characteristics

as explanatory variables (Model 1 in Table 2).
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Table 7: Association between interviewer sex and attitudaissiskills

Female Interviewer  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Experience 1.068 1.106 *
Experience squared 1.003 1.001
Should persuade 0.685* 0.661 **
All can be persuaded 1.051 1.101
Should respect privacy 1.103 0.847
Should accept refusal 0.937 1.014
Voluntary nature 1.185 1.218

No repeated contacts 0.890 0.876
Most agree if right time 0.953 1.037
Reluctant poor data 0.952 1.044
Agreeableness 1.096 1.161
Conscientiousness 1.30%* 1.347 ***
Extroversion 1.556 *** 1.366 ***
Neuroticism 1.522 *** 1.369 ***
Openness 0.848* 0.859
Reading others 1.75F** 1.594 ***
Connectedness 1.106 1.042
Verbal communication 0.683** 0.592 ***
Nonverbal comm. 1.119 1.219 **
Small talk 1.309 *** 1.245 ***
Adaptability 0.885 0.896
Ability to conform 1.031 1.099
Assertiveness 0.942 0.996
Deliberation 0.855 0.817
Emotional resilience 0.888 0.902

N 842 802 830 807 760
Log-likelihood -543.1 -535.6 -517.6 -505.1 -432.7
Pseudd?’® 0.066 0.034 0.096 0.094 0.176

Notes: Odds ratios from logit models. Interviewevdl analysis. All models include controls for
interviewer age and current status.**<F).01; ** 0.01<P<0.05; * 0.05<&0.10.

As a first indication of whether these differentbetween socio-demographic groups
are due to differences in attitudes, traits antssketween these groups, Models 2-6 in Table
2 test whether the associations of age and sexgehfadditional interviewer characteristics
are included in the models. The effect of age comeration rate seems to be independent of
any differences in experience, attitudes, traits skills between age groups: the coefficient
for age varies little between the models. The ¢fdéinterviewer sex on co-operation is more
sensitive to control of the other variables. Th& sffect appears to be strengthened by
inclusion in the model of the attitude measuresg (Hds ratio increases), but weakened by
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inclusion of experience, personality traits andiskirhe overall effect of including all four
sets of variables (Model 6) is a reduction in tssagiation of sex with co-operation rate:
perhaps more than half of the effect of interviewek is explained by these interviewer
characteristics.

As a more formal test, we examined the differenbesveen male and female
interviewers. Table 7 presents the results of weerer-level logit models, predicting
whether an interviewer is male or female. The tesudicate that female interviewers are
more likely than male interviewers to have somé¢hef characteristics that were found to be
associated with higher co-operation propensitiesom@&h interviewers have greater
experience than their male counterparts. Womennayee conscientious, extroverted and
more likely to be able to read others, to be wilio engage in smalltalk and to have good
non-verbal communication skills. However, genddfedences in characteristics are not
universally in the direction of women having a deeapropensity to possess those
characteristics associated with higher co-operatdes. Women are also more likely to be
neurotic and open, less likely to (think they) hgeed verbal communication skills and less
likely to agree that reluctant respondents sholdys be persuaded to participate.

We therefore conclude that the differences inqaabty traits, skills and attitudes do
in part explain the mechanism of how the sex ofitlierviewer is related to co-operation

rates.

8 Summary and conclusion

This paper has provided new evidence on the effdatsterviewers on survey co-operation.
Data on a large sample of face-to-face intervievirens a UK national survey organisation
suggest that there is considerable variation betweterviewers in the co-operation rates
they achieve. Just over a third of this variatisrexplained by non-random assignment of
interviewers to areas and survey projects; furthemation is explained by interviewer
characteristics.

We examine a comprehensive set of characteristiosh are likely to determine the
way interviewers behave on the doorstep and to fegligiive of their tailoring and
communication skills. The results first supportyioes findings that interviewer experience
is predictive of success: co-operation probabditiecrease linearly with experience, even
after controlling for area and survey charactersstiSecond, we find weak support for
previous findings that interviewer attitudes towatlte legitimacy and usefulness of

persuading reluctant respondents are predictivecabperation. Third, we find some
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evidence that interviewer personality traits arsoamted with co-operation: co-operation
probabilities are higher for more extrovert intewers and for interviewers who are less
open. Fourth, we find only modest evidence thagripersonal skills, as measured in our
survey, are predictive of co-operation. Four ofgkils - verbal communication, adaptability,
assertiveness and deliberation - are associatédomioperation in multivariate models that
control for area characteristics, survey, and umever demographics. However, after
controlling additionally for interviewer attitudeend personality traits, only the effect of
assertiveness remains significant.

We further test hypotheses about the mechanismsugh which interviewer
experience is related to co-operation. The resnligcate some support for the hypothesis
that more experienced interviewers are more suftdelsscause they score higher on the
personality traits, skills and attitudes that aosifively related to co-operation. However,
although there are some differences between imt@ers in the expected directions, these
explain only around one quarter of the associabhetween experience and co-operation.
There is also some support for the idea that higlesponse rates amongst female
interviewers are the result of women scoring higberthe personality traits, skills and
attitudes positively related to co-operation. Diffieces between men and women in these
characteristics explain about one half of the datoo between interviewer sex and co-
operation rates, though the differences between med women in the individual
characteristics are something of a mixed bag.

Our findings suggest some implications for the ugorent and training of face-to-
face survey interviewers. If we consider that peadity traits are fixed characteristics of an
individual, while skills can be learned and imprdwand attitudes are likely to be influenced
by skills and by on-the-job experiences, then we @anclude that only the personality traits
could be relevant at the recruitment stage. Astithiés make only a marginally significant
contribution to the explanation of variation in @peration propensity, we find no
justification for taking them into account in rettrient. The impact of attitudes and, to a
lesser extent, skills is slightly more substanfldiere is then certainly a case for taking these
into account in training. It would seem worthwhile train interviewers to not be too
assertive, to demonstrate to them that reluctasgiomdents do not necessarily provide poor
data, and to give them confidence that most pecgolebe persuaded and that they should not
accept a refusal lightly. These ideas are broaaihgistent with current good practice.

However, the significant conditional effect ofentiewer age and sex, and indeed the

remaining unexplained interviewer effect, suggéstas that there remains scope for further
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investigation of the effects of interviewer skidlad behaviour on co-operation. It may be that
our study has not measured the skills well enoogtihas not measured the pertinent skills.
Or it may be that the remaining difference betwewarviewers is explained by what we
described in section 1 as the passive effect @rvigwers. It would be useful to study
explicitly these passive effects. An alternativelaration is that it is not so much personality
and interpersonal skills that are important, buhea work orientation and work ethic: in
other words the kinds of features that would bevaht for any job rather than anything
specific to survey interviewing.

So, while our results provide some new evidencéhenmechanisms through which
interviewers gain co-operation and the factors rdaténg their success, they also leave
many questions open. First, our results do notagarf explaining the mechanisms through
which interviewer experience is related to co-opena Since experience has a strong effect,
further exploration of the mechanisms by whichatwurs is of interest. Second, we have not
addressed the question of whether experience pasitve effect due to learning or selective
drop-out of less successful interviewers. To adedyaddress this question, longitudinal
data over several years would be needed. Thirdhelieve that the modest effects of inter-
personal skills may be related to the difficultyro€asuring these skills well, rather than to
the fact that they are not relevant. The questimntis how such skills may be measured

more successfully.
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Appendix — Questions from the interviewer survey

Attitudes towards persuading reluctant respondents

Below follow a series of statements on persuadaspondents. Interviewers may differ in
their opinions about these strategies. There argghbor wrong answers. We are interested
in your opinion, based on your experience as arvgwer.

(Response categories: strongly agree, agree, dsagirongly disagree)

— Reluctant respondents should always be persuadsattioipate.

— With enough effort, even the most reluctant respohdan be persuaded to participate.
— An interviewer should respect the privacy of thepandent.

— If arespondent is reluctant, a refusal shoulddoegted.

— One should always emphasise the voluntary natupamicipation.

— It does not make sense to contact reluctant taegysbns repeatedly.

— If you catch them at the right time, most peopl# agree to participate.

— Respondents persuaded after great effort do netdeoeliable answers.

Big 5 personality traits

The following questions are about how you see yalfies a person. Please circle the number
which best describes how you see yourself wheredns‘does not apply to me at all’ and 7
means ‘applies to me perfectly’.

Please describe yourself as you generally are notags you wish to be in the future.
Describe yourself as you honestly see yourselilation to other people you know of the
same sex as you are, and roughly your age.

(Note: Items are presented in the groups in whiely are analysed, not in the order in which
they appeared in the questionnaire.)

| see myself as someone who...

Agreeableness Is sometimes rude to others (r)

Has a forgiving nature

Is considerate and kind to almost everyone

Conscientiousness Does a thorough job

Tends to be lazy (r)

Does things efficiently

Extroversion Is talkative

Is outgoing, sociable

Is reserved (r)

Neuroticism Worries a lot

Gets nervous easily

Is relaxed, handles stress well (r)

Openness Is original, comes up with new ideas

Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

Has an active imagination

Notes: (r) = reverse coded.
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Inter-personal skills

(These items were included in the same format@setfor the Big 5. Response categories
from 1 ‘does not apply to me at all’ to 7 ‘appliesme perfectly’.)

| see myself as someone who...

Factor Indicator Loading
Ability to read others Is good at sensing what wtlege feeling 0.76
Anticipates the needs of others 0.74
Senses others’ wishes 0.71
Can tell a lot about people from how they live 0.6
Is very aware of my surroundings 0.61
Knows what to say to make people feel good 0.44
Verbal Is never at a loss for words 0.72
communication Can talk my way out of anything 0.70
skills Can talk others into doing things 0.68
Finds it difficult to persuade others (r) 0.68
Is good at explaining things to people 0.55
Expresses myself easily 0.53
Ability to adapt to Catches on to things quickly 0.74
new situations Adapts easily to new situations 0.72
Quickly bounces back from setbacks 0.45
Remains calm under pressure 0.37
Connectedness with Feels that others don’t uratetsihat I'm trying to say (r) 0.59
surroundings and Tends to miss things that otheplpenotice (r) 0.53
other people Lets others make the decisions (r) 205
Sometimes realises that I'm not paying attentitiemvothers are
speaking to me (r) 0.47
Has trouble guessing how others will react (r) 30.4
Emotional resilience  Can’t help but look upset weemething bad happens (r) 0.71
Gets upset if others change the way that | haamged things (r) 0.65
Is hard to convince (r) 0.37
Ability conform to Pays little attention to my aggrance (r) 0.68
surroundings Is always aware of how | present nfiysel 0.66
Likes to follow standard routines (r) -0.54
Non-verbal Uses body language to help me get nmt poross 0.77
communication skills  Tends to use people’s bodglege to help me understand what
they mean 0.59
Assertiveness Says ‘no’ to requests from othetisnats, without feeling guilty 0.73
Sticks up for myself 0.52
Deliberation Likes to take time making decisions 740
Respects the viewpoints of others 0.47
Listens to others, even if | disagree 0.43
Small talk Avoids ‘small talk’ (r) 0.82

Notes: (r) = reverse coded. Method of groupingstkifls items: Principal Components

Analysis. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser N@ailimation. Rotation converged in 13

iterations.
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