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L etter from the President

T

on the plane home from Italy.

The first was about the series of seminars on Quality heldin
Cadenabbia. Thiswas the fourth such seminar, which has been
driven by Wolfgang Donsbach, and strongly supported by the
Institut fur Demoskopie Allensbach. Over the years we have
had some stimul ating, thought-provoking papers, combined with

much stimulating discussion and debate. There have been

he Cadenabbia Conference is reported on elsewhere
in thisnewsdletter. | have no intention of giving a second
perspective, but rather of sharing with you some of my thoughts

WAPOR President
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friendly arguments, iconoclastic contributions, and spirited exchanges, al inaframe-

work of goodwill andintellectual curiosity.

My second thought was how fortunate our Association is to have the active partici-
pation of what might be termed the living legends of survey research (in another
context, Wolfgang referred to them affectionately as “the old buffaloes’). Itisa
privilege for younger researchers — and indeed the not so young —to be able to mix
and discuss freely with Dinerman Award winners such as Elisabeth Noelle-Neumann,
Hans Zetterberg, Bob Worcester and Mahar Mangahas. We are the richer for their

involvement and their generous contribution to our heri-
tage.

Third, | reflected on just how truly international
WAPOR is. Even Cadenabbia, where we aim to have a
relatively small number of attendees (25), had delegates
from 12 different countries, as far apart as Chile and
Egypt, or Canada and the Czech Republic; our Annual
Conference typically draws members from around 25-30
countries acrossthe globe. Our multi-culturalism and
diversity arerea strengths, along with a spirit of tolerance
and mutual respect.

Fourth, it occurred to me once again that WAPOR
fulfilsthe all-too-rare function of drawing together people
from awide range of professional backgrounds and
disciplines. Journalists, academics, pollsters, government

(continued on page 12)
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International Conference on Social Science and

Social Policy in the 21st Century
By Nick Moon, UNESCO/ISC Liaison

Founded in 1952 by UNESCO, the International Social Science Council (1SSC) is celebrating its 50th
anniversary by holding a major conference on the state of the social sciences and their rolein national and
international social policy making. WAPOR is one of 14 Member Associations of the ISSC and has for
some time been represented on the | SSC Executive Committee by Prof. Marita Carballo of Gallup Argen-
tina. Thanks to the efforts of Marita, WAPOR will be represented at the Conference through a Special
Session on “ Generating and publishing accurate data on public opinion.”

The session isintended to look both backwards and forwards on the relationship between the media and
survey research firms and how organizations have tried to develop guidelines for the media use of survey
research; and on media organizations and survey research in different cultures. There will be four speakers
in the session — Tom Smith from NORC in the US, Elena Bashkirovafrom Romir in Russia, |jaz Gilani from
Pakistan, and Nick Moon from NOP Research in London, who has recently taken over from Marita as
WAPOR Council member with responsibility asliaison with the | SSC.

The conference will be held in Vienna, Austria, from 9-11 December 2002. Its overall purposeisto
provide an overview of the developmentsin the social and behavioural sciences over the last fifty years, and
to look forward to the future. There will be four Plenary Sessions with invited speakers, three Special
Presentations, sixteen Special Sessions, and threeindividual paper sessions. Presentations will be followed
by discussion. Further details can be found at the ISSC Website: http://www.unesco.org/ngo/issc/

Cape Town, South Africa
May 7-10, 2003

Pack your bags ... WAPOR isgoing to sunny South
Africa. The regiona conference for WAPOR will be
held in Cape Town, South Africafrom 7—10 May 2003.
The Conference will be held at the Breakwater Lodge
Hotel, right by the world famous V&A Waterfront.

Theconferencevenue, whereweall will bestaying as
well, hasagreat history tofit right in with the history of
its surroundings. The Breakwater Lodge was known as
the Breakwater Prisoninthe 19" century. The Breakwa-
ter Prison wasthefirst prison to effect racial segregation
due to the increase of “white” IDB (lllegal Diamond
Buying) offenders. The prison housed most of these
offenders. In 1902 another building was built to house
white male convicts and thus to effect a structural
separation from black convicts. Thedesign of theprison
was based on that of Millbank and Pentonville prisonin
England. In 1926 it became a hostel for black dock
workersuntil 1991 whenitwasmodernisedintheBreak-
water Lodge Hotel.

The V&A Waterfront was part of the Cape Town
dockyard and was restored and turned into beautiful
venuesfor shops, art gall eries, museumsand someof the
world’s best restaurants in the early 1990’s.

Check our website at www.unl.edu/wapor/
conferences.html for updated information.

CONSTITUTION UPDATE

The process of adopting a new Constitution can be
long and arduous, whether itisanation or an organiza-
tion. The path the WAPOR Constitution must takeis
no exception. The document has now gone through
several revisions. Itsadoptionwill require acceptance
not by amgj ority of thosevoting, but by amajority of all
members on therolls at the time of submission. That
makes the rules for passage quite different from the
rules for elections of officers.

That means that the elections should not — and
cannot be held concurrently. This fall WAPOR will
holditselectionfor officers—andthereferendumonthe
Congtitution will take place next March, after the
constitutionally specified deadlinefor membershipre-
newals. Thewebsitewill continueto containthe most
recent updates.

Please see the changes on the website at:
www.unl.edu/wapor/constitution.html.
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WAPOR Conference Mexico City, Mexico May 20, 2002

Pictured from left to right:
Roy Campos, Ulises
Beltran. EnriqueAlduncin,
Francisco Abundis (barely
visible), AlgjandroMoreno
and Miguel Basariez.

For more information on the
Sixth International WAPOR
Seminar in Mexico City, take
alook at the Second Quarter
2002 Newsdletter at
www.unl.edu/WAPOR.

Pr ofessionalization and
Survey-Research Sandards

Tom W. Smith
WAPOR Professional StandardsChair

elements’ of professionalizationistheadoption of “formal
codes of ethics...rules to eliminate the unqualified and
unscrupulous, rules to reduce internal competition, and
rules to protect clients, and emphasize the service
ideal...(Wilensky, 1964, p. 145)" and*“ codesof ethicsmay
be created both to display concern for the issue [good
character] and to provide members with guides to proper
performance at work (Freidson, 1994, p. 174).”
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Survey research has begun to follow the path of
professionalization, but hasnot completedthejourney.t In
the estimation of Wolfgang Donsbach (1998), survey
research falls into the category of “semi-professional.”
Among other things, it has been the failure of survey
researchers “to define, maintain, and reenforce standards
intheir area(Donsbach, 1998, p. 23)" that hasdeterredfull
onalization. As Irving Crespi (1998, p. 77) has
In accordance with precedents set by law and
e, developing a code of standards has long been
o the professionalization of any occupation.” He
isthat “ One hallmark of professionalsisthat they
| do, meet performancestandards.” InDonsbach’s
5 (1998, p. 26) the problem isthat standards have
been sufficiently internalized nor adequately en-

ave developed codes of standards, but we
ss a high degree of internalization in the
process of work socialization. We also lack clear and
power ful systems of sanctions against those who do
not adhere to these standards. It is the professional
organizations' task to implement these systems and
to enforce the rules.

There are various reasons for the limited adoption and
enforcement of standards and the incomplete
professionalization. First, the survey research profession
isdivided between commercial and non-commercial sec-



tors. Coordinating the quite different goals and needs of
these sectors has been difficult. There hasfrequently been
a split between these sectors on standards and other
matters (Smith, 2002). Moreover, trade associations typi-
cally only include for-profit firms. In addition, for quite
different reasons both sectors have had particular reasons
for failing to vigorously pursue professionalization. The
academics have been the most opento professionalization
in general and standards in particular since most are
already members of two types of well-organized profes-
sions (university teachers) and their particular discipline
(e.g. statigtician, psychologist, sociologist, etc.). Butwhile
thissociali zation hasmadethemopento professionalization
and standards, it hasal so hampered the professionalization
of survey research since the academics already are usu-
ally, twice-fold professionalsand may haveonly asecond-
ary interest in survey research as a field/profession. The
commercia practitioners have seen themselves more as
businesspersons and less as professional's and many have
seen standards as externally imposed constraints (akin to
government regulations) that would interfere with their
businesses. Of course it is not inevitable that businesses
oppose standards and people in business fields would
necessarily resist professionalization. For example, the
Society of Automobile Engineers was successful from
early oninestablishingindustry-widestandardsand recom-
mended practices (Thompson, 1952). However, this has
not transpired within the survey-research industry. Sug-
gested reasonsfor thelimited devel opment of cooperation

TomSmith

withinthesurvey fieldinclude ahighlevel of competition
(Bradburn, 1992) and that fewer benefits from collabora-
tion and coordination may exist.?

Second, survey research is an information field with
strongformativerootsinbothjournalismandpolitics. Some
have seen any attempt to regulate theindustry (especially
by government, but evenviaself-regulation), asaninfringe-
ment on their freedom of speech and as udemocrateic.
They lean more towards unregulated, marketplace-of-
ideas approach.

In brief, the incomplete professionalization of survey
research has retarded the development of professional
standards and their enforcement. Incomplete
professionalization in turn has resulted from the fractious
inter-sectoral and inter-disciplinary nature of survey re-
search and from the high value placed by practitionerson
the ideal of independence and idea that the marketplace
would exercise sufficient discipline. Both economic and
intellectual lai ssez-faireismhasundermined theadoption of
standards.

But in recent years this situation has begun to change.
The American Association for Public Opinion Research
(AAPOR) in1998 adopted Standard Definitions(AAPOR,
1998) for the reporting of the final disposition of cases
codes and for the calculation of outcome rates (e.g.
nonresponse rates). The World Association for Public
Opinion Research (WAPOR) has endorsed these stan-
dards and the journals of both AAPOR and WAPOR,
Public Opinion Quarterly and the International Journal of
Public Opinion Research, require the use of Standard
Definition in their articles. Moreover, the use of the
nonresponse-rel ated standardsisdisseminating fromthese
core professional organizations. Some CATI companies
have added them to their software and other journal s such
as the American Political Science Review and Social
Science Research have adopted the AAPOR/WAPOR
standards. This advance is also evidenced by the recent
updating and expansion of WAPOR'’ scodeof professional
standards. These developments indicate that survey re-
search is moving closer to full professionalization and
suggest that other standards may be established in the
coming years.

References and endnotes available online at
www.unl.edu/wapor
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The 2002 Federal Election:
Germany in a Thicket of Numbers

Thomas Peter sen

Institut fir Demoskopie Allensbach

On Sunday, August 25, there was a premiere event on German
television. For the first time, the two candidates with the best
prospects of becoming Germany’s next chancellor following the
upcomingfederal e ectionon September 22—theSocial Democratic
incumbent, Gerhard Schréder, and hischallenger, Edmund Stoiber
of the Christian Democrats—confronted each other one-on-onein
aso-called“TV duel,” fielding questions posed by two prominent
German newscasters for about 80 minutes

A televised debate of this sort is highly unusual in Germany,
since the chancellor will not be elected directly by the people on
Election Day. Rather, the population will elect the German
parliament, the Bundestag, which in turn will select the future
chancellor. Traditionally, the Germansprimarily think along party

lines when casting their vote, while individual candidates are of
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of strategic significance: the centrist Liberal Party (FDP), the
Greens, and—sincereunification—theParty of Democratic Social-
ism (PDS), the leftwing socialist party that succeeded the East
German communist party. All of these parties are currently
represented in the German parliament. To ensure that al parties
are afforded equal treatment, German television had previously
broadcast only so-called“ heavyweightrounds,” inwhichtheissues
weredebated by theleadersof al four to six partiesrepresentedin
parliament. A one-on-one*“duel“ modelled aftertheU.S. presiden-
tial debates had never been held before August 25 of thisyear.
Of course, thisevent wasagol den opportunity for research, so
weorganized arepresentativetel ephonequickiepoll together with
WAPOR's past president, Wolfgang Donsbach. As soon as the
debate was over, researchers at the University of Dresden and the
Ingtitute interviewed a representative sample of 400
o0 had watched the broadcast. Taking the renowned
{urt Lang and Gladys Engel Lang as our example, we
2 neasure viewers immediate impressions before they
nced by any subsequent media reporting. Since the

Fa sieldrather lateintheevening, everything hadtobedone
Jq (continued on p. 6)

Pictured fromleft to right:
Wolfgang Donsbach
(Germany), Fiona Chew, Mike
Santon, Allan McCutcheon
(all fromthe U.S), and Sabra
Befani (Italy) speaking

on the veranda at
Cadenabbia.



very quickly, soweall—project heads, researchassi stants, thehead
of theAllensbacharchives, eventheinstitute’ scaretaker—conducted
interviews ourselves, following all the rules of thetrade, of course.

The atmospherewascharged aswewatchedthedebate. Everyone
had theirinstructions, theaddressesand questionnaireswereat hand.
And then the broadcast was over. We stormed out of the room and
headedforthephones. Just asl wasgoing out thedoor, | turnedaround
againand saw somegraphswithfindingscominguponthescreen: the
Forsalnstitute, the newscaster declared, had determined the winner
of the televised debate. The survey, he beamed, was “not quite
representative‘’—a point he promptly glossed over, announcing
instead that Chancellor Schrider had clearly won.

The next day, on talying the findings of our representative
telephonesurvey, we foundthat Schréder and Stoiber had essentially
made an equally good impression on viewers.

Thisincident is symptomatic. In no prior election campaign in
Germany hassurvey research been so badly abused asinthisone. In
terms of news value, everything seems to take a back seat to the
elements of speed and surprise. It doesn’t seem to matter whether
the published findingsare correct or not. Thus, for example, there
is hardly any newspaper in Germany today that does not include
a“survey of theweek" or “poll of theday" onitsWeb site. Users
areinvited to respond to ballot questions such as*“Who should be
chancellor?‘, “Does Schroder still have a chance?’, or “Will the
floods in Eastern Germany decide the election?* Below the
question, a button blinks, urging users to “vote now.” Such
questions are certainly legitimate as aform of entertainment, but
these same newspapers unabashedly publish the results on both
their Internet sites and in their print editions as if they were the
findings of representative surveys—despite thefact that theinfor-
mation obtainedinthismanner is, at best, of nonutritional valueor,
at worst, grossly misleading.

For example, although the findings of hastily conducted daily
telephone surveys based on relatively small samples necessarily
show strong fluctuations dueto the principle of chance, theresults
aredtill interpreted, thus furnishing the mediawith anew headline

every day—e.g. yesterday: “The Socia Democrats Gain Two

Percent,” today: “ The Social DemocratsL ose Two Percent,” and
tomorrow: “The Social Democrats Gain...“ Almost mockingly,
themargins of error are occasionally indicated in passing, while
they areignored in the headline.

o

Evenwithout thesteady stream of frivol ously ascertained and
attimesgrossly misinterpreted findingson party strengthreported
inthemedia, researchersat the Allensbach | nstitutewoul d still not
have an easy time conducting el ection research now, inthe early
daysof September 2002, dueto amethodol ogical puzzlethat has
ariseninGermany. Inthisrespect, the Allensbach I nstitutefinds
itself completely isolated in public (and under heavy journalistic
fire). Insomeways, the current situation resemblesthe position
wefoundourselvesinfouryearsago. Atthattime, duringthe 1998
€l ectioncampaign, theother well-knownsurvey researchingtitutes
all announced shortly before Election Day that the two political
campswerelockedinaneck-and-neck race. Only theAllensbach
Ingtitute predicted aclear victory for the Social Democrats—and
wasright (Table 1--see insert).

Today, thefindingsascertained by all of thepollingorganizations
do not differ dramatically. Yet this ostensible agreement is
deceptive. Only afew weeksago, until late August, theinstitutes’
findingswerea most aswide apart asthey werefour yearsago—
and again, it was the Allensbach Institute’ s data that diverged
substantially fromtheother institutes' findings, indicatingamuch
stronger lead for the opposition parties (the Christian Democrats
andtheLiberals) thantheother ingtitutes' resultsdid. Evennow,
there still seem to be considerable differences: whereas the
Allensbach|ngtitutehasregistered ahighly dynamictrendinfavor
of thegoverning parties(the Social Democratsandthe Greens) in
the past few days and weeks, the results obtained by the other
institutes have changed by only afew percentage points (Table
2--seeinsert).

Theonly plausibleexplanationfor thispuzzlethat wecanfind
a present are two fundamental differences in the methods
employed by the Allensbach | nstitute and by the other institutes.

First of all, the Allensbach Institute uses a much more
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complicated and comprehensive question model than the other
institutesdo. Most survey researchinstitutesin Germany ascertain
party strength viathe so-called “ Sunday question,” which reads:
“If the next federal election were held this Sunday, which party
would you vote for?* In contrast, the Allensbach Institute's
question model allowsfor thefact that every voter in Germany has
two votes: aconstituency vote, with which votersdirectly elect a
candidate from their own town or region, and aparty vote, which
determines the number of seats the various parties have in the
Bundestag. The party voteisthusthe moreimportant vote of the
two. It isthe party vote that determines which parties win the
election.

Asour experienceshereat theAllensbach I nstitute haveshown,
the findings of surveys that include only the “ Sunday question”
basically correspond totheactual resultsfor theconstituency vote
inafederal election. Infact, however, many voterssplittheir vote,
casting their constituency vote for a promising direct candidate
from one of the two major parties, the CDU/CSU or SPD, while
givingtheir party voteto oneof thesmaller parties, theLiberalsor
the Greens. To account for such vote splitting, the Allensbach
Ingtituteemploysaseriesof filter questions. Alongwiththesimple
“Sunday question,” afollow-up question is posed: “In a federal
election, every voter hastwo votes, aso-called constituency vote
and a party vote. Did you know that?* Respondents who say
“yes* are then asked: “Are you going to cast your constituency
vote and party vote for the same party or for different parties?
Finally, those who plan to vote for “ different parties* are asked,
“Would you please tell me which party you intend to cast your
party votefor?* Furthermore, Allensbach surveysalsoincludea
number of questions designed to determine party appeal and the
likelihood that respondents will in fact vote, the results of which
arethenincluded in our analysis.

The second main difference between Allensbach surveysand
those by other German ingtitutesisthat the Allensbach I nstituteis
the only survey research organization in Germany that continues
toemploy thetraditional face-to-face survey method, whereasthe

other ingtitutes all conduct their surveys by telephone. True, the
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face-to-facemethod

is a bit slower and reacts somewhat more gradually than the
telephone method in times of rapid opinion change, but in our
experience—andaccordingtonumerousfiel d experimentscompl eted
by the Allensbach Institute—it is ultimately the more precise
methodfor makingelectionforecasts. Redlistically, thediscrepancy
betweentheAllensbachInstitute' sfindingsandtheother ingtitutes
resultsmust beattributableto thesetwofactors, i.e. tothedifferent
interviewing mode and the different question model.

As readers can well imagine, the various survey research
institutes, parties and news commentators in Germany are all
awaiting the election outcome with bated breath. But nowhereis
thesuspensegreater than at the Allensbach Institute. Althoughwe
would certainly feel betterinanatmosphereof general agreementhat
isnot possible at present. It isno wonder that Elisabeth Noelle-
Neumann developed the spiral of silence theory in Allensbach.
Here, youlearnthemeaning of thewordisolation. Thatisthecurrent
state of affairs. Just likeaserial novel, all we can do at this point
istodiscontinueour report and ask: What will happennext?Tofind

out,“tune in“ again to next month's WAPOR newsl etter.

WAPOR Thematic Seminar
“Public Opinion, Palls and Policies*
June 26-28, 2003

What started in the summer of 2001 will be continued in the
year 2003: The World Association for Public Opinion
Research (WAPOR) will hold athematic seminar. Thistimewe
will look at therole and impact of public opinion pollsin the
political process. Inthetradition of the WAPOR Summer
Seminar dates have been set for June 27 & 28, 2003 with a
get-together-cocktail party on Thursday, June 26, 2003.
Theworkshopwill beheldin Zurich, Switzerland and will take
placeinthe Hotel Zurichberg. A wonderful place situated
high above the everyday bustle of Zurich, surrounded by
woodland and meadows, but still very closeto the city. The
stunning views of city, lake and mountains are enough to put
usin the mood and tradition of WAPOR seminars.

Please find the program draft announcing this conference
and the call for papers on our website. Further details and
registration forms are posted on our website at http://
www.unl.edu/WAPOR/conferences.html.



Quality Criteria for Comparative Survey Research — Designing a Comparability I ndex
Marta Lagos, MORI-Chile

It is unreal to think a method can beat a culture in its imprecision.

Data are being produced quite massively in comparative cross-section studies with different purposes. But what
lies behind those numbers? International organizations and multinational corporations use survey datato draw
conclusions about attitudes of citizens across cultures and continents, but we have not developed quality criteriato
communicate the differences and restrictions on the use of these data.

It may be difficult for usersin industrialized countries to understand how research in non-developed countries
can be conducted at a much higher level than the average development of the country, but it is naive to think a
method can beat the imperfections of reality (although the last presidential electioninthe USA hasgivenusall a
different perspective of exactness).

One must not approach the subject of survey quality with a self-defeating prophecy — declaring every research
strategy a poor one becauseit is so far away from theideal. It is much more aglass half full. But it is not simpleto
estimate the deviation from reality. Very few countries have exact statistics and while survey data then provide the
best possible estimates, they are of quality only with full knowledge of the imperfectionsthey contain.

We need to develop methods to measure these imperfections in order to make those improvements that are
possible. Just the recognition of the differences can be an important step towards better quality in any country.
Together, these differences can form a Comparability Index.

Addressing compar ative subject matters: In identifying the subject matters that can be addressed in surveys
one hasfirst to consider the level of knowledge of the sampled population. Second, one must find a question design
that is acceptable to diverse cultures. Third, one must phrase the question in such wordsthat it can be trandated to
hundreds of different languages. Using simple wordswith unequivocal meaning leadsto less error in trand ating and
easier back trandation for quality control.

Wording hasto be precise in many languages. Questionsin English with wordslike “fairly,” “ somewhat,” and
softer formulations get trandl ated into other harder languages with adifferent meaning, thus obtaining different
results. The number of languages in which the survey is carried out isthe first variable one should add to any list of
quality indicators, aswell asthe proportion of the population that answers the survey not in their native language.

Scales need careful design: if ascale needs a card it cannot be applied in Africa due to literacy rates. One
also hasto look at whether a selected scale "forces’ cultural trends. The widely used question “ Satisfaction with
democracy” has a 4-point scale that has been reproduced in all barometers yet the vast majority of other barometer
indicators have uneven scaling, reflecting aneed to find amiddle point. Little or no comparativetesting of scaling
and its effectsin amulticultural context has been done. Information on the effects of scaling is nevertheless
widely available in each country where local researchers and pollsters have aready chosen a particular scale.

Sample Design: Appropriate sample definitions form the basis of the majority of the studies, but they are
modifiedinthelight of restrictions placed by individual cultures.

Gender quotas must be enforced in some countries because of cultural difficultiesin accessing woman. So the
so-declared probabilistic sample turnsinto agrey semi-quotasample. While men may be more difficult to reach in
theindustrialized world, women are more difficult to interview in many non-western cultures.

Additional restrictionsand modificationsto theideal rule derivefromfield strategy and accessibility. Well-
designed protocol s become modified because of reality — producing ad hoc solutions and turning every random
sampleinto amodified random sample. There often must be controlsfor ethnic, religious, geographical minorities
that might have an influence in the country, and who should not be left out of any sample. Thistrade off between
spread and representation is a crucial design aspect of a survey, where researchers often do not report real drawing
procedures, and samples become black boxes. The rule of thumb becomes to always choose the known bias and
report it, while avoiding the unknown bias.

Comparative survey data from non-developed countries often come from methods that deviate from theideal
type, and not enough indicatorstell the analyst what really has been done. Fieldwork indicators should describe the
quality of the sample, such as replacement protocol, gender quota, etc.

General Interviewing techniques protocol: Standardization of procedures and precision is a modern concept
that more traditional culturestend to resist, and it is difficult for them to change to other practices.



Recruiting Interviewers. Interviewers are recruited according to the distribution of the sample, languages and
local cultural differences. Itisacrucial part of the quality of the survey and necessarily has to be done after
drawing the sample.

An interview is a simple act of interaction between two people, where the researcher has to control the
chemistry of the interpersonal relationship and its legitimacy. The person being interviewed has to “trust”
the interviewer in order to be able to express authentic opinions, attitudes, behaviors and values. It is the
image of the interviewer in front of the interviewee that brings the validity to the data. If that chemistry is
not produced, if the person is not legitimate enough, then the answers will not be authentic and will not
coincide with real opinions and attitudes that drive behavior, even if all other aspects of the survey are
perfectly designed.

Any strategy that produces legitimacy of the interviewer to theintervieweeisvalid. The incorrect distribution of
interviewersis the most hidden source of non-sample bias in otherwise well conducted (orthodox) research. When
surveys are used in other circumstances, their methods need to be adapted to the special circumstances of the place
they are being conducted.

Training Interviewers: Training of interviewersfillsin the cultural gaps between the needed attitudes and the
givenattitudes.

The Interview Process. Privacy is a different concept in a culture of networks and tribes than in the more
individualist rational culture. How private can an interview be in Western terms when awoman can only answer in
the presence of the husband?

In some cultures, women have no other opinion as the one that they are allowed to express in the presence of
the husband. Nor does any member of the family answering (only) surrounded by family members. This can happen
with or without direct intervention. In poorer strata, third party indirect interventions by presence or direct interven-
tions by interruptions are common and not controlled. They belong to the life style of the people and should not be
considered “incorrect.”

This non-sampling variable of privacy is adifference that must be noted and can be called the “level of privacy
of interview.” It should not be coded as awestern category like “intervention,” becauseitisnot. Itissimply a
differencein the level of privacy between cultures. In other words the purpose of the survey method is to collect
as neutrally as possible the authentic opinions, attitudes, behaviorsand values, not to produce artificial situationsthat
are not existent.

Timing of interviews: Timing the interviews for comparative survey research has to account for geography,
traditions and religion. Interviews are preferably conducted in so called “normal” periods when no known extraordi-
nary activities are happening. In comparative research thisis amajor problem because of the diversity of circum-
stances that can arise in the different countries and continents. Comparable cross-cultural surveys do not need to be
simultaneousin order to be comparable. But they need functional simultaneity. Hemispheres, seasons, months,
regions, countries and not least, traditions, may determine better the functional equivalence of a“simultaneous’
survey. Special political events should also be coded, such as pre or post main elections.

Registering differencesin sociodemographic indicators is a further subject that could be coded. Number of years
of education for the given levels of the given country, for example, or the year of the last census. The latter is
responsiblein many cases for changesin time series and is especially important when the shape of the population
pyramidisrapidly changing.

Concluding remarks: In comparative survey research, at the end of the day, Western culture becomes one
more culture to measure. The problem is that methodology has been devel oped with Western categories that need
to be expanded to include all cultures and levels of development of countries. Surveys reflect the complexity of the
reality they represent, and with all itsimperfections, they in fact are good photographs of that imperfection.

Survey research has gone forward in devel oping methodol ogy in each individual country. For comparative
purposes this process needs the addition of a number of variablesthat could be called a comparability index, asa
guality criteriafor researchers.

These passages have been excerpted from a presentation at Cadenabbia IV — the WAPOR Seminar in Survey
Research Quality, June 2002.

9—WAPOR Newsletter, Third Quarter 2002



Amico e vino per esser vuoni vogliono esser vecchi!
(Friends arelikefinewines, they grow better with age!)

What dosurvey resear cher stalk about when they meet in paradise? Probably about surveys.
This, at least, would seemto beindicated by theconversationsof WAPOR membersinaplacethat bearsarather
strong resemblanceto the Garden of Eden: i.e. Cadenabbia, apicturesquehamlet on LakeComoinNorthern
Italy. There, at astately villacompletewith abocciagreen, surrounded by mountains, palmtreesand lustrous
flowers, survey researchersfromaround theworld met for thefourthtimeinlate Junetotalk about “ Quality
Criteriain Survey Research.” Thirty researchersfromatotal of 12 countriestravelledto Cadenabbiato attend
theseminar, whichwaschaired by Wolfgang Donsbach. For two days, thediscussion centered onthequestion
of what makessurveysval uable, what makesthemareliabl e sourceof information onthe popul ation’ sattitudes
andopinions. Thefact that theseminar wasattended by three past presidentsof WA POR, alongwiththecurrent
president and vicepresident, showsjust how muchimportance WA POR attachesto thisissue.

Aswasthecasewiththepast three Cadenabbiaseminars, the 16 paperspresented generally did not deal
withabstract quality criteria. Rather, they primarily focused on concretewaysto ensureandimprovequality,
addressing suchtopicsastheuseof indicator questions, theinvestigation of effectscaused by socia desirability
and, regardinginternational surveys, theimportanceof accurately translating not only language, but alsothe
investigative concepts and measurements used. The great variety of approaches and aspects treated by
conferenceparticipantsdemonstrated onceagai nthat quality cannot beachieved ssmply by fulfillingafew basic
technical requirements.

Attheheart of WAPOR’ songoingefforttoclarify theissueof quality, starting withthefirst Cadenabbia
conferencein 1996, istheconcernthat survey researchtoday often doesnot liveuptoitsgreat potential and
isevenlosinggroundintermsof quality andintellectual brilliance. Theskeptical titleof HansZetterberg’ spaper,
“Has Sophistication Been Lost or Gained?,” capturesthe concern shared by all conference participants.

Tocounter thisconcern, however, seminar participantspool edtheir energy inthecampaigntomaintain
quality in survey research. Hence, the mood at the seminar was also quite upbeat. In many respects, this
gatheringof opinionresearchersfromfour different continentsresembl edajoyful family reunion, whereeveryone
present wasunited by their mutual passionfor opinionresearch. Thefantastic surroundings, Italiancuisineand
jovial bocciamatcheswerejust theicing onthecake. Nowonder so many participantsdecided right away to
attend the next Cadenabbiaconference. When? Inlate June, 2004.
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MY FULBRIGHT STORY

by LindaL uzGuerrero
Socia Weather Stations (Philippines)

Thanks to the WAPOR/AAPOR network, my three-
month Sudy Tour in Survey Research Management
under a Fulbright Senior Research Grant was a success.

| observed survey research at the Center for Survey
Research and Analysis at the University of Connecticut
through Kenneth Dautrich; the Institute for Socia
Research of the University of Michigan through Michael
Traugott; the National Opinion Research Center at the
University of Chicago through Tom Smith; the Gallup
Organization through Allan M cCutcheon (aFulbright
scholar himself); the Survey Research Center of the
Institute for Social Science Research of the University
of Los Angeles-Californiathrough Eve Fielder; and the
Rand Corporation in Los Angelesthrough Julie Brown.

| visited Richard Rockwell at the Roper Center for
Public Opinion Research at the University of Connecti-
cut, and Myron Gutmann and Erik Austin of the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research
(ICPSR) of the University of Michigan.

At the University of
Connecticut, the University of
Michigan and the University
of Nebraska-Lincoln, the
UNL Gallup Research Center
in particular, | was ableto
exploresomepossibilitiesfor
scholarships and research
assistantshipsin survey
research and methodology for staff of my homeinstitute,
Socia Weather Stations. | even had the opportunity to
sit-in severa short-term courses at the Survey Research
Center Summer Institute in Survey Research Tech-
nigques at the University of Michigan through the kind-
ness of Jim Lepkowski.

“1 now have first
hand knowledge
that I am not the
only one driven
and passionate in
what | do.”

| had discussionswith colleaguesin mediadoing exit
and other opinion polls at the VVoter News Service
(Murray Edelman), CBS News(Sarah Dutton), ABC
News (Gary Langer), and LA Times (Jill Darling
Richardson). Mark Schulman, the AAPOR President,
also gavetimeto explain how hisown survey outfit
operates.

Everybody wasjust so accommodating and kind, even
solicitous, to help me make the most out of my Fulbright
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award. | now know the faces of the names | just read
in the directory of members, the Blue Book and the
journals. I now redlizethat al of us haveto work so
hard to get money for projects. | now have first hand
knowledge that | am not the only one driven and
passionate in what | do.

| envy the appreciation given to survey datain
America; we have along way to go in the Philippines.

| had very many questionsto ask and | got answers
which made me realize how much thereis still to know
about survey research and how proudly it cuts across
variousdisciplines.

Conference Paper Collection
If you prsented a paper at the annual conference,
and have not already done so, please send your
paper electronically to Renae_Reis@gallup.com.
The paperswill be published on CD and mailed out
to conference participants. We would like to
receive them by November 15 if possible. Please
send an email to Renaeif you have questions.

WAPOR Elections

It istime once again for the elections that will select
the newest members of the Executive Council begin-
ning in 2003. This year there are three offices to be
elected.

Here are the names of the nominees:

The Vice President and President-Elect will serve on
the WAPOR Council for atotal of six years—two as
Vice President, two as President, and two as Past
President. This year's candidates are Esteban Lopez
Escobar and Peter Mohler.

The Chair of the Committee on Professiona Stan-
dards and a Member-at-Large each serve a two-year
term. The Professional Standards Chair candidates are
Thomas Petersen and Tom Smith. The Member-at-
Large candidates are Warren Mitofsky and Patricia
Moy.

Ballotswill be due in the WAPOR office by Novem-
ber 15 with results to be announced on December 2.
Newly elected Executive Council memberswill take
office effective January 1, 2003.

More voting information can befound at:
www.unl .edu/wapor/nominations.html



L etter from the President

continued from page 1

researchers, NGO officials and survey researchers
from private companies were al present in Cadenabbia
—wearetruly an inter-disciplinary melting pot.

And fifth, but by no meanslagt, | reflected on how
many genuinely nice people participatein WAPOR.
L asting friendships have been built thanksto thisfine
organisation, and | get abuzz from the opportunities
WAPOR provides to meet up with old friends and
make new ones. Of al the organisations | have be-
longed to over the years, | consider WAPOR to be the
friendliest.

Long may these characteristics remain the hallmark
of WAPOR!

These were just some of my thoughts as the plane
headed north over the Alps.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Calendar

December 9-11, 2002
ISSC Conference, Vienna, Austria

May 7-10, 2003
Cape Town, South Africa Conference

June 26-28, 2003
Zurich, Switzerland Seminar

September 11-13, 2003
Prague, Czech Republic Annual Conference

Please let us know your upcoming events.
Deadline for 4th quarter newsletter event

or article submission is December 1st.

The WAPOR Newsletter is published by the
World Association for Public Opinion Research
Editorial contributionsarewel comed.

Please contact:
WAPOR Secretariat
Gallup Research Center
200North 11th Street
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Lincoln, Nebraska68588-0241, USA
phone: 14024582030
fax: 14024582038
email: renae_reis@gallup.com
Editors: RenaeReis& Cindy Chatt

MEMBERSHIPDIRECTORY

WAPOR is pleased to announce that its on-line
membership directory isworking. If youneedto
locatean old friend or find acontact in aspecific
country, please visit www.unl.edu/wapor/
membership_directory.html tofind anal phabetical
listing of members. Below thisyoucanalsofinda
listing of membersby country. Thank youfor your
patience while we updated all current WAPOR
information. If you noticesomethingisincorrect,
pleaselet usknow as soon as possible, so we can
correct theproblem.

WAPORNET

Haveyou got somethingtosay? Wouldyoulike
toask fellow WA POR membersaquestion and get
theirinput onsomething? Doyouwanttoreceivethe
most up-to-dateinformationfromWAPOR?Y cuare
invitedtouse WAPORNET. Asapaid member of
WAPOR, you have accessto our listserv. Simply
sendyour email towapornet@listserv.unc.eduand
your email will be sent to all memberswho havea
current email address. Thisisthe perfect way to
announce conferences and activities or make an-
nouncementsof any other kind.

If you are unsure of your ability to participate in
WAPORNET, please send an email to
Renae_Reis@gallup.comandwecancheck onyour
email status. Y oumust haveacurrent email address
onfilewiththe WAPOR officein order to usethis
feature.

UPCOMING ANNUAL CONFERENCES

As you may have noticed on recent correspon-
dence, the56th Annual conferencehasbeen sched-
uledtobeheldin Prague September 11-13, 2003.
Then May 12-14, 2004 arethedatesfor our 57th
Annual Conference being heldinPhoenix, Arizona
intheUSat thePointeHilton Tapatio Cliffsresort.
Besureto put thesedatesinyour calendar!
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