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SUMMARY

A conventional community opinion survey served as a source of
information relating to methodological considerations in the collection
of data in survey research. The specific areas of emphasis were:

(1) the presence or absence of respondent selectivity in the response
data, (2) the presence or absence of response distortion through com-
parison of data collected under two questionnaire delivery conditions,
and (3) the significance of the observed respondent selectivity by means
of an analysis of response differentiation for various segments of the
respondent population.

Respondent selectivity was observed in both methods of instru-
ment administration, The Personal Delivery technique proved to be
superior to the Direct Mail method in terms of overall return rate.
Respondent selectivity was similar in the two conditions of delivery for
two available but arbitrary categories of the respondents' socioeconomic
status- -Public Housing residents versus the Public-at-Large. Response
differentiation was identified for some of the items in the questionnaire.
This finding indicated a moderate amount of response bias as effected
by the observed differential non-response patterns although item content
provided no meaningful interpretation.

Response distortion was measured by the overall favorability in
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the ratings and the frequency of "Don't Know' responses among the 35
items to be rated. The favorability of ratings was not different in the
two conditions of delivery. However, respondents in the Personal
Delivery condition gave significantly more '"Don't Know'' responses
than did respondents receiving the questionnaire by the Direct Mail
method.,

Hence, four of the six hypotheses dealing with respondent selec-
tivity, response distortion, and response differentiation were confirmed
in the present study. The observed response distortion was discussed
in terms of the demand characteristics associated with the two methods
of instrument administration, The findings suggest a "'consistency plus
hedonism'" model as being operative when responses are made in free-

choice situations involving a high demand to comply.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Study Background

The success of survey research as a tool for eliciting public
attitudes or opinions depends largely on the accuracy of the informa-
tion gathered in the survey process. Accuracy of the data is influenced
by factors such as the sampling procedure, proper wording and content
of the questionnaire, and the selection of a method of administering the
data instrument that will yield the lowest number of non-responses
(Weiss & Hatry, 1971). In attempting to satisfy these considerations,
survey researchers have encountered the greatest difficulty with the
problem of bias due to non-response., Although a great deal of attention
has been directed toward instrument refinement, relatively little con-
sideration has been given to the mechanical administration of surveys
(Hinrichs & Gatewood, 1967). A related question concerns the possible
bias due to non-response; those who do respond might represent a
biased selection among the original addressees.

The Non-Response Dilemma in Survey Research

The problem of non-response has plagued survey researchers

ever since they first realized that not all people cooperate by filling



out and returning questionnaires., The important point about poor re-
sponse rates is not the reduced size of the sample, which could easily
be overcome by sending out more questionnaires, but the possibility of
bias. This is because almost invariably the returns are not repre-
sentative of the original sample drawn. Oppenheim (1966, p. 34) has
emphasized that non-response is not a random process; it has its own
determinants, which vary from survey to survey.

This conclusion has been demonstrated by a number of survey
researchers, notably Franzen & Lazarsfeld (1945, p. 297) who reported
non-response bias with respect to geographic location, income level,
educational level, and occupational level. Franzen & Lazarsfeld
(1945, p. 294) state:

Studies made on this basis have rather unanimously led to two
conclusions. Mail questionnaires are answered more by people
who, due to their educational and occupational background, more
easily express themselves in writing and by people who are more
interested in the topic under discussion. Writing facility is
roughly correlated with educational level or socioeconomic status.
Interest in the topic, of course, varies with the subject in hand.

Thus, non-response as a potential source of bias in survey research is
functionally dependent on the socioeconomic status of the original ad-

dressees and the topic or subject of the questionnaire,

Response Bias in Survey Research

Selltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch, & Cook (1959, p. 69) consider the
method of distribution to be one of the major points at which bias is in-

troduced into survey research, This bias is usually associated with



the differential non-response patterns characteristic of various dis-
tribution techniques., There is, however, another possible source of
bias associated with the various distribution techniques, i.e., response
distortion contingent upon the specific conditions present at the time
the responses are made.

Response distortion can best be understood, conceptually, by
considering the demand characteristics present in the testing situation
{Orne, 1962). The proximity of the test administrator and the testee,
the specific context within which the test is taken, and the testee's
evaluative apprehension are some of many variables which can operate
to effect response distortion in any given testing situation.

In survey research, the presence or absence of demand charac-
teristics in the testing situation is a function of the technique of survey
administration. Traditionally, survey research has been unique in
this respect in that it affords the person who receives the questionnaire
the choice of either responding or not responding. This specifies a
"free-choice'' situation in which the person may choose not to respond.
In recent attempts to reduce the non-response dilemma, survey re-
search specialists have sought methods and procedures to alter the
demand characteristics of the data collection process in order to pro-
duce a higher return rate.

What are the consequences of varying these demand character-

istics? It is possible that an implied demand to respond may result in



response distortion as a consequence of the demand to comply. In this
instance the bias associated with low return rates is reduced, but
another possible source of bias is created, i.e., response distortion as
a function of the demand characteristics, In attempting to solve one

problem, survey researchers may be creating a new one,

Independent Variables

Another source of response bias which may exist as a function
of the technique of survey administration is the effect of ""anonymity."
A study by Edwards (1957) which compared questionnaire and interview
techniques found many more '""Don't Know'' replies and fewer unfavor-
able responses associated with the survey interview, This difference
was attributed to the fact that questionnaire respondents may have had
greater confidence in their anonymity. Edwards suggested that these
persons felt a greater freedom to express views they feared might be
disapproved of or might get them into trouble.

Selltiz, et al. (1959, p. 240), in their reference book mention
that

Although an interviewer may assure the respondent that he will

not be identified in any way, the respondent may doubt his good
faith; since, in most interviewing situations, the interviewer
knows either the respondent's name or his address or other iden-
tifying information, it is always possible that he may include this
information in the completed interview, If a questionnaire is
presented as anonymous and there is no apparent identifying infor-

mation, the respondent may feel greater confidence that his re-
plies will not {(or cannot) be identified as coming from him.,



Other researchers have dealt more directly with the '"anonym-
ity effect” and have found differences in responses for "identified"
versus "'anonymous'' subjects (Benson, 1941; Elinson & Haines, 1950;
Green, 1951; Kahn, 1951; Klein, Maher & Dunnington, 1967; Metzner
& Mann, 1952; Wesman, 1952). A study by Dunnette & Heneman (1956)
focused on the notion of perceived threat as a function of lack of "psy-
chological anonymity.' Although all respondents were literally anony-
mous, ''psychological anonymity" was varied by having the question-
naire administered by either a research staff member from outside the
subjects' organization (Low-Threat) or an official f{rom the firm in
which the survey was being conducted (High-Threat). They, too, found
more favorable responses under the High-Threat condition. The gen-
eral conclusion relating to the use of questionnaires or interviews is
that care must be taken in both content and method to assure minimum
distortion attributable to threat associated with respondent identifica-
tion.

Thus, response bias may be effected in part by the demand

characteristics or anonymity effect associated with the method of sur-

vey administration. Theoretically, it would be difficult to isolate the
two effects in survey research. However, the presence or absence of
response distortion as a function of demand characteristics and/or

anonymity effect specific to a certain method of survey administration

can be tested by comparing the responses obtained from two or more



techniques of survey administration.

Respondent Income Level

Another consideration in the study of this problem is to compare
people who have and have not answered the questionnaire submitted to
them. There is substantive evidence indicating that individuals of lower
economic status answer questionnaires less frequently than do indivi-
duals of higher economic status (Franzen & Lazarsfeld, 1945; Hochstein
& Athanasopoulos, 1970; Wallace, 1954). Survey data obtained in the
present study of one southern town provide the opportunity to evaluate
the general response rate and the response rate specific to both high
and low economic groups in terms of instrument delivery method.

In addition, by comparing the responses obtained in the question-
naire with respect to certain demographic data, specifically income
level, it will be possible to determine whether these characteristics
differentiate responses in the questionnaire. An analysis with respect
to the income level of those who answered the questionnaire will have
direct relevance for the comparison of return rates for high and low

economic groups.

Study Objectives

The present study was designed to focus on return rates and
possible response biases associated with two methods of survey ad-

ministration. Direct Mail and Personal Delivery-and-Pickup, two con-



ventional instrument distribution techniques, served as the experimental

conditions. A cooperative municipality in Georgia permitted the two

conditions of distribution in a current opinion survey of its citizenry. L

The present investigator directed the survey sponsored by the town

manager,

The following hypotheses will be tested:

H.: In the methods comparison, response rate will be higher for
the Personal Delivery-and-Pickup condition.

Hy: Individuals who receive the questionnaire by the more personal-
ized Delivery-and-Pickup method will demonstrate response
bias in the form of more "Don't Know'' responses than will
residents in the Direct Mail condition.

H,: Individuals in the Personal Delivery-and-Pickup condition will

demonstrate response bias by responding with a greater overall

lIncrea.sed attention is being given to the neighborhood as a fo-
cus for program administration and for citizen participation, as muni-
cipal leaders seek to make the city more manageable (Hallman, 1971},
The reorganization of local authorities into bigger units has created a
remoteness of administration and consequently has made it necessary
for some means to be found by which the ordinary man and woman may
at least voice an opinion (Swaffield, 1971).

One way to reduce the sense of remoteness is through the use
of survey research which elicits attitudes and opinions from individuals
toward selected aspects of city management. Community survey re-
search has been found to be a useful tool in the process of effective
municipal management (Farnsley, 1965), In addition, research of
this nature is generally perceived by the public as an attempt on the
part of city management to become more sensitive to community prob-
lems and public needs.



favorability of ratings than that of the subjects in the Direct
Mail conditicn,

Individuals of lower economic status will demonstrate a lower
return rate in both methods of survey administration in contrast
with persons of higher economic status,

Individuals of lower economic status will respond differently as
a function of the method of delivery., Persons in the Direct Mail
condition will respond at a lower rate than those in the Personal
Delivery-and-Pickup condition.

For those individuals who return the questionnaire, there will

be response differences with respect to income level,



CHAPTER II

METHOD AND PROCEDURE

General Research Design

The present study was related to a community opinion survey
sponsored by the local government in a Georgia town of about 30, 000
population. A tailor-made questionnaire was administered by the
staff of the municipal government using two delivery techniques--

Direct Mail and Personal Delivery-and-Pickup by a staff member.

This arrangement served as one independent variable in the present
study. In addition, all questionnaires were coded for economic status
of the addressee by an arrangement of staples. The code for economic
status was based on the addressee's type of housing. Persons who
lived in public housing developments and were selected in the two sam-
ples were assumed to have a low annual income and were, therefore,
designated as the low-status economic group. Thus, economic status
is defined as the second independent variable in the present study.
These two independent variables allowed comparisons to be
made on the basis of three dependent variables: return rate, overall
favorability of ratings, and percentage of "Don't Know' responses,

The general research design can be seen in Figure 1.
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Independent Variables Dependent Variables
Method of Delivery; Direct Mail Return Rates
Personal Delivery Overall Favorability
of Ratings
Economic Status: Low Economic Status Percentage of
Average to High "'Don’t Know"!
Economic Status Responses

Figure 1. Research Design for Present Study.

Test Site and Citizen Samples

The present study was conducted in Marietta, Georgia, whose
population is 27,216. The experimental population was defined as all
housing units within the city limits of Marietta. This population was
derived from a list of public utilities (Parten, 1950, pp. 266-268), A
computer printout program of address labels for utility billings yielded
a total of 7,012 housing units. To make the representativeness of the
population more adequate, the 7,012 housing units derived from the
computer printout were supplemented by the addition of 1, 265 housing
unit addresses which were obtained from the local public housing au-
thority. These additional housing units represent low-income families
living in public housing who were not included in the utility billing ad-
dress program., This yielded a total of 8, 277 housing units which was

defined as the population of all housing units within the city limits and
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was assumed to include families of all sociceconomic levels living within
the city limits,

Two random samples were selected from this population of ad-
dresses by assuming a random starting point and proceeding to select
every nth name throughout the list to produce two samples of 2,500 and
700 households, respectively designated as the Direct Mail (2, 500) and
the Personal Delivery-and-Pickup (700) samples.

The 2, 500 households in the Direct Mail sample consisted of
2,119 addresses as derived from the computer printout of utility bill-
ings and 381 addresses as derived from the Marietta Housing Author-
ity's roster of low-income families living in public housing units. Like-
wise, the 700 addresses included in the Personal Delivery-and-Pickup
sample included 593 househeclds from the computer printout list and
107 households from the Marietta Housing Authority list. Table 1

shows a breakdown of the two samples.

Survey Instrument

Development of the instrument involved the selection of commun-
ity issues and other questions regarding municipal management that
would be of practical value in the management of city funds. This task
was accomplished through review of prior surveys and consultation
with staff members in the cooperating municipality.

After deciding what the content of the instrument should be, a
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Table 1

Population Characteristics and Sample Data

Population of Marietta, Georgia 27,216
Occupied Housing in 1970 8,667

Addresses Derived from Computer
Printout of Public Utility Listings 7,012

Addresses Derived from Listings Obtained
from Marietta Housing Authority
(Low Income Public Housing) 1,265

Total Population of Households from Which

Samples Were Drawn 8,277
Direct Mail Sample Personal Delivery Sample
Computer Printout 2,119 Computer Printout 593
Public Housing 381 Public Housing 107
N 2,500 N 700

questionnaire was designed to measure public attitudes toward these
issues and city management questions., Development of the question-
naire was guided by readings from Selltiz, et al. (1959), Edwards
(1957), Festinger (1966), Maxwell {1961), Oppenheim (1966), Payne
(1951), Weiss & Hatry (1971), Willbern & Williams (1971), and Yates
{1949). The resultant product was a six-page questionnaire accompan-
ied by a one-page instruction sheet.

Part I of the instrument dealt with ratings of 35 city services
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on a 5-point Likert scale designated on the instrument as: excellent {5),
good, average, below average, and poor(l), In addition, a column marked
“Don't Know'' was provided for each item. Part Il was concerned with
the expenditure of city funds and consisted of a series of multiple-choice
items. Parts III, IV, and V pertained to certain community issues and
.problems; and Part VI dealt with certain respondent characteristics,

The instrument was based on the rationale for itemized rating
scales as a valid method for measuring attitudes, specified in Selltiz,
et al. (1959, p. 347). The fixed alternative type of question was used
almost exclusively because of the precise nature of the information de-
sired (Krech, Crutchfield, & Ballachey, 1962, p. 170; Scott, 1968, p.
211), However, two open-ended questions were also included in the in-
strument which allowed the respondent to reply in whatever terms and
whatever frame of reference he chose, not being restricted to predeter-
mined categories (Krech, et al,, 1962, p. 170; Scott, 1968, p. 211).

A content analysis was performed on these items in accordance with
the methodology described in Selltiz, et al. (1966, pp. 335-342).

Using small samples from the community, several pretests
were performed to check the adequacy of the instrument. Th? proce-
dure involved having individuals '"think out loud" as they read and
answered the questions, and on the basis of these pretests, several re-
finements were made., The final copy of the measuring instrument can

be seen in Appendix A,
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In addition, it was possible to code the questionnaires for eco-
nomic status by the placement of staples in the copy. This system
provided a means for comparing the return rates for the public-at-
large versus individuals of low economic status as defined by the se-
lection of their addresses from the utility billing printout or from the

public housing authority listings.

Questionnaire Administration

Questionnaires were administered by the staff of the municipal
government using two conventional methods of delivery: (1) Direct
Mail and (2) Personal Delivery-and-Pickup by a staff member. This
allowed a comparison of return rates for the two methods and also a
comparison of response distortion specific to the two methods.

Direct Mail: 2,500 questionnaires were sent out by the Direct Mail
method of delivery. Envelopes were addressed to the head of the
household. An accompanying instruction sheet asked the addressee,

or any adult member of his household, to complete the questionnaire
and return it to City Hall by means of the self-addressed, postage-paid
envelope provided for this purpose.

A period of two weeks was designated as the time allowed for
receiving the completed forms. All questionnaires received after this
two-week period were not included in the present analysis.

Personal Delivery-and-Pickup: 700 questionnaires were personally de-
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livered to the homes of the addressees by city employees. To insure
personal contact between the employee and the addressee, alternate
addresses were provided for each primary address. Employees were
instructed to use the alternate address if no one was present at the
primary address,

Addressees were told that the questionnaire pertained to ratings
of city services and the management of city funds and were asked to
complete the form and hang it, by means of a plastic bag which was pro-
vided, on their front door knob. The employee then said he would re-
turn the next day sometime after 5:00 P, M. to pick up the completed
form, should the addressee decide to {ill it out. An accompanying in-
struction sheet read:

This questionnaire was personally delivered to your home.

Please complete it and hang it, by means of the plastic bag, on

your front door knob. Our representative will be by tomorrow
sometime after 5:00 P.M., to pick up the completed form.

Data Reduction

When all questionnaires had been returned, each addressee's
responses were coded by hand onto code sheets and, subsequently,
punched onto computer cards. This procedure resulted in one com-
puter card punched through 78 columns for each questionnaire returned.

The two open-ended questions in the questionnaire were not
coded or represented on computer cards. Each individual's response

was typed on 3 by 5 index cards and a content analysis was performed.
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Analysis of the survey data resulted in frequency distributions
and summary data (such as item response means and variabilities).
Tests for significant differences of return rates were performed with
respect to the two methods of questionnaire distribution and socioeco-
nomic status of the respondent. The test for the presence or absence
of response biases was accomplished by an analysis of the differential
count of '"Don't Know'' responses for individual items on the question-
naire and the comparison of the overall favorability of ratings for the
two methods of survey administration, as in Edwards (1957). Analyses
of variance, chi square tests, and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample

test were used for these purposes,
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

A summary distribution of returns for both methods of instru-
-ment administration is presented in Table 2. Fifty-nine of 2, 500 ques-
tionnaires mailed in the Direct Mail condition were returned as unde-
liverable (i. e., the resident to whom the questionnaire was addressed
had moved). Of the 2,441 copies delivered in this condition, 753 were
returned--a response rate of 30,8 per cent which is relatively high for
mail surveys. A response rate of 55,7 per cent was realized for the
experimental condition of Personal Delivery-and-Pickup (390 returns
from 700 deliveries). Clearly, the Personal Delivery technique proved
to be superior in terms of return rate (XZ =154.0; 1 df, p< .01).

Demographic Data on the Respondent Samples

A comparison of the personal history data obtained from the
usable questionnaires is shown in Table 3, Similar respondent profiles
were obtained for both conditions of instrument administration with re-
spect to age, marital status, race, income, years lived inside the city
limits, location of work, voting registration, and type of housing.

Educational level of the respondent, in the Direct Mail and Per-

sonal Delivery samples, was the only significantly different self-
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Table 2

Summary Distribution of Returns

b _ iy — _ —— —— . —

Direct Mail

Mailed 2,500
Returned as Undeliverable 59
Total Delivered 2,441
Returned Blank 6
Returned Late 35
Returned and Included in Analysis 712

Total Returns 753

Personal Delivery-and-Pickup

Total Delivered 700
Returned Blank 24
Returned and Included in Analysis 366

Total Returns 390

reported personal history variable (x 2 . 16,2; 3 df, p<. 01).‘ Persons
responding to the Direct Mail condition were more likely to be college
graduates (35%) than were those responding to the Personal Delivery

condition (23%j.
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Table 3

Differences between Respondent Data for the Two Delivery Samples

AGE (X2 = .32; 4 df, N.S.2)
Under 30 30-40 40-50 50-60 Over 60
DM 176(25%)°  118(17%)  159(22%) 134(19%)  113(16%)
PD 94(26%) 62(17%) 78(21%)  67(18%)  60(16%)

EDUCATION (X% = 16.19; 3 df, p<.0I)

8th Grade Some High High School College

or Less School Graduate Graduate
DM 50(7%) 68(10%) 330(46%) 246(35%)
PD 32(9%) 52(14%) 182(50%) 85(23%)

MARRIED- (X2 -.31; 1 df, N.S.)

SINGLE Married Single
DM 595(84%) 103(14%)
PD 302(83%) 49(13%)
RACE ? = 1.27; 2 41, N.S.)
Black White Other
DM 36(5%) 663(93%) 1(0%)
PD 20(5%) 334(91%) 2(1%)
INCOME (X% =10,70; 3 df, N.S.)
Under $5,000  $5, 000- $10, 000- Over $15, 000
per Year $10, 000 $15, 000 per Year
DM 104(15%) 221(31%) 181(25%) 156(22%)

PD 68(19%) 129(35%} 73(20%) 59(16%)
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Table 3 (continued)

YEARS LIVED INSIDE CITY LIMITS OF MARIETTA (?(2‘ = 1.55; 3 df, N.S.)

Under 2 Years 2-5 5-10 Over 10 Years
DM 89(13%) 100(14%) 78(11%) 418(59%)
PD 48(13%) 52(14%) 48(13%) 200(55%)

WORK WITHIN CITY LIMITS? (X2 = 1.83; 2 df, N.S.)

Yes No Do Not Work
DM 275(39%) 300(42%) 94(13%)
PD 148(40%) 142(39%) 58(16%)

ARE YOU A REGISTERED VOTER? (XZ = 1.03; 1 df, N.S,)

Yes No
DM 548(77%) 130(18%)
PD 270(74%) 77(21%)

ARE YOU A HOMEOWNER

OR
DO YOU RENT EITHER A HOUSE OR AN APARTMENT? (Xz = 8.08;
2 df, N.S.)
Homeowner Rent a House Rent an Apartment
DM 493(69%) 57(8%) 135(19%)
PD 223(61%) 38(10%) 91(25%)

#Not significant at the .01 level of significance.

bPercentages do not add up to 100% due to the failure of some re-
spondents to answer the question. Chi square analyses are based on the
raw count of respondents. Direct Mail (DM), N = 712; Personal Delivery
(PD), N = 366.
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Findings Relating to Each Hypothesis

The data bearing on each of the testable statements developed
in the Introduction will now be reported, in sequence.

Hypothesis 1. In the present community opinion survey, a

higher questionnaire return rate was predicted for the Personal Deliv-
ery method in contrast with the Direct Mail method of instrument ad-
ministration to the intended respondents, Although a prevailing assump-
tion among survey research specialists, no empirical instances involv-
ing the same instrument to all samples were uncovered in the literature,

Table 4 reveals the data which confirm this initial hypothesis.

Table 4

Questionnaire Return Rates for Two Methods of Delivery

Return Rate Method of Instrument Administration
Direct Mail Personal Delivery
Copies Delivered 2,4412 700
Copies Returned 753 390
Rate of Return 30.8% 55. 7%“=

20f 2, 500 mailed.

ook
chi square of 154.0; 1 df, p<.0l.

Hypothesis 2. The more complex and less data-supported issue

of response distortion was also tested in accordance with the second

and third hypotheses. ''Distortion'' was operationally defined as the
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comparative number of '"Don't Know'' responses (HZ) and favorability in
the ratings (H3) with respect to the two methods of administration.

Table 5 shows a distribution of the total number of rated items
and '"Don't Know' responses for 35 rated city services and attributes
by instrument delivery method. The "Don't Know'' response was an op-
tion to the traditional 5-point Likert scale for each of the stimulus items.
Of the 24,920 responses obtained in the Direct Mail condition, 3, 885
were marked "Don't Know," In the Personal Delivery condition, 2,213

' Each respondent

out of 12, 800 responses were marked "Don't Know,'
was scored for '""Don't Know'' responses (DK scores)., These DK scores
could range from 0 to 35, Examination of the data revealed that the dis-
tribution of DK scores in both conditions was highly skewed, The non-
parametric Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test indicated a signifi-

cantly greater number of "Don't Know'' responses in the Personal Deliv-

ery method {(d-max. = ,1272; p ¢ .0l), thus confirming Hypothesis 2.

Table 5

Comparison of Frequency of "Don't Know!" Responses
for Direct Mail and Personal Delivery-and-Pickup Respondents

Type of Response Direct Mail Personal Delivery
Number of Rated Items 21,035 10, 587
Number of "DK!" Responses 3,885 2,213

Chi square analyses with respect to delivery method were per-
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formed for each of the 35 stimulus items and are presented in Table 6.
On this response dimension, four (11%) of the chi square values ap-
proached the .01 level of significance. The content associated with
these "Don't Know'' responses provided no meaningful interpretation
(public school facilities, urban renewal, city employee courtesy and
‘quality).

The write-in responses, Content analyses were performed

for the two open-ended questions in the questionnaire, Category con-
tent and frequency of occurrence by delivery method for the question,
"In What Way Do You Think Your Tax Money Could Be More Wisely
Spent?'"arepresented in Table 7. Category content and frequency of
occurrence by delivery method for the question, '"What Are The Three
Most Important Things That Need To Be Changed, Fixed Up, Stopped
Or Started In Order To Make Marietta A Better Community?' are pre-
sented in Table 8. Examination of the category content and frequen;:y
of occurrence for both questions indicates no serious qualitative differ-
ences for the type of suggestions given in the Direct Mail and Personal
Delivery conditions (X 2. .39; 84df, and X z_ 5.94; 14 df, insignificant),
The total frequency of write-in suggestions for the two open-
ended questions was examined with respect to delivery method. As pre-
viously noted, significantly more "Don't Know'' responses were obtained
in the Personal Delivery condition for the 35 stimulus items which were

rated on a fixed alternative scale., For those 35 items a column marked



Table 6

Comparison of Frequency of "Don't Know'' Responses by Item
for Direct Mail and Personal Delivery-and-Pickup Respondents

Services and Attributes Direct Mail Poraonal
Rating DK Rating DK X2

1, Garbage Collection 708 4 365 1 .44

z Trash Collection 691 21 350 16 1.45

3. Housing Inspection Program 358 354 164 202 2.88

4, Public Libraries 651 61 318 48 5,51

5. Enforcement of Traffic Laws 685 27 344 22 2,78

6 Strect Maintenance & Cleaning 707 5 350 6 2. 17

7. Sewer Service 614 98 304 62 1.94

8 Plumbing Inspection 329 383 166 200 .72

9. Urban Renewal 514 198 233 133 8,17%*
10. Enforcement of Criminal Laws 629 83 3lé 50 2,99
11, Public School Facilities 656 56 319 47 6.89%*
12. Public’ School Teachers 618 94 312 54 .51
13, WVoting Facilities 631 81 323 43 .03
14, Tax Assessment 595 117 301 65 .22
15, Police Protection 697 15 355 11 .85
16. Courtesy of City Employees 685 27 336 30 9.27%*
17. Parks, Playgrounds, & Pic¢nic Areas 655 57 331 35 .76
18, Planned Recreation Programs 541 171 287 79 .80
19, Fire Protection 658 54 338 28 .00
20, Storm Water Drainage 596 116 306 60 .00
21, Electrical Inspection 357 355 188 178 .16
22. Quality of City Employees §97 118 283 83 6.89%%
23, Zoning Enforcement 506 206 257 109 . 09
24, Water Supply 681 £} 349 17 .05
25, Business License Procedures 383 329 182 184 1.59
26. Shopping Facilities 708 7 361 5 .30
27. ZElectrical Service 677 is 347 19 .04
28, Traffic Signals and Signs 704 8 362 4 .00
29, City Planning/Development Program 504 208 261 105 .03
3p, TFire Prevention Program 551 161 280 86 1.04
31. Integrity of City Employees 520 192 255 111 1.35
32. Enclosed Large Public Meeting Place 518 194 268 98 .25
33, Parking in the Business District 693 19 35t 15 1.67
34, General Appearance of Marietta 711 1 362 4 4,74
35. Marietta as a Place to Live 710 2 363 3 1.52

**hi square values less than .01 significance.
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Table 7

Content and Frequency of Write-In Suggestions for ""Ways to Spend
Tax Money More Wisely' by Method of Instrument Administration

Questionnaire
Categories of Citizen Ideas Delivery Method
DM?2 PD
A. More Efficiency in General/
Better Management (45) 13.6% (22) 13, 9%
B. Better Roads and Sidewalks (36) 10. 8% (17) 10,8%
C. Eliminate Travel Expense Accounts
for City Officials (36) 10, 8% {17) 10.8%
D. Better School Program (33) 9.9% (15} 9.5%
E. Better Police Protection/
Crime Prevention (24) 7.2% (10) 6.3%
F. Better, More Competent Elected
Officials and City Employees (14) 4,2% (7Y 4.4%
G. Better Recreational Facilities/Parks (13) 4.0% (7) 4.4%
H. Better Long Range Planning (13) 4.0% (5) 3.2%
I. Other SuggestionsP (118) 35.5%  (58) 36, 7%

2Direct Mail (712 returns); Personal Delivery (366 returns).

bOther suggestions included the following categories not listed
due to their low frequency of occurrence; Traffic Control/Parking; Gen-
eral Improvement of City Services; Eliminate Unnecessary Jobs in City
Government/Get Rid of "Dead Wood''; Beautification; More Discreet
Spending; Better Purchasing/Competitive Bidding; Honesty in City Gov-
ernment/No Special Interests; Improved Street Lighting; Abolish Council-
Manager Form of Government; Better Business/Various Business Sug-
gestions; More Help for the Underprivileged; Consolidation with County
Government; Let the City Manager Run the City without Interference;
Evaluation of City Employee's Salaries; More Low Rent Housing; Evalua-
tion of Hospital Facilities; More Direct Benefits to the Taxpayer; Envi-
ronmental Control,

€chi square of .39; 8 df, N.S.
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Table 8

Content and Frequency of Write-In Suggestions
for Community Improvements
by Method of Instrument Administration

Questionnaire Delivery Method

Categories of Citizen Ideas

DM® PD
A Improve Parks, More and Better Recreational Facilities (124) 9,3% (60) 9.4%
B. Improve, Repair, Widen Streets {112) B.3% (52) 8.1%
C. Beautification (105) 7.8% (56) B.8%
D. Better Police Protection (87) 6.5% (32) 5.0%
E. Better Traflic Control {82) 6.1% {(40) 6.3%
F. Better Schools, School Facilities, Teachers, Busing (77} 5.7% {39) 6.1%
G.  Attention to Zoning, Housing Inspection, City Planning (60) 4,5% (31) 4.9%
H, Better Cooperation among City Officials
{Mayor, Council, Manager} (55) 4.1% (32) 5.0%
I. Improvements in Downtown Marietta and the Square (55) 4.1% {(30) 4.7%
J. Enforcement of Laws, City Ordinances (51) 3.8% (24) 3.8%
K. Improve Utilities, Sewerage Treatment, Trash/
Garbage Collection (48) 3.6% (27) 4.2%
L Urban Renewal (45) 3.4% (15) 2.3%
M. Suggestions for Improving Local City Government (44) 3.3% {21) 3.3%
N Change in Political Representation {(39) 2.9% (20) 3.1%
©O. Other Suggestions® (356) 26, 6%  (160) 25.0%°

2Direct Mail (712 returns); Personal Delivery (366 returns).

POther suggestions included the following categories not listed
due to their low frequency of occurrence: More Efficiency in City
Spending, Less Unnecessary Expenditures; Lower Utility Rates; City
and County Consolidation; Better Lighting on Streets; Attention to
Problem of Downtown Parking; Completion of I-75 and Loop around
Marietta; Better Business, More Jobs, Equal Employment; Provide
Public Transportation; Start Building a City Auditorium/City Center;
More and Better Sidewalks; Attention to the Drug Problem; Resolve
Question of Legalized Liquor in Marietta and Cobb County; Lower Taxes;
Attention to Problem of Railroad Crossings; Better Hospital Facilities/
Ambulance Service; Improve Courts; Better Fire Protection.

Cchi square of 5.94; 14 df, N.S.
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"Don't Know'' was provided. A similar analysis for the two open-ended
questions involved comparing the number of questionnaires received to
the number of write-in suggestions given. The frequency by delivery
method of write-in suggestions for the two open-ended questions is pre-
sented in Tables 9 and 10. Chi square analyses revealed no significant
differences between the two conditions of delivery with respect to number
. . 2 2 e
of write-in suggestions (X =.53; 1df, and X%=1.19; 3df, insignificant).

Hypothesis 3. The average rating, by delivery condition, is

given in Table 11 for each of the 35 city attributes. Twenty-four of
the means for the Personal Delivery respondents are more favorable
than the average response of the other method's group. But, tests for
statistical significance by means of one-way analyses of variance re-
vealed only one significant P value at the . 05 level, and thus no sup-

port for Hypothesis 3 was found. 2

2'An overall multivariate analysis for the 35 variables combined
was not appropriate because of the high incidence of "Don't Know'' re-
sponses and missing data for most subjects on at least one of the 35
variables, Such an analysis would have treated '""Don't Know'' responses
and items unmarked as missing data, and consequently, any subject
who failed to rate one of the 35 variables would have been discarded
from the analysis. This would have resulted in a high frequency of
unusable respondents and would have limited the representativeness
of the analysis.

Analyses of variance were performed for each of the 35 items
separately and in accordance with Dunnette & Heneman's (1956)
observation that the crucial variable is item-content, demanding separ-
ate analysis.
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Table 9

Comparison of Total Frequency of Write-In Suggestions
for Ways to Spend Tax Money More Wisely
by Method of Instrument Administration

Suggestion Rate Questionnaire Delivery Method
DM PD

Number of Questionnaires Received 712 366

Number of Write-In Suggestions 332 1582

| 2 chi square of ,53; 1 df, N.S.

Table 10

Comparison of Total Frequency of Write-In Suggestions
for Community Improvements
by Method of Instrument Administration

Suggestion Rate Questionnaire Delivery Method
DM PD

0 Suggestions 149 84

1 Suggestion 52 29

2 Suggestions 63 35

3 Suggestions 448 2182

2 chi square of 1,19; 3 df, N.S.



Table 11

Difference in Favorableness of Rating for
Direct Mail and Personal Delivery-and-Pickup Methods

Services and Attributes

Average Rating 1-5

DM PD E‘
1. Garbage Collection 3.781 3.811 . 6803
2, Trash Collection 3.391 3.496 . 1878
3. Housing Inspection Program 2.876 2.890 .9013
4, Public Libraries 3.990 4,020 6416
5, Enforcement of Traffic Laws 3,503 3.593 .2077
6. Street Maintenance/Cleaning 3,153 3.198 . 5490
7. Sewer Service 3.679 3.733 . 5435
8. Plumbing Inspection 3,191 3.071 . 3075
9. Urban Renewal 2.989 3.200 .0305%
10. Enforcement of Criminal Laws 3.428 3.498 . 6335
11. Public School Facilities 3.614 3,622 9012
12, Public School Teachers 3.654 3.663 . 8895
13,  Voting Facilities 3,606 3.562 . 5239
14, Tax Assesament 3.443 3. 469 . 6848
15, Police Protection 3,697 3,712 .B204
16, Courtesy of City Employees 3.670 3.784 .1013
17. ©Parks, Playgrounds 2.748 2.737 8837
18. Planned Recreation Programs 2,827 2.892 L5266
19, Fire Protection 4,159 4,104 J3o03
20. Storm Water Drainage 3.276 3,220 L5114
21, Electrical Inspection 3.302 3.285 .B676
22. Quality of City Employees 3.568 3,562 .9138
23, Zoning Enforcement 2.896 3.034 . 1359
24, Water Supply 4,026 4.108 L1190
25. Busineas License Procedures 3,454 3.461 9476
26, Shopping Facilities 3,759 3.747 .8610
27, Electrical Service 3.937 3.985 . 5902
%28, Traffic Signals and Signa 3.427 3.448 L7535
29, City Planning 2.906 2.950 . 6403
30. Fire Prevention Program 3.837 3.773 L6727
31. Integrity of City Employeen 3.582 3.546 L6225
3Z. Enclosed Public Meeting Place 2.203 2.219 .B605
33. Parking in Business District 2.496 2,602 L1723
34, General Appearance of Marietta 3.153 3.234 . 2440
35, Marietta as a Place to Live 4,039 4,036 . 9510

'Probability of obtaining F ratio greater than obtained value if null hypothesis is true,
*p &£ .05 for F ratio; sample Nof 712 (DM} and 366 {PD).

29
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Hypothesis 4. The prediction in this case is that individuals of

lower economic status (public housing residents) would demonstrate a
lower return rate in both methods of survey administration, in contrast
with persons living in the usual residential facilities. Inspection of

the returns data revealed a 31.4 per cent rate by the public-at-large
(average to high economic status implied) whereas the public housing
residents responded at a significantly lower rate (12.3%). In terms of
the instrument delivery system, the response rate to the personalized
Personal Delivery method was a high of 58. 2 per cent for the general
citizenry and only 19, 6 per cent among the tenants of public housing in
this small Georgia town. Tables 12 and 13 summarize these findings.
The earlier data of Franzen & Lazarsfeld {(1945), Hochstein &
Athanasopoulos {1970, and Wallace (1954) are thus confirmed in a dif-
ferent geographic region and kind of survey. The person of higher
socioeconomic status continues to respond more frequently to requested

participation in survey research.

Hypothesis 5. Return data was computed with respect to the

public housing subsample of 68 respondents. They responded at a
higher rate {19.6%) in the Personal Delivery condition in contrast with
a 12.3 per cent rate for the Direct Mail request from City Hall, In-
spection of the data in terms of the two methods conditions and the two
respondent segments indicated that 15. 2 per cent of the recipients in

the Direct Mail condition and 15, 3 per cent in the Personal Delivery
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Table 12

Return Rates for Public Housing Residents versus
Public-at-Large for the Direct Mail Method

Return Rate Public-at-Large Public Housing
Delivered 2,119 381
Returned 665 47
Return Rate 31.4% 12. 3%**

=P*chi square of 58.1; 1df, p<.0l,

Table 13

Return Rates for Public Housing Residents versus
Public-at-Large for the Personal Delivery Method

Return Rate Public-at-Large Public Housing
Delivered 593 107
Returned 345 21

*k
Return Rate 58. 2% 19.6%

*

v
chi square of 16,5; 1 df, p .0L,
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condition were public housing residents, Of the total number of ques-
tionnaire respondents, public housing residents represented 6.6 per
cent of the total number received in the Direct Mail condition and 5,7
per cent of respondents in the Personal Delivery condition, It appears
that although the response rate for public housing residents was higher
in the Personal Delivery condition, this difference is attributable to the
technique's effect on response rate at all socioeconomic levels, not
being specific to the low income group. Chi square analysis of the
relative increase in response rate for public housing residents as com-
pared to the relative increase for the public-at-large was not significant

2 e
(X"~ =.28;1 df, insignificant), and Hypothesis 5 was rejected (Table 14),

Table 14

Return Rates for Two Methods of Questionnaire Delivery
among the Public-at-Large and Public Housing Residents

Delivery Method Public-at-Large Public Housing
Direct Mail 31.4% (665) 12, 3% (47)
Personal Delivery 58. 2% (345) 19.6% (21)%

2chi square of . 28; | df, N.S.

Hypothesis 6. Because persons of lower socioeconomic status

demonstrated a significantly lower return rate in the present study, one
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might question the representativeness of the data. However, even if
the presence of respondent selectivity is admitted, the practical signifi-
cance of the issue must be considered. It is quite possible that ques-
tionnaire returns are biased in regard to the characteristics of the
respondents without biasing the desired result. Crucial in answering
this question is the nature of the topic of interest or content of the in-
strument (Franzen & Lazarsfeld, 1945, p. 296).

To answer this question, item response means were calculated
with respect to the income level of the respondent as determined from
the demographic data available. Four income levels were specified:
under $5, 000 a year, $5,000-$10,000, $10,000-$15,000, and over
$15,000 a year. A simple one-way analysis of variance was performed
to test for response mean difference with respect to the four income
levels. Means and Bvalues are given in Table 15. Of the 35 items,

11 reached significance at the ,05 level. This finding confirms Hypo-
thesis 6, indicating that response distortion as a function of selective
non-response patterns is present in some of the items on the question-
naire.

The content associated with the 11 items provided no meaningful
interpretation {(garbage collection; police protection; courtesy of city
employees; parks, playgrounds, and picnic areas; storm water drain-
age; zoning enforcement; shopping facilities; city planning/development

program; enclosed public meeting place; parking in the business dis-



Table 15

Difference in Favorableness of Ratings for Four Income Levels

Under $5,000- $10, 000~ Over
Services and Attributes $5, 000 10,000 15, 000 $15, 000 P

1. Carbage Collection 3,70 3.64 3,83 4.02 .oo10*

2. Trash Collection 3,38 3,34 3,44 3,53 L3317

3, Housing Inspection Program 2.99 2,82 2.79 2,92 L6687
4. Public Libraries 4,09 4,08 3.94 3,91 . 0744
5. Enforcement of Traffic Lawa 3.62 3.55 3.56 3,49 L7270

6. Street Maintenance/Cleaning 3.2z 3.21 3.05 3.24 L2176

7. ©Sewer Service 3.60 3.69 3,78 3.75 .3803

8. Plumbing Inspection 3. 17 3.19 3,04 3.18 L7710

9. Urban Renewal 2.82 3.20 3.02 3.01 . 0637
10, Enfiorcement of Criminal Laws 3.33 3.43 3,47 3.60 . 1497
11. Public School Facilities 3,50 3.71 3.66 3.52 . 0686
12, Public School Teachers 3,71 3.71 3,66 3.56 . 2904
13, Voting Facilities 3,59 3,61 3,56 3.61 . 9122
14, Tax Assessment 3.43 3.43 3.49 3.48 .B8549
15. Police Protection 3.57 3. 61 3,82 3.87 .0026*
16. Courtesy of City Employees 3.79 3.65 3.60 3.87 .0235*
17. Parks, Playgrounds 2.77 2.88 2.66 2.55 .o132"
18, Planned Recreation Programs 2.65 2,92 2.85 2.78 L2137
19. Fire Protection 4,03 4.10 4.20 4,23 L0871
20, Storm Water Drainage 3.19 3. 16 3.23 3.50 . 0072*
21. Electrical Inspection 3,17 3.26 3.31 3.48 . 5997
22, Quality of City Employees 3.58 3,52 3.61 3.60 L7024
23. Zoning Enforcement 3,17 3.09 2,82 2,72 .0020*
24, Water Supply 4.11 4,07 4.02 4.02 . 6541
25. Business License Procedures 3.54 3.36 3,34 3.61 L1320
26. Shapping Facilities 3.92 4.03 3.67 3,26 .o0m”
27. Electrical Service 3.97 3.98 4,00 3.86 L3733
28, Traffic Signals and Signa 3.47 3.48 3.37 3,36 . 5004
29, City Planning 3,17 3,10 2.85 2.63 .0004"
30. Fire Prevention Program 3.71 3.81 3.81 3.86 .5532
31, Integrity of City Employees 3,55 3.5l 1.53 3.68 . 3415
32. Enclosed Public Meeting Place 2.70 2.48 2.03 1.73 . UOO‘IS*
33, Parking in Business District 2,68 2.63 2.42 2.33 .oos8*
34, General Appearance of Marietta 3.26 3.41 3.06 2.94 . 0001*
35. Marietta as a Place to Live 3.93 4,907 4,03 4.10 . 2664

*p €.05 for F ratio; sample N of 172, 350, 254, 215.

34



35

trict; and general appearance of the city).
Another way to address the problem of selectivity in the returns

is to compare the item response means for the public-at-large with the

average ratings among the public housing respondents. Results of the

analysis of variance are presented in Table 16, Significant p values

3

(p €.05) were obtained for eight of the 35 stimulus items, ? again indi-

cating response distortion as a function of non-response selectivity.

A Subsample of Public Housing Occupants

Source lists available on the adult public in the present commun-
ity provided a distinction between persons in homes and apartments and
residents of public housing units, In an attempt to gain insight on this
indicator of socioeconomic status, the instruments were precoded by
means of staple arrangement for purposes of statistical comparison
later. The subsamples thus consisted of two kinds of housing facility
and implied composition of respondents--those who pay utility bills in
homes and apartments and those who do not because of public housing
status. Addresses obtained from the local housing authority were desig-
nated as the low socioeconomic status group. Data in Appendix B pro-
vide a comparison of demographic data for respondents whose names

were obtained from the utility listing or the public housing roster.

3The item content was: Garbage Collection, Enforcement of

Criminal Laws, Police Protection, Fire Protection, Electrical
Inspection, Zoning Enforcement, City Planning/Development Program,
Enclosed Large Public Meeting Place,.



Table 16

Difference in Favorableness of Ratings
for the Public-at-Large versus Public Housing Residents

Services and Attributes Public- Publ'ic P
at-Large Housing =
1. Garbage Collection 3.81 3.51 .0296%
2 Trash Collection 3.44 3,26 . 2927
3 Housing Inspection Program 2.88 2.90 . 9242
4 Public Libraries 3.99 4.23 . 0526
5. Enforcement of Traffic Laws 3.55 3,33 . 1407
6. Street Maintenance/Cleaning 3.18 3.00 . 2297
7 Sewer Service 3,70 3.59 .5693
8 Plumbing Inspection 3.18 2,87 .0g4z
9, Urban Renewal 3.04 3.30 L1798
10. Enforcement of Criminal Laws 3.47 3.16 . 0470"
11, Public School Facilities 3.62 3.57 7414
12, Public School Teachers 3.65 3.81 . 1994
13, Voting Facilities 3.59 3,63 L7718
14, Tax Assessment 3.46 3.32 . 6559
15, Police Protection 3.74 z.96 Loo0*
16. Courtesy of City Employees 3.72 3.53 . 1816
17. Parks, Playgrounds 2.74 2.77 .8739
18. Planned Recreation Programs 2.87 2. 64 . 1650
19. Fire Protection 4.16 3.85 .0057%
20. Storm Water Drainage 3.27 3.09 3177
21. Electrical Inspection 3.36 2.63 .0001*
22. Quality of City Employees 3.57 3.50 . 5987
23, Zoning Enforcement 2.91 3.35 .0147*
24, Water Supply 4,05 4,07 . 8599
25. Business License Procedures 3.45 3.51 . 7298
26. Shopping Facilities 3.74 4.02 L0567
27. Electrical Service 3.95 3.96 . 9638
28, Traffic Signals and Signa 3.42 3.65 . 1053
29. ity Planning 2,89 3,41 .0062*
30. Fire Prevention Program 3.82 3.75 .6133
31. Integrity of City Employees 3,58 3,37 .1333
3Z. Enclosed Public Meeting Place 2.17 2.82 .o019*
33. Parking in Business Diatrict 2,52 2,76 . 1438
34, General Appearance of Marietta 3.18 3.25 . 5993
35, Marietta as a Place to Live 4,05 3.93 . 6462

*p < .05 {for ¥ ratio; sample Nof 1,010 (Public-at-Large) and 68 {Public Housing).
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The typical public housing respondent was found to be younger
(7(2 = 30.8; 4 df, P< .01), to have experienced less education (12 =
88.4; 3 df, B< .01), more likely to be black than were respondents
from the Public-at-Large (Xz =15.9; 2 df, p< . 0l), and to be unem-
ployed (XZ = 14.7; 1 df, p< .01), As expected, lower annual income
" was characteristic of this subsample (X% = 94.3; 3 df, p< .01). Re-
view of the questionnaires indicated that 85 per cent of these respon-
dents correctly reported that they rented an apartment; 6 per cent er-
roneously marked home ownership; and 4 per cent said they rented a
house. No sample differentiation was obtained for marital status (chi
square less than unity), Years of residence in the city was significant
at the , 05 level (XZ = 9.2; 2 df} suggesting the comparable transiency
of these persons. The data in Appendix B support the original desig-

nation of public housing occupants as low socioeconomic status.



38

CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

A conventional community opinion survey served as a source of
information relating to methodological considerations in the collection
of data in survey research. The present study focused on two methods
of instrument administration., The specific areas of emphasis were:
(1) the presence or absence of respondent selectivity in the response
data, (2) the presence or absence of response distortion through com-
parison of data collected under two questionnaire delivery conditions,
and (3) the significance of the observed respondent selectivity by means
of an analysis of response differentiation for various segments of the

respondent population.

Respondent Selectivity

The problem of respondent selectivity is a function of the spe-
cific non-response patterns characteristic of various survey distribu-
tion techniques. The magnitude of such a problem as a potential source
of bias has traditionally been measured by the degree of selectivity
among the respondents with respect to socioeconomic status, On this
point, previous research findings indicate that persons of lower socio-

economic status answer questionnaires somewhat less (Franzen &
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L.azarsfeld, 1945; Reuss, 1943; Shuttleworth, 1940; Suchman &
McCandless, 1340).

In an attempt to reduce the non-response dilemma, survey re-
search methodologists have sought methods and procedures which can
be used to alter the demand characteristics of the data collection pro-
cess, thereby producing a higher return rate, One such method is the
Personal Delivery-and-Pickup procedure which supposedly enhances
questionnaire return rates. The personalized contact and the implied
demand to comply as perceived by the addressee in terms of his or her
relative importance to the success of the survey project served as the
rationale for the improved data collection. Although this kind of ex-
planation has not been given for the Personal Delivery method of survey
administration, the dynamics of personalized contact in both question-
naire distribution and interview procedures have received previous ex -
planation in terms of altruism, i.e., the desire to help someone in
need (Richardson, Dohrenwend, & Klein, 1965}, and the flattering of
respondent vanity (Payne, 1951).

Findings in the present study confirmed this explanation for the
Personal Delivery technique. As stated in Hypothesis 1, the overall
return rate was significantly higher (55.7%) in the Personal Delivery
condition as compared to the Direct Mail method (30.8%). This effect
was demonstrated through the use of the same questionnaire in both

conditions to two samples derived from the same population of address-
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ees. Comparison of available personal history data revealed no sample
differentiation among respondents in the two conditions of delivery,
Thus, the obtained difference in return rates for the two means of in-
strument administration can be considered to be functionally dependent
on the inherent qualities of the Personal Delivery method. The data
suggest that this approach to survey data collection might influence re-
turn rate by increasing each addressee's tendency to respond rather
than having a differential appeal to various segments of the addressee
population. Respondent selectivity (as reported earlier by Franzen &
Lazarsfeld, 1945, and others) was obtained in the present study.
Persons of lower sociceconomic status responded at a significantly
lower rate in both conditions of delivery, as stated in Hypothesis 4,
Analysis of returns data indicated return rates of 31,4 per cent for the
public-at-large and 12,3 per cent for low sociceconomic status residents
in the Direct Mail condition. Likewise, return rates of 58.2 per cent
for the public-at-large and 19, 6 per cent for low socioeconomic status
residents were realized for respondents in the Personal Delivery con-
dition,

The relative increase in return rate for both levels of socio-
economic status in both conditions was tested in accordance with Hypo-
thesis 5, Results were negative, indicating that although the return
rate for low socioeconomic status persons was higher in the Personal

Delivery condition, the relatively higher rate was not significantly dif-
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ferent from the relative increase for the public-at-large. In the pres-
ent study, this finding is more easily understood by considering the
proportional representation of public housing residents in the original
samples versus their representation in the respondent groups (15.2%
of the recipients in the Direct Mail and 15. 3% of personal deliveries
were public housing residents; 6.6% of the respondents in the Direct
Mail and 5.7% in the Personal Delivery condition were public housing
residents).

Thus, although the Personal Delivery technique of survey ad-
ministration deserves praise for its effect on the absolute return rate,
its merit as a means for reducing respondent selectivity between socio-
economic groups was not demonstrated in the present study. Equal
amounts of respondent selectivity with respect to the defined levels of
socioeconomic status were observed in the two conditions of question-
naire administration, suggesting once again that: (1) the demand to
comply associated with the Personal Delivery method is universal in
its appeal to socioceconomic groups and (2) its usefulness as a means
for solving the non-response dilemma among persons of low socio-

economic status should, therefore, be qualified.

Response Distortion

The comparison of survey administration techniques in the pres-

ent study dealt directly with the notion of response distortion contingent
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on the demand characteristics and/or anonymity effect associated with
the method of questionnaire administration. Because of the nature of
the Personal Delivery method, no attempt was made to isolate these
two effects, The process of Personal Delivery by a survey staff mem-
ber was found to increase return rate over the Direct Mail procedure,
This improvement in data collection was supposedly a function of an im-
plied demand to comply as perceived by the addressee in terms of his
relative importance to the success of the survey project, An increase
in the demand to comply would thus produce higher return rates but
might also result in response distortion for those persons who would
not have returned the questionnaire by mail. The demand characteris-
tics associated with the Perscnal Delivery technique is, therefore, a
viable explanation to any observed response differences between the
two methods.

This does not, however, exclude an explanation based on an
anonymity effect for any observed response differences, The personal-
ized contact in the Personal Delivery technique could produce a lack of
""psychological anonymity'' or fear of being identified for addressees in
that condition. This also is a viable explanation, However, it is recog-
nized that an anonymity effect explanation for the present response dif-
ferences would be weak for the following reasons:

(1) No real respondent identification took place. In practically all

studies reporting an anonymity effect, subjects were literally
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identified or experienced face-to-face interviews, Dunnette &
Heneman (1956) reported an anonymity effect based on lack of
""psychological anonymity'' in an anonymous employee opinion
survey. However, strong manipulations included having the
questionnaire administered by a research staff member from
outside the company or by an official in the firm, testing the sub-
ject on the premises of the industrial firm and having the test
administrator present while the subject filled out the question-
naire, Summarizing the findings of studies on the anonymity ef-
fect, Rosen (1960) concludes:

On balance, the literature and the study reported here strongly
suggest that identification of respondents in attitude question-
naire surveys conducted under less than highly threatening cir-
cumstances is not likely to result in serious statistical or
practical distortion.

Although respondents in the Personal Delivery condition gave
significantly more "Don't Know' responses, the favorability of
the ratings was not effected. In all previous studies showing a
significant anonymity effect, an increase in the number of "Don't
Know' responses was alsc accompanied by a distortion toward
more favorable ratings when these two variables were dependent
measures. In addition, Dunnette & Heneman (1956) reported
fewer and shorter write-in comments to open-ended questions

for subjects who showed a distortion in the favorableness of their

ratings, Content analysis with respect to delivery method and
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subsequent chi square tests for two open-ended questions in the
present questionnaire revealed no qualitative differences in either
the type of write-in comments given or differences in frequency
of occurrence,

(3) Addressees in the Personal Delivery condition demonstrated a
significantly higher return rate than persons receiving the ques-
tionnaire by Direct Mail., An anonymity effect explanation would
have to predict the reverse in a free-~choice situation.

Assuming an anonymity effect to be nonoperative in the present
study, an explanation based on the demand characteristics associated
with the instructional set and implied demand to comply in the Personal
Delivery condition seems most appropriate. One technique for enhanc-
ing respondent cooperation in survey research is to emphasize his or
her importance to the success of the project (Slocum, Empey, &
Swanson, 1956}, However, Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest
(1966) have suggested that such instructional sets can adversely affect
the quality of response as respondents may play the role, unusual for
them, of experts. As a consequence, respondents would tend to give
the impression that they are knowledgeable or that they hold firm opin-
ions on issues when the opposite may be the case.

Webb, et al. (1966), proposed that the extent to which respon-
dent expertise is introduced by the instructional set can be measured

by the number of "Don't Know'' responses to an attitude questionnaire,
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Specifically, the fewer the "Don't Know' responses, the greater degree
of assumed respondent expertise,

Berger & Sullivan (1970) recently examined Webb's so-called
"experting' hypothesis, with results contrary to the original predic-
tions. In their study significantly more "Don't Know'' responses were
obtained in the experimental condition emphasizing the respondents'
importance to the success of the survey., Rather than the "experting"
hypothesis proposed by Webb, et al. (1966}, Berger & Sullivan argue
that instructions emphasizing the addressees' importance to a survey
might motivate the respondent to be more conscientious in his re-
sponses to 2 questionnaire. An attitude of conscientiousness would
lead a respondent to be more sure of his responses before offering
them and, therefore, would lead to more "Don't Know'' responses,

Results obtained in the present study are supportive of Berger
& Sullivan's "'conscientiousness' explanation and cast doubt on the
"experting' hypothesis proposed by Webb, et al. (1966). Significantly
more "'"Don't Know'' responses were obtained in the Personal Delivery
condition indicating that this method of survey administration carries
to the respondent an implied message of his or her importance to the
success of the survey project and therefore results in more "Don't
Know' responses through the mediating response of '"conscientiousness. "

The higher return rate observed in the Personal Delivery condi-

tion is consistent with this explanation. Feeling more conscientious,
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an addressee might be compelled to comply by filling out and returning
the questionnaire, An effect of this nature could be explained in part
by means of the dissonance reduction model (Festinger, 1957). The
cognitive elements of '"conscientiousness' and '"not responding' could
create a state of dissonance, i.e., psychological tension having motiva-
tional characteristics, To reduce the dissonance, the individual could
either refute his belief or comply to the implied behavior. Crucial in
a resolution of this nature are the consequences of the implied behavior
as defined in terms of "'costly action' (Cook, Burd, & Talbert, 1970).
This specifies a "consistency plus hedonism model” (Rosenburg &
Abelson, 1960) in which an act of compliance could be performed as a

mode of dissonance reduction.

Response Differentiation

Subsequent to demonstrated respondent selectivity with respect
to the low return rates of low socioeconomic residents in both methods
of instrument administration, analyses were performed to determine
whether the observed selectivity among the returns functioned to effect
the representativeness of the data., The crucial question involved the
practical significance of the selectivity; as Franzen & Lazarsfeld (1945)
have noted, it is quite possible that questionnaire returns are biased in
regard to the characteristics of the respondents without biasing the de-

sired result. Similarly, McDonagh & Rosenblum {1965) have indicated
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that mailed questionnaires may reveal representative responses in
spite of the partial return from the sample of the universe selected,

The present data confirm the observed respondent selectivity as
a source of response bias. Comparison of item response means with
respect to four income levels derived from respondent demographic
data showed significant differences on 11 out of 35 items rated. Like-
wise, comparison of item response means for low socioeconomic re-
spondents, as defined by public housing residence versus the public-at-
large, showed significant D values on 8 of the 35 items.

The low return rates for low socioeconomic status addressees
and the response differentiation observed between these residents
and the public-at-large suggest response bias probably exists for cer-
tain items rated in the questionnaire, Although no conclusion can be
made regarding the magnitude of the bias, the data strongly suggest
that low return rates for persons of low socioeconomic status (as noted
in Franzen & Lazarsfeld, 1945) can effect response distributions for

certain items in a survey questionnaire,
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CHAPTER V

RECOMMENDATIONS

Results obtained in the present study clearly confirm the
Personal Delivery-and-Pickup method of instrument administration as
a means for increasing return rates. In instances where a low return
rate is anticipated, the feasibility of using Personal Delivery-and-
Pickup for data collection should be considered. In addition, the
method offers several economic advantages. If a relatively inexpensive
work force is available, the administration of questionnaires by the
Personal Delivery method eliminates the cost of mailing and because of

the higher return rate, reduces the required size of the sample.

The presumably more personalized procedure in data collection
was not effective in reducing the relative difference in return rates be-
tween low and higher sociceconomic groups. Future research involv-
ing respondent composition and survey methodology should involve a
more extensive division of addressees into socioneconomic groups,
Perhaps a definition of four or five levels of sociceconomic status
wouid show a differential effect on return rates. Although purely specu-
lative, such an effect would be assumed to occur because of a ''ceiling

effect’” for persons in the high socioeconomic status groups.
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Response distortion was noted for respondents in the Personal
Delivery condition. The favorability of ratings given by respondents in
the Personal Delivery condition was not effected; however, the fre-
quency of "Don't Know' responses to these same items was increased.
This finding suggests that although favorability of ratings in a free-
‘choice situation involving a high demand to comply may not be effected,
the respondents' tendency to state firm opinions or give such ratings
can be altered through the element of ""conscientiousness.' Replication
of this finding would have practical significance for the usefulness of
certain types of questions in questionnaires wherein a high demand to
comply is involved, More specifically, questions calling for ratings in
a response mode that elicits respondent certainty (i.e., strongly agree,
somewhat agree, don't know, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree)
could be expected to be biased in situations involving a high demand to
comply. Additional research is needed for the confirmation or repu-
diation of this tentative hypothesis,

Survey research specialists have assumed an attitude which im-
plies that those techniques, conditions, and methods of instrument ad-
ministration yielding higher return rates are unconditionally preferable
to techniques involving a lower demand to comply. This assumption is
based on the belief that higher return rates will ultimately result in
less biased, more representative data. Findings in the present study

indicate that techniques involving a high demand to comply in free-
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choice situations can result in response distortion for certain types of
questionnaire items, Although the bias associated with low return
rates may be reduced, another possible source of bias is created, i.e.,
response distortion as a function of demand characteristics in the in-
strument delivery stage in survey research, Specific research atten-
tion should be directed toward a better understanding of the demand

characteristics variable,
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(Reduced Copy)

MARIETTA SERVICE RATING AND PUBLIC ATTITUDE SURVEY

PART I: Service Ratings

The following are questions concerning public thinking about a number of
community services in Marietta. The response to the statements below should
be your personal opinion. We have tried to cover many relevant services.
Please rate them according to the following key:

Example: Rodent control program
Below Don't
ixcellent Good Average Average Poor Know

[ 1 [ [ l

If you feel that Marietta has an excellent rodent control program, then
check the box as illustrated.

Below Don't
Excellent Good Average Average Poor Know

1. Garbage Collection 1 1.
2. Trash Collection 2 2.
3. Housing Inspection Program 3 3.
L. Public Librartes L' 4.
5. Enforcement of Traffic Laws 5. 5.
6. Street Maintenance & Cleaning 6 6.
7. Sewer Service 7 7.
8. Plumbing Inspection 8 8.
9. Urban Renewal 9 9.
10. Enforcement of Criminal Laws 10. 10.
11. Public Sechool Facilities 1. 1.
12. Public School Teachers 12. 12.
13. Voting facilities 13. 13.
14, Tax Assessment 14 4.
15. Police Protection 15. 15.
16. Courtesy of Lity Employees 16. 16.
17. Parks, Playgrounds, & Picnic Areas 17. 17.
18. Planned Recreation Programs 18. 18.
19. Fire Protection [ER 19.
20. Storm Water Drainage 20. 20.
21.  Electrijcal Inspection 21. 21,
22. Quality of City Employees 2Z. 22.
23. Zoning Enforcement 23, 23.
24, Water Supply 24, 25,
25. Business License Procedures 25. 25.
26. Shopping Facilitles 26. 26
27. Electrical Service 27. 27.
28, Traffic Signals and Sigrs 28. 28.
29, City Planning/Development Program 29, 29,
30. Fire Prevention Program 30. 30.
31. Integrity of City Employees 3i. 31.
32. Enclosed Large Public Meeting Place 32. 3z,
33. Parking in the Business District 33. 33.
3L General Appearance of Marietta 35 34,
35. Marietta as a Place to Live 5. 35.
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36.

37.

38.

33.

4o.

41,

53

For the City services listed below, indicate (by checking the appropriate box}

whether you think the City should ''spend more', "“spend the same'', or ''spend

less',

Spend More Spend Same Spend Less

Poiice Frotection

Streats and Sidevsiks

Trash Pickup

Garbage Pickup

Fire Protection

Parks & Recreation

Sewers and Sewerage Treatment

Planning and Zonirg

- JTU MM O N O
— TJTuW P ON T W

Traffic Control

Frem the list of City services above, which two do you think are the
most important areas for increased effort?

and

Considering the services that the City has to provide, do you think
local taxes are:

High
About Right
Low

1f a choice had to be made, would you rather raise taxes or cut City
services?

Raise Taxes

fut Services

|f more money were needed to finance City services, which do you think is

The best way to raise it? ({Check Gne Blank)

Local Sales Tax
Tax on Property
Tax on Income or Earnings
Tax on Automobile Cwners
Bond lssues {Long Term Loans)

Increasing Charges for City Services

What is the SECOND best way? ({Check One Blank)

Local Sales Tax

Tax on Property

Tax on Income or Earnings
Tax on Automobile Dwners

Bond lssues (Long Term Loans)

Increasing Lharges for City Services
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PART

Ly,

45,

46,

47.

48.

4g.

_3-

Do you think you get your money's warth from local taxes?

fes
No
Don't Know

In what way do you think your tax money could be more wisely spent?

V1. Check the appropriate blank indicating your opinion on the

following issues:
The consolidation of Marietta and Cobb County Schools
A. | favor consolidation.

B. | am against consolidation.
C. Undecided.

The further expansion of the Board of Lights and Water into areas beyond

the City Limits

A. | favor expansion.
B. | am against expansior.
L. Undecided.

54

The expansion of present Marietta hospital facilities (Kenmestone Hospital) ....

A. 1 favor expansion.
B. 1 am against expansion.
C. Undecided.

The annexation of surrouading land to enlarge the City Limits of Marietta

A. | faver enlarging the City Limits.
B. | am against enlargina the City Limits
C. Undecided.

The installation of Cable TV in Marietta {with subscription being optional

to each househcld) at a cost of approximately $6.00/Month for subscription.

A. | would subscribe to Cable TV,
B. { would rot subscribe to Cable TV.

C. Undecided.

The improvement of street lighting in Marietta

A. | think the present street lighting is adeguate.

B, | favor improving street lighting to be paid for by
increased electrical rates.

C. | favor improving strect lighting to be paid for by
in taxes.

D. Undecided.

increase



50. Do you think Marijetta and Cobb County should be a part of the Metropolitan
Area Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA)?
A. Yes
B. No
C. Undecided
PART V. The “allowing question: pertain to the improvement of certain
City facilities, witn funds for this Improvement being derived
from either general obligation bords or revenue bonds. A
general obligation bond is a long term loan paid for from the
City's general fund (taxes, assessments, etc.). A revenue bond
is a long term loan paid for out of money tollected from the use
of the planred facility. Check the appropriate blank indicating
your opinicn on the following issues:
£1. The improvement of Larry Bell Park
A. | think po improvements should be made.
B. | favor a bond issue to be financed by a general obligation band.
{With Ownership by the City)
C. | favor a bond issue to be financed by a revenue bond.
{(With Ownership by the City) (This wouid mean charging for
the use of the park.)
D. Give Larry Bell Park to the County along with the $352,000. in
insurance money which the City had collected due to the fire
at the park. (With ownership and responsibility for improve-
ments turned over toc the founty.)
52. Construction {by the City) of a downtown parking garage ....
A. | think present downtown parking facilities are adeguate.
B. | faver construction of a downtown parking garage to be financed
by a general obligation bond.
C. | favor construction of a downtown parking garage to be financed
by a revenue bond.
D. Undecided.
53. The construction of a new City Hall

A. | thirk the present City Hall 1s adequate.

B. | favor construction of a new City Hall to be financed by a
general obligation bond.

C. | faver construction of a new City Hall to be financed by a

D. Undecided.

resenue bond {in conjunction with the Board of Lights and Water).

55



FoRT V.

t4, 7 you had a suggestion or a complaint about a City service, who would
vOou contac !

Councilman frem your Ward,

AL
TR, Mavor
C. ty Manager
D . ty Department Hea, of the Service Concerned
TTTTTEL. Newspaper
F. Radio Station
Cther (Specify)
55. In your opinion, what are the three most important things that need to

be changed, fixed up, stopped, or started in order to make Marietta a
better community?

b,

(o8]

)

56. What do you consider the City of Marietta's form of government to be?

Commission Form
Mayor-Council Form
C. Councili-manager Form
b. Don't Know

PrRT IV. Anonymous information on you as a Marietta citizen:

£7. AGE
Under 30 .
30 - Lo
4o - 50
50 - 60 _
Over &0

8. Highest Schooling Completed:

Bth Gradz or Less High %chool Graduate
Some High School College Graduate
59. Married Single
60. Race
Black .
white

Other (Specify)

56



61,

62.

63.
64,
65.
6.

Income

Under $5,000/Year
$5,000 = $10,000/Year
£10,000 - $15,000/Year
Over 515,060/Year

Years lived inside the City Limits of Marietta,
Under 2 Years

2 - 5§ Years

5 - 10 Years

Over 10 Years

Total members in household (including yourself)

York within the City Limits? Yes Ho

Are you a registered voter?  Yes No

——re——

Are you a home-owner or do you rent either & house or an apartment?

Home-Owner
| Reni & House

—

| Rent an Apartment

Do Not Work

57
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APPENDIX B
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RESPONDENT DATA FOR COMPUTER
PRINTOUT AND PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITY RESIDENTS;

BOTH SAMPLES COMBINED
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Appendix B

Differences between Respondent Data for Computer
Printout and Public Housing Authority Residents;
Both Samples Combined

AGE (X2 =30.,76;4 df, p<.01)
Under 30 30-40 40-50 50-60 Over 60
UL2 236(23%)°  170(17%)  232(23%)  195(19%)  162(16%)
PH 34(50%) 10(15%) 5(7%) 6(9%) 11(16%)

EDUCATION (X ° = 88.41; 3 df, p <.0l)

8th Grade Some High High School College

or Less School Graduate Graduate
UL 68(7%) 93(9%) 494(49%,) 325(32%)
PH 14(21%) 27(40%) 18(26%) 6(9%)

MARRIED- (X2 =.63;14df, N.5. )
SINGLE
Married Single
UL 842(83%) 145(14%)
PH 55(81%}) 7(10%)
RACE (X% =15.95; 2 df, p<.01)
Black White Other
UL 46(5%) 941(93%) 2(0%)

PH 10(15%) 56(82%) 1{1%)




INCOME

UL

PH

2
YEARS LIVED INSIDE CITY LIMITS OF MARIETTA (X = 9.19; 3 df,

UL

PH

ARE YOU A REGISTERED VOTER?

UL

PH

ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

UL

PH

Appendix B (continued)

()c’2 = 94.34; 3 df, p< .01)

60

Under $5, 000- $10, 000- Over
$5,000/Yr, $10, 000 ~ $15,000 $15,000/Yr.,
136(13%) 327(32%) 253(25%) 215(21%)

36(53%) 23(34%) 1(1%) 0(0%)

N.S.)

Under 2 Years 2-5 5-10 Over 10 Years
123(12%) 138(14%) 117(12%) 591(59%)
14{21%) 14(21%) 9(13%) 27(40%)

Yes No
788(78%) 177(18%)
30(44%) 30(44%)

2
(X =14.75; 1 df, p <.01)
Yes No
825(82%) 133(13%)

40(59%) 19(28%)

2
(X" =34.24;1 df, pg.01)
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Appendix B (continued)

ARE YOU A HOMEOWNER
OR 5
DO YOU RENT EITHER A HOUSE OR AN APARTMENT? (X “ = 185.83;
2 df, pg.0l)

Homeowner Rent a House Rent an Apartment
UL 712(70%) 92(9%) 168(17%)
PH 4(6%) 3(4%) 58(85%)

®Name/Address Rosters; Utility Lists {UL) of residents in
homes and apartments as derived from a computer printout of address
labels for utility billings; Public Housing (PH) occupants not paying
utility fees directly.

bPercentages do not add up to 100% due to the failure of some
respondents to answer the question. Chi square analyses are based on
the raw count of respondents, UL, N=1,010; PH, N= 68,

“p <. 01,



APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE DIRECT MAIL CONDITION

AND SUMMARY OF RESPONSES
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{(Reduced Copy)

MiAGoL TS R "
AND
PURLIC ATT/it:NE SURVEY

Ever hear the old eapression, "You can't fight City Hall?' Well we don't
think that's guite {ruc. The City of Morfetta wants to know what you
think, In effect tlis city is a corpors’ion in the business of providing
services and you are ane of its stockholders, Please take the time to
answer these few g tions. 1t's a convenient way to make your voice

heard in matters b2t Jdirectly concern you.

You are one of 2,773 houscholds randonly chosen to receive this question=
naire. You or anv - ault mermber of yiur hoeschold may Fitl it out.  Although
your reply will ce Snonymous, it is cxtremely important {nat everyone
coeperate to insu. o thr suceess of our a'tort. Much liks (ae Governor's
"Geals for Georgi caram, we dotord to use this inforrolion to allow

the citizens of Mariott, oo have a creater voice in *n2 planning 2nd

operation of locel wrversrwnd

Plesse complete ofr guettiarmaice mro s o it
nostacs pald cnveloss o oo gy poacidle,
Yunr rentive will o be veatoa o0 eocteniaie
)
=
AN -~ .
~
S .
;
. oA e
Lo TR e Patd - ! ’

- A
Fuayee Miller
Cizy Manacer



(Reduced Copy)

MARIETTA SERVICE RATIRNG AND PUBLIC ATTITUDE SURVEY

PART 1: Service Ratings

The following are questions concerning public thinking about a number of
community services in Marietta. The response to the statements below should
be your persconal opinion. We have tried to cover many relevant services.
Please rate them according to the following key:

Exampie: Rodent control program
Below Don't
ixcellent Good Average Average Poor Know
[ &1 [ [ | A |
If you feel that Marietta has an excellent rodent control program, then
check the box as illustrated.
Below Bon't
Excelient Good Average Average Poor Know
1. Garbage Collection 1 3.78 4
2, Trash Collection 2 3.39 21
3. Housing Inspecction Program 3 2.88 354
L. Public Libraries g 3.99 61
5. Enforcement of Traffic Laws 5. 3.50 27
6. Street Maintenance & Cleaning 6. 3.15 5
7. Sewer Service 7. 3,68 98
8. Plumbing Inspection 8 3.19 383
9. Urban Renewal 9. 2.99 198
10. Enforcement of Criminal Laws 10. 3.43 .83
11. Public School Facilities 11. 3,6l 56
12, Public School Teachers 12. 3.65 94
13, Voting Facilities 13. 3.61 81
4. Tax Assessment. 14, 3. 44 117
15. Police Protection 15. 3,70 15,
16. Courtesy of City Employees 16, 3,67 27|
17. Parks, Playgrounds, & Picnic Arcas 17. 2,75 57
18. Planned Recreation Programs 18. 2,83 1711
1§. Fire Protection 13. 4,16 | 54,
20. Storm Waler Dralnage 204 3.28 116
21, Electrical lnsprction 1. 3,30 355
22, Quality of City tmnloyees 22. 3,57 1i5
23. Zoning Enforcement 23. 2.90 206
24, VWater Supply 24. 4.03 31
25. Business License Procedures 25, 3,45 329
26. Shopping Facilities 26. 3.76 7
27. Electrical Service 27. 3,94 35
28, Traffic Signals and Signs 28. 3.43 1 gl
29. City Planning/2cvelopment Progranm 29, 2,91 208!
3D, Fire Prevertion Program 20. 3,84 161
31, tntegrity of City Employees In., 3, 56! 152
32. Enclosed Large Public Meeting Place 37. 2,20 154
33. Farking in 'he Business District 33. 2.50 19
34, General Anpoarance of Marietra 2k, 3.15 3
35. Marietta as & Place to Live c. 4,04 | ] 2

o~y vV B R —



PART 11,

36. For the City services listed below, indicate (by checking the appropriate box)
whether you think the City should "spend more', ''spend the same'', or '"spend

less''.
Spend More Spend Same Spend Less

a. Poiice Frotection a. 55% 41% 1%
b. Streets and Sidewoiks b. 45% 49% 2%
c. Trash Pickup c. 21% 71% 4%
d. Garbage Pickup d. 15% 79% 2%
e. Fire Protection e. 229% 71% 2%
f. Parks & Recreation f. 49% 37% 6%
g. Sewers and Sewerage Treatment g. 32% 56% 4%
h. Planning and Zoning h. 26% 55% 11%
i. Traffic Contraol i. 44% 487, 2%

37. From the list of City services above, which two do you think are the
most important areas for increased effort?

and

38. Considering the services that the City has to provide, do you think
local taxes are:

25% High
67% About Right
5%, Low

39. 1f a choice had to be made, would you rather raise taxes or cut City
services?

54%, Raise Taxes
34% Cut Services

4o, 1f more money were needed to finance City services, which do you think is
the best way to raise it? ({(Check One Blank)

41% Local Sales Tax

49, Tax on Property
:—5%—:Tax on lncome or Larnings
4% Tax cn Automobile Cuncrs

27% _Bond Issues (Loena Term Loans)
_10% Increasing Charges for City Services

41, What is the SECOND best way? (Check On: Blank)

L2409, Locatl Sales Tax
_._Be. Tax on Property
_10% Tax on lnceome or Earnings
o Tax on Avtomobile Owners
"26% __ Bond lssues (Lena Term Loans)
_14%  lIrcreasing Charges feor City Services
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PART

4.

bs.

ke .

47.

48,

45.

_3_

Do you think you get your money's worth from local taxes?

46% Yes
320, No
22% Don't Know

in what way do you think your tax money could be more wisely spent?

i81. Check the appropriate blank iadicating your opinion on the
following issues:

The consolidation of Marietta and Cobb County Schools
469% A. | favor consolidation.

26% B. | am against consolidation.
28% C. Undecided.

The further expansion of the Board of Lights and Water into areas beyond
the City Limits ....

4105 A. | favor expansion.
327, B. | am against expansion.

27% C. WUndecided.

66

The expansion of present Marietta hospital facilities (Kennestone Hospital) ....

73% A. | favor expansion.
13% B. 1| am against expansion.
15% C. Undecided.

61% A. | favor enlarging the City Limits.
22% B. | am against enlarging the City Limits.
17% C. Undecided.

The installation of Cable TV in Marietta (with subscription being optional

to each househcld} at a cost of approximately $6.00/Month for subscription.

27% A. 1 would subscribe to Cable TV.
48% B. | would not subscrite to Cable TV.
24% C. Undecided.

The improvement of street lighting in Marietta

52% A. | think the present strect lighting is adeguate.

16% B. | favor irproving street lighting to be paid for by
increased electrical rates.

149, ¢ | favor Improving strect lichting to be paid fer by increase
in taxes.

—
0
.6:.1
o

Undecided.




50. Do you think Marietta and Cobb County should be a part of the Metropolitan
Area Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA)?
53(70 A. Yes
35% B. MNo
12% C. Undecided
PART IV. The '>llowing guestizns pertain ta the improvement of certain
City facilities, witn funds for this improvement being derived
from either general obligation bonds or revenue bonds. A
general obligation bond is a long term loan paid for from the
City's general fund (taxes, assessments, etc.). A revenue bond
is a long term loan paid for out of money collected fram the use
of the planmed facllity. Check the appropriate blank indicating
your opinion on the following issues:
%1. The improvement of Larry Bell Park
7% A. 1 think no improvements should be made.
199% B. | favor a bond issue to be financed by a general obligation bond.
(With Ownership by the City)
23% c. | favor a bond issue to be financed by & revenue bond.
(With Ownership by the City) (This would mean charging for
the use of the park.)
42% D. Give Larry Beil Park to the County along with the $352,000. in
insurance money which the City had collected due to the fire
at the park. (With ownership and responsibility for improve-
ments turncd over to the County.)
52. Construction (by the City) of a downtown parking garage ....
36% A. 1 think present downtown parking facilities are adequate.
8% 8. | favor construction of a downtown parking garage to be financed
by a general ohligation bond.
359 C. 1 favor construction of a downtown parking garage to be financed
by a revenue bond.
22% D. VWUndecided.
53. The construction of a new City Hail

49% A. | think the present City Hall is adequate.

I5% 8. | favor construction of a new City Hall to be financed by a
general obligation bond.

13% €. | favor construction of a new City Hall to be financed by a

229 0. Undecided.

resenue bond (in canjunction with the Board of Lights and Water).
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PART

54,
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v
IfT you had a suggestion or a complaint about a City sarvice, who would
vou contact!
19% A, Councilman frem your Ward,

5% B. Mavor

10% ¢. "ty Manager

52% . . ty Department Heso of the Service Concerned

305 E hewspaper

_1% F. Radio Station
19, Other (Specify)

55. In your opinion, what are the three most Important things that need to
be changed, fixed up, stopped, or started In order to make Marietta a
better community?

1.
2.
3.
56. What do you consider the City of Marletta's form of government to be?
2% A. Commissjon Form
38% B. Mayor-Council form
30% C. Council-manager Form
30% D. Don't Know

PLRT V. Anonymous information on you as a Marietta citizen:

£7. AGE
Under 30 259
30 - 4o 17°%,

4o - Lo 22%
50 = 60 _]22@
Over 60 16%

8. Highest Schooling Comnleted:
8th Grad2 or Less 7%, High School Graduate 46%
Some High School 109 College Graduata 35%

59. HMarried 84% Single 14%

60. Race
Black 5%_

white Vi
Other (Specify) 0%



61.

62.

63.
6k,
65.
66.

69

-6-
I ncome
Under $5,000/Year 15%
$5,000 - $10,000/Year of
$10,000 ~ $15,000/Year 25%
Jver $15,0C0/Year 229%
Years lived inside the City Limits of Marietta.
Under 2 Years 139,
2 - 5 Years 14%
5 = 10 Years 11%

Gver 10 Years 59%

Tatal merbers in househeld (including yourself)

Y'ork witn n the City Limits? Yes39% No 42% Do Not Work 13%
Are you a registered voter? Yes 77% No 18%

Are you a home-owner or do you rent either a house or an apartment?

___33% Hore-0wner

77% ! Reni a House
91% I Rent an Apartment



APPENDIX D

QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE

PERSONAL DELIVERY -AND-PICKUP CONDITION

AND SUMMARY OF RESPONSES
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{Reduced Copy)

MARIETTA it i flo R

PPN AL ST CDE SURVIY

Ever hear the old excression, "You can't fight City Hall?'"' Well we don't
think that's quite tiue. The City ©f Marietta wants to know what you
think, In effect Lhis city is 2 corporation in the business of providing
services and you are ¢ne of s Ltockhoiders. FPlcase take the time to

answoer these few questions. [t's a convenient way to make your voice

heard in matteirs t=-t directly concern you,

You are one of 800 households randomly chosen to receive this questionnaire.
You er any adgult 1 -mber of your househnold may fill it out. Although your
resly will be @ - wus, it is extre-~=ly important that everyane cooperate
to insure the .o, of our effory. Huch like the Governcr's 'Goals for
Georgia™ progrin. w. intend to use this infarmation to allow the citizens
of Morietta to hove o arczter “oics in the planning and operation of

lecal governraent.

This guestionreire was percntlly delivered to your home., Please complete
it zrd hang it by means or the plastic bag, on your front door knobh. Our
Pty eantalive wili o he oy Yol soamslite efter 5:00 PUML, to pick

dp the vompletod (o0

4

Youl roptios wil) be valuzd and apprecioted.

C 7 . T
e = '- /
PR T /4/:4 e
. R ¢
Sl Miller
Tty Hanager

1
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{(Reduced Copy)

MARIETTA SERVICE RATING AND PUBLIC ATTITUDE SURVEY

PART 1: Service Ratings

The following are questions concerning public thinking about a number of
community services in Marietta. The response to the statements below should
be your perscnal opinion. We have tried to cover many relevant services.
Please rate them according to the following key:

Example: Rodent control program

Below Don't
txcellent Good Average Average Poor Know
=l I i [ |

If you feel that Marietta has an excellent rodent control program, then
check the box as illustrated.

72

Below Don't
Excellent Good Average Average Poor Know

1. Garbage Collection 1 3 81 1.
2. Trash Collection 2 3,50 16 2,
3. Housing Inspection Prugram 3 2. 89 202 1 3.
k. Public Libraries 'R 4. .02 48 | 4.
5. Enforcement of Traffic Laws 5. 3,59 22 5.
6. Street Maintenance & Cleaning 6 3,20 6| 6.
J]. Sewer Service 7 3.73 62 | 7.
B. Plumbing lnspection 8 3.07 200 | 8.
9. Urban Renewal 9 3,20 133 | S.
10. Enforcement of Criminal Laws 10. 3.50 .50 | 10.
IT. Public School Facilities . 3,62 | 47 [ 11.
12. Public School Teachers 12, 3.66 54 |12,
13. Voting Facilities 13. 3.56 43 | 13.
1. Tax Assessment 14, 3,47 65 | 14.
15. Police Protection . 15, 3.71 11 | 15.
16, Courtesy of City Employees 16. 3.78 30 | 16.
17. Parks, Playgrounds, & Picnic Areas 17. 2.74 35| 17.
18. Planned Recreaticn Programs 18. 2. 89 79 | 1R.
19. Fire Protection 1G. 4,10 28 9.
20. Storm Water Drainage 25. 3.22 60 2!
21. Electricai !nspection 21, 3,29 178 121
22. Quality of City Employees 27. 3.56 83 /7.
23. Zonlng Enfarcement 23, 3.03 109 | 23.
2h,  Water Supply 2k 4,11 17 | 24,
25, Business License Procedures Lh.T 3.46 184 125,
26. Shoppirg Facilities 26, 3. 75 P TR ee
27. Llscirical Service 27 3.99 19 127.
28, Traffic Stgnrals and Signs 28] 3,45 ] 4 | 28.
29. City Mlannirg/Ceveloprent Program 29. 2,§§+ 155 128
30, Fire Preventior Frogram oL RENEE] 86 13
1. Integrity of City Employees 31'.1- 3,55 111} 3t
32. Enclosed Largz Public Mecting Place 32.J 2,22 98 ] 3z2.
33. Parking in the Business District 33. 2,60 15 | 33.
34, General Appearance of Marictta 14, ! E 4 |3
35. Marijetta as a Place to Live 3647 1 4,04 | | 3|35




37.

38,

39.

ho.

4.

73

-2-
PART I1.
36. For the City services listed below, indicate {by checking the appropriate box)
whether you think the City should '"spend more', ''spend the same', or ''spend
less”.

Spend More  Spend Same  Spend Less

a. Poiice Protection a. 54% 39% 2%
b. Streets and Sidewalks b. 44% 492/0 2%,
c. Trash Pickup c. 18% 73% 5%
d. Garbage Pickup d. 13% 79% 37,
e. Fire Protection e. A 56% 2%
f. Parks & Recreation f. 51% 7% 6%
g. Sewers and Sewerage Treatment g. 35% 54% 4%
h. Planning and Zoning h. 23% 57% 11%
i. Traffic Control i. 42% 50% 4%

From the list of City services above, which two do you think are the
most important areas for increased effort?

and

Considering the services that the City has to provide, do you think
local taxes are:

27% _ MHigh
67% About Right
4%, Low

li a choice had to be made, would you rather raise taxes or cut City
services?

56, Raise Taxes
34% Cut Services

1f more money were needed to finance City services, which do you think is
the best way to raise 1t7 {Check One Blank)

_45% Local Sales Tax
} ?% Tax on Property
5% _Fax orn Income or Earnings

4% Tax on Automobile Qwners

“25Y% Bond Issues {Long Term Loans}
9% Increasing Charges far City Services

What is the SECOND best way? (Check One Blank)

26% Local Sales Tax
&% Tax on Property
8% Tax on Income or Earnings

6 Tax on Automobile Jwners

(]
319 _ Bond Issues (Long Term Loans)
16% Increasing Charges for City Services



43.

PART

by,

45,

46.

§7.

48.

43,

74

-3_

Do you think you get your money's worth from local taxes?

40? Yes
] No
__28%  Don't Know

In what way do you think your tax momey could be more wisely spent?

1li. Check the appropriate blark indicating your opinion on the
following issues:

The consolidation of Marietta and Cobb County Schools .

41% A, | favor consolidation.
29% B. 1 am against consolidation.

30% €. 4Undecided.

The further expansion of the Board of Lights and Water into areas beyond
the City Limits ....

44% A. | favor expans-ion.
31% B. | am against expansion.

26% (. Undecided.
The expansion of present Marierta hospital facllities (Kennestone Hospital) ....
73% A. | faver expansion.

9%, B, | am against expansion.
18% €. Undecided.

The annexation of surrounding land to enlarge the City Limits of Marietta ....

57% A. | favor enlsrging the City Limits,
20% B. | am against enlarging the City Limits.
23% €. Undecided,

The installation of Cable TV in Marietta (with subscription being optiocnal
to each househcld) at a cost of approximately $6.00/Month for subscription.

26% A. | would subscribe to Cable TV.
v B. | would not subscribe to Cable TV.
21% C. Undecided.

The improvement of street lighting in Marietta ....

497 A. ) think the present street lighting is adequate.

149, B. | favor improving street lighting to be paid for by
increased electrical rates.

159 €. I favor improving street lighting to be pald for by increase
in taxes.

21% D. Undecided.
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50. Do you think Marietta and Cobb County should be a part of the Metropolitan
Area Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA)?
50% A. Yes
36%0 B. No
14% C. Undecided
PART IV. Thz #a2llowing questions pertain to the improvement of certain
City facilities, with funds for this improvement being derived
from either general obligation bonds or revenue bonds. A
general obligation bond is a long term loan paid for from the
City's general fund (taxes, assessments, etc.). A revenue bond
is a long term loan pald for out of money collected from the use
of the planned facility. Check the appropriate blank indicating
your opinion on the following issues:
5]. The improvement of Larry Bell Park ....
11%, A. | think no improvements should be made.
20% B. ) favor a bond issue to be financed by a general obligation bond.
(With Ownership by the City)
20% €. | faver a bond issue to be financed by a revepue bond.
(With Ownership by the City} (This would mean charging for
the use of the park.)
41% D. Give Larry Bell Park to the County along with the $350,000. in
insurance money which the City had collected due to the fire
at the park. (With ownership and responsibility for improve-
ments turned over to the County.)
52. Construction (by the City) of a downtown parking garage ....
35% A. 1 think present downtown parking facilities are adequate.
8f%, B. 1 favor constructlon of a downtown parking garage to be financed
by a general obligation bond,
31% C. 1 favor construction of a downtown parking garage to be financed
by a revenue bond.
26% D. Undecided,
53. The construction of a new Lity Hall

48% A. 1 think the present City Halil {s adequate.

139, B. | favor ctonstruction of a new City Hall to be financed by a
general obligation bond.

11% €. 1 favor construction of a8 new City Hall to be financed by a

resenue bond {in comjunction with the Board of Lights and Water).
28% D. Undecided.



FORT V.

24,

"7 you had a suggestion or a complaint about a City service, who would
YU contaci!

22% 4. Councilman from your Ward.
_ 5% B. HMavor

11% C. ty Manager
497 O ty Cepartment Hea. of the Service Concerned
_3% E. iewspaper
0% F. Radio Station
1% Other (Specify)

55. In your opinion, what are the three most important things that nreed to
be changed, fixed up, stopped, or started in order to make Marietta a
better community?

I,
2.
3.
56. What do you consider the City of Marietta's form of government to be?
19, A. Commission Form
37% B. HMayor-Council Form
28% C. Council-harager Form
34% D. Don't Know

PLRT V.  Anonymous infarmation on you as a Marietta citizen:

£7. AGE
Under 30 26%

30 - Lo 179,
b0 - 50 217,
50 - 60 189
Cver 60 18T )

58. Highest Schooling Comnleted:
8th Grad: or Less _ 9@, High Schoo! Graduate 50%
Some High Schoo) 14% College Graduate 23%

59. Married 839 Single 13%

60, Race

Black 5%
white Gl%

Other fSrecﬁy) 1%,
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61.

62.

63.
b4.
65.
66.

7T

1 _6_
Income
Under $5,000/Year 15%,
$5,000 = 510,000/Year 359,
$10,000 - 515,000/ Year 20%

Over $15,060/Year lﬁiu

Years lived inside the City Limits of Marletta.

Under 2 Years 13%
2 - 5 Years 14

5 - 10 Years 13“50
Over 10 Years 55%

Total merhers in household (including yourself)

York with'n the City Limits? Yes 40% No 39% Do Not Work 16%_
Are you a registered voter? Yes 74% No 21%

Are you a home~owner or do you rent either a house or an apartment?

_61%  Hore-Owner

10% I Reni 3 House
25% | Rent an Apartment .
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