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Previ ous research has docunented effects of the order in
whi ch response
choices are offered to respondents using cl osed-ended survey
Itenms, but no
theory of the psychol ogi cal sources of these effects has yet been
pr oposed.
Thi s paper offers such a theory drawn froma variety of
psychol ogi cal
research. Using data froma split-ballot experinent in the 1984
General So-
cial Survey involving a variant of Kohn's parental val ues
measure, we test
sonme predictions made by the theory about what kind of response
order effect
woul d be expected (a primacy effect) and anong whi ch respondents
It should be
strongest (those low in cognitive sophistication). These
predi ctions are con-
firmed. We also test the "formresistant correl ation" hypothesis.
Al t hough
correlations between itens are altered by changes in response
order, the
presence and nature of the l[atent val ue di nensi on underlying
t hese responses
Is essentially unaffected.

AN EVALUATI ON OF A COGNI TI VE THEORY OF RESPONSE ORDER
EFFECTS | N SURVEY MEASURENMENT

| NTRODUCTI ON

Consi der abl e psychol ogi cal research docunents the fact that
deci si on-
maki ng outcones may be dramatically altered by even trivial
changes in the way
probl ens are franmed or the context in which they are consi dered
(e.g., Tversky
& Kahneman, 1981). And in survey research, it is now well-known
t hat respon-
ses to questions neasuring beliefs and attitudes may be
significantly altered
by apparently trivial changes in the form and wordi ng of
guestions or in the
context in which they are asked (e.g., Schuman & Presser, 1981).
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However, al -

t hough nmuch enpirical research catal ogs the effects of such
changes in sur-

veys, no general theories have been proposed to explain the
psychol ogi cal

processes that produce these effects. The non-exi stence of such
t heoreti cal

wor k prevents survey researchers from predicting when such
effects will occur

and how to mitigate them

Thi s paper offers and eval uates a theory of one particular
cl ass of ques-
tion formeffects: response order effects. A great deal of past
research has
docunented these effects, which are defined as changes in answers
to cl osed-
ended survey questions produced by varying the order in which
response options
are presented (Payne, 1951; Rugg & Cantril, 1944; Schuman &
Presser, 1981;
Qui nn & Bel son, 1969; Muieller, 1970; Brook & Upton, 19774;
Bel son, 1966; Payne,
1971; Carp, 1974; Becker, 1954). Many experinments designed to

exam ne

response order effects found none; when response order effects
have been

detected, two sorts have been discovered: prinmacy and recency
ef fects.

Primacy effects occur when placenent of an item at the begi nning
of alist in-

creases the likelihood that it will be selected. Recency effects
are those

t hat occur when placenent of an itemat the end of a |ist

I ncreases the

|l i kelihood that it will be chosen. The theory we offer bel ow
attenpts to ex-

plain the psychol ogi cal processes that produce these effects and
to provide a

basis for predicting when each will occur.

A Theory of Response Order Effects
Research findings in psychol ogy highlight a nunber of
reasons why the or-
der in which response alternatives are presented to respondents

may have si g-
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ni ficant influence upon their selections. The nature of effects
depends in

part on whet her response alternatives are presented on show cards
or are read

al oud to respondents.

Vi sual Presentation. Studies of inpression formation (e.g.,
Asch, 1946;
Ni sbett & Ross, 1980, p. 172-175; Anderson & Hubert, 1963;
Sherif, 1935; 1936;
Lingle & OGstrom 1981; Anderson L Barrios, 1961; Dreben, Fiske, &
Hasti e,
1979), the inpact of persuasive comunications (e.g., Mller &
Canpbel I, 1959;
Ronis et al., 1977; Crano, 1977; Hovland et al., 1957; |nsko,
1964), sequen-
tial processing of performance information (Jones et al., 1968),
and the
serial position effect (Bruce & Papay, 1970; Crowder, 1969;
Rundus, 1971) all
suggest that when itens are presented visually on "show cards,"
pri mcy ef-
fects are to be expected. This occurs for two main reasons.
First, itens
presented early may establish a cognitive framework or standard
of compari son
that guides interpretation of later itens. Because of their role
in es-
tablishing the framework, early itens may be accorded speci al
significance in
subsequent judgenents. Second, itens presented early in a list
are likely to
be subjected to deeper cognitive processing; by the tine a
respondent con-
siders the final alternative, his or her mind is likely to be
cluttered with
t hought s about previous alternatives that inhibit extensive
consi derati on of
it. Research on problemsolving suggests that the deeper
processi ng accor ded
to early itens is likely to be dom nated by generation of
cognitions that jus-
tify selection of these early itens (e.g., Koriat, Lichtenstein,
& Fi schhof f,
1980; Hoch, 1984; Klayman & Ha, 1984; Tschirgi, 1980; Wason &
Johnson- Lai rd,
1972). Later itens are less likely to stinulate generation of

http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edu/GSS/rnd1998/reports/m-reports/meth45.htm (4 of 31)2004-10-14 (AAU 4:30:59



Reports\ Methodological : Methodological Report 45

such justifica-

tions (because they are |l ess carefully considered) and nmay
t herefore be

sel ected | ess frequently.

Sinmon's (1957) satisficing principle is also relevant here.
| nst ead of
seeking optimal solutions to problens, people usually seek
solutions that are
sinply satisfactory or acceptable in order to mnimze
psychol ogi cal costs.
When responding to survey questions, there is essentially no cost
to the
respondent if he or she chooses an acceptabl e answer instead of
an opti mal
one. And for survey itens involving a | arge nunber of response
options, the
cognitive costs entailed by making the optinmal choice may be
subst anti al .
Therefore, on the basis of this principle, we would expect
respondents to
choose the first acceptable alternative(s) anong the offered
choices. O
course, this should occur nost often when the list of options is
| ong and when
a nunber of them seem highly and nearly equally suitable. The
cl ai mthat
primacy effects are nore common when the list of alternatives is
|l ong i s con-
sistent with the accunul ated body of evidence on response order
effects (see
Schuman & Presser, 1981).

Sone people nmay be nore likely to exhibit a prinacy effect
t han ot hers.
Peopl e who are notivated to optimze, as opposed to satisfice,
may show no
sign of an order effect. And people for whomthe cognitive costs
of optim z-
ing are low would be nore likely to do so. People who have nore
cognitive
sophi stication may be notivated to optim ze since they may have
nore ex-
perience with solving "word probl ens" of various sorts and may
intrinsically
enj oy the cognitive processes involved. These individuals are
also likely to
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find it easier to optimze, since the cognitive effort required
of them may be

| ess. Therefore, individuals with | ess cognitive sophistication
may be nore

likely to evidence prinmacy effects.

Aural Presentation. Wien alternatives are read aloud to
respondents, they
are not given the opportunity for extensive processing of the
first alterna-
tive offered. Presentation of the second alternative term nates
processi ng of
the first one relatively quickly. Under these circunstances,
respondents are
able to devote nost processing tine to the final iten(s) read,
since inter-
viewers usually pause nost after reading them Therefore, deeper
processi ng
dom nated by generation of reasons supporting selection is nore

likely to be
accorded to the last option, so a recency effect would be
expect ed.

When response options are read aloud to respondents, nenory
bi ases nmay
al so influence responses. Itens presented early in a list are
nost likely to
enter long-termnenory (e.g., Bruce & Papay, 1970; Crowder, 1969;
Rundus,
1971; Dreben, Fiske, & Hastie, 1979), and itens presented at the
end of a list
are nost likely to be in short-termnenory i nmedi ately after the
list is heard
(e.g., Anderson & Hubert, 1963; d anzer, 1972; Waugh & Nor man,

1965). So
Itens presented at the beginning and end of a |ist may be nore
likely to be

recal l ed and therefore perhaps selected nore often. O course,
menory factors

are irrelevant when respondents are offered "show cards" or when
the |ist of

alternatives is short and easy to renenber. But when such visua
ai ds are not

presented and when the list is long, nenory effects nmay be

| mportant. W

woul d expect these effects to be nore pronounced anong

I ndi vi dual s whose

http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edu/GSS/rnd1998/reports/m-reports/meth45.htm (6 of 31)2004-10-14 (AAU 4:30:59



Reports\ Methodological : Methodological Report 45

nmenories are |l ess effective or who concentrate | ess on what the
| nt er vi ewer
says.

PRESENT STUDY

Thi s paper reports the results of an experinent designed (1)
to test for
a response order effect using a commopn survey neasure of val ues,
(2) to ex-
am ne the boundary conditions of the order effect under visua
presentation of
response options. The vehicle for our investigation is a neasure
of adult
values for child qualities that has been included in severa
recent General
Soci al Surveys (GSS) carried out by NORC. In the GSS, respondents
have been
presented with a list of 13 qualities of children and have been
asked a series
of questions in which they consider the qualities nost inportant
and least im
portant for a child to have.

In 1984, the GSS conducted a split ballot experinment which
vari ed the or-
der in which the qualities were presented to respondents on show
cards. W
tested the general hypothesis that response marginals were
affected by this
variation. On the basis of the theory given above, we expected a
pri macy ef-
fect. W al so assessed whet her response order effects varied
dependi ng upon
respondents’' |evels of cognitive sophistication.

In addition, we exam ned what has cone to be called the
"formresistant
correlation” hypothesis (e.g., Stouffer & DeVinney, 1949, p.
168), which
proposes that even though changes in the form wording, or
context of a survey
guestion produce differences in margi nal distributions of
responses, correl a-
tions between that itemand others are left essentially
unal tered. Though
wi dely accepted during the 1950s, this hypothesis has rarely been
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subjected to

enpirical evaluation, and sonme recent work suggests that it my
be wong in

some cases (Schuman & Presser, 1981). [See Endnote 1] In the
present study we

exam ne the effects of the response order variation on the
presence and nature

of the latent val ue di nension thought to underlie the neasures

and on

correlations of socio-economc status indicators with this | atent
val ue

di rension (see, e.g., Kohn, 1969; 1976; Alwin & Jackson, 1982a;
1982b; Al wi n

& Krosnick, 1985; Jackson & Alw n, 1980).
METHODS

In the 1984 GSS, two-thirds of the respondents were asked
t he question
concerning child qualities in the standard GSS form (see al so
Kohn, 1969).
They were presented the followng list of 13 qualities:

(1) that a child has good manners ( MANNERS)[ See Endnote 2]

(2) that a child tries hard to succeed (SUCCESS)

(3) that a child is honest (HONEST)

(4) that a child is neat and clean (CLEAN)

(5) that a child has good sense and sound judgenent (JUDGENMENT)

(6) that a child has self-control (CONTROL)
(7) that he acts like a boy or she acts |like a girl (ROLE)
(8) that a child gets along well with other children (AM CABLE)
(9) that a child obeys his parents well (OBEYS)
(10) that a child is responsible (RESPONSI BLE)
(11) that a child is considerate of others (CONSI DERATE)
(12) that a child is interested in how and why things happen
(1 NTER-
ESTED )
(13) that a child is a good student (STUD QUS)

After viewing this list, respondents were asked these questi ons:
a. The qualities listed on this card may all be inportant, but
whi ch

three woul d you say are the nost desirable for a child to have?

b. Which one of these three is the nost desirable of all?
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c. All of the qualities listed on this card nmay be desirabl e, but
coul d
you tell ne which three you consider |east inportant?

d. And which one of these three is least inportant of all?
The remai ning one-third of respondents were asked the sane
guestion but were

shown the qualities in the reverse order. For the anal yses
reported bel ow,

the 13 qualities were scored as follows:

5 - The trait or quality nost valued of all.

4 - One of the three nost valued qualities, but
not the nost val ued.

3 - Neither one of the three nbpst nor one of the three
| east val ued qualities.

2 - One of the three | east val ued, but not the | east
val ued quality.

1 - The quality least valued of all. [See Endnote 3]

The popul ation sanpled in the 1984 GSS was the total non-
i nstitutionalized English-speaking popul ati on of the conti nental

Uni t ed
States, 18 years of age or older. The sanple was produced by full-
probability

cluster sanpling nethods (see NORC, 1985). Respondents who did
not have com

plete data on all 13 itens were elimnated from our anal yses.
This elimnated

8.3% of the 1473 respondents interviewed in the 1984 GSS.

RESULTS
Ef fects on Marginal s

W first tested the hypothesis that responses to these
guestions vary
dependi ng upon the order in which the qualities are presented. As
expect ed,
we found cl ear evidence of a primacy effect. Itens presented
early in the
list were disproportionately likely to be cited anong the three
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nost i nport ant

qualities. This result is shown in Table 1, which presents the
proportions of

respondents who cited each quality anong the three nost

i nportant. The ef-

fects of order appear for the itens at the top and bottom of the
tabl e, since

these were the itens that had dramatically different placenent on
t he two

fornms. MANNERS, SUCCESS, HONEST, OBEY, CONSI DERATE, | NTERESTED,
and STUDI QUS

are all significantly nore likely to be placed anong the three
nost i nport ant

qualities when they appear at the beginning of the |ist than when
t hey appear

at the end. I n sone cases, the effect due to order of
presentation is as

| arge as 15% One item AM CABLE, shows a slight, marginally
signi ficant

trend in the reverse direction: it is cited nore often as anong
the top three

qualities when it appears later in the list. But in general,
there is clear

evidence of a primacy effect in these data. [ See Endnote 5]

The aggregate ranking of the itens was altered substantially

by the

response order variation. Four itens have the sane rank in both
sanpl es:

HONEST is the nost popul ar choice for both sanples, JUDGEMENT is
next in

popul arity, OBEY is fourth, and ROLE is | east popular. This
stability for the

| atter three itens woul d be expected, since their placenent was
not dramati -

cal ly changed between the standard and reversed order. For the
same reason

the ranking of other itens in the mddle of the |lists changed by
only one rank

(CLEAN, CONTROL, AM CABLE). However, the ranks of other itens
wer e changed

quite a bit in some cases. MANNERS goes fromfifth to el eventh,
CONSI DERATE

goes fromsixth to third, |INTERESTED from eighth to sixth, and
STUDI QUS from

twelfth to seventh.
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There is al nbst no evidence that order affects the
proportion of respond-
ents placing an item anong the three | east inportant (see Table
2). After
respondents select the three nost inportant qualities, the |ist
anong whi ch
t hey nmust choose is shorter by three itenms, and respondents are
nore famliar
with it. This presumably reduces the |ikelihood of order effects
for the
itens chosen as least inportant. As Table 2 shows, one item
MANNERS, was
nore often cited anong the three | east inportant when it was at
the end of the
list than when it was at the beginning. This presumably occurred
because it
had been di sproportionately cited anong the three nost inportant
gqualities
when it appeared early. [See Endnote 6]

Cognitive Sophistication

We next exam ned whether the primacy effect was nore
pronounced anong
respondents with [ ess cognitive sophistication. The 1984 GSS
I ncl uded two in-
direct neasures of respondents' cognitive sophistication: the
anount of
reported formal education and a vocabul ary test score. In the
vocabul ary
test, respondents were given ten words and, for each one, were
asked to sel ect
the word ~that cones closest to" its neaning froma list of five
options (For
a detailed description of the procedure, see NORC, 1985). The
items were
taken fromthe Gl l up-Thorndi ke verbal intelligence FormA test.
A person's
score on the test could range fromzero (if they nmade no correct
definitions)
toten (if they correctly defined all the words). Follow ng the
GSS | abel, we
refer to this variable as WORDSUM

Respondents | ow in cognitive sophistication were defined as
those with a
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hi gh school education or |ess and with WORDSUM scores of zero to
si x. High

cogni tive sophistication respondents were defined as those with
at | east sone

col | ege educati on and WORDSUM scores of seven to ten. These
partitions of the

data set produce subsanpl es of approxi mately equal size. [See
Endnote 7]

Qur anal yses provi de support for the hypothesis that
cognitive sophis-
tication specifies the order effect. Table 3 displays the percent
of respond-
ents selecting each item anong the three nost inportant; the
figures are shown
separately for the standard and reverse orders and for
I ndi vi dual s hi gh and
|l ow in cognitive sophistication. The expected pattern of order
effects is
clear in both sanples. However, the top three and bottomthree
I tens show
significant effects for the | ess sophisticated respondents,
whereas only one
of these itens reveals a significant effect for the nore
sophi sticated group
This difference in significance is partly due to a difference in
sanpl e si zes.
However, the effect sizes for the | ow sophistication group are
substantially
| arger for four of the six itens, and the two reversals are not
as | arge.
Two-way i nteractions of form by education are significant or
marginally so in
t he cases of SUCCESS (chi-square(1)=3.19, p<.10), JUDGVENT (chi -
square(l) =
4.24, p<.05), OBEY (chi-square(1l)=4.36, p<.05), CONSIDERATE (chi-
square(l) =
3.86, p<.05), and STUDI QUS (chi-square(l)=4.14, p<.05). The
I nteraction for
JUDGVENT is probably not neaningful, since neither the high or |ow
sophi stication group shows an order effect for this item The
ot her
I nteractions are consistent wth an enhanced response order
ef fect anong
| ess sophisticated respondents. In general, then, this evidence
suggests that
| ess cognitively sophisticated individuals were nore influenced
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by our
response order nani pul ation than those nore sophisticat ed.

Form Resi stant Correl ati ons

Vari ance- Covariance Matrices. W first exam ned the "form
resi stant cor-
rel ati on" hypothesis by conparing the two sanples (standard vs.
reversed or-
der) in terns of the variances of the val ue rankings and the
covari ances anong
them' |f correlations anong the rankings are "formresistant”,
t here shoul d
be no difference between the sanples in these regards. However,
we found that
both the variances (delta chi-square (12)=31.86, p=.0015) and the
covari ances
(delta chi-square (66)=107.94, p=.000) were significantly
different in the
two sanples. This is inconsistent with the formresistant
proposition,
suggesting instead that the correlations anong the itens are
dependent to
some extent upon the order in which response options are
present ed.

Factor Analysis. One comon strategy for anal yzing these
ranki ng data
has been to study their latent structure (Jackson & Alw n, 1980;
Alwi n & Jack-
son, 1982a, 1982b; Kohn, 1976). Past anal yses of this sort have
confirnmed the
exi stence of a single latent factor underlying these data that
has been vi ewed
as a contrast between self-direction and conformty. Individuals
at one end
of the latent dinension value self-direction substantially nore
t han t hey
val ue conformty, whereas individuals at the other end of the
di mensi on val ue
conformty substantially nore than self-direction. To exam ne
whet her this
single latent factor is present in both of our sanples and to
expl ore the
sources of non-equival ence in the variance-covariance natri ces,
we applied the
nmet hods of confirmatory factor analysis to these nmeasures using
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an ipsative
single-factor nodel (see Alwin & Jackson, 1982a).

Through this analysis, we found that the presence and nature

of the

| atent factor is the sane, regardl ess of the order in which the
response

choices are offered to respondents. The | oadings of the itens on
t he factor

are the sanme under both orders of itempresentation (delta chi-
square

(11)= 14.1, p=.23). W also found that the variance of the |atent
factor

Is invariant wth regard to itemorder (delta chi-square (1)=1.1,
p=. 29).

The estimates of the factor |oadings and the factor variance are
present ed

in Table 5. These | oadi ngs show t he expected pattern of a

contrast between

self-direction and conformty val ues: OBEY, MANNERS, CLEAN, and
RCLE have

positive | oadi ngs, and JUDGEMENT, | NTERESTED, CONTRCL,

RESPONSI BLE, and

CONSI DERATE have negative | oadings. The fit of the nodel with

| oadi ngs

and factor variances constrai ned equal across groups is acceptable
(chi-square (119)=259.29, p<.0Cd, delta=.91). [See Endnote 9]

This evidence that the factor |oadings and factor variances
are the sane
in both sanples is consistent with the formresistant correl ation

hypot hesi s.

It seens, therefore, that the difference between the two sanpl es
in terns of

t he vari ance-covari ance matrices di scussed above does not refl ect
t he i npact

of itemorder upon |atent structure. Instead, the differences
bet ween the two

sanples in terns of the variance-covariance matrices seemto
reflect differen-

ces in another aspect of the nodel: the disturbance variances in
the in-

dicators. me disturbance variance estimtes, which appear in
Table 4, are

not equivalent in the two sanples (delta chi-square (13)=37.1, p<.
Od). The

general pattern of these coefficients indicates that an items
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di st ur bance

vari ance was greater when it appeared early in the |ist than when
it

appeared |late. This pattern is significant for MANNERS,

CONSI DERATE, and

STUDENT. A significant, reversed effect again appears for

AM CABLE, such

that it had a greater disturbance variance when it appeared | ater
in the

list. In general, then, the source of non-equivalence in the

vari ances and

covariances is the unique variance in each item which was

el evat ed when

the item appeared at the front of the list of choices.

These di sturbances can be interpreted as the anount of
variance in
responses to the itens that is not explained by the single commobn
factor.
Thi s unexpl ai ned variance nmay be due either to random neasurenent
error (un-
reliability) or to the influence of other latent factors. The
evi dence con-
si dered above regarding cognitive sophistication suggests a
vi abl e expl anati on
for these differences in disturbance variances. Responses to all
Itens on the
list are determ ned to sone degree by the latent self-direction/
conformty
val ue. But responses to the first fewitens are al so determ ned

in part by

t he respondent's cognitive sophistication; the | ess sophisticated
he or she

I's, the higher those itens' nean rankings will be. That is, |ess
sophi sti -

cated respondents el evate their rankings of the early itens
sinply because

t hey appear early, whereas nore sophisticated respondents do not.
The ad-

ditional variance in responses to the first itens, which is due
to variation

anong respondents in terns of cognitive sophistication, is
unrelated to the

| at ent val ue. Therefore, this variance appears as uni que or

di st ur bance

variance in the indicators of the single-factor nodel's sol ution.
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Correlates of Values. As a final test of the formresistant
correlation
hypot hesi s, we exam ned neasures of the associati on between the
| at ent
conformty/self-direction val ue dinension and three vari abl es
t hat are thought
to be correlated with it: educational attainnent, occupational
status, and in-
come. A nunber of studies have shown that parents higher on these
vari abl es
tend to be nore self-directed in their value orientations and
parents | ower on
t hese variables tend to be at the conformty end of the val ue
conti nuum (e.g.,
Kohn, 1969; Alwin & Jackson, 1982b; Alwin, 1984; Alwin L
Krosni ck, 1985). It
Is therefore of interest to exam ne whether the response order
mani pul ati on
produced alterations in the associ ati ons between | atent val ues
and these
measures of soci o-econom ¢ status.

Based on an exam nation of zero-order correlations between
t hese vari -
ables and the latent self-direction/conformty factor, there is
some evi dence
that the order in which responses are presented does determ ne
t he associ ation
bet ween | atent val ues and neasures of soci o-econom c status. The
upper pane
of Table 5 displays the zero-order correlations for the standard
and reversed
orders. The correlation involving occupational status was
unaf f ect ed by
response order, but those involving education and i ncone were
not. For both
of these latter variables, the correlation is noticeably |arger
anong respond-
ents who received the reverse order of presentation. The
difference in the
case of inconme is marginally statistically significant (z=1.983,
p<.06), but
the education difference is not (z=l.00 p> 20). This suggests
t hat the
reversed order of presentation increased the polarization between
hi gh and | ow
I ncone respondents for sone reason.
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In order to investigate this finding further, we exam ned
t he paraneter
esti mates produced by a regression of the latent self-direction/
conformty
val ue on the three soci o-economc status indicators. me
resul ti ng standar-
di zed regression coefficients are shown in the | ower panel of
Table 5. The
pattern here is essentially the sane as that in the upper panel
of the table;
the coefficients are greater anong respondents who received the
reverse order
in the cases of both education and incone. Here, the differences
I n the cases
of education and occupational status are clearly non-significant
( Educati on:
z=0.56, p>.20; Cccupational Status: z=1.09, p>.20), and the
difference in the
case of incone is again marginally significant (z=1.55, p=.12).
Nonet hel ess,
the inconme difference remains distinct. Ne find this difference
difficult to
interpret; it is clear, though, that the formresistant
correl ati on hypot hesi s
I's not uniformy support ed.

Summary. Placing an itemearly on the list increased the
variance in
responses to it without altering the degree to which they
reflected the | atent
val ue. When we exam ned covari ances anong these rankings, we
found that they
were altered by the response order manipul ati on and concl uded
that the form
resi stant correl ation hypothesis was di sconfirnmed. But by
enpl oying a confir-
matory factor anal ysis approach, we were able to denonstrate that
t he
mani pul ation did not alter the inplications of the data regarding
t he presence
and nature of the underlying self-direction/conformty val ue.

DI SCUSSI ON

This study denonstrates that responses to the GSS neasures
of val ues for
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child qualities are determned in part by the order in which
response choi ces

are offered to respondents. mrough an experinent that
systematically varied

response order, we found that placing an item anong the first
three on the

list increased the likelihood that it would be chosen as one of

t he three nost

I nportant qualities for a child to have. These effects were quite
| arge in

sone cases, altering response marginals by as nuch as 17% This

I s subst an-

tial in absolute ternms, as well as in relative terns, conpared to
t he size of

wordi ng, form and context effects typically observed (Schuman &
Presser,

1981).

Qur anal yses suggest that respondents with | ess cognitive
sophi stication
are nore likely to be influenced by changes in response order.
Respondent s
with less formal education and nore limted vocabul aries were
i nfl uenced nore
by our mani pulation. ms supports the "satisficing"” explanation.
Peopl e for
whom the cognitive costs of optimzing are highest seem nore
likely to settle
for a satisfactory response, as opposed to an optimal one.

This experinental alteration in response order also affected
correl ations
anong the rankings of the child qualities. These changes resulted
from i npact
upon both the variances of responses and the covari ances anong
them This
evidence clearly contradicts the "formresistant correl ati on”
hypot hesi s.
However, the nature of the |atent val ue di mensi on underlying
responses (con-
trasting self-direction and conformty) was not altered by the

change in
response order; each itemreflected the latent factor to the sane
degree in

bot h sanples. So although the strong formof the "formresistant
correl ati on”
hypot hesi s was di sconfirmed, our evidence suggests that
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subst antive concl u-

sions about |atent values do not depend upon response order.
However, the

correlation between the | atent value and incone did depend upon
the order in

whi ch responses were offered to respondents. This finding al so
di sconfirns

the "formresistant correl ati on” hypot hesi s.

On the basis of our results, one mght be tenpted to
concl ude that the
ranki ng techni que for neasuring val ues demands consi derabl e
cognitive sophis-
tication fromrespondents, nore than sone are able or willing to
offer. This
mght lead to the inference that alternative neasurenent
t echni ques shoul d be
considered to replace the ranki ng approach. The nobst obvi ous
option is the
use of rating scales to evaluate each child quality individually.
Car ef ul
eval uation of each alternative seens to be just what sone
respondents fail to
do when perform ng the ranking, so forcing eval uation of each
itemthrough in-
di vidual ratings mght seemto be an inprovenent. However, our
own previ ous
research (Alwin & Krosnick, 1985) docunents that value ratings
have dr awbacks
of their own, so this approach is not as straight-forwardly
feasible as it
m ght appear to be. ~or this reason, and because of the
t heoretical argunents
I n favor of using rankings to neasure values (e.g., Rokeach,
1973; Kohn,
1977), we believe that working to inprove the quality of
responses to ranking
nmeasures is a nore fruitful approach than is searching for
alternative
procedures.

There are a nunber of possible strategies for reducing
response order ef-
fects in this context. One approach would be to random ze the
or der of
presentation for each respondent, so that effects of response
order woul d be
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represented as unreliability. However, this is costly to execute,
and in-

di vi dual responses would still be distorted by response order
effects. Gven

our cognitive theory, two alternative approaches m ght be

consi dered. First,

one may attenpt to increase respondent notivation in order to

I ncrease con-

centration and decrease satisficing. Mtivation nmay be increased
by addi ng

special instructions inform ng respondents that the question they
are about to

answer is relatively difficult and requires extra concentration.
I n addi ti on,

the task nmay be sinplified so that cognitive demands nmade of
respondents are

| essened. This could be acconplished by shortening the |ist of
offered alter-

natives. We | ook forward to future research evaluating the

ef fectiveness of

t hese renedi al techniques and testing other propositions of our
general theory

of response order effects.

Endnot es

1. The idea that formresistant correlations are ever achievable
I s somewhat

m sl eadi ng, since neasures of association are only rarely

I ndependent of

margi nals (see Carroll, 1961).

2. The GSS acronyns for the qualities appear in parentheses (see
NORC, 1985).

3. This coding schene is relatively arbitrary, but the results
reported bel ow

are probably robust with respect to nonotonic transfornations of
t he scal e

units that preserve the ordinal character of the data (O Brien,
1979).

4. Respondents who did not provide conplete data were
significantly | ess edu-

cated (p<.0l1) and had significantly | ower vocabul ary scores
(p<.01) than
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respondents who did provide conplete data. This is consistent
with the

claimthat | ess cognitively sophisticated respondents find this
sort of

survey neasure nore chal |l engi ng.

5. Strictly speaking, the sets of thirteen individual statistical
tests

reported in Tables 1-3 are not independent of one another and
shoul d

therefore be interpreted with this in mnd. However, our
concl usi ons

woul d not be different were we to be nore stringent regarding
statistical

signi ficance.

6. Unfortunately, the assignnents of respondents to experi nental
condi tion

was not purely random those who received the standard order were
better

educated than those who received the reversed order. However,

gi ven what

we know about the association between education and responses to
t hese

itenms (to be considered below), this failure to random ze
probably reduced

the apparent size of the order effect. W can therefore be
confident that

the effects identified here are real. In addition, when we
conpared the

two forns in ternms of the qualities chosen as "nost inportant”
and "| east

I mportant, we found the sane pattern of formeffect as those

di spl ayed in

Tables 1 and 2, though the effects displayed in the tables are
much

stronger.

7. Prelimnary anal yses exam ning the effects of each of the
measures in-

dividually reveal ed the sane pattern of effects for each variable
as ap-

pears when both are used in concert.

8. It mght seemappropriate to test the formresistant
correlation
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hypot hesi s by exam ning correl ations. But because differences
bet ween

groups in terns of correlations may reflect differences in
vari ances and/

or covariances, we decided to exam ne these two conponents
separatel vy.

9. Delta is a neasure of goodness-of-fit proposed by Bentler and
Bonett (1980).

It ranges fromO (worst possible fit) to 1.0 (best possible fit)
and com

pares the fit of a given nodel to that of a null nodel that
posits no as-

soci ation anong the indicators. A value greater than .9 is
generally con-

sidered to reflect a relatively good fit.
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Table 1. Percent Choosing Quality as Anpong The

Thr ee Mbst
St andard Rever sed
Quality O der O der
(n = 905) (n = 446)
Manner s 26. 4% 10. 1%
sSuccess 19. 1% 14. 6%
Honest 65. 7% 48. 4%
Cl ean 6. 6% 7.4%
Judgenent 38. 6% 40. 8%
Cont r ol 11. 5% 13. 7%
Rol e 3. 1% 2. 7%
Am cabl e 14. 4% 10. 8%
Qhey 30. 7% 36. 8%
Responsi bl e 34. 1% 33. 4%
Consi derat e 24. 9% 39. 5%
| nt er est ed 17. 9% 24. 9%
St udi ous 6. 5% 16. 4%

| mpor t ant

D fference

. 3%
. 5%
. 3%
. 8%

. 2%
. 2%
. 4%
. 6%
. 1%
. 1%
. 6%
. 0%
. 9%

p- val ue
of the

D fference

. 0000
. 0393
. 0000
. 5995
L4272
. 2486
. 6809
. 0656
. 0257
. 7882
. 0000
. 0026
. 0000

Tabl e 2. Percent Choosing Quality as Anong The

Thr ee Least

St andar d
Quality O der

(N=905)

Manner s 26. 4%
sSuccess 19. 1%
Honest 65. 7%
Cl ean 6. 6%
Judgenent 38. 6%
Cont r ol 11. 5%
Rol e 3.1%
Am cabl e 14. 4%
Qhey 30. 7%
Responsi bl e 34. 1%
Consi derat e 24. 9%
| nt er est ed 17. 9%
St udi ous 6. 5%

Rever sed

Od

er

(N=446)

10.
14.
48.

7.
40.
13.

2.
10.
36.
33.
39.
24.
16.

1%
6%
4%
4%
8%
7%
7%
8%
8%
4%
5%
9%
4%

| mpor t ant

D fference

. 3%
. 5%
. 3%
. 8%
. 2%
. 2%
. 4%
. 6%
. 1%
. 1T%
. 6%
. 0%
. 9%

p- val ue
of the
D fference

. 0000
. 0393
. 0000
. 5995
. 4272
. 2486
. 6809
. 0656
. 0257
. 7882
. 0000
. 0026
. 0000

Tabl e 3. Percent Choosing Quality as Anong the Three Most
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| nportant: High
Educati on/ H gh WORDSUM G oup and Low Educati on/ Low WORDSUM

G oup
Low Educati on/ Hi gh
Educati on/
Low WORDSUM Hi gh
WORDSUM
St andard Rever sed St andard Rever sed
Or der Order Difference Or der Or der
D fference
(N=356) (N=212) (N=241) (N=91)
Manner s 37. 1% 14. 2% 22. 9% 9.1%
3.3% 5.8%
sSuccess 21. 6% 12. 7% 8. 9% 17. 4%
18. 7% -1. 3%
Honest 63. 5% 48. 6% 14. 9% 66. 8%
48. 4% 18. 4%
Cl ean 11. 0% 10. 4% 1. 6% 1.2%
1.1% 0.1%
Judgnent 36. 2% 30. 2% 6. 0% 48. 1%
57. 1% -9. 0%
Cont r ol 11. 8% 16. 0% -4.2% 7.9%
8. 8% -0.9%
Rol e 3. 9% 4. 2% -0.3% 0. 8%
0. 0% 0. 8%
Am cabl e 13. 8% 11. 3% 2.5% 14. 9%
11. 0% 3.9%
hey 38. 5% 47. 2% -8. 7% 17. 8%
12. 1% 5.7%
Responsi bl e 26. 7% 27. 4% -0. 7% 42. 7%
45. 1% -2. 4%
Consi der at e 16. 6% 34.9% -18. 3% 37.3%
46. 2% -8. 9%
| nt er est ed 11. 2% 17. 5% -6. 3% 30.3% 40. 7%
-10. 4%
St udi ous 7.9% 24.5% -16. 6% 5. 4%

6. 6% -1.2%

*p<. 05

Tabl e 4. Factor Moddel Paraneter Estinates:
St andard and Reversed Order Sanpl es
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Si gni ficance

Fact or Di st urbance Vari ances of the D fference
Quality St andard Rever sed Bet ween t he
Loadi ngs-a O der O der Di st ur bance
Vari ances
Manner s . 500-b . 637 . 535 . 0745
sSuccess -. 096 . 766 . 631 . 0302
Honest -.012 . 792 . 896 . 1552
Cl ean . 362 . 741 . 734 . 9203
Judgenent -.581 . 807 . 846 . 7642
Cont r ol -.226 . 417 . 381 . 3566
Rol e . 255 . 869 . 926 . 4708
Am cabl e -.024 . 516 . 404 . 0084
Qhey . 806 . 495 . 536 . 4884
Responsi bl e -.445 . 561 . 626 . 2506
Consi derate -.207 . 543 . 701 . 0041
| nt er est ed -.498 . 874 . 986 . 1834
St udi ous . 166 . 533 . 674 . 0082

Factor Variance: .325 (constrained to be equal in both sanples).
Goodness-of-fit: chi-square (118)=259.2906, delta=.91

Ns: Standard Order, 905; Reversed Order, 446.

Not es:

a. The factor |oadings were constrained to be equal in both
sanpl es.

b. Fixed for estimation.

Tabl e 5. Measures of Associ ati on between the Latent Val ue
D nensi on and Measures of Soci o- Econom ¢ St at us

Soci o- Econom ¢ Status | ndi cator
O der Qccupati onal
Educati on St at us | ncone

Correl ati ons
Standard Order (N=905) - . 54* -.38* -.27*
Reversed Order (N=466) -. 65* -. 36* - . 46*
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Regressi on Coefficients

Standard Order (N=905) -.59* -.12 -.09
Reversed Order (N=466) -.67* -.01 -. 26*
*p<. 05
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