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Abstract

In this paper different criteria for the choice of an evaluation procedure for survey questions
are discussed. Firstly, we mention a practical criterion: the amount of data collection the
procedures require. Secondly, we suggest the distinction between subjective judgments and
evaluations based on empirical data. Thirdly , we suggest that it would be attractive if the
procedure could evaluate the following aspects of the questions: 1. The relationship between
the concept to be measured and the question specified, 2. The effects of the form of the
question on the quality of the question with respect to: a. the complexity of the formulation, b.
the precision, c. possible method effects, d. many other characteristics, 3. The social desirability
of some of the response categories. Besides that, it would be attractive if the procedure could
indicate the effect of the lack of the knowledge of the respondents about the topic on the
respondents answers. We compare 13 procedures for the evaluation of questions with respect
to these criteria and will derive some conclusions from this overview.

Introduction

In their paper Yan, Kreuter and Tourangeau (2012) mention a number of papers which
compare the results of different evaluation procedures for survey questions: Fowler and
Roman (1992), Presser and Blair (1994), Willis and Schechter and Whitkar (2000) , Rothgeb,
Willis and Forsyth (2001, 2004), DeMaio and Landreth (2004) and Jansen and Hak (2005). In
these papers the following evaluation procedures have been mentioned: Expert panels. Focus
groups, Cognitive interviews, Behavioral coding, Three step procedure of Jansen and Hak,
Standard pretests with debriefing, Quaid, SQP, Latent variable models like Test-retest, Factor
analysis and LCA, Quasi Simplex design and model, MTMM design and model.

' | am very grateful for the useful comments of my colleagues of RECSM at an earlier version of this
paper.



We would like to add to this list “The three step procedure” developed by Saris and Gallhofer
(2007) and “scaling procedures” developed by many people (see for example Torgerson (1958)
and Item Response Theory (see for example Hambleton et. al. 1991).

We are not aware of papers discussing the criteria that could be used to select procedures for
the evaluation of survey questions. Therefore, in the following pages we would like to suggest
such criteria.

The first criterion we would like to suggest is a practical one: what one has to do to be able to
use the different procedures. In this context we distinguish between approaches that can be
used without any data collection, procedures which require a small data set and those that
require a more or less complete survey. It will be clear that this criterion will play a role in the
choice of an evaluation procedure.

As a second criterion to choose between the different procedures for question evaluation,
we like to mention whether the procedure is based on personal opinions or on empirical or
theoretical evidence. We think that this criterion should also play a role in the choice of a
procedure.

Finally we would like to suggest as a criterion the possible aspects of questions that are
evaluated by the different procedures. In this context we think about the following aspects of
the quality of questions: 1. The relationship between the concept to be measured and the
question specified, 2. The effects of the form of the question on the quality of the question
with respect to a. the complexity of the formulation, b. the precision, c. possible method
effects, d. many other characteristics, 3. The social desirability of some of the response
categories. Besides that, it would be attractive if the procedure could evaluate question with
respect to the 4" criterion: the effect of lack of the knowledge of the respondents about the
topic on their answers. The use of the last criterion will lead to the suggestion to use
combinations of different procedures in the evaluation of questions, because they evaluate
different quality aspects of questions.

First we will classify the different procedures with respect the first two criteria. Thereafter we
will discuss what quality aspect the different procedures evaluate and finally we will describe
which quality criteria can be evaluated with the different evaluation procedure. Based on this
overview we finally draw some conclusions.

Practical and empirical criteria for evaluation procedures

In Table 1 we have classified the different procedures with respect to the practical and
empirical criteria for question evaluation procedures.

It is, of course, very attractive if no new data have to be collected for the evaluation of the
guestionnaire. With new data we mean that one has to collect responses for the questions one
would like to evaluate. There are a few procedures which satisfy this criterion. That does not
mean that no new information is collected. In some cases one has to ask experts about their
judgments. In other cases one has to code characteristics of the questions to obtain
information about the quality of the questions.



Table 1. - The classification of 13 question evaluation procedures with respect to the practical
and empirical criteria

Practical criterion Empirical basis
For Quality prediction Personal judgment empirical evidence
Without new data expert panels Quaid

Focus groups SQP

Three step procedure scaling methods

(Saris and Gallhofer)

With few new data Cognitive interviews Scaling methods
Behavioral coding Behavioral coding
Tree step procedure
(Jansen and Hak)

With a large pilot or Debriefing of pilots latent variable models
Full study Quasi Simplex design/ model
MTMM design/ model

There are also procedures which do not need a full study of the questionnaire but a limited
data collection for the evaluation of the questions. This is typical the case for cognitive
interviewing using the think aloud procedure, behavior coding or some scaling procedures.

Finally there are procedures that require a rather large data collection such as most empirical
procedures mentioned in Table 1, but also the standard procedure of debriefing interviewers
after a pilot study.

It will be clear that in principle approaches that do not require new data are more attractive
than procedures which require a new data collection before the official fieldwork. However, it
should also be clear that this cannot be the only criterion.

Another very attractive criterion is whether the procedure is based on personal judgments of
experts, interviewers or respondents or on empirical evidence collected in a special study or
collected in the past. All procedures presented in the left column of Table 1 are based in some
way or another on personal judgment while the procedures at the right are based on empirical
data collected on the spot or based on empirical evidence build up in the past. The scaling
methods can be based on prior empirical studies or new empirical studies.

The procedures based on empirical evidence will be more reliable if the empirical studies are
well done. The results of such studies will not depend on the judgments of the researcher and
so repetition of applications of such studies will lead to approximately the same results. This is
not necessarily the case when the procedure is based on personal judgments. With the change



of the judges one may get different results. This is for example one of the problems that is
mentioned in the study of Yan et al (2012).

Combining the two criteria one would say that the procedures at the top right side seem to be
very attractive because they do not need collection of new data and are based on existing
empirical evidence. This conclusion is, however, too quick because the attraction of the
procedures also depends on what aspect of the quality of questions is evaluated by the
approach. This issue will, therefore, be discussed in the next section.

The quality aspects evaluated by the different procedures

In our opinion it would be attractive if the evaluation procedures could evaluate the following
aspects of the questions: 1. The relationship between the concept to be measured and the
question specified, 2. The effects of the form of the question on the quality of the question
with respect to: a. the complexity of the formulation, b. the precision, c. possible method
effects, d. many other characteristics. 3. The social desirability of some of the response
categories. 4. The lack of knowledge about the issue.

1. The relationship between the concept to be measured and the question specified

Although the issue of validity of questions has been mentioned in all methodology books one
of the most ignored issues in survey research is the relationship between the concept to be
measured and the questions specified. In this context Blalock (1968) and others make a
distinction between concepts by postulation and concepts by intuition. For concepts by
intuition questions can be formulated for which it is obvious that they measure the concept of
interest. For example, there is no doubt that the question “How satisfied are you with your
job?” measures “Job satisfaction”. However one can also measure job satisfaction by asking
about the satisfaction with different aspects of a job like the salary, social contact, spare time
etc. In that case the concept “Job satisfaction” becomes a concept by postulation because we
define the concept by a combination of the satisfaction with respect to the different aspects of
the job. Here the concept by postulation is defined by the combination of different concepts
by intuition.

In the case of a concept by postulation one has to evaluate the quality of the measurement of
the concept on the basis of the relationship between the indicators for the concepts by
intuition and the quality of the questions for these indicators. In the case of a concept by
intuition the evaluation of the question is much simpler, because one has just to evaluate an
obvious question for the concept. Nevertheless also this simple task is often not performed
well. One can very easily provide many examples of cases, where people specify what they
want to mention but specify questions which do measure something different. Here follow
two examples from research.

In our first example the researchers suggested to measure the opinion about the “policy of
income equality”. In order to measure this concept the same researchers suggested using the
question:



“To what extent do you agree with the statement: The government should take care that
people get a job?"

This question does not measure income equality but an opinion about a “policy concerning full
employment”.

The second example comes from another study where the idea is to measure the concept
“interest in the work”. In that study the researchers suggest to ask:

“How frequently did you think last month that you are interested in your work”?

In this question it is assumed that people who are more interested in their work think more
often that their work is interesting. That does not have to be true. Why don’t they ask directly
“how interested are you in your work”?

The problem is that the relationship between the variable to be measured and the responses
to the question can be very weak, because of the effect of other variables on the responses.

We think that it would be attractive, if procedures for the evaluation of questions can detect
such differences in the operationalization. The problem is, however, that often the researchers
even don’t specify what they want to measure but immediately specify the questions. In that
case the evaluation is not possible.

2. The effects of the form of the question on the quality of the question

Besides the validity of a question one should consider the consequences of the form of the
question for the quality of the measure. There are many alternatives for the same question to
evaluate. The most common aspect evaluated by survey researchers is whether the questions
are not too complicated for the respondents. Besides that, one has to consider the precision of
the scale and the effect of the specific method chosen. There are, however, many more
aspects of the question which have consequences for the quality such as the presence of an
introduction, labeling of the scale, the nonresponse option etc... Saris and Gallhofer (2007)
distinguish more than 50 form characteristics of a single question. We cannot discuss them in
detail. Here we will mention only the main factors starting with the complexity of the
formulation.

a. The complexity of the formulation

The complexity of a question has to do with the complexity of the formulation which is not
necessary. Typical examples are: unnecessary linguistic complications such as unnecessary
lengthy words and sentences or complex sentences because of the use of subordinated clauses
or complex grammatical forms. Such complexities, if not necessary, can cause confusion in the
mind of the respondent and lead to uncertainty which can cause random fluctuation in the
answers.

b. Precision of the measurement



With respect to precision we have to make a distinction between measures for concepts by
postulation operationalized using several indicators and measures for concepts by intuition
which can be operationalized by a single question. In the former case the quality depends
indirectly on the quality of several questions, while the precision of a single question depends
on the precision of the scale that is used, besides other characteristics. There is a large variety
of scales in use. Most common are 2, 3, 5, 7 and 11 point scales. However there are also
procedures available using continuous scales, like magnitude estimation or line production or
so called Visual analog scales.

c. The effect of the method used

A lot of attention has been paid in the psychological literature to the problem of “Common
method variance”. This CMV is a consequence of the fact that people may react in a specific
way but consistently across questions to a specific method. In that case a correlation will occur
between these variables. This correlation is caused by the reaction of the respondents to the
method used and has no substantive meaning. In this context the method can be the mode of
data collection but it also can be a type of scale or another characteristic. If such a systematic
effect exists, this may not only cause CMV but also invalidity in the responses because the
responses are not only affected by the opinion or attitude to be measured, but also by the
reaction to the method used.

c. Other form characteristics

Besides these basic form characteristics, there are many other aspects of the form of a
question which can have an effect. To mention some: presence of an introduction, or an
instruction, or a show card, the labeling of the response alternatives, direction of the
alternatives etc. There are many specific studies done that evaluate some of these
characteristics (Schuman and Presser 1981, Andrews 1984, Scherpenzeel 1995, Tourangeau et
al 2000, Alwin 2007, Saris and Gallhofer 2007).

3. The social desirability of some of the response categories.

Social desirability also is a common concern of survey researchers. If respondents are affected
in their choice of an answer category by the social desirability of the categories this will lead to
lack of validity because another variable has an effect on the responses than the variable one
would like to measure.

4. Lack of the knowledge of the respondents about the topic

In many cases questions are asked about topics which the respondent has never thought
about. This means that the respondent creates an answer on the spot (Zaller 1992,
Tourangeau et al 2000). The respondent can do so on the basis of related information that is
available in his/her mind. This automatic process will be based on the information which is
most salient at that moment for the respondent. Therefore Zaller suggested that the
responses of the same person can vary from one moment to the other. This expresses itself in
a large random variation in the responses (see also Converse 1964).



Evaluation of the different procedures

In this section we want to describe the different procedures and the kind of results one can
obtain with them.

1. Expert panels

It is very common in survey research to ask colleagues to evaluate questions or even whole
guestionnaires. The researcher can ask the expert to give the evaluations without any
structure but (s)he can also provide a formal appraisal system. In case of an evaluation
without an appraisal system the experts may make comments about the validity of the
question, some form effects like complexity, the precision of the scale, possible social
desirability problems and knowledge problems, but they most likely will not give a detailed
discussion of many possible characteristics of the questions and their consequences. In
general, different people will provide comments on different aspects. This can be seen as
an advantage of this procedure because in this way the information becomes more
complete. On the other hand, one can also wonder about the importance of the remarks if
some experts detect some problems while others do not see these problems.

The use of a formal appraisal system can avoid both problems and one can get as detailed
information as one would like. However it is unlikely that an expert has sufficient
knowledge of the consequences of the different choices to give also an evaluation of the
effects on the quality of the question, let alone with respect of the effects of the
combination of all these choices.

2. Focus groups

Focus groups are in general used to determine how potential respondents interpret
specific concepts which are used in a questionnaire. In this way one tries to check the
validity of the questions for the concepts they want to measure. In focus groups one can
also detect that some questions are too complex or that the people have no knowledge of
the topic in question. What this procedure cannot provide is information about the
positive or negative effects of specific choices with respect to the form of the questions.

3. The Three step procedure of Saris and Gallhofer

Saris and Gallhofer (2007) developed a procedure to design survey questions of which
they pretend that it guarantees that the question measures what the researcher wants to
measure. So this procedure is completely directed on the validity of the measures.

The first step in the process is the decision whether the variable one wants to measure is a
concept by intuition or a concept by postulation. If it is the former, one can immediately go
to the next step. If it is a concept by postulation, one has first to define the concept in
concepts by intuition. This is of course a theoretical step which can only be evaluated by
the researcher and the research community.



The second step is the specification of a statement for the chosen concepts by intuition.
For this step Saris and Gallhofer have specified production rules. One has first to decide
what the concept is that one wants to measure: an evaluation, a feeling, a norm, a policy, a
preference or another concept and what the object is. Having done so the production rules
can be used to generate assertions for the concept of interest. These production rules are
based on linguistic knowledge (Koning and Van der Voort 1997, Harris (1978), Givon
(1990), Weber (1993), Graesser et al. (1994), Huddlestone (1994), Ginzburg (1996), and
Groenendijk and Stokhof (1997).

In the third step the assertions can be transformed into requests for answers as they call it,
because not all so called questions in survey research are real questions. One can also use
imperatives or assertions. Characteristic for all forms is that they require an answer.

The guarantee of validity in this approach comes from the procedures developed for step 2
and 3. Step one is a theoretical step.

While this three step procedure is a production system one can also use it to evaluate the
quality of questions by comparing the existing question with the results expected when
the three step procedure was used or by looking if the question specified has the
characteristics that were expected for the concept of interest.

The limitation of this procedure is that it concentrates completely on the validity of the
measures and no other aspect. So for more complete evaluations of questions this
procedure has to be combined with other methods.

4. Cognitive interviews

The most common procedure of cognitive interviewing is that one asks potential
respondents to think aloud while answering the questions. An alternative is that one asks
the respondent to tell how he came to his answer after the answer was given. Whatever
procedure is chosen this procedure aims at detecting whether the respondent interprets
the concepts in the question in the correct way and therefore this procedure aims again at
the evaluation of the validity of the questions. However, like in the focus group approach
one can also see whether the respondents have the knowledge to answer the question or
whether the question is too difficultly formulated. Also in this case one will not get much
information about the form effects.

5. Behavioral coding

Behavior coding is another way to get to the same information. In this case the
communication between the respondent and the interviewer is recorded and later
checked on indications of misunderstandings by the respondent of a question which
should show themselves in discussion with the interviewer about the meaning of the
guestion. This procedure can also be used to detect wrong behavior of the interviewer but
that is here less relevant.



6. Three step procedure of Jansen and Hak

This is a combination of different forms of cognitive interviewing starting with a think-
aloud step then followed by probing to clarify the understanding of the process and later a
normal debriefing. Given that the basis is cognitive interviewing we expect that this
procedure also provides mainly information about the validity of questions and possibly
also about lack of knowledge and the complexity of the formulation

7. Standard pretests with debriefing

In large and important surveys it is rather common to pretest the questionnaire before the
official data collection in order to check if there are any problems. The check on problems
is mostly done by asking the interviewers about the problems they have encountered
while interviewing. Because the interviewer is mainly concerned about the communication
with the respondent, the information one gets from the interviewers is similar to the one
obtained by behavioral coding, i.e. the misunderstandings about the meaning of questions,
complexity of the questions and lack of knowledge about the issue at stake.

8. Quaid

Quaid is a computer program that can analyze questions with respect to several aspects of
questions namely: unfamiliar technical terms, vague or imprecise relative terms, vague or
ambiguous noun phrases, complex syntax and working memory overload. These
judgments are based on long term research with respect to readability of texts (Graeser et.
al. (1994, 1999, 2000a, 2000b). Most of these checks are directed at problems of the form
of the question, especially, at the complexity of the question and answer formulation with
exception of the checks on vague or ambiguous noun phrases and vague or imprecise
relative terms which are directed at the precision of the formulation. The attraction of the
program is that one has to introduce the text of the questions and after a limited time one
gets the results of the analysis. A disadvantage is that the program can only analyze
guestions in English and that the number of checks is limited. Suggestions for extension of
the program are made for example by Faal, Kaczmirek and Lenzner(2008).

9. Latent variable models like Test-retest, Factor analysis and LCA

All latent variable models evaluate the quality of different questions for measurement of a
latent variable. The quality of the question is based on the strength of the relationship
between this latent variable and the observed variable. The difference between the
models arises from the type of data, continuous or discrete, and the assumptions made
about the latent variables and the relationship between the observed and the latent
variable. The latent variable is a variable which all observed variables have in common.
Whether this variable is what the researcher was supposed to measure cannot be
determined by this method. So the validity is difficult to determine. If the observed
variables measure the same variable, the models can evaluate which form of the question
provides more information about the concept measured by the latent variable. If the
observed variables contain unique components, the latent variable is a concept by
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postulation defined by different observed concepts by intuition. In that case the strength
of the relationship between the observed variables and the latent variable is a
combination of the quality of the question and the strength of the relationship between
the concept by intuition and the concept by postulation.

Given this description of these evaluation procedures it follows that these procedures
mainly provide information about the effect of the form of the question, because these
approaches cannot provide information about the validity of the measure nor about the
social desirability or lack of knowledge about the topic.

A limitation of these procedures is that for each set of questions a separate study has to be
done. This means that the results cannot be generalized across topics.

Another limitation is that these methods are difficult to apply as well on background
variables. This design requires variations of the question for the same concept. These
variations are rather difficult for background variables and simple behavioral questions.
Therefore these questions should be evaluated in a different way as mentioned below
(quasi simplex models).

An extra limitation is that these procedures are normally applied in such a way that
method variance cannot be estimated. To detect method effects one needs a special
design: the MTMM design.

10. Quasi Simplex design and model

A procedure that can be used for evaluation of background variables and simple
behavioral questions is the Quasi Simplex design and model. In this design the same
guestion is repeated at least three times in a panel study. If these data are available, the so
called quasi simplex model, allowing for change through time and measurement error at
each point in time, can be used to estimate the quality of the question. This model has
been used by Alwin (2007) intensively to evaluate many different questions. The quality of
the question is in this case the explained variance in the observed variable by the latent
variable. In Alwin (2007) valuable information about the quality of many questions tested
in this way can be found.

Given the form of these experiments we would say that this approach provides
information about the quality of the form of the specific question. The procedure does not
provide information about the validity, social desirability of some categories or lack of
knowledge.

The limitation of this approach is that its application on more subjective variables leads to
problems for two reasons. The first is the assumption that the latent variable may change
but only with a lag of one time point. This means that an opinion playing a role at the first
moment, not at the second moment but again in the third moment cannot be specified in
this model. This leads to identification problems (Coenders et al 1999). The second
problem is that all random changes in the latent variables are included in the error term.
That means, for example, that in a measure of happiness the mood of a person, which is
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part of the happiness, will we included in the error and not in the latent variable. This
characteristic of the model leads to serious problems with respect to the estimation of the
quality of the questions as was discussed by Van der Veld (2006 ).

Another limitation of this approach is that method effects are ignored while it is in general
so, that at all points in time the same method is used. The model does not allow the
estimation of this effect. For background variables that may not be a serious problem, but
for opinion questions it may cause a problem.

11. MTMM design and model

The MTMM design for evaluation of measurement instruments requires that for at least
three different latent variables at least three different, but the same across latent
variables, forms are presented to the respondents (Campbell and Fiske 1959). On the basis
of this design a correlation matrix of 9 variables is obtained. For this matrix different
MTMM models have been developed which are special cases of Latent variable models.
Corten et al (2002) and Saris and Aalberts(2003) showed that the classical MTMM model
(Andrews 1984) and the equivalent True score model (Saris and Andrews 1991) fit the
best to these matrices. This approach allows the estimation of the reliability (the
complement of random error variance) and the internal validity (the complement of
method variance). For details of this approach for experiments to evaluate single questions
we refer to Saris and Gallhofer (2007). For evaluation of measures of concepts by
postulation we refer to Cote and Buckley (1987) and Lance et al (2010).

The mayor advantage compared with the latent variable models discussed above is that
with this design, besides the quality of the questions, also the common method variance
can be estimated which is due to the use of the same method across questions. This is
relevant because in survey research batteries with the same form of questions are
frequently used.

This approach provides estimates of the quality related with the different from of
questions for the same latent variables. This procedure cannot say whether the specific
latent variable is a good indicator for the concept of interest. Also the social desirability
and lack of knowledge cannot be evaluated in this way.

A limitation of this approach is that only a limited set of alternative forms for a specific
latent variable are evaluated. The obtained results cannot be generalized. If meta analyses
across the existing MTMM experiments are done a more general picture will arise. This
was the basis for the SQP approach.

Another limitation is that the presently used models are based on the assumption of
continuous observed variables. Whether this is a serious problems has to be studied in
more detail. Some results suggest that it is not so serious a problem (Coenders et al 1997).
There has only been made a start with MTMM models for categorical variables (Oberski
2011).
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This design has also problems with background variables and simple behavioral question
because variations of these questions are difficult to formulate and to study.

12. Survey quality prediction: SQP

The computer program SQP 2.0 has been developed to generate predictions of the quality
of questions based at the moment on a data set of 4000 questions which have been
involved in Multi-Trait Multi Method (MTMM) experiments. The quality is defined as the
product of the reliability and validity of a question. The reliability and validity of a question
are estimated in MTMM experiments. The program SQP 2.0 provides these estimates for
all questions which have been involved in a MTMM experiment. But the program does
more. Based on coding of the question characteristics of these 4000 questions a prediction
procedure has been developed for the quality of the questions. The prediction of the
quality of these 4000 questions is rather good (close to .9); therefore, the program
contains also a possibility to use this prediction procedure for the prediction of the quality
of new questions. In order to do so the user has to code the characteristics of the question
including some research characteristics and the program then generates the prediction. It
also provides suggestions for the improvement of the question, if necessary. For details of
the procedure we refer to Saris and Gallhofer (2007) and a more recent publication: the
RECSM working paper 24.

Given that the predictions are based on coding of around 50 question characteristics and
some research design characteristics, the quality evaluation is mainly directed to effects of
the form of the questions, although, the domain and the concept of the question and the
social desirability and knowledge of the respondents of the issue are also taken into
account in the prediction. An attractive feature is that form characteristics can be coded in
all languages and so the program can make predictions of the quality of questions in all
languages that have been involved in the MTMM experiments which is more than 20.

A limitation of the program is that it is concentrated on the form of single questions
keeping the concept by intuition the same. Whether this concept by intuition is a good
indicator for the concept the respondents wants to measure is outside the scope of this
program. So the validity coefficient predicted is the validity for a concept by intuition. The
quality can be defined as the explained variance in the observed responses by the concept
by intuition studied.

A second limitation of the program SQP is that it is based on MTMM experiments. These
experiments are rather difficult for background variables and simple behavioral questions
as was mentioned above. So SQP cannot predict the quality of these questions.

13. Scaling procedures

Most scaling procedures analyze the data of several questions simultaneously to test a
expected structure between them. Typical examples are the Thurstone scale, Likert scale
etc (Torgerson 1958), Rasch scale and Item response theory (Hambleton et al (1991),
Gutmann scale, Mokken scale and the unfolding scale (Van Schuur 1997), to mention some
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of them. These scales are based on different models, but all aim at deriving in the end a
score for a respondent on one or eventually more scales. So these procedures pretend to
determine a score for the respondents on a scale for the variable of interest. However, the
scaling procedure itself cannot determine that the score obtained really represents the
variable of interest. In fact, like all quantitative methods mentioned, the procedure can
only provide an estimate of the quality of the obtained score for whatever the latent
variable may be.

The limitation of these approaches is therefore that they provide only an estimate of the
quality of the observed scores, but not of the validity, the social desirability or the lack of
knowledge of the respondents with respect to the issue.

Conclusions

Looking at the given criteria some obvious results can be observed:

1.

All procedures based on personal judgments provide information about the validity, social
desirability and knowledge of the respondents about the issue of the question and much
less about the effects of the form of the questions.

The empirical procedures provide rather precise information about the effect of the form
of the question on the quality and the quality can even be expressed in a number between
0 and 1. However, these procedures cannot provide information about the validity of the
question for the concept of interest.

It is quite obvious that it makes no sense to start with the evaluation of the form of a
question before the validity of the measure for a concept has been determined. This
means that the subjective procedures, at the left side of table 1, should play an important
role in the first phase of questionnaire design.

Based on our experience with questionnaire design, we have decided to spend extra time
at the development of a procedure that can guarantee with more certainty that
researchers measure what they are supposed to measure. This has become the three step
procedure of Saris and Gallhofer (2007). We are still convinced that this procedure
requires more attention because it can prevent a lot of problems with respect to validity.

Evaluating the form of the questions the empirical evaluation procedures, at the right side
of Table 1, will be very helpful. In this context a distinction should be made between
evaluation procedures that can only evaluate single questions like SQP, the standard
MTMM approach in survey research and the quasi simplex approach at the one side and at
the other side procedures that can evaluate measures for concepts by postulation like
Latent variable models and scaling procedures. In this respect the latter procedures have
an advantage. However, they have also the disadvantage that they ignore method effects.
In Saris and Gallhofer (2007, chapter 14) we have shown that this may lead to very
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different conclusions. In psychology the MTMM approach has also been used for the
evaluation of measures for concepts by postulation (Cote at al 1987 and Lance et al 2010)

5. There is a fundamental difference between the quality predictions of SQP which are based
on a multivariate prediction approach and predictions of the quality of the empirical
studies like latent variable models and also MTMM studies. In SQP both results are
available for all MTMM questions of the ESS. Most of the time the estimates are rather
similar, but sometimes they are different. This can occur because the specific question is
quite different from the other questions in the data base or in the study of this specific
qguestion something was different from normal. This is something one has to decide when
looking at these results.

6. The procedures that don’t need new data are obviously more attractive than procedures
which require new data. On the subjective side it would mean that asking experts for
comments is a very attractive procedure before one starts to collect data. At the empirical
side Quaid and SQP seem to be attractive approaches to use before data collection.
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