[llusion of Change

Sometimes it's not the same old question

By George Bishop

nderstanding how public

opinion changes, its moods,

cycles, and dynamics, has be-
come one of the biggest challenges in
public opinion research today. Nu-
merous scholars have tried, by making
extensive use of archival survey data, to
explain the changes in terms of re-
sponse to real-world events, mass me-
dia coverage of social and political is-
sues, and cultural shifts in values.

Though these authors typically offer
plausible accounts of changes in various
indicators, none has explicitly consid-
ered arival, and potentially much more
parsimonious, explanation: simply, that
the meaning and interpretation of the
survey questions used to monitor pub-
lic opinion over time have changed.

s nearly every public opinion

analyst is aware, a cardinal as-

sumption in asking any survey
question is that it should mean the
same thing to all respondents. Like-
wise, when a question is repeated over
time, it should mean essentially the
same thing the second time as it did the
first. If these assumptions cannot be
met, thenvalid comparisonsacrosstime
and respondents become extremely dif-
ficult, if not impossible.

Most survey researchers recognize this
problem in another guise when, for
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example, there has been a noticeable
change in the wording (or context) of
a question in a well-established time
series, such that it becomes difficult
to separate real change from the varia-
tioninwording or context. The prob-
lem of wording variations also arises
quite frequently in comparing the con-
flicting results of polls on the exact
same topic across different survey or-
ganizations.

The difference in wording invariably
amounts to a difference in the meaning
of the ques-
tion, freight-
ing such
compari-
sonswithin-
validity, and
analysts
rightly re-
gard such
differences
as trouble-
some in in-
terpreting
poll results.

Strangely, however, analysts and po-
litical scientists have been much less
attentive, if not oblivious, to how the
meaning of survey guestions can vary
across respondents and over time even
when the wording and context of the
question remain constant. These varia-
tions constitute one of the most serious
threats to the validity of poll results in
general, and in particular when inter-
preting changes in public opinion.

n culture, as in nature, the under-
lying dynamics of such a problem
often become much more trans-
parent under extreme conditions or
unusual circumstances. The events of

September 11 represent exactly such
an episode in American public life.

In the wake of the terrorist attacks,
multiple indicators of public opinion
and the mood of America changed
dramatically. President Bush’s ap-
proval ratings surged to an all-time
high. Ratings of Congress also soared
to record heights. Satisfaction with
“the way thingsare going in the United
States at this time” looked stronger
thanever. Trustingovernmentspiked
to levels not seen since the mid to late

“The difference in wording invariably
amounts to a difference in the
meaning of the question, freighting
comparisons with invalidity.”

1960s. And, perhapsto noone’sgreat
surprise, terrorism became “the most
important problem facing this coun-
try today.”

ut what were the shifts in all
these well-established indicators
measuring? Were they what we
would call true changes in American
public opinion, temporary alterations
in how respondents were interpreting
the various questions in the context of
9/11, or some combination of the two?

Consider the most conspicuous ex-
ample: presidential approval. Just
before the events of September 11,
George W. Bush’s approval ratings in
the Gallup time series had slipped to
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arazor-thin majority of 51% (see Fig-
ure 1). Right after the terrorist at-
tacks, hisratings skyrocketed to record
levels, reaching a high of 90% in late
September (21-22) and then holding
in the low- to mid-80s for months
thereafter.

Characteristically, political analystsand
pundits viewed this as just one more
example of the classic rally-round-the-
flag effect. The country and its parti-
san Democrats, Republicans, and in-
dependents alike had all suddenly
united behind the president in a time
of crisis. But had public opinion of
“the way George W. Bush is handling
his job as president” really changed?
The author would argue that all that
had really changed was how respon-
dents were interpreting the meaning
of the standard Gallup question.

While this hypothesis may strike many
as a highly plausible, but utterly obvi-
ous, observation, it has never been
systematically examined. And while

we have no direct evidence of how
respondents actually interpret ques-
tions about presidential approval, we
do have a considerable chunk of indi-
rect evidence from open-ended fol-
low-up questions about why Ameri-
cans approve or disapprove of the way
the president is handling his job.

o its great credit, the Ohio Poll

has routinely included in its

surveys just such a follow-up
probe on presidential approval for the
past 20 years or so. Modeled in large
part after the standard Gallup measure,
the initial question asks respondents:
“Generally speaking, do you approve or
disapprove of the way [name] is han-
dling his job as president?”

Next, respondents are probed on how
strongly they approve or disapprove of
the president’s performance or, if in
doubt as to whether they approve or
disapprove, which way they “lean.”
They are then asked: “And could you
tell me why it is you approve/disap-

prove of the way [name] is handling his
job as president?”

In November, President Bush’s ap-
proval ratings in the Ohio Poll reached
a record high of 87%, very much as
they did in the rest of the country.
And, not surprisingly, when asked why
they approved or disapproved of the
way he was handling his presidential
duties, well over half the respondents
mentioned something about his deal-
ings with the war on terrorism and
foreign policy in general or his leader-
ship and communication during the
terrorism crisis.

The responses to this “why” question
did not, of course, literally represent
statements of causality. They were,
rather, plausible justifications or ra-
tionalizations for the respondent’s
approval or disapproval of the presi-
dent, best thought of simply as cog-
nitive by-products of how the ques-
tion was being interpreted at the time
it was asked.

Figure 1

Like Father, Like Son
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June 11-17 55% October 18-21 53%
July 19-22 56 November 15-18 54
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September 21-22 90 1991

October 19-21 88 January 17-20 86
November 26-27 87 February 14-17 80
December 14-16 86 March 14-17 86
2002 April 11-14 77
January 11-14 83 May 16-19 77
February 8-10 82 June 13-16 71
March 8-9 80 July 18-21 70

Source: Surveys by the Gallup Organization, latest that of July 18-21, 1991, and by Gallup/CNN/USA Today, latest that of March 8-9, 2002.
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In this particular instance, the con-
tent of the responses strongly suggests
that for many respondents the ques-
tionwas being heard, psychologically,
as: “Do you approve or disapprove of
the way George W. Bush is handling
his job as president—that is, in deal-
ing with this terrorism/war situation
we're in right now?”

ompare this psychological con-

text with the one that existed

when the approval questions
were asked in the Ohio Poll the previ-
ous July. At that time a solid majority
of Ohioans (60%) approved of the
way George W. Bush was handling
his job as president, 29% disapproved,
and the rest (10%) said either “nei-
ther” or “don’t know.” When asked
why, the responses scattered all over
the lot, with, aswould be expected, no
mention whatsoever of terrorism, and
just a small cluster of responses re-
lated to President Bush’s tax policies,
which had been the subject of previ-
ous media coverage.

Just a few weeks earlier, a national
Gallup/CNN/USA Today poll had
reported the verbatim answers given
by 877 respondents to a very similar

standard approval question must seem
like a rather vague query to most re-
spondents. What could the inter-
viewer possibly mean by “the way he
is handling his job as president™? For
that matter, what is meant by “ap-
prove” or “disapprove”?

n other words, in more normal

periods, when there’s not a lot of

newsabout the president, this rather
vague question becomes subject to
multiple interpretations. For some
respondents, it gets interpreted as a
question about his economic, educa-
tion, or foreign policies; for others it
becomes a question about his personal
character, morals, or religious values;
forstill othersit’s just a question about
whether they like him asa Republican;
and ad infinitum.

By contrast, when a crisis emerges, as
in the period following September
11, and the president becomes the
focus of attention, the meaning of the
question becomes much less ambigu-
ous for most respondents. Itcomesto
mean, largely, how is the president
handling his duties in the present
situation? The meaning of this nor-
mally ambiguous question becomes

cause respondents were answering es-
sentially different questions. And if
the meaning of the question cannot
be held constant, all such compari-
sons become invalid.

relatively sound comparison

can, however, be made between

the post-9/11 approval ratings
and those of an earlier period: the time
when George W. Bush’s father was
president during the Persian Gulf War.
In both cases, not only were the ques-
tions on presidential approval asked
under roughly similar circumstances;
they dealt with two politically and psy-
chologically similar individuals with
the same name.

In each of these instances it seems
highly likely that respondents inter-
preted the question on presidential ap-
proval in much the same way. Not
surprisingly, with the social contextual
meaning of the question held rela-
tively constant, we find that the ap-
proval ratings for George W. Bush
resemble his father’s ratings during the
height of the Gulf War rather closely
(see Figure 1). The average for the
elder Bush during the first quarter of
1991 was 82.7%, whereas for George

“Responses to the presidential question in polls given after
September 11 became incomparable with those given prior,
because respondents were answering essentially different questions.”

“why” question. As in the Ohio Poll,
these responses, especially in
uncategorized, verbatim form, were
spread all over creation.

Indeed, this is fairly typical during
normal times, when there is not any
specific focus to the news about the
president and what he’s doing. Un-
der such normal circumstances, the
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homogenized, and the verbatim re-
sponses to the open-ended “why”
probes cluster into fewer categories—
for example, about terrorism, as was
the case in the November Ohio Poll.

Responses to the presidential ap-
proval question in polls given after
September 11 thus became incom-
parable with those given prior, be-

W. Bush it reached 86% for the period
of October 20, 2001, to January 19,
2002. The difference of 3.3% in the
two averages falls within the bounds of
the recommended allowance for the
sampling error of a difference between
percentage points.

So with the meaning of the question
remaining essentially the same for re-



spondents across the two periods, the
approval ratings for the two presidents,
father and son, are for all practical pur-
poses identical, leading us to conclude
that under the same social-psychologi-
cal circumstances, no real change in

Figure 2

York Timesjustacouple of weeks after
the attacks. “Suddenly, Americans
trust Uncle Sam,” said his colleague,
Alexander Stille, in early November,
commenting on pollsshowing asharp
rise in the percentage of Americans

How much of the time do you think you can trust government in Washington to
do what is right—just about always, most of the time, or only some of the time?
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Source: Surveys by the Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, latest that of 2000, and by Gallup/CNN/USA Today, using the NES trust measure, October

5-6, 2001.

presidential approval occurs. Onlywhen
the meaning of the question is altered
by eventsdoessuchanillusion of change
appear. This represents but one con-
spicuous example of how interpreting
shifts in public opinion as true change
can be seriously misleading, if not en-
tirely invalid.

nother dramatic example
comes from recent polls tell-
ing us that, in the wake of 9/
11, Americans have become much
more trusting of the federal govern-
ment (see Figure 2). “Now, govern-
ment is the solution, not the prob-
lem,” wrote Robin Toner in the New

who said they now trusted the gov-
ernment in Washington to do what is
right. Chiming in a few weeks later,
R.W. Apple declared, “Big govern-
ment is back in style.”

What happened? Had the American
public undergone a change of heart
about the leviathan in Washington
that had been the object of increas-
ing distrust for over 35 years? Were
all the new books purporting to ex-
plain a 30-year trend of declining
trust in government—Ilike Why
Americans Don’t Trust Government
and The Trouble with Government—
suddenly obsolete?

2001 60

s with the surge in presidential

approval, a much simpler and

parsimonious explanation of the
upward spike in trust lies at hand:
namely a change in how respondents
interpreted the standard question on
trust in govern-
ment before and
after 9/11. [Fora
similar observa-

Year Percent N

- T tion, ’see .Gary
1966 65 Langer’s article in
1968 61 the March/April
13;2 gg 2002 issue of Pub-
e - lic Perspective.]
1976 33

1978 29 Most likely, “trust
gy 2 in government”
1982 33 t trust
e 41 now meant trust-
1986 38 ing the presentad-
1988 4 ministration in
1990 28 Washington,
1992 29 .

1994 21 symbolized by
1996 33 George W. Bush
1998 40 and his Cabinet,
LU inparticular, todo

the right thing in
dealing with the
terrorists, the an-
thrax threats, and
other aspects of
the crisis.

Just as they did for presidential ap-
proval, the events of 9/11 and their
aftermath altered and homogenized
the meaning of the standard question
about trust in government for the
great majority of respondents. The
upward spike in the poll figures did
not representany fundamental change
in the American public’s trust of the
government in Washington, but
merely an illusion of change gener-
ated by how respondents interpreted
the question.

With the passage of time, such inter-

pretations will probably become just as
evanescent. D
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