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This egsay discusses research concerning the reactlions among
members of the United States Congress to contemporary pollitlicsl
protest. The ultimate goal of thlis study was To ascertaln what

certain elected members of the Americanr pollitical ellite T =

"o
D

celve to be the limits of appropriate and elfective polltical
opposition, The research invelved approximately one hundred
personal interviews conducted with members of both the Senate
and the Hougse of Representatives in wWashington, D, C., DetWween
June and December of 1969, The respondents were selected ran-
domly and presented with a serles of open-ended questlions;

their replies, as recoryded and transcribed, constituted the

primary data for anelysls.



A cartoon in a 1969 publication of the Ameriecan Pollitlecgl Sei-
ence Association depicts a United States Congressman dashling up the
Capitol steps--business sult discarded for track sult and official
papers scattered in the wind--all this to escape a perplexed student
who explains, "I merely sald to the Congressman that I was a student
taking a sur?@ygﬁga"l When this appeared, 1 was 1in the process of
interviewing one hundred Members of the 9lst Congress, discovering
for myself the truth behind the caricature: tThat the recent surge
of scholarly interest in the Congress has become at best a mixed
blessing to the lMembers of the Congress,

This was the primary theme which the easrtoon was intended to
11lustrate. "Many Congressmen, Congressional staff members and re-
searchers have percelived the corridors of the Capitol and Congres-
sional office buildinzs becoming crowded with students, interns,
teachers, and researchers of all Kinﬂsg“z Perhaps even more than
most other legislatures, the Unlilted States Congress has been blessed
or damned by a number of characteristics whilceh make 1T especlally
attractive for academic research, 1t has a relatively large member-
ship of men and women who share common tasks, but often with dif-
ferent perspectives, for different purposes, and from different
rositions of power and status. I1ts Members tend to act lndependently
of each other, at least to the extent that beth individual behavior
ant collective decisions are compleXx enough to satliate observors
with the most byzantine tastes; yel some aspecls ol 1Ts structure

and declsion-making processes lend themselves well to the search for

.

guantifiable regularities. loreover, the Congress lsz constantly in-

volved with declsions and non-declisions which asppear as 1T they



should he important, For these reasons (among others, no doubt), an
inereasing nunber of students, at all levels, have chosen To study
the Congress and to investigate thelr chosen =llice of Congressional
reallty by personally interrogatling 1ts Members.

In 1958, Charles 0. Jones reported interviewling almost all the
members of the House Agriculiure Committee ., uring the following
vear, and more remarkasbly, James A, Hoblinson and hlis assocliates com-
nleted seventv-Tlve interviews wlth Congressmen during one month or
"approximately twenty maﬂmdaysﬁ”@ Yet, also in 1959, lewls A. DeX-
ter remarked that "some Congressmen were complalning about the fre-
quency and the ‘'stupldity’ of some acadenlc interviews,"> Dexter
concluded thaet the increasing number of interview regquests may be
exhausting the time and patlence of the Members of Congress, and nls
concern has since become more widely shared. There have even been
suggestions that the research enthusiasm of individval scholars may
have to be co=-cordinated, 1T not restralned, before many nore Hepre-
sentatives and 3Senators conclude that thelr simplest recourse 1is
merely to refuse all such interview requests. Certalinly any Tuture
student of the Congress should ask himself 1f he cannet rely on
other prirary or secondary sources of information, Still, there will
always remain some guestions which can only be answered on the basis
of perscnal interviews, My experiences suggest that 1t 1s still
possible to gather informatlon directly from a rather large sample
of Representatives and Senators, although the difficulties involved
have undoubtedly multiplied in the last decade. A deserliptlion of my
research will suggest some of the problems which arise, as well as

some of the strategles which may sueceed or fall.



Before focusing on the process of interviewling in the Congress,
it might be instructive to consider an unsuccessful attempt at a more
unusual research technigue--an attempt at direct and intensive ob-
caervation of the activities of Congressmen and their stalfs. At
least in the development of legislative research, perscnal contact
by the student with his subject has come to be assoclated almost
solely with the process of interviewingaé This resaar@h strategy
undoubtedly has been productive, but only wlithin rather clrcumscribed
limits., If the focus of study is some facet of leglslatlve behavior,
then interviews can only provide data on perceptions or recollectlons
of behavior. Even if the focus of study ls on the perceptions or
sttitudes themselves, they are of interest presumably because they
will be reflected in action, and this cruclal linkage cannot be de-
monstrated satisfactorily by use of the interview alcone. AT best,
interviewing provides an acceptable surrogate when actual behavior

is not available for scrutiny; at werst, 1t leaves cpen the ques-

tion of whether there is any likely connectlion between interview

responses and anything else.

Nne recent direction of legislative research which illustrates
thls pr@blem is the attempt to define the range and distribution of
legislative role orientations. From large samples of interview
responses, several fteams of researchers have drawn plausible con-
clusions sbout the ways in which members of state and national legls-
latures perceive both thelr responsibilitles and thelr relationshlips
with their constituents and other groups directly interested In
leglslative d@@igi@nsg? Originally, I scought to explore the rela-

tionshin between such statements and several aspects of individusl
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behavior, at the same time gsking to what extent different conceptions

of Congressicnal functions were inplicit in the activities of indivi-
dual Hepresentatives.

My intention was to eXplore the ways in whlch a nunber of Con-
gressmen organlze the activities of thelr staffs and allocate thelr
own time, to the extent that both are within thelr ccntrol, Hecent
discussicns of the Congress and its contemporary c¢rlisis have glven
new emphasis to leglslative oversight and constltuency service, Der-
hans in reaction to the Congress' apparent inability to legislate
efficiently and creatively. 1 hoped to dlscover whether, in fact,
the legislative function does dominate The actlvitles of ilndlvidual
legislators (if neot of the legislature collectively). Further, I
was curious whether the interview-derived vole orientations would
be reflected in the work cholces of different Members. For example,
do Bepresentatives who define thelr constituency as the entire na-
tion devobe less gttention to constltuensy service? Or do Congress-
mein whe percelve themselves ag the "trustees" of thelr constituentg’
interests concentrate nore on leglslative deliberations than their
other colleagues? In some respects, these gquestlions now seem naive,
but not nearly as nalve as my expectation that they could bhe an-~
swered,

Bafore commnitting myvself to an extended period of research, I
declded that 1t would be wise to conduct a briefl exploratory study,
pre~testling both my ldeas and my research procedures. 1 was for-
tunate enougn to secure the willing and gracious co-operation of the
Honorable Gecorge Bush, then Representative from Texas . Mr, Bush
permitted me to spend a week in his Weshlngton office, monitoring

inle activities and those of hisgs staff members., 1 was prepared to




collect exhaustive data on what he and hls staff did during that

week, and on how these actlivitles could be distributed among cate-

gories of legislative functions. In the process, I assumed that T
would become acclimated to the internal 1life of a Congressional of-
fice, and, as a result, that I would be able to anticipate many of
the problems that would arlise during my researcn proper.

During the course of that week, however, 1 learned stesdily
and progressively that my proposed research was lmpossible, or at
least beyond my coupetence. 0©On Monday, I discovered that the Con-
cressional office work routline is not struectured in 2 way which lends
itsell to ready compartmentallization--most staffl members engage in
a variety of different actlvitles briefly and return to them only
intermittently. ©On Tuesday, I dliscovered that ny veryv presence,
much less my monitoring activities, was causing sonme confusion and
resentment (largely deserved ) among the Congressman's staff whose
cooperation was essentlal to the success of my study. I found my-
sell unwilling or unable To accept this cost even for so short a
period as a week., On Wednesday, therefore, 1 decided to concentrate
solely on the actlivitles of the Congressman himself, In doing so,

T discovered that my predetermined coding categorlies were 1
not hecause they were the wrong categories, but vecsuse they implied
clearer distinctions and greater structure than really existed. The
problem was & baslilc one of conceptualization--of assuming that com-
plex behavior could be captured, adequately and accurately, in any
Limited set of matually exclusive categories. Also, on Thursday,

it became clear that my observations would inevitably remsin incom-

plete, despite my best efforts. There were conversatlons to which

I could not be privy. Further, a really acute understanding of the



reasons for the Congressman’s behavior would have regulired simost
constant cross-examinstion, which would have vliolated mny apprecla-
tion of his hospitallty and my constant awareness of the status

egulf sevarating us. Flnally, on Friday, I learnecd tnat, These prob-

lems aside, my projzct was ilmpractlical because my several applica-

tions for finanecial support had been rejected. NMore exXperlenged

scholars apparently could anticlipate The diffliculties I was Just
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Iiterally, then, in the cocurse of a week, I became convinced

that the demands of my planned resesrch were unreasonable. And 1if
for no other reasson, this discovery nmade the pre~tegt exXperiment in-
valuable, During the same period, I also arranged to speak with
several former Representatives still reslding in The Washlngtohl area.
Recause my projected research plans called for a serleg ol inter-
views to complement my own observaticns, 1 hoped that These sesslions

would voint up the deficlencles of the interview protocol 1 had de-

vised a priori. They did prove helpful in thils way, and they also
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served to increase my sensitivity to the difficulties of summarizing
end coding interview responses. 1 presented To each of my respon-
dents a2ll of the questions used by some of the earllier research teanms
to investigate legisiative role orientations, This included both
their primary questions, as well as other secondary and reserve
questions relating to the same subject. As 1 probed more deeply

into their role choices, distinctions which had appesred sharp and
clear in principle became increasingly blurred and muddled in prac-

tice, Indeed, when these interviews were concluded, I could have

defended classifving each respondent in any one of the established

role categories.
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1T any moral might be drawn from such a limited nunber of inter-
views, 1t is probably that the distinetiveness of such attlitudinsl
categories is primarily an artifact of superficiasl data collection.
These roles might best be understood not as discrete choilces nor as
distinet polnts on a continuum, but as different demands and alter-
natives whnich each legislator reconciles for himself or herself in
different ways under different circumstances,? 1 am also struck by
the fact that, as this is being written, I am much more convinced of
this conclusion than 1 was ilmmedlately after conducting the inter-
views on which i€ 1s based.

ITronically, this may suggest another cavesat about the analysis
of interview data: asg time passesg after the perliod of data collec-
tion, what were originslly merely indications or tendencies all too
often gradcually become transformed into emplirically supprorted and
unequivocal conclusicns. Sensitivity teo data is difficult to main-
tailn-=-partly because 1t depends on the immedlacy of the research ex-
perience, and partly because 1t imposes nagglng uncertainties and
regidual doubts, But this sensitivity must be reflected in the pre-
sentation of research findings, especially because most readers
lack the preparatlion to know when conciusions are over-stated and
when distinctions are cver-emphasized., Perhaps the canons of en=
pirical rigor and self-discipline should demand that we re-read all
our interview notes and transceripts with a scoffing eve hefore re-
leasing any new truth to the world.

1t 1s easy and comforting to imagline that the development of a
research design closely resembles a comnon caricature of "The Sclen-
tific Method:" an engaging thecretical question, hypothesis, or

model is generated; the ildeal means for subjecting 1t to empirical



verification are sought and discovered; data are then collected and

evaluated, leading to confirmation or at least to re-formulation. In
this wav, everv adequate research design reflects the best of sclen-
tifie procedure, and may eventually produce a crltical jligsaw plece
in the multi-dimensional construction of a science of politics,
Naturally, in practice, this "sclentific" process ls often honored
in the hreach. All research projects are subject to the 1lnfluence

of confining and often unanticipated limitations, of whick shortages
of time and monevy are only the most obvious., In my case, 1 had al-
ready committed myself to a specific period of months for research,
and it was now too late to apply for massive research support. Also,
T found that I had already made an irreversible personal commlitment
to one site for research, the Congress. 1In the few months between
the pre-test T have just described and the beginning of the research
T shall discuss, I never did seriously conslider modifying this focus,
Moreover, my second research attempt was conducted and completed al-
most exactly as it had been designed. It 1s usually necessary to
modify, if not radically alter, research plans when once confronted
with the realities of the field situation, This is an inevitable

and usuzally desirable adaptation to new information, possibllitles,

and limitatinons. That this did not happen To me probanly retlects

only in part does the cholce of a research project reflect long-
standing interests and gradually developing plans, 1In an ldeal

world, it migcht be possible to formulate a proposal only alter care-
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ful planning and exhauvstive prelininary research, and then to struc-
ture resources and circumstances to conform to 1ts requlirements,
However, this is rarelv, if ever, possible, 1Instead, and whether
consesiously or not, most researvch projects are designed to confornm
to a npunber of different but egually Limlting regulrements. The

time and money avallable for research are usually severely limlted
and beyond mush control. When research can begin (or must beginj
and when 1t must end restrict what can be attempted and in wnat ways,
General intentions asnd even specific plans must often be Tormulsted
to conform to imposed and inflexible deadlines (as for grant appli-
cations, for exasmple). Naturselly, what we choose to do reflects
what we consider to be important and worth deoing, but conly within
the linits of our prior knowledge and training., Instead of asking,
"What background and skills must I acqulre to do what 1 want to do?",
we must uvsually ask, "What can 1 do, given the background and skills
T already have?" If this latter guestion ls rarely posed explicitly,
it 1s because we naturally tend to gravitate toward what is already
familliar and comfortable.

The decision, then, of wnat to do and how Lo do 1t 1ls usually
made from among a range of alternatives linited by at least four
considerations: time, money, hackground, and training. The op-
timal choice is the one which Tits most snugly within these limita-
tions, and WRiéh then seems so natursl as to appear aimost pre-
ordalned.

T returned to an idea for a study which satisfied these limi-
tations and which I had already briefly consldered. 1 chose To 1n-

vestigate Congressional reactlons to different forms of contemporary

political protest. If democratic stablllity benefits from the »oli-




tical elite'’s adherence to the rules of the ganme of democratic poli-
tics, then how does the elite define these rules? Specifically,
what do thev consider to be the limits ol appropriate and effectlve
political oppesition? In the context of recent events, what has
been the reaction of the public officials to whom the many acts of
protest have been addressed? Here was a serles of guestions of
some theoretical and contemporary ilmportance, and on which original
data could be ecollected with some predictable assurance of success.
Further, they were questions of democratic theory and ethics which
1 could not answer myself. Perhaps the responses of the Congressmen
would suggest a coherent and acceptable personal posture toward the
Ssame questions.

I never doubted that the most appropriate research technigue
was the personal interview., This was the kind of field eXxXperlence
I sought., 1In fact, my belief that the questions L chose to explore
could bezst be approached by interviewlng was undoubtedly one of
their primary attractions. Further, there did not seem to be any

realistlic alternstive, BRellance on speeches made in the Congress

and elsewhere would have pegsed several different problems. First, I
would have been limited teo the statements whieh I could obtaln,

with no guarantee that they would iIn any sense be representatlive or
addressed to the same questions in the same way. osecocond, this would
have been an inefficient process; there would have been rno sys-
tematic or thorough way of gathering informstion. Finally, I would
have been restricted to statements all made more or less fmr'pmbli@
consunmption, but with no assurance that they were all made in the
same kinds of contexts and in response to the same Kinds of stlimull.

Recause I wished to draw some concluslions about the membership

1l
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a8 a whole, the vproblem of whon to lnterview was
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relatively unconplicated. A random sample of some Kind was neces-
gary. The possibility of somehow stratlfying tnls sample along one
or more dimensions was attractive because 1T would have been a more

efficient procedure, but there wss little a priorl bhasis Tor choosing
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the most diseriminseting dimensions-~e.g,., pariy, reglion, senlority,
perscnal background, etc. Ultimately, I selected simple random

gamnles of 100 lembers of the House and 53 Members of the bHenste,

ok

~ i et halance hetween sizfze of
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sample and size of universe, as well as between what seemed possible
and what would have been ﬁ@ﬁif&bl@@iz At this stage, I hacd the
henefit of earlier studlies of the Q@ﬂgfesg which supplied some ade-
vice as to how large 2 sanple 1 could reasonably hope to Interview
in a relatively short period of time, and as te the Kinds of analy-
tical technicues I could probebly impose on the resultling dats.

More difficult was the guestion of what to ask and how to ask
it. ©One basic decision was the cholece between concentrated problng
on a limited npumber of questions and more superficlal coverage of
an entire dimension of attitudes. 1 eventually chose the latter
strategy for both theoretical and practical reasons., 1T I was trying
to determine the perceived limits of political oppesition, I could
not very well limit the scope of my ingqulry beforehand to only one
or twon forms of protest behavior. More importantly, I antlcipated,
although not fully, that Congressmen's responses would be rather

superficial and that I weould be uneasy problng for further thought

and fuller explanatlons,

Nne way to avoid the latter problem weuld have been TO ask only

gquestions which would have elicited one of a small number of pre-



determined snswers, In this way, 1 could have assured nmyvself of
unamblguous and comparable replies which would have lent themselves
readily to classification and coding, I chose instead to rely on a
series of twenty-four open-ended questions which allowed the respon-
dents considerable freedom for maneuver--even, in a few cases, to
the point of allowing them to define some of the tTerms of the gues-
tiong for themselves. This inevitably complicated the later task of
deternining just what each respondent said, or meant to say, in
response to each guestion {(a greater problem in practice than in
planning). It did, however, aveld the danger of my pre-conceptions
being imposed on the research to the polint of lLimiting in advance

L. ]

the replies I might recelve, Also, after several attempts, 1 con-

eluded that closed-ended cquestions on this complex subject could
not be phrased in such a way that I would be willing to answer them
myself without frustration at not beilng permitted to explaln and
anplify ny responses., 1 felt certain that almost all my respondents
would encounter the same frustraltlon, perhaps to the point of jeo-

pardizing their ccoperation altogether.

Arranging to

When I returned to Washington to begin askKing these guestions,
I had already made some arranhngements which I anticlpated, correctly,
would facilitate my research. During my earlier pre-=test, and from
discussions with other students of the Congress, 1 realized that
conducting the interviews would undoubtedly lnvolve many delays,
postponements, and cancellations, ©One way of ninimizing the resul-
ting strain end inceonvenience was to secure a "base camp" on Capi-

tol Hill. I was more fortunste than I tThen knew te approach the




:
e
LY

!

Administrative Asslistant of Congressman Abner J. Mikva of Illinols,
a Hepresentative Tor whom I had campalgned and whom 1 expected
would be sympatnetic To scadenlc research generally and to nv in-
tentions specifically., The Congressman and the members of his

staffl were kind enough to provide me with 2 desk in an adijacent
annex office,t’ lbore importantly, 1 was glven access to a t@l@phéﬂ@

Line wnich proved lnvaluable Tor scheduling and re-scheduling ap-

pointments. Continuing the expedltionary metaphor, I could recon-

neiter the asccessgibility of my respondents palnlessly and I could

set off to conguct interviews without strayving teoo Tar from my sources

of supply and (ego)support. Alsc, with these faecilities, I could
easily taile advantage of unexpected openings in resvondents® sched-
ules and keep in clozse contact with the offices of Hepresentatlives
and Senators whon 1 had not vet lnterviewed,

During the perioc of mny research, 1 dlscovered uneXxpected
beneflits from thls arrangement, which was originally intended simply
Tor convenlence. When not actively involved in ny own project, 1
was able to observe and cccaslonally assist the Congressman and his
staff, By doing so, I gained furthner insights into the activities
o7 Congress and o' a Congressional office, I could bezin to appre-
ciate the demands on a Hepresentative's time, g realization which
led me to accept my own delays in arranging appolintments with better
arace and patvience, I was glsgo able to Tollow rather closely the
current activities of the House and Senate. This meant that I
could begin to gauge the most opportune times for arrsinging and cone-
ducting interviews. Furthermore, as a volunteer staff member, 1T
waﬁ able to meet other Congressional aldes who wele generosus with

their advice and agsigtaﬂ@@E14



Because 1 expected to spend sixz months completing my vplanned
interviews, I staggered my initlal contacts with my respondents
over a two month period. At the outset, 1 did not know how easily
appointments could be made or how adeguate my interview schedule
would be, and this partial delay afforded me an opportunity to
modify my research plans as experience accunulated. As 1 sought
successive interviews, each respondent recelved a létter in which
T introduced myself, described my ilntentlons in general terms, and
requested thelr cooperation., These letters were written on UNnive
ersity stationery in the hope that this might cause them to recelive
more than perfunctory attention. With the asslstance oll an auto-
matic typewriter, individually typed letters could be vrepared at
1ittle cost and effort. One week after malling each batch of intro-
ductory letters, I visited the Representatives' offices, elther to
make an appointment or at least to establlish some personal rappert
with their appointment secretaries. (In the case of Senators, with
thelr much larcer staffs, it ususlly proved much easler and much

more economical to rely on personal contact by telephene. )

Tn some cases, I was able to make an appointment immedliately

and complete the interview within a week of The recelipt of my let-
ter, Most often, however, I was merely told of the Congressman's
receptlvity to my request and hils willingnesszs to meet wlth me at
some unspecified future date. There then followed a series ol peri-
odic phone calls until the meeting was arranged or untll it became
ahvious that the initial delay was intended as an absolute refusal
in polite form. I found the most propitious time for sarranging
appointments to be late on Monday mornings, alter the Congressman’s

weekly schedule had been jetermined but before his open hours had
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been otherwlise allocated. I was carelul To keep eXact records
the history and status of ny negotiations with each office~--a pro-
cedure whleh became essential when 1 found mysell seeking interviews
with perhaps fifty Menmbers sinmultaneously.

Net suroprisingly, I was fully at the mercy of appolntment seg-
retaries, many ol whom ieftm@ thelr responsibillity as protecting
their employer from non-essentisl wvislitors., Although many respon-

dents ultinmately vroved more receptlve Lo me than thelr staff mem-

bers, I found myself unwilling to challenge The secretaries’® power
and wisdom,. Bven 1f this meant acceptlhg, more or liess gracefully,

a delay of a2 nonth or more between contacts, 1 concgluded tThat a pos-

o _ £ —~ L T T S . r.,.,:,. ey g R . -, %% P . £ BB
ture of apologetic persistence would nrove most succesgsiul, (There

is no way of knowing if ny declislon was wi I might have eXperi-
mented with 2 more aggressive approach, but the successes 1 was

eventuslly enjoving made it seem a needless rigk,) As weeks and
months peasged, some gecretaries became 1rritated whlle others becane
more or less willing allies: in either case, I am convinced that a
nonber of interviews were schedulied simply to end the annovance of
my poiilte nagging. Perhaps threse montng alter the last of my in-

troductory letters was malled, 1 sent a second letier To the home

addresses of the Bepregsentatlves and sSenstors wlth wnom I had been
unahle to secure avpointments. 1In this way, L hoped To appeal to
them directly and avold the defensiveness of thelr secretaries,
This strategy, however, was almost unifeormly unsuccessful,
After one or two unsuccessful visits to each potential respon-
dent®s office, 1 chose to rely on a2 continuing series of telephone
11le which I normally made every Monday mornlrng unlesge advissed dil-

ferently by appointment secretaries. No mors than two such cells
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were sufficilent to arrange 49% of my interviews with Representatives

and 24% of my interviews with Senators., As many as four more calls

were necessary to secure an additional 20% of the interviews I had
planned, and between 7 and 15 total calls were necegsary in ten
ather cases., In addition, nmore than one appolatiment was necessary
before 24 of myv 95 teotal interviews could actually be conducted, As
a result, almost one-hnalf of the interviews 1 finally succeeded in
obtalining regulred more than a month to arrange, In four cases,
between 15 and 25 weeks elapsed between my flrst sclicitations and
final completion of the interviews.l>

Committee meetings, gquorum calls, teller and roll call votes,
among other unexpected developments, were the most frequent reasons
for postponement of appoclintments. In addition, 1T ls exceptlonally
difficult for Congressmen to adhere strictly to a tlghtly planned
dally calendar because when and for how long they will be engaged
on the floor or in meetings are lLargely beyond thelr control. Legis-
lative c¢rises or the unexpected arrival ol important constituents
often forece them to cancel the lsast obligatory of thelr comnitments,
and academic interviews ilnevitably fall into this category., As
often as not, my appolintments actually began between fifteen and
thirty minutes after the time for which they were scheduled, just
long encugh to take the edge of{f my preparation and just long enough
to make it extremely difficult for me to plan my own schedule with
any sssurance. In one case, rather than cancel our appolntment, a
considerate Representative arranged that we should conduct our
interview before an asudience of visiting 4-H Club members, probably

with some effect on his responses ahd certalinly with a dlsconcerting

effect on my gquestioning.
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ITnterviews were most often conducted during one of two periods
doring the day: elther before commlittees met at 10:00 A.M. or late
during the dailly sessions of the House and Senate, between 3:00 and
5:00 P.M, These are the few houvrs durlng the day when Congresspen
can work in their offices, relatively safe from leglsliative inter-
ruptions. As a result, these are also the Tew hours during which
they must work with their staffs, answer thelr corvespondence, meet
with visltors, confer quletly with thelr colleagues, and do what
little reading and research thelr schedules permit. Because the
hest times for interviews came at the beglinning and end of each day,
the value of haeving an office on the Hill teo which I could retreat

antd walt became even greater than I had anticlipated,

A substantial minority of interviews dld occury during the mid-
dle of the day--between adjournment of committee meeltings and begin-
ning of the floor sessions, and during lulls in floor activity.

of more fre-
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These =sessions were generally lesgss successful bec
guent interruptions and greater time pressures. Then, too, sSone

of these nmeetings had To take place in Ths receptlion rooms off the
House and Senate chambers, which are less gauliet and congenisl set-
tings than the lembers® own offices. On several occasions, 1 sug-
cested Lo searetaries that my purposes would be better served 1T
appolntments could bhe postponed until a leatery, and more convenlieant,

time. However, they were guick to infTorm me that 1 could not refuse

one aprointment and then still hope To recelve another.

Doing 1t

Ultimately, I succeeded in meeting with 75% of the Hepresenta-

tives (75 of a 100 member sample) and 50% of the Senators (20 of a



33 member sample) with whom I sought interviews. When I coneluded

my research, there remalined a nunber of lembers wWith whose offiges

3

£

I was still negotliating, and it ig likely that severasl more inte
views could have been arranged 1f 1 had remalned 1in Washington sev-
eral weeks or months longer. By declision tTo conclude my research

after vrecisely six nonths was essentially an arbltrary one, based

on the limited value of achieving a slightly higher completlion rate

_m.ﬁ

relative to the costs, especlally 1n tine, of deolng so.

Amongz the 95 interviews I conducted, not all of them were
equally complete, In wy origlinsl research plans, 1 estimabted thatv
an averase interview would reguire between 60 and 75 minutes. It
soon became apparent, however, that thls grossly over-estimated the
amount of time that most Congressmen would maelke avallable to me, A
few sesgssgions d4id last an hour or more but most had to be bterminated
after between 25 and 35 minutes, {(In two meetings with prominent

and senlior sSouthern conservatives, my appolntments lasted only long

enough for me to remind them of the subjiect of my study. They then

immediately, butbt pollitely, ushered me out of thelr offices, evi-

-Fa

dently suspecting that I intended to dispute thelr views with them. )
Some sessions were shorter or longey tThan others slimply because of
the respondents’® terseness or loguacliousness, Others were abbrevi-
ated because of time vpresgsures, real or anticlpated.

Toe minimize the lilkellhood of refusals, I occaslonally accepbed
appointments for considerably less time than the 30 minutes reguested

in ny introductory letters, vislis, and calls. I hoped that the

respondent’s politeness and my abllity to interest him 1ln the sub-
ject of the interview would allow me to pose all The guestions I had

planned., In such cases, 1 found myself tryling both to listen to
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his early responses and to gauge his reactlon and The tlme avallable
to me. From his replies, could I guess 1f this interview would take
longer than expected to complete? Did he seem sufiiclently inter-
ested in what we were discussing so that I could hope to streteh the
time allotted to me? What was the likelihood that we would be in-

terrupted before we had finished? UWas 1 comfortable enough in his
presence to be willing to press my questions?

Whenever I sensed that my time was acutely limlited or that my
reception had been grudging, I was prone Lo abbreviate my 1nterview
achedule. This meant either eliminating some questions altogether
or rushing from one guestion to the next without fully probing each
reply. This reaction revresented a consclous decision on my part to

Lo

elicit some reaction from each respondent to all of the toplecs 1L

wished teo investigate, rather than exploring in depth only as many
torics as time permitted. In reftrospect, this procedure guarantesd
that my slready small samples would not be much further reduced for
purpoeses of anslysis. 1t also meant, however, that the informatlon
I was able to gather was much more superficial than it would have
been had I been less ambltious.

Perhaps this problem could have been avolded 1T 1 had ordered
my questions in order of descending importance, which to some extent
T did--firet asking a series of zenersl questlons covering all forms

of protest, and then, after a briefl interiuvde of guestions concerning

relevant and current legislatlive ilgsues, returning to tThe same subD-

jects in more gpecific f@fmﬂlé But 1 was guided by & degire O
avoid a series of disjointed guestlons and answers in favor of an

both lnterviewer and respondent particlpate in

_g
A

red my questions 1o whnatv
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s conversatlon of mubtusl lnterest. L1 arrang



seemed to me to be s natural progression. But 1 freguently reviged

this sequence in order to follow the direction of a respondent's
. vy gy e " - g £ hen _ . » o, ol . g S i , - - £ 2™ & i _ I ;
thought, pursuing a subject early in the lnterview 1T 1T followed

S ; . o o - - 5 » 0 » I = 3 > 3 o memy n ' . - ©
natursally from his previous response, even 1 1 had originally plann

to raise the guestion only toward the end of our sesslion. This of-
ter, made it nmore 4ifficult for me Lo remember which guestlons had

<t111l te bhe asked, with the result of occaslonal lapses and omlse-

sions. Still, on halsnce, I founa this strategy more gongenial to
5 ¥
= o == ; s L ™ L I, j
me, and, I bellilsve, To the Cohgressmen as well, L

During all of the interviews, I was contipually aware of the

skatus differences hetween me and ny respondents. Naturally, my
malaise tended Lo diminish with experience, snd 1 discovered, 1n
+

-

~rospeat, that my earliest interviews were the least satisfactory.

h

With time, I learned the most effective way ol phrasing my ques

tions, and at what points 1t would most likely e necessary for me
ﬁ E J

-t

to probe heneath the surface of thelr initial replies., bBut 1 re-
mained very sensitive to ny perceptlon that 1 was meeting with each
Congressman @ﬁly at his sufferance and that my presence was at least
an imposition which he felt obtliged To accept, and at moet an un-
warranted &iﬁ%raati i From more pressing activities. Thisg is not

to sav that most Representatives and Senators were hostile., On the
contrary, most (but not all) of ny respondents welcomed me cordially
and tried to respond thoughtfully 18 Yet my knowledge of tThe de-
mands on Members?®! time, ky sensitlvity to thelr staffs’® protectlive
of ficiousness, and the time pressures under which our lnterviews
were conducted always left me with an uncomfortable sense of belng

a disruptive and probably unwelcome lntruder.

My desire, then, to minimize the formality of the lnterview was
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undoubtedly as much for my own personal confort as it was for the
demands of my research. 1 could persuade mysell that our interview
was a mubtually interesting experience in which we were both sharling
and from which we were both benefiting, And in fact, the Congress-
men also seemed more at ease and more responsive when one gquestion
seemed to flow nsturally from the last. Several of them noted that
the opportunlty to "dlscuss" these subjects was an unexpectedly

welcome break from their nornal routine, Indeed, at the conclusion

of a number of interviews, the respondents expressed curioslty about
my opinions on the gquestions 1 had asked them.

My status as a student and the asscocliatlion between people "like
me" and the dissent and disorder we dliscussed presented unique ad-
vantages and disadvantages., ©0On the one hand, many of The more el-
derly and conservative Members apparently relished the opportunity
to lecture a student asbout the danger of student disruptions and like
events., I provided them with a voluntary, captive, and seemingly
receptive audience to whom they could vent thelr angser and frustra-
tion. Without any consclous effort on my part, my very presence
seemed to shtimulete greater emotlion and, horefully, greater thought,
than 1f I had been an colder and presumably more moderate scholar,

On the other hand, and desplte my best efiorts to the contrary, some
respondents of similar viewpoint assumed {rom the outset That 1
would disagree with them and that nmy guestlions were dellberately
irriteting and quarrelsmm%ﬂig To avold this reaction, I attempted
to act and appear in a way whicn would not suggest a stereotyped
image of the student radlcal. 1 also tried Lo convey the lmpression
that I was looking to them for wisdon which I could adopt as my oWie--

that I did not bring into the interview any pre-concelved notlons




about what answers were "right" and what answers I expected from
them, <0
Thus, many respondents probably were influenced by thelr per-

ceptlon of me in relation To the guestions I was askling, In general,

however, my impression is that seeming te be a student--well-infeormed
but inexperienced-~-gcan be & marked advantage in this interview sef-

ting, lMany of the Hepresenbtaltlves and Jenators who might have heen

expected to be most reticent and uncooperative bellieve that their

ﬁﬁ
ol

vouthful critics simply do not edeguately understand and appreciste
the wisdom of the Congresslonal process and the problems thev face
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Wwiho come to Them seeXing information, looking upon this a2 ah oppor-
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tunity to informand educate., O cours LT 1l the student’s respone-

sibility to inform himself as well as possible beforehand if he ex-

pects to recelve candid answers to Tthe most nenetrating cuestions,
As a genersl rule, mest lenbers will be agreeable to interviews re-

garding subjects on which they have some special competence as a
thelr Congressional serviee. That the subject of my re-

segrcn was both controversial and only indirectly relabted to most
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peossible, He should Try tTo aveld reacoting teo his resvondentgt state-
ments for fear Tthat this might influence them and preclude any clain

to comparabllity among interviews. In practice, I found it both

'O

impossible and unproductive to adhere strictly to this prescrip-

tion., Hany of my respondents reacted o gquestions with strong emo-
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tion, and it would have been unhatural for me not To have reacted
myself in some way., Furthey, it undoubtedly would have been ln-
sulting and disconcerting to them 1f thelr lnpasslioned arguments had
been followed by only a stony silence and then by anotner, possibly
unrelated, cuestion, By gestures and expressions more Than by words,
I attempted to convey understanding and encouragenment, but not
agreement (although I suppose I was not always successiul in pro-
jecting this distinction)}. My impression ls that this lapse Irom
strict neutrality is not particulerly damegling when lnterviewlng
political elites, who are unlikely to be particularly influenced by

2l 1n fact, I now

their impressions of the interviewer's reactions,
wonder if I might have bheen able to eliclt more complete responses

d them

had T been willing to argue with them, Thils might have cause
to speak more freely, but 1t would have demanded more sell-assurance
thaen I could muster at that time and, also, 1t would almogst cer-
tainly have made them less receptive to future requests Tor interviews,
The purpose of my interviews was to secure informatlon con-
cerning the respondents® opinlons and psrcepticns. 1 was interested
not merely in what these attitudes were, but also 1ln the reasons,
arcuments, and assumptions underlying them., For this reason, 1t was
especially important for me to have an accurate record of Thelr
responses, anticipating that relatively subtle cliferences 1in nuance
and word choice might eventually provide clues for eXplanation and
the basis for important ansalytical distinetions., Whenever posslible,
therefore, my interviews were tape recorded with the respondents’
permission. By carrying a tape recorder ln an ghbache case (with a
photographic directory ot the Members of Congress for referance },

T was able to record the interviews inconspicuously, relylng on a
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microvhone placed midway between the respondent and myself,

tv of dangers, prinsary

P o

Tape recording carries with 1T a varie

emong which is the possibility that 1T night 1nhiblv or ctherwlise
influence the respondents. But ny experience suggests That Thils
danger may be negligible when the respondents are Congressmen (or
perhaps other elected American public officlials as welll, Being

interviewed is hardly a new experience to such men, and they have

rﬂs

learned to respond bhefore radlio micerophones and television caleras

in recording studios, much less before an lnconsplcuous tape recor-
Ao 3 4 3 ~ndranty ot the d 71 officed IT nothing else tnlc
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sciousness. Purther, most Bepre:

nrevious exverience in responding to scholarly ianterviews and will
sccept assurances of sponymity. (Less than 10% of my respondents
refused permission to have our meetlings recorded, all of Them citling
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distort respvonses no matter who is bheing interviewed., In
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then, probably was to encourage responses conglstent with the opin-
ions on which Congressmen would vete and act, pernltiting me To draw
reasonably scourate conclusions aboul the potential publlic behavior
of Congressmen individually and of tThe Congress @@ll%@tivelygzz

I any genersl conclusion can be drawn about the wisdom of
recording interviews, 1t ig that the declslion must be contlingent
upon a number of consideratlions. Are you seekling factusl Llnformea-
tion or opiniocns and perceptions? 1In elther case, 1ls 1t lmportant

to have an asccursate record of precisely how a resvpondent replled,

or is it sufficient to know conly the thrust of his response? Are
your respondents likely to have had previous experience belng 1ln-
terviewed and reccrded? Will the quallty of your analysis be en-
hanced by vour ability to gquote dlrectly from your interviews? And
canl vou be willing to accept whatever distorting effect recording
may have?

Given the alternatives, the potentisl dlsadvantages of re-
cording may be ountwelghed by the deficiencles of the other possible
technicues. 1In the relatively few lnstances 1n which I could not
record, 1 found that my hand-written notes were sketchy at best,
and misrepresenting at worst. Also, the necesslty of writing furli-
ously, ralsing my head only to ask the next questlion, created a
highly artificial situation and precluded the possibllity of estab-
lishing any perscnal rapport with the respondents. Finally, 1 was
then forced to concentrate on writing rather than llstening, and 1t
became nmuch more difficult to probve and pursue Tresgponses as these
interviews developed. In the one lunstance when I refrained fronm
making any hotes until after the interview, I retalned so little

information that the interview had to be discarded altogether., 1n
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most caeses, then, recording might at least be tried during a8 pDre-
test to determine if, =28 in my experience, the respondents stop
paving attention to the microphone as they become engrossed in the
subliect of the interview.

Tape recording proved to have several advantages for the analy-
als of the interviews. For financial reasons, 1 was forced Tto tran-
acribe them nyself. (Each response was entered lun a space on mimeo-
zraphed pages lmmediately following the relevant cgvestlon, which
facilitated searching through and coding a large number of inter-
views., ) While transeribing, I had an opportunity to listen to the
interview once agalin, noting how 1t could have been improved, dlg=
covering whaet additlonal guestions might be asked in future inter-~
views, and annotating the transcripts with lopressions and interpo-
lations hefore each interview bhecame mixed in the shuffle of suc=-
ceeding ones., 1In addlitlon, 1t enabled me to return to the recordings
themselves whenever s resgspondent’s intended meaning could bhe clari-
ied by listenling agaln to his iInflection and tone of voice.<2 It
was also reassuring to know that 1 had coples of esach interview in
both Trecorded ana transcribed form, in case elther was damaged or
destroyved. This guarantee of security 1s pvarticularly essential
when data cannot be re-gathered at acceptable costs of time, effort,

and embarrassment.

Having Done It

These advantages of tape recording suggest some final comments
orn the analysis of the yesulting interview data. To reliterate a
polnt made eariler, arnblguous data provide the basls for unamblguous

conclusions 1f too much time elapses between data collectlon and




daets analysls., What seemed like a possible interpretation during

the interview may later aprear to be an obvious inplicationn unless

o

some attempt 18 made to keep 1n constant famlllarity with the inter-

Tiews 1in thelr raw Torm. And I haeve bheen able to conceive of no

better way to lnsure this senslitivity than by foreing myvself to

{

re-read a selection of my interviews periodically dopefully, ©This
has eincouraged me to re-ancounter ny owa doubbs and the deficlencies

of the data 3o that both willl be conveyed to whomever may be ige-

The dangers of over-conclusliveness are only increased if the

data are To be categorizZed, coded, tavulated, and snalvzed guanti-
tatively. If such technligues are to be appllied, ambiguities in the

data must be resolved, or at least cholces must be made among al-
ternatlive interpretations. Another lnevitable problem concerns
the development of cabtegorlies for coding. A delicate balance must

petween The categories into walch the interview responses

£
-

be sough
seem to cluster most naturally and the categories which promise to
be most useful for anslysis. PFor sach of the guestions diseussed
in my interviews, I first tried to develop an exhaustive set of
plausible alternatlive responses., However, 1 soon discovered that
many of my obtalined responses over-lapped two or more of these cate-

"ﬁ

gorles oxr fTell into unexpected interstices between them. I then
attempted To develop only the categories which the resnonseg them~
selves most clearly suggested, only to find that these categories

hindered systematlic analysis of some of the most important questions

in which I was interested. Bventually, 1 concluded that there can
be no automatic procedure for developling the most appropriate cate-

gories and codes. The categories 1 ultimately adopted emerged fron
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a process of trial and error~-for each guestlon, seekling what seemed

»’

to be the most scceptable compromise between the regulirements of my
snalvsis and the limltations of my data,

This process ig essentially a {luld and inter-active one. AT
no point was I tempted to conclude that I had discovered the only,
or even necessarily the best, way of organizing and analyzing my
data. As a result, I was able te remaln relatively open to new pos-
sibilities and perspectives which occurred to me only after the com-
nletion of my interviewing, I frequently returned to the data,
slicine and re-organizing it in different ways for different pur-
poges, without the sense that I was in any way violaving ite "natu-
ra1" form., This advantagze satisfled whatever residual uneasiness 1l
atill felt about what seemed to he the methodological impurlty of
my approach, [ discovered for myselfl that the analyvsis of data, no
matter how crude or sophisticated the techniques, lg not a mechani-
cal process in which the analyst deoes 1little more Than organize and
collate the data in accordance with prescribed rules and standards
of objectivity. Data analyslis ls certalnly as much an art as it 1is
g9 science--z process of molding and shaplng, 1limited only by the
raw materials and the tocls available to work tThem.

The resulting presentation may take a variety of different
forms. As a general principle, however, it seems reasonable To eX-
pect that the way in which data are Treated and presented should be
consistent with the manner in which they were gathered, 1In the
case of research based upon interviews, this means that the presen-
tation of conclusions must be superficial or sophlsticated in much

the same measure as the respondents® replies., ©Obviously, the anal-

vst should apply his own critical and ecreative intelligence; other-
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wise the interview transcripts could ginmnly stand in thelr raw form.

Nenetheless, he nmust constantly be on the slert for that indefinabhle

noint at which lnsight becomes over-ilnterpretatlion.
T may be unsatlsfying To leave cgoncliuslons speculatlive and
guestions unanswered. DBeflore research beglins, some of these disap-

pointments can be avoilded by a reallistic attempt to antlicipate the

%

depth and completeness of the informetion which can be gathered

L

iven the guestions to he asked and the people of whom they will be

5

n

asked, IT, for example, 1 had done thls as thoughtfully as I should
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prex guestions of democratic Theory wnich 1 could not snswer te my

Taction., This realizatlion might have zsuggested the value
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replies, After The researchn 1l coubpleted, however, one wvaluable way
ol re-gainlng a sensiilvity to the resulis is to review the process
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6, An inﬁer@sting exceptbion is the recent resgsearch of Davia Kove~
nock, renorted in his "Communicatlons and Influence 1in Congresslional
D@@i&i@ﬁmmaklmg" and "Influence in the U. 5. House of Hepresenta-
tives: Some Preliminary Statistical 'Snapshots’®," papers presented
respectively at the l?éﬁ and 1967 Annual Meetings of the American
Political Selence Associatlon.

7. Oee especlially d@hﬂ'ﬁ&hﬁkeﬂ ﬂeiﬂz Bulau, William Bu@h&mans and
leHoy PFerguson, The islative System (New York, N.Y. John Wiley
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(Relmont, California: Wadsworth Pu%lishlﬂg C@mpanyg 1966} &nd
Roger Davidson, The Role of the Congressman ( New Yorlk, ﬁgﬁﬂ; Wegm-
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8., During the formulative stages of tThlis preject, 1 had sought the
advice of several scholars experienced in the study of Amerlican leg-
iglatures. Their resction was thalt my research could be done, al-
though I would have difficulty securing the necessary cooperation.
It is now obvious that 1 should have pald more attention to thelr
warnings. Rut given the commitment which develops during several
months of planning and preparation, nothing short of guarantees of
fallure would have deterred nme,

9, This is not meant to minimize the contributlions made by the siu-
dents of role orientations. They have usefully elucldated just what
1t may mean to be a representative ln a complex soclety, and the
range of legitimate and often conflicting behavioral opticons open to
sueh men and women. For an overview of leglislative role studies,




see Maleolm B, Jewell, "A Reappraliszsal of 'The Leglslatlive System® "
a paper presented at the 1970 Annual Meeting of the American P@?im
tical Sclence Association.

10, ©OFf course, the necessity for adaptations in Tthe lield can be
minimized by careful preparation. But even the best formulated plans
may require modification, especially when the slite of research is
unfamilisr. I am sure that I was able Lo aveld many diffliculties
because T had the benefit of prior experience in Washington and the
reports of earlier Congresslional regearch exXperiences,

11. Whenever possible, I gzathered this kind of maferial elther {rom
the Congressional P@@@Té or from my respondents® asslstants. PFor
the reasons 1 have suggested, however, 1 have used it sparingly,

and then only for clarification of responses rather than as a sup-

stitute for them.

12. T was forbunate in that my samples were both random and rep-
regsentative of the unlverses from which tThey Wwere drawn, DBy Coll-
paring each sample with its unlverse along a number of potentially
important dimensions--0on greﬁgi@ﬂaﬁﬁ constituency, and personal
charscteristics-=T was able to increase ny confldence 1n the prob-
able accurascy of generalizations from ny Interview dats To the total
membershin of *hﬁ Congress,

13. This provides me wilith an oD
scresgsman and the nembers oI hls &
this research would never have bDe leted: labttle Barrow, Brends
Carroll, Bugenle RErmoyan, Zoe Gratsias, Joe Lundy, and Doug Mﬁf@il

A svecial word is also due to the Congressman's iﬁ?mﬁiaL agsiastanta”
without whose contributions thils research would have bheen conpleted
much sooner--put much less enjoyably.

to Thank vublicly the Cone-
out whose help and support

1,  Of special value was the help of lrs. Judy lePFadden with whom
I shared nmy office and nmy tribulations, and Mr. Bichard Beth, my
ﬁ@l learue at Yale, and iHr. Ben Barns, both then in the office of

Congressman Andrew Jacobs of Indlana, whose friendshly and encour-
&g@meﬂﬁ was more valuabhle than they could Xnow,

15, Data follow on the time elapsed between my filrst gollicltatlion
and the completion of my interview with each respmnﬂ@mi

Faat
1I

-

Number of weeks: Houge senate
% (#) T {#)
between O and 2 57 % (50} 20% ( 43
2 gnd 4 10% { 8) 35% { 7)
b and 6 ﬁ ( 27 5% { 1)
H and 10 12% ( Q) 20% ( 4)
10 and 15 “E ( 3) 152  ( 3)
15 and 25 L% ( 3 5% ( 1)
Total 100%  (75) 100%  (20)

16, This preocedure is similar to that employed in two other studles
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of simliar questions: Gsamuel Stoulfer, Conmunism, Conformits

Civll Iibertles (WNew York, i#.Y.: John VWiley & sons, Ilne.,, 19557,
and James W. Prothro and Charlﬁg M. Grigg, "Pundamental Friﬂ@lDlﬁg
o Democracy: Bases of Agreement and Disagreement," Journal of Poli-

tiecs, v. 22, n. 2 (May, 1960}, pp. 276=-294,

17, ©On oceasicn, this "conversational" technlgue creasted an addi-
tlional problem. When gquestions were elinminsted because of antici-
vated tlime pressures, or when questlons were only postponed to fol-
low a respondent's train of thought, 1t sometimes became very dif-
Ticult to return to them later with any grace or continulty,

18, Before beginning my interviews, I anticipated that my least
successful meetings would bhe with the oldest and most cﬁﬁgﬁf?ative
respondents, This did net prove to be true. 1 found that many
voung and liberal Members, whose attltudes 1 generally shared, were
less cordial than thelr older and more conservative collesgues,.

This may reflect the greater demands on the time of active liberals,
and perhaps also thelr less personallized style of politics,

19. FPor example, one of my earliest respondents became exasperated
by what he percelved to be a milltant posture implicit in my gues-
tions. When I asked him why he thought urban riots had occurred,
ne replied:
We're golng down an alley of discussion I don't even want
“0o pursue, I live close to Berkelev. I know what the situ-
ation 1s 1n Berkeley, 1 know who the leaders are of that
organization, and I know they want to destroy American gov-
ermment. If this ls the kind of interview we're golng to
have, we might as well draw it to an end.... If vou want
to go down this line, go talk to ... =some of the other boys
wno agree with that.... You've got me to a peint where I
don't really care if 1 telk to you or not., I can see what
vou're leading to. We have a generation gap here, and we
might as wgll cloge 1t right now, really.
Portunately, 1 wWas able to dissuade him by apologetically proclaiming

ny neutrality anﬂ by arguilng that 1 wanted o be able to understand
and accurately convey his vpoint of view.
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& el ve lnterviews wiﬁh freghmen Bepresen
ﬁﬁm@ﬁﬁ on the status of the i m@%v@@?% , Lhe 1
gregsnan, or both, While most veteyan lerbhers mi
Larly ﬁ?flﬁ@nﬁwﬁ by thely impressions of tThe 1nt @t
wnen the interviewer le & graduate student, They mignt be i-m}iﬁﬂﬁ”
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by such reacltlons when the interviewer happe ‘m to be a mb
£ T e

e graduates

'5:1
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& e
praesblgious m@libigﬁl %ﬁiﬁiﬁ@ ﬁa@ﬁlbﬁa is might be esp
true of freshmen Congressmen and/or of S@ﬂ%m@ﬁ&ﬁ@ﬂ‘Wh ar
0f the school with ﬁﬁ$ﬂh the interviewer 1s aiffilliated.

il

_i""'“-l.
=
O

; L Zood many
freshnen with whom I tslked seemad %ﬁtr@mely anxious to give Lthe
'expected® answer to some of my open-ended guestions, much as a

student is cchncerned about nr@vlﬁiiﬁ SUCHN an answer @n an essay
examination. A% in the case of the student, these ongressmern wers
iﬂwﬁfﬁmtﬁﬂ in finding ocut thelir'grades,’ and apparently they tnought
they could gauge 1t from my faclal eK@E@SSl@n% &ﬁgiﬁﬁ The tone an
content of ny immediste verbal response, When I falled to glve tThem
that kind of satlsfaction, they often asked me What L thought about

the guestion I had just asked." (Personal communication, 2 April 1971.)

LJ

22. There igs always the danger that respondents may simply choose
to lie, but the incentive for them to do so can be minimized by
providing them with open-~ended guesticons which suggest no correct
answer and which slilow them to explaln and justlify thelr answers as
they think necessary.

23, Consider the following statement:

Well, I certainly wouldn't =ay that it (dissent) has had

too much (effect).
Thizs deceptively simple sentence illustrates a frequent difficulty
in interpreting interview transcrivits. Depending on the context, it
might mean either thaet it is fortunate that dlssent has not been very
effective or that dissent has not had effect enougn. n this case,
the intended meaning soon becomes clear:

1f anvthing, I suppose I would say that 1t hasn't had

gquite enough in arcusing us to the probtlems we face and

to the fact that we might do more apout 1t.
But comparable problems with less obvious sclutiong often compllcate
the analysis in a study of this kind, makling it especlally lmportant

to have the linterviews recorded for fgtur@ reference.

2l In zddition to the articles cited in notes #%-5, other des-
criptive materials on lnterviewing in the Congress may be found in
appendices of the four following studles: RHoger Davidsen, The Bole
of the Congressman (New York, N.Y.: Western Publishing Company,
Inc., 1969 :

i'“BGQET Davidson, David Kovenock, and Michael 0'Leary,
Congresg 1n Crisis Polltics &nﬁhcangreggi@nal Beform (Belimont,

—. = — Ay o e e A p—

California; J&ﬁ%%@r%h Publishing Company, 1966); Jonn Wahlke, Helnz
Bulau, Willlam Eﬂ@h&ﬂaﬂg and LeRoy Ferguson, The lLegislative System
(New York, N.Y. John Wiley & 3Sons, 1962):; snd Donald R. Matthews,
Us Do bﬁnat@rs aﬂmeh&lfmﬁ@rld (New York, N.Y.: Vintage Books, 1960).
The present essay also appears as Appendix II in Stanley Bach,
"Perceptions of Peolitlcal Protest: Congressional Reacltions to Dige

sent and Discorder." Unpublished doctoral dissertatlion, Yale Univer-
sity, 1972,




