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A survey of known General S o c i a l  Survey (GSS) users  was conducted i n  

t h e  F a l l  of 1985 t o  measure the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and preferences of the  use r  

community.1 (For d e t a i l s  of t h e  survey s e e  Appendix I: Procedural D e t a i l s  of 

t h e  1985 Survey of Users of the  General Soc ia l  Surveys.) An a n a l y s i s  of the  

survey r e s u l t s  indica ted  the  following. 

1. S a t i s f a c t i o n  among users i s  high. 

Users were asked t o  r a t e  on a seven-point s c a l e  ranging from 1 = 

Excel lent  t o  7 = Poor s i x  f ea tu res  of the  GSS: Codebook, A v a i l a b i l i t y ,  

Coverage of top ics ,  Cost of da ta  set, Organization of da ta  set, and Qual i ty  of 

d a t a  set. Ratings were genera l ly  q u i t e  high with a majori ty of ra t ings-An the  

e x c e l l e n t  category f o r  t h e  codebook, a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  and q u a l i t y  and a p l u r a l i t y  

i n  the  t o p  category f o r  c o s t  and organiza t ion  (Table 1 ) .  Cost r a t i n g s  w e r e  

lower only because of the  high number of users  who d id  no t  know t h e  c o s t  of 

the  da ta .  With the  uninformed excluded the  mean r a t i n g  f o r  c o s t  was s i m i l a r  

t o  those f o r  the  codebook, a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  q u a l i t y ,  and organiza t ion  (means of 

1.6-1.9). Only coverage of top ics  was ra t ed  notably lower than the  o t h e r  

f ea tu res .  A p l u r a l i t y  gave coverage t h e  next  t o  the  h ighes t  r a t i n g  and t h e  

mean (2 .5)  was we l l  above the  o t h e r  average r a t i n g s .  In  a  subsequent sec t ion  

w e  w i l l  d i scuss  the  reason f o r  t h i s  lower l e v e l  of s a t i s f a c t i o n .  U s e r  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  is  a l s o  evident  from the  l a s t  ques t ion ,  "Additional comments?" 

Among the  17.7% who made comments 87.7% w e r e  favorable,  8.6% w e r e  n e u t r a l  o r  

extraneous, and only  3.7% were negative. ( see  Appendix 11: Comments.) 

'The secondary purpose of the  survey was t o  i d e n t i f y  new GSS usages. 
This was q u i t e  successful  s ince  42% of respondents l i s t e d  a d d i t i o n a l  uses. In  
add i t ion ,  a s  a  consequence of t h i s  survey, w e  now have a machine readable f i l e  
of use r s  t h a t  w i l l  generate mail ing labels .  
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2. Users a p p r e c i a t e  both t h e  essence  and convenience of  t h e  GSS. 

I n  response t o  an open-ended ques t ion  on "What f e a t u r e s  o r  a s p e c t s  of 

t h e  GSS do you l i k e  t h e  bes t?"  most u s e r s  mentioned some c r u c i a l  des ign  

f e a t u r e  of  t h e  GSS such as: a )  i ts  s tudy  of  t ime t r e n d s  (26%),  b )  i ts  

comprehensive coverage of t o p i c s  (18%), c )  i t s  l a r g e  sample s i z e  and n a t i o n a l  

coverage ( 8 % ) ,  and d l  i ts  up-to-date recency (2.5%). Another l a r g e  group 

mentioned f a c t o r s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e d  t h e  use  of t h e  GSS such as: a )  t h e  q u a l i t y  

of t h e  d a t a  and documentation (14%),  b )  t h e  e a s e  of  u se  of t h e  d a t a  i n  gene ra l  

and i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e  SPSS f i l e s  and cumulative d a t a  set ( 1 2 % ) ,  and c )  i t s  

a c c e s s i b i l i t y  and low c o s t  (10.5%). F i n a l l y ,  a sma l l  number of u s e r s  r a t e d  

I 

t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of p a r t i c u l a r  t o p i c s  o r  ques t ions  a s  t h e  b e s t  f e a t u r e  of  h e  G S S  

( 7 % ) .  A d i s c u s s i o n  of t o p i c a l  preferences  appears  below. 

3. Users would r a t h e r  add than  t ake  away. 

Suggest ions about  t o p i c s  t h a t  should be added o r  expanded exceeded 

sugges t ions  f o r  reduct ion  o r  e l imina t ion  by 5 t o  1 (Tables  3 and 4 ) .  

4. Re f l ec t ing  t h e  he te rogenei ty  of sociology,  t h e  wish l is t  of u s e r s  i s  very  
d ive r se .  

L i t t l e  consensus e x i s t s  about  what t o p i c s  m e r i t  expansion. Table 3 

lists 22 d i f f e r e n t  t o p i c s  wi th  dozens of s p e c i f i c  sugges t ions .  Only one 

t o p i c ,  work, has  notab ly  more adherents  than t h e  o t h e r s  (13.2%). The second 

through e i g h t h  favored t o p i c s  ( i n  o rde r -Po l i t i c s ,  Marriage and t h e  Family, 

Rel ig ion ,  Psychology, Health,  Economics/SES, and Race /Ethnic i ty)  are s e l e c t e d  

by between 5.0 and 7.2% of respondents.  Even w i t h i n  t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s  t h e r e  

a r e  wide d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  i tems favored. Under work, f o r  example, 

t h e  ch i e f  s p e c i f i c  t o p i c s  a r e  employment/unemployment h i s t o r y ,  j ob  

s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  technology, and t h e  work hierarchy.  O r  under  Psychology t h e  

t r a i t s  t o  be measured inc lude  well-being/satisfaction, trauma, a l i e n a t i o n ,  
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anomia, a s p i r a t i o n s ,  self-concept ,  self-esteem, and se l f - fu l l f i lmen t .  While 

n o t  mutually exclusive,  most sub-topics are d i s t i n c t  and thus competing with 

one another f o r  inc lus ion.  Because of t h e  g r e a t  d i spe r s ion  of top ics  favored, 

it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  p inpoint  a s h o r t  l is t  of  c l e a r  f avor i t e s .  The l is t  of 

top ics  does however provide both a s e l e c t i o n  of ideas  t h a t  might be considered 

on t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  merits and a measure of the  l e v e l  of i n t e r e s t  i n  and 

p o t e n t i a l  usage of various topics .  

5. Users c i t e  few top ics  f o r  reduction,  b u t  the  l i s t  is  s t i l l  d iverse .  

The list of suggested reductions i s  much smal ler  than a d d i t i o n s  and we 

have not  grouped them i n t o  top ics ,  b u t  r a t h e r  have only  divided them in* 

a t t i t u d e s  and demographics/behaviors (Table 4) .  A s  i n  the  add i t ions  l ist ,  

t h i s  c o l l e c t i o n  i s  diverse .  Several  t o p i c s  have r e c e n t l y  been reduced e i t h e r  

by switching from annual r e p l i c a t i o n  t o  r o t a t i o n  (confidence, abor t ion ,  and 

s a t i s f a c t i o n )  o r  by t h e  d e l e t i o n  of marginal i tems ( r a c e  r e l a t i o n s ,  images of 

countr ies ,  crime and c h i l d  q u a l i t i e s ) .  Given the  smal l  number of people 

mentioning any poss ib le  d e l e t i o n s  and the  wide number of o f fe red  candidates ,  

t h e r e  i s  c l e a r l y  no consensus among use r s  f o r  de le t ions .  

6. Users a r e  more i n t e r e s t e d  i n  changes i n  top ics  than i n  a l t e r i n g  o t h e r  
aspects  of the  GSS. 

While t h e r e  were 401 suggest ions about t o p i c a l  add i t ions ,  t h e r e  were 

only  181 suggest ions ( o r  complaints) about  o the r  f ea tu res .  Even counting each 

suggestion a s  a sepa ra te  mention t h i s  comes t o  less than 0.4 suggest ions p e r  

respondent. 

7. Users have d ive r se  views on how t o  change o r  improve t h e  GSS. 

In  response t o  "What f e a t u r e s  o r  aspects  of  t h e  GSS do you l i k e  t h e  

l e a s t ? "  and "What o t h e r  changes (bes ides  top ics  covered) would you l i k e  t o  see 



made i n  t h e  GSS?" w e  compiled a l is t  of suggested improvements and changes. 

A s  i n  t h e  case  of t o p i c s ,  the  suggest ions were wideranging (Table 51. Various 

changes were suggested i n  sample coverage, survey design,  content ,  measurement 

p roper t i e s ,  da ta  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  documentation, and communication with users .  

Some of the  chief  suggest ions were cont radic tory .  For example, 22 urged more 

r e p l i c a t i o n  while 26 favored more depth o r  t h e  use of supplements. The chief  

recommendations were f o r  l a r g e r  samples ( l o ) ,  more oversamples (91, a panel  

component (101, more depth (261, more r e p l i c a t i o n  (221, a PC version of the  

d a t a  ( l o ) ,  and an improved index t o  t h e  codebook (17).  

Conclusion 
r. 

Overal l ,  u se r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  the  GSS is very high. A l l  eva lua t ions  

a r e  p o s i t i v e  and t h e r e  is  no major complaint o r  criticism of t h e  GSS. 

Suggested changes i n  b a s i c  f e a t u r e s  o r  design of t h e  GSS a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  few 

and d ive r se ,  even contradic tory ,  i n  nature.  

The GSS i s  an e c l e c t i c  survey with a wrangle of use r s  from most of the  

d ive r se  s p e c i a l i t i e s  of Sociology (Smith, 1984). They a r e  l e s s  con ten t  with 

t h e  t o p i c a l  con ten t  of the  GSS than with o the r  a spec t s  and much more prone t o  

suggest  t o p i c a l  a d d i t i o n s  than a l l  o the r  changes. Yet use r s  a r e  a l s o  

a t t r a c t e d  t o  the  comprehensive coverage of the  GSS, r a t i n g  it second behind 

only r e p l i c a t i o n  a s  t h e i r  most favored f e a t u r e  of t h e  GSS and few could come 

up with suggest ions about  de le t ions .  Many of those  sugges t ing  p a r t i c u l a r  

add i t ions  noted t h a t  t h e i r  suggest ions r e f l e c t e d  only t h e i r  own s p e c i a l  

research i n t e r e s t ,  t h a t  t h e i r  suggest ions d id  n o t  t r y  t o  a s s e s s  the  needs of 

Sociology a s  a whole, and t h a t  they rea l i zed  t h a t  the  GSS could no t  c a t e r  

f u l l y  t o  t h e i r  own i n t e n s i v e  i n t e r e s t  i n  a s i n g l e ,  narrow topic .  But they did 

hope t h a t  a b i t  more could be devoted t o  t h e i r  top ic .  



Table 1 

Evaluation of GSS ~ e a t u r e s ~  

Excellent = 1 Poor = 7 
1 2 3 4 5 - 7 Don' t know Mean b 

Cookbook 59.0% 26 06 8.7 1.4 2 06 1.7 1.6 

Availability 61 .8% 22.0 7.5 3.5 1.7 3.5 1.6 

Coverage of Topics 23.0% 30.8 23.5 13.7 5 .8 3.2 2 5 

Cost of Data Set 35.7% 21 .2 9.6 7.2 1.7 24.6 .* 1.9 

Organization of 
Data Set 47.4% 27.7 13.0 2 .9 2.3 6.6 1.8 

Quality of Data Set 53.8% 31 .5 7.5 1.7 1.4 4 0 1.6 

a~xcluding 94 respondents who did not answer any of these questions 

b ~ o n  ' t knows excluded . 



Table 2 

B e s t  Liked Features  Of The GSS 
(mul t ip le  mentions counted) 

Time Trends, Repl ica t ion  25 -6% 

Comprehensive, wide coverage of top ics  17.6 

High Quali ty (8.4) 

Documentation (5.5) 

Accessible, Easy t o  o b t a i n  (9.0) 

Low Cost (1 - 5 )  

Easy t o  use  (6.5) 

SPSS Control  Cards (2.3) 

Cumulative d a t a  s e t  (2.9) 

Large sample s i z e  (4.4) 

~ e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  National  Sample (3.8) 
) 8.2 

Spec i f i c  top ics  7.1 

Current ,  Up t o  d a t e  2 5 

Miscellaneous (experiments, personal  
interviewing,  black oversample, 
mul t ip le  i n d i c a t o r s ,  c r o s s n a t i o n a l  
comparisons, r epor t s ,  b ib l iography)  



Table 3 

1 AGING 
General 
Death 
Care of 

2. CRIME 
General 
Weapons 
Courts  
P o l i c e  
Violence 
Drug U s e  
Deviant behavior  

Topics  t o  be Expanded/Added 
( m u l t i p l e  mentions ) 

3 ECONOMICS/SES 
General 
Income i n  d o l l a r s  
Source of  income 
Income i n  c o n s t a n t  d o l l a r s  
Income of r e t i r e d  people  
Re la t ionsh ip  t o  pove r ty  l i n e  
F i n a n c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  
SES 

- S o c i a l  class 
Housing 
Government p o l i c y  
Economic s a t i s f a c t i o n  
Underground economy 

4 ENVIRONMENT 
General 
Energy 
Nuclear energy 

N u m b e r  of 
mentions 

( 5  1 
( 4 )  
(1 ) 

5. Equa l i t y /Soc ia l  Welfare  
General  ( 2 )  
Spending ( 3 )  
Taxes ( 2 )  
we l f a re  ( 2  ) 
S o c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  v s  . i nd iv idua l i sm (1 

6. HEALTH 
General  
F i t n e s s  
AIDS 
Heal th c a r e  
Heal th a t t i t u d e s  
Heal th p r a c t i c e s  
Ea t ing  d i s o r d e r s  
B ioe th i c s  



7 .  INTERNATIONAL/DEFENSE 
General 
War and peace 
Disarmament 
Defense 
South Af r i ca  
Middle E a s t  
C e n t r a l  America 
Knowledge of o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  

8. LEISURE 
General 
The Arts/High Cu l tu re  
Spor t s  
Spor t s  v i o l e n c e  

9 .  MARRIAGE AND FAMILY 
Marriage 

General 
Liv ing  t o g e t h e r  

Pa ren t s  and Ch i ld ren  
General 
Chi ld  c a r e  arrangements  
Chi ld  va lues  
Childhood s o c i a l i z a t i o n  

Family of  Or ig in  
General 
B i r t h  o r d e r  

Family and R e l a t i v e s  
General 
Kinship 
T ie s  and o b l i g a t i o n  

v io l ence  
General 
Child abuse 
I n c e s t  

10. MASS MEDIA 
General 
TV shows 
Media and p o l i t i c s  

11 .  PARTICIPATION/MEMBERSHIP 
Group membership 
Organ iza t iona l  commitments 
P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c u l t u r a l / c i v i c  even t s  
Community p a r t i c i p a t i o n  



120 POLITICS 
General 
Government programs 
Repeat ANES items 
Voting theory 
Replicate Verba/Nie 
Bureaucracy 
Presidential performance 
Extreme lef t / r ight  
Post materialism 
PACs 

1 3 PSYCHOLOGY 
Subjective well-being 
Trauma 
Alienation 
Mental Health 
Anomia 
Aspirations 
Self-concept 
Locus of control 
Personality profiles 
Self esteem 
Self fulfillment 
Relative deprivation 

1 40 RACE/ETHNICITY 
Race 
Minorities 
Non-black minorities 
Ethnic identification 
Group identi ty 
Bogartus Social Distance 
Feeling thermometer 
Intermarriage 
Neighborhood integration 
Immigrants 
Refugees 
Anti-Semitism 

150 RELIGION 
General 
Church membership 
Occult 
Born 'again 
TV evangelicalism 
Moral majority 
Commi tmen t 

16. SEX ROLES 
General 
Comparable worth 
Bem Sex Role Scale 
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1 7 SEXUAL MORALITY 
General 
Preference  
R e i s s  i t e m s  
Behavior 
Pornography 

18. SOCIAL SUPPORT/NETWORKS 
S o c i a l  Support  
Networks 

19. TIME 
Time use/budge t 

2 0 TOLERANCE 
General 
S t o u f f e r ,  a n t i - a b o r t i o n i s t s  

21 WORK 
General 
Employment/Unemployment h i s t o r y  
Job  s a t i s f a c t i o n  
Technology and work 
Work h i e ra rchy ,  a u t h o r i t y  
Job r i sks f i aza rds  
Company c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Labor unions 
Job s e n o r i t y  
Work schedule  
P r o d u c t i v i t y  
Deski l l i n g  

22. MISC. 
L i f e  even t s  h i s t o r i e s  
More behavior  
Geographic mob i l i t y  
Knowledge s c r e e n e r s  
Values 
More t h e o r e t i c a l  
College major 
Abortion 
Chi ldren  i n  p r i v a t e / p u b l i c  s choo l  
Mobi l i ty  
S o c i a l  change 
Legal mat t e r s  
Farming 
Personal  i n j u r y  a c c i d e n t s  
S o c i a l  h o s t  l i a b i l i t y  
Gambling 
Problems and r e sources  t o  d e a l  w i th  
Geographic 
New "hotu  t o p i c s  
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TABLE 4 

TOPICS TO BE CUT BACK OR ELIMINATED 
(Mul t ip le  mentions) 

NUMBER OF MENTIONS 

ATTITUDES Behaviors and Demographics 

General 

Confidence 

Race r e l a t i o n s  

C i v i l  l i b e r t i e s  

Images of coun t r i e s  

P o l i t i c s  

Communism 

Government spending 

Pre judice  (non-rac ia l )  

Crime 

Sexual moral i ty  

Abortions 

Happiness 

Marijuana 

Consumer experiences 

Leisure 

Child q u a l i t i e s  

Sociology 

Drugs 

L i f e s t y l e s  

Images of God 

Some demographics 

Vocabulary test 

Zodiac 

Occupation 

DOT codes 

Gun ownership 

P r e s i d e n t i a l  vote  

Trauma 

Group memberships 

Networks 

Vict imizat ion 

Fami l y  background 

Spouse a t t r i b u t e s  

Religion 



TABLE 5 

SUGGEST CHANGES AND IMPROVEMENTS 
( m u l t i p l e  mentions) 

NUMBER OF MENTIONS 
I. Design 

A. Sampling 
1. Increase  s i z e  of  sample 
2. Use oversample 

a. General 
b. M i n o r i t i e s  
c. Rura l  

3. Expand Coverage 
a .  A l l  a d u l t s  i n  a household 
b. 16 o r  17 y e a r s  o l d  
c. Non-English speakers  

B. Panel component 

C. Biannual 

11. Content 
A. More r e p l i c a t i o n  
R. More depth 

1 . Supplements 
C. More c r o s s n a t i o n a l  
D. Add con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e s  

1 . Sta te /county  codes 
2. Other 

E. Less experiments  

111. Measurements 
A. More i n t e r v a l  i t e m s  
B. Crea te  s c a l e s  
C . Open-ended 
D. Quintamensional des ign  
E. Improve r e l i a b i l i t y  
F . Val ida t ion  

I V .  Data S e t  
A. Too l a r g e  

1. General 
2. Offer  s i n g l e  year  f i l e s  
3 .  Offer  t each ing  f i l e s  
4. Offer  t i m e  series f i l e s  

B. Change Mnemonic names 
C. Reduce c o s t  
D. Crea te  PC v e r s i o n  
E. Crea te  SAS v e r s i o n  
F. Other 
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V. Documentation 
A. Improve codebook index 
B. Separate annual marginals 
C. Separate annual codebooks 
D. Trends codebook 
E. D i s t r i b u t e  codebook 
F. Include f a c s i m i l e  of ques t ions  
G. Reduce s i z e  of codebook 

Users 
A. Communication with 

1 . Create  news le t t e r  
2. Semi-annual updates 

B. Access problems 
1. ICPSR de lays  
2. Reporting delays  

C. User Inpu t  
1. Board n o t  responsive 
2. Panel  of exper t s  f o r  each 

subs tan t ive  a r e a  
3. Allow purchase of add-ons 
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Appendix I: Procedural  D e t a i l s  of t h e  1985 Survey of Users of the  General 
S o c i a l  Surveys 

The Sample 

From t h e  l a t e s t  e d i t i o n  of the  GSS bibl iography of usages (Smith and 

Ward, 1984) 794 au thors  were iden t i f i ed .  Attempts were made t o  f ind  current  

addresses  f o r  them i n  t h e  l a t e s t  membership l is ts  of the  American Sociological  

Associat ion,  the  American P o l i t i c a l  Science Associations, and the  American 

Associat ion f o r  Pub l i c  Opinion Research; t h e  l a t e s t  e d i t i o n  of the  National 

Facul ty  Directory;  and, f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  ind iv idua l s ,  i n  various o ther  sources 

such a s  the  membership lists of the  American Psychological Association and the  

Midwest Associat ion f o r  Publ ic  Opinion Research and Who's Who. Unlocateg 

au thors  w e r e  d iv ided i n t o  two-groups. For those us ing the  GSS s ince  1980 we 

used t h e i r  a f f i l i a t i o n  on t h e i r  most r ecen t  usage. For those not  using the  

GSS s i n c e  1980 a c a l l  was placed t o  t h e i r  l a s t  known a f f i l i a t i o n  i n  order  t o  

t r y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  locat ion ,  F ina l ly ,  f o r  authors unlocated 

through any of t h e  above procedures and who had a co-author on one o r  more of 

t h e i r  GSS usages letters o r  c a l l s  were placed t o  t h e  co-aumor(s1. Through 

these  procedures addresses f o r  673 authors  (84.8%) were obtained. 

The Data Co l l ec t ion  

A two s ided ,  one page ques t ionnai re  ( see  Figure 1 )  along with 

c i t a t i o n s  of known usages, a cover letter, and a r e t u r n  envelope was mailed t o  

a l l  known addresses  i n  mid-September. A second wave of follow-up l e t t e r s  was 

s e n t  i n  mid-October and a f i n a l  reques t  was mailed i n  mid-November. Not a l l  

of t h e  addresses proved t o  be cu r ren t  and re turned l e t t e r s  where s e n t  t o  

c u r r e n t  addresses  when such were obtainable.  Eventual ly we were able  t o  come 

up with c u r r e n t  addresses f o r  632 authors  (150 au thors  could no t  be located o r  

were o u t  of t h e  country f o r  the  year and 12 au thors  had d ied) .  Responses were 



obtained from 457 authors ,  57.6 % of t h e  794 authors on the  o r i g i n a l  l i s t  o r  

72.3% of t h e  authors  who were loca tab le  and l iv ing.  These r a t e s  a r e  s i m i l a r  

t o  those  i n  a previous GSS mail survey (Smith, 1981). These 457 respondents 

were the  au thors  o r  co-authors of 83.5% of the  1047 papers l i s t e d  i n  the  

bibliography. (The bibliography lists 1072 c i t a t i o n s  but  the  exclusion of 

unauthored papers and a few papers t h a t  reviewed the  GSS bu t  d i d  n o t  use it i n  

research  reduced the  e l i g i b l e  t o t a l  t o  1047.) 

Nonresponse 

Nonresponse was not  random. Unlocatable authors were 

d i sp ropor t iona te ly  1 )  s tudents  2 )  o t h e r  than f i r s t  authors,  3 )  non-acadegics, 

and 4 )  au thors  of c i t a t i o n s  5 years  o r  o lder .  Among locatable  authors  w e  

est imated the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of nonrespondents by comparing e a r l y  and l a t e  

responders and by comparing respondents t o  the  mail quest ionnaire with a one- 

in-seven sub-sample of nonresponders who who were followed up on the  

telephone. Both procedures suggested t h a t  nonrespondents were more l i k e l y  t o  

be in f requen t  use r s  of the  GSS. This  was made evident  by the  much lower 

percent  r e p o r t i n g  any recent  usage of t h e  GSS and by frequent  comments t h a t  it 

had been t h e i r  co-authors who had used the  GSS while they had prepared o t h e r  

p a r t s  of t h e  papers. On t h e  o the r  hand ne i the r  l a t e  responders nor the  

telephone follow-up responders had more negative assessments of the GSS. I n  

sum, t h e  sample is biased toward academic and r e c e n t  users  of the  GSS. While 

thus compromising our  a b i l i t y  t o  genera l i ze  t o  a l l  GSS users  ( a s  defined by 

the  b ib l iography) ,  responses a r e  concentrated among our core const i tuency ( a s  

is  shown by the 84% coverage r a t e  among c i t a t i o n s ) .  



Appendix 11: Comments 

Keep up  t h e  good work. GSS is  a va luab le  n a t i o n a l  resource!  

Overa l l ,  t h i s  program i s  very  u s e f u l  f o r  s o c i a l  sc ience /publ ic  p o l i c y  

research .  Nice brew of o l d  items ( c o n t i n u i t y )  and new items. 

I t  i s  a very  qood d a t a  s e t .  

I t  i s  easy  t o  sugges t  a d d i t i o n s  and d e l e t i o n s .  But they  a r e  only  

r e f l e c t i v e  of my i n t e r e s t s .  

Hel lo  Tom and J i m !  

Keep up t h e  qood work. 

A very  s a t i s f i e d  user .  

The suppor t  s e r v i c e s  provided by NORC a r e  superb with r e s p e c t  t o  GSS. 

Problem I s e e  is  t h a t  people i n  p o l i .  Sc i .  a r e  s k i t t i s h  about  t h e  

q u a l i t y  of t h e  da t a .  4 

I know I should be more c r i t i c a l ,  b u t  I f i n d  the  GSS a sp lendid ,  e a s y  t o  

u se  d a t a  set. 

This  is  a fundamental resource  f o r  s o c i a l  sc ience  r e sea rch  and teachinq ,  

keep  up t h e  good work. 

Very good work ! 

Keep up  t h e  good work! 

P l ease  cont inue  t h e  annotated b ib .  of pub l i ca t ions  which i s  inva luab le  

i n  someways. 

On t h e  whole I ' m  q u i t e  pleased. 

I a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  ready access  t o  t h e  GSS. 

The GSS i s  an  outs tandinq  resource--Keep a t  it. 

The d a t a  s e t  you have pa in  s t a k e i n g l y  developed s u r e l y  i s  a hal lmark f o r  

s o c i a l  s c i ence  research.  Your e n t i r e  p r o j e c t  has  made a  major 

c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  knowledqe. 

Keep up  t h e  good work. The GSS i s  a va luable  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  S o c i a l  

Sciences.  

Keep u p  t h e  good work! 

Documentation is  horr ib le ! !  

I t  i s  good d a t a  s e t  s e r i e s .  I hope you can cont inue f o r  a  long t i m e .  

Keep u p  t h e  good work. 

Keep u p  t h e  qood important work. 

Keep up t h e  good work. 

GSS is  ou t s t and ing  and must be  continued! 



Hiqhly s a t i s f i e d .  

The GSS i s  a f i r s t  c l a s s  product. Thanks t o  you and NSF f o r  making i t  

avai lable .  

Tom i s  very he lp fu l  i n  providinq information and background. 

A h e a r t  f e l t  thanks f o r  al lowing the  GSS t o  be done, f o r  seeinq t o  i t  

t h a t  it is done s o  well  and f o r  providinq easy and economical access t o  

it by people l i k e  me. 

Say h e l l o  t o  J i m  Davis and Tom Smith and qive them my b e s t  wishes. 

No other  da ta  source i s  a s  valuable f o r  teachinq and research. 

Keep up the  qood work! 

Keep it  up. 

You people have done a q r e a t  job. GSS i s  one of the  b e s t  da ta  s e t s  

a v a i l a b l e  and a major con t r ibu t ions  t o  s o c i a l  science. 
d 

Nice job! 

Keep up t h e  b e a u t i f u l  p ro jec t .  I use the  da ta  s e t  both f o r  research  and 

teachinq. 

This i s  a very n ice  da ta  s e t .  

An e x c e l l e n t  da ta  s e t .  

I th ink i t ' s  a splendid undertakinq which meri ts  continued support .  NSF 

should be proud--and ashamed f o r  having in ter rupted  the  annual s e r i e s .  

I use the  GSS t o  draw i l l u s t r a t i v e  ma te r i a l  f o r  qenera l  hypothesis  

t e s t i n g .  

I haven' t  used it  much recen t ly ,  b u t  I think the  d a t a  a r e  managed very 

w e l l .  

Keep up t h e  good work! 

I ' m  very happy with it. 

I t  i s  r e a l l y  an e x c e l l e n t  p ro jec t .  Keep up the  good work!! 

For a  survey crea ted  by the  PI  of t h e  GSS, t h i s  i s  p r e t t y  unimaginative. 

Keep up t h e  good work! 

The GSS i s  my f a v o r i t e  survey, keep up the  qood work. 

The GSS should sponsor t h e o r i t i c a l l y  - driven s o c i a l  change s t u d i e s  by 

ou t s ide r s .  

A q r e a t  research  and teaching resource. 

I wish I had time t o  use GSS more; adminis t ra t ive  work makes t h a t  

impossible. 



My sense of th ings  was t h a t  t h e  GSS was the  b e s t  d a t a  s e t  around f o r  

what we wanted, b u t  s t i l l  and a l l  sparse.  

Exce l len t  f o r  teachinq  both  ques t ionna i r e  cons t ruc t ion  and ana lys i s .  

The b e s t  i n  the  business!  

Good work, keep it up. 

The GSS i s  a very impor tan t  s o c i a l  sc ience  resource.  A l o t  o f  people 

have worked very hard t o  b r inq  i t  t o  i t s  p r e s e n t  s t a t u s .  

I am qene ra l ly  very p o s i t i v e .  

Keep up t h e  qood work. Thanks t o  you f o l k s ,  I g o t  a n  e a r l y  promotion 

and tenure  s e v e r a l  yea r s  aqo. 

The GSS i s  an inva luab le  resource.  I f  you a r e  e v e r  i n  need of 

s ta tements  of suppor t  t o  h e l p  with f ind inq ,  e t c .  I would be more than 

happy t o  provide a l e t t e r  s t r o n g l y  advocatinq i t s  merits. 
# 

General ly  w e l l - s a t i s f i e d .  

Keep up t h e  good work. 

A d a t a  base b u i l t  u s i n q  repea ted  ques t ions  on many t o p i c s  i n  repeated 

annual  surveys with a t t e n t i o n  t o  respondent demoqraphics, t h e  d a t a  base 

t o  be made a v a i l a b l e  t o  s c i e n t i s t s  who want t o  add res s  q u e s t i o n s  t o  t he  

d a t a ,  i s  an  important ,  sound, e s s e n t i a l  p r a c t i c e  and m e r i t s  cont inuing  

suppor t ,  use,  and competent leadersh ip .  

Keep up t h e  qood work! 

My s a l u t e  t o  i t s  c r e a t o r s  and main ta iners .  

This  d a t a  s e t  appears  t o  make a s i q n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  

s o c i o l o g i c a l  community i n  provid ing  an avenue t o  exp lo re  a v a r i e t y  of 

i deas .  

Its a good d a t a  s e t  w i th  information no t  a v a i l a h l e  on a n a t i o n a l  sample 

h a s i s  anywhere e l s e .  

I th ink  t h e  GSS is a GOOD th ing .  

Thanks e s p e c i a l l y  t o  Tom Smith f o r  h i s  help.  

The GSS h a s  proved t o  be t h e  u s e f u l ,  n a t i o n a l l y  sha red  s c i e n t i f i c  

resource  t h a t  we had hoped it would become. There should  be o t h e r s  - 
n a t i o n a l  and r e g i o n a l  t o  ensure  even q r e a t e r  amounts of  d a t a  and g r e a t e r  

range of t o p i c s  than  can  be reasonably expected of  any s i n g l e  survey 

opera t ion .  Keep up t h e  good work. 

Thanks f o r  asking. 

I found it t o  be e x c e l l e n t  f o r  my purposes on a l l  major dimensions. , 



72. I t h i n k  t h e  p r o j e c t  is  a 7 s u p e r  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences .  

73. I ' m  q u i t e  conten t .  i 

74. Genera l ly ,  very  good. I 
I 

75. I ' m  g e n e r a l l y  extremely pleased wi th  t h e  GSS da t a .  

76. Everything I need and use  is  a v a i l a b l e .  

77. It's always served m e  very w e l l .  

78. I wish you a l l  t h e  best wi th  your p r o j e c t .  

79. I t  is  an  extremely u s e f u l  d a t a  set.  

80. I ' m  s o r r y  t o  say ,  b u t  I chink GSS is  t h e  l e a s t  u s e f u l  of  t h e  l a r g e  

expenses d a t a  set. 

81. Fine,  g r e a t  s e r v i c e ,  keeb up t h e  good work. 

j 
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