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This article considers the effect of the interviewer’s relative body weight, as measured

by the body mass index (BMI), on interviewees’ responses to questions on restrictive

eating behaviors, such as skipping meals and fasting. Survey methodologists

have devoted much effort to determine the extent to which interviewee responses

are affected by personal characteristics of the interviewer. Various studies have

found that readily visible interviewer traits such as race (Hill, 2002) and gender

(Flores-Macias & Lawson, 2008) may influence survey responses. The effects are

particularly operant when respondents are queried about racial attitudes (Anderson,

Silver, & Abramson, 1988), gender roles (Kane & Macaulay, 1993), and sensitive

topics such as substance use (Dotinga, Van den Eijnden, Bosveld, & Garretsen,

2005; Lord, Friday & Brennan, 2005), sexual behavior and abuse (Chun, Tavarez,

Dann, & Anastario, 2011).

While the impact of interviewer race and gender has been widely explored, a

virtually unstudied characteristic in interviewer research is the interviewer’s BMI

and the effect it may have on answers to survey questions. Sperry, Thompson,

Roehrig, and Vandello (2005) examined whether communicator body weight affects

responses to a body dissatisfaction intervention program and found that it had no

substantial impact. Likewise, McKenzie, Johnson, Harvey-Berino, and Gold (2002)

evaluated the impact of interviewer body mass on self-reported energy intake by

comparing recall with a lean and an obese interviewer. They found that interviewer

BMI had no effect on the accuracy of the reports. Another relevant study has been

conducted by Kroh (2005), who observed that the absence of an interviewer in
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self-administered interviews increases reported body weight in men. Male respondents

report a body weight which is an average of 1 kg more in an anonymous interview

setting than in other settings. We have not been able to identify any other empirical

study on the effect of survey interviewer body mass.

This study aims to push forward this area of methodological inquiry. It explores the

impact of interviewer BMI on responses to eating and weight control questions using

cross-sectional data from a 2005 national Dutch survey. Such an examination is im-

portant not only to locate factors that may influence eating and health measures, but

also to further our understanding of the social and physical cues involved in

interviewer-administered face-to-face surveys.

Previous Findings and Theoretical Considerations

Two important conclusions may be drawn from a review of the literature on the

impact of interviewer characteristics on interviewee responses (Davis, Couper, Janz,

Caldwell, & Rsenicow, 2010; Heeb & Gmel, 2001; Johnson & Parsons, 1994). One is

that the prime physical interviewer traits that have frequently been demonstrated to

influence survey responses are race and gender. Evidence on the influence of age,

education and other socio-economic indicators is mixed and in many studies these

factors have been shown to make no discernable differences (Hagenaars & Heinen,

1982; Hox, De Leeuw, & Kreft, 1991). While interviewer effects have been investi-

gated mainly for face-to-face surveys, they have also been shown to exist for interview

modes with no visual contact, such as for race (Davis, 1997) and gender (Kane &

Macaulay, 1993; Lueptow, Moser, & Pendleton, 1990) in telephone surveys, and in

video-enhanced web surveys (Fuchs, 2000). The second conclusion is that interviewer

characteristics influence survey responses when questions are related to the interview-

er trait (Hutcheson, Prather, & Snow, 1979). Hence, race of interviewer has been

shown to affect responses to measures regarding racial attitudes (Anderson et al.,

1988) and interviewer sex responses to questions involving gender issues (Ballou &

Del Boca, 1980; Kane & Macaulay, 1993; Lueptow et al., 1990).

The explanation typically provided for interviewer effects is that of social desir-

ability (Davis, 1997; King & Bruner, 2000; Moon, 1998). Survey participants may

attempt to project a positive self-image in an effort to conform to the norms they

attribute to the interviewer asking questions. This may refer to conforming to desir-

able behavioral or attitudinal expectations, but respondents may also feel the need to

disconfirm negative stereotypes they expect the interviewer to hold. Studies on so-

cially desirable responding have reported two distinct social desirability factors:

Self-deception and impression management (Huddy et al., 1997; Paulus, 1984). The

former refers to the unconscious tendency to see oneself favorably. In self-deception,

survey respondents actually believe that their positively biased self-descriptions are

true. Impression management refers to a conscious presentation of a false front and

involves tailoring responses to create a favorable appearance, either to elicit interview-

er approval or to avoid disapproval.

An interviewer characteristic that may influence responses to survey questions on

eating and weight control is the interviewer’s body mass. Just like females and black

people, the obese are stigmatized in western cultures (De Jong, 1980), partly because
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fatness is widely believed to be the individual outcome of ‘‘immoral self indulgence’’

(Bordo, 1990; Maddox, Back, & Liederman, 1968). An important difference between

racial and gender prejudice and negative attitudes towards obese people is that the

latter are not associated with strong conformity pressures to appear unprejudiced

(Crandall, 1994). People generally experience little difficulty in expressing dislike of

fat people (Bessenoff & Sherman, 2000) even when they are obese themselves (Wang,

Brownell, & Wadden, 2004). Another important difference is that whereas race and

sex are relatively invariable physical characteristics, everybody runs the risk of becom-

ing overweight. Accordingly, phenomena like weight control and body shape discon-

tent are almost exclusively normative (Rodin, Silberstein, & Striegel-Moore, 1984).

For that reason, it seems plausible to assume that interviewers, in some respondents at

least, unconsciously activate or prime concerns or anxieties regarding their body

weight and shape and that they thereby affect their survey responses, rather than

that they are consciously motivated to under-report socially undesirable activities.

While interviewer BMI may have an effect on all interviewees, it is likely that it

affects dieters more so than non-dieters. This is because body weight and shape are

particularly relevant to them and their dieting is essentially an attempt to close the

gap between actual weight and shape and the ideal (or idealized) body (Mills, Polivy,

Herman, & Tiggeman, 2002). Dieters have been shown to be more responsive to

external cues to eating compared to nondieting individuals and to be extra attentive

to self-presentation concerns (Herman & Polivy, 2005). They are more concerned with

how eating and weight control may affect how they appear to others, and how their

dieting and eating behaviors will be valuated relative to others. This finding may well

represent a cognitive bias functioning to protect the dieter’s self-esteem, which is

more dependent on body weight and body shape compared to nondieting individuals.

They may unconsciously under-report food consumption, as eating minimally is a

desirable goal. In this way, they are in their perception succeeding in being a suc-

cessful dieter.

If dieters present themselves as eating minimally, the issue remains whether they

are more likely to do so in front of an obese interviewer or a lean interviewer.

Following social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954; Leahey, Crowther, &

Mickelson, 2007), one would expect lean interviewers to obtain higher eating restraint

scores among dieters. If the social comparison model were correct, then higher dietary

restrained scores would be expected in cases where a greater distance in terms of body

weight existed between the respondent and the interviewer. Following this theory,

restrained eating scores increase if dieters are exposed to the thin-ideal and if they

compare themselves with someone believed to be better off. Also, several studies have

shown that exposure to thin bodies is associated with body dissatisfaction which in

turn stimulates restraint eating (Groesz, Levine, & Murnen, 2002; Thorton & Moore,

1993).

If the notion of priming were correct, however, higher dietary restrained scores

would be expected to occur when the respondent and the interviewer share personal

characteristics and the interview is administered by an interviewer closer in BMI.

Hence using the notion of priming, it seems more reasonable to anticipate that dieters

inflate their dieting habits to obese interviewers, given that these interviewers are

a reminder of their diet (Thorton & Moore, 1993).
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This study explores the effect of interviewer BMI on restrained eating, defined in

this study by intentional efforts to eat less, maintain or lose weight, among dieters

and non-dieters using cross-sectional data from a national Dutch survey. In addition

to body mass we will examine the potential impact of interviewer gender and inter-

viewer age.

Data and Methodology

The data were collected as part of the 2005 national Dutch survey Social and Cultural

Development in the Netherlands (SOCON) by the Radboud University Nijmegen, for

which the fieldwork was conducted from September 2005 to January 2006.1 Following

a random sampling procedure designed to represent the adult population aged

18 through 70, the cross-sectional study selected 2,176 eligible respondents from

the target population, 1,212 of whom were interviewed in person, giving an

AAPOR (2008) RR1 response rate of 56%. The 60-min face-to-face interviews

were conducted at the respondents’ homes using CAPI.

Table 1 provides demographic and weight characteristics of the sample.

Approximately half of the respondents (53%) were female and the mean age of the

entire sample was 48.1 years (SD¼ 13.6). Respondents were asked their body weight

in kilograms (wearing no clothes and no shoes) and height in centimeters (without

shoes) to enable the calculation of the Quetelet BMI as the ratio of weight in kilo-

grams to height in meters squared. The respondent BMI values ranged from 17.0

to 40.4, with a mean of 25.2 kg/m2 (SD¼ 4.0). Completed education was obtained

using the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED–1997) by

UNESCO-UIS (2006), categorized in Table 1 into primary [ISCED values 0, 1, 2],

secondary [3, 4], and tertiary [5, 6] education. Just more than one-third of the sample

had completed primary or lower secondary education, approximately one-third had

completed an upper secondary or postsecondary nontertiary education, and just less

than one-third had a first or second stage of tertiary qualification. Dichotomous re-

sponses to the question whether or not respondents were currently on a diet were

used to categorize them into dieters (12%) and non-dieters (88%). Dieters were, as

one would expect, more likely to be either overweight or obese than non-dieters

[F (1,1210)¼ 7,480, p< .001].

To obtain a measure for restrained eating, respondents were administered the

Dutch Eating Behavior Questionnaire—Restraint Scale (DEBQ–R), designed by

Van Strien, Frijters, Bergers, and Defares (1986) [i.e., DEBQ item nos 04, 07, 11,

14, 17, 19, 22, 26, 29, and 31]. The DEBQ-R is a 10-item, five-point response Likert

scale with questions on skipping meals, weight control, and fasting. The items are

listed in the Appendix A. The composite restrained eating score was calculated as the

unweighed sum of the 10 five-point item scores with a potential range of 10 to 50. A

high score implies more restraint in eating. The mean (SD) of the DEBQ–R Likert

scores was 23.9 (9.8) for all respondents taken together, 22.3 (9.1) for non-dieters, and

1The SOCON surveys have been conducted every 5 years since 1980. Data, documentation, and add-
itional information about the surveys are available from the Dutch data archive DANS (Data Archiving and
Networked Services), website: http://www.dans.knaw.nl/.
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35.8 (6.1) for dieters. Cronbach’s � of the DEBQ–R was .93 for the total sample, .81

for dieters, and .92 for non-dieters.

A staff of 98 professional interviewers who participated in a half-day training ses-

sion on the survey questionnaire compiled the interviews for the study. The number

of completed interviews per interviewer varied from 1 to 68, with a rounded average

caseload of 12 interviews. Interviewer gender, age, and body height were adminis-

tered, with age recorded in years, weight in kilograms, and height in centimeters.

Interviewer BMI was also calculated as weight in kg/[height in m]2. The character-

istics are shown in Table 1. The pool of interviewers varied in age from 34 to 83 and

had a mean age of 56.5 years (SD¼ 9.3). BMI of interviewer ranged from 18.0 to

39.6, with a mean of 25.3 kg/m2 (SD¼ 3.8).

The size of our interviewer corps offers advantages over most interviewer effect

studies, as they employed a much smaller group of interviewers. A limitation of the

data we present is that respondents and interviewers were not randomly assigned to

each other. A rigorous evaluation of interviewer effects would require an interpene-

tration design where respondents are assigned randomly to interviewers with different

characteristics (Bailar, Bailey, & Stevens, 1977; Groves, 1989). Due to fieldwork costs

considerations such controlled experiments are very rarely employed in nationwide

Table 1
Demographic and Weight Characteristics of Respondents and Interviewers

Respondents Interviewers
(n¼ 1,212) (n¼ 98)
n (%) n (%)

Gender
Men 568 (46.9) 41 (41.8)
Women 644 (53.1) 57 (58.2)

Age (years)
18–39 351 (29.0) 4 (4.1)
40–59 560 (46.2) 59 (60.8)
�60 301 (24.8) 34 (35.1)

BMI
Underweight 13 (1.1) 1 (1.1)
Normal weight 638 (52.6) 56 (59.6)
Pre-obese 429 (35.4) 28 (29.8)
Obese class I 99 (8.2) 7 (7.4)
Obese class II 28 (2.3) 2 (2.1)
Obese class III 5 (0.4) 0 (0.0)

Education
Primary 452 (37.3)
Secondary 398 (32.8)
Tertiary 362 (29.9)

Note: The WHO Expert Consultation (2004) BMI cut-off points (in kg/m2) are: <18.5 (underweight),
18.5� 25 (normal weight), 25 �30 (pre-obese), 30 �35 (obese class I), 35� 40 (obese class II), and
�40 (obese class III).
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face-to-face surveys. Since our national survey was conducted over an area of 16� 103

square-miles, interviewer assignment was made on the basis of geographic conveni-

ence, to cut down time and travel costs. The standard for the survey was to have the

workload from a geographic region assigned to 1 or 2 interviewers and to have each

interviewer work in a single or a few regions.

The survey data have a two-level hierarchical structure, with respondents at level

one nested within interviewers at level two (Hox, 1994; Hox et al., 1991; Pickery,

Loosveldt, & Carton, 2001; Snijders & Bosker, 1999). We therefore employed

two-level models that allow simultaneous estimation of the impact of respondent

and interviewer-level characteristics on the respondent’s DEBQ–R score. To fit

these models to the data, the linear mixed-effects model (MIXED) procedure in

SPSS 17 (SPSS Inc., IL, USA) was used. A two-tailed p< .05 was used to define

a significant association. Likelihood ratio (LR) tests were performed to test models

that are simplifications of other models. The test is defined as minus twice the dif-

ference in the log likelihoods (–2�‘‘) of the nested models. The LR tests were based

on maximum likelihood (ML) estimation rather than restricted ML (REML). The

latter method is taken to provide better estimates of standard errors for Wald testing

(Verbeke & Molenberghs, 2000), but for the current study there appeared to be no

relevant differences between using ML or REML.

Results

The simplest hierarchical model presented in Table 2—denoted M0—is the

intercept-only model with no predictor variables. This model is used to identify

the variance that is between interviewers (intercept variance) and between respondents

within interviewers (residual variance). The (residual) variance for the respondent

level was estimated at 92.61 and the (intercept) variance for the interviewer level at

3.97. The likelihood ratio test indicated that dropping the interviewer variance from

the model results in a significant decrease in model fit (–2�‘‘¼ 10.20, df¼ 1,

p¼ .001). This means that the intercept for DEBQ–R varied significantly across

interviewers.

We subsequently entered into the regression model the set of respondent-level

variables that are known predictors of within respondent variation in DEBQ-R.

Table 2 reveals that all respondent characteristics had significant fixed coefficients.

Male gender had a negative effect and both age and being a dieter had a positive effect

on restrained eating scores. Note that the effects of education and the

dieter-by-education interaction are almost equal, but have opposite signs (estimated

as b¼ 2.80 and b¼ –2.40, respectively). The same goes for BMI and the

dieter-by-BMI interaction (b¼ .68 vs. b¼ –.64). According to the likelihood ratio

test, constraining the effects to be equal in magnitude but of opposite sign does

not result in a significant reduction in model fit (–2�‘‘¼ .78, df¼ 2, p¼ .675).

This implies that the effects of education and BMI are positive for non-dieters, but

that they have no effect on DEBQ-R among dieters. The two equality constraints

were applied in Model 2.

Model 2 estimates the fixed effect of the interviewer variables gender, age, and

BMI. As can be seen in the column labeled M2 of Table 2, the effects of both
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interviewer gender and interviewer age did not reach significance. Thus, there ap-

peared to be no systematic differences in the answers given in interviews conducted

by male and female interviewers and interviewer age was also not related to respond-

ent’s report of restraint and disinhibited eating. However, interviewer BMI did tend

to affect the results significantly in the sense that, adjusted for other relevant pre-

dictors, interviewers with high BMI obtained higher respondent scores on the

DEBQ–R scale. Excluding interviewer BMI from the model resulted in a significant

decrease in model fit (–2�‘‘¼ 7.05, df¼ 1, p¼ .008), suggesting that this character-

istic is relevant in its own right and independently related to self-reports of restrained

eating. This result applies to all respondents—dieters and non-dieters—taken

together.

Model 3 examines whether interviewer BMI is more influential in respondents who

are dieting than in non-dieters. In testing this effect modification we initially included

a random slope for diet status and a random-intercept-by-dieter-slope covariance.

However, the two covariance’s were not added to the final model, as there was a

negligible reduction in model fit on their removal (–2�‘‘¼ .58, df¼ 2, p¼ .749).

Also, a highly significant improvement in fit over a homogeneous model was obtained

for a dieter-dependent heteroscedastic model in which the residual variance depends

on diet status (–2�‘‘¼ 30.73, df¼ 1, p< .001). The parameters estimates of M3 in

Table 2 indicate that the residual variance for non-dieters was 67.96, whereas for

Table 2
Unstandardized Regression Coefficients and Random Variance Estimates for Hierarchical
Models of Respondents (n ¼1,212) nested within interviewers (n¼ 98)

M0 M1 M2 M3

Fixed effects
Intercept 23.95 (0.37)** �1.09 (1.96) �5.79 (3.17) �4.75 (3.29)
Male �3.31 (0.47)** �3.29 (0.47)** �3.23 (0.45)**
Age 0.06 (0.02)** 0.06 (0.02)** 0.05 (0.02)**
Education 2.80 (0.32)** 2.84 (0.32)** 2.82 (0.33)**
BMI 0.68 (0.07)** 0.68 (0.07)** 0.68 (0.07)**
Dieter 31.74 (5.60)** 35.31 (1.95)** 27.51 (4.17)**
Dieter� education �2.40 (0.85)** �2.84 (0.32)** �2.82 (0.33)**
Dieter�BMI �0.58 (0.19)** �0.68 (0.07)** �0.68 (0.07)**
Male interviewer 0.60 (0.58) 0.54 (0.58)
Age interviewer �0.02 (0.04) �0.01 (0.03)
BMI interviewer 0.20 (0.07)** 0.16 (0.08)
Dieter�BMI

interviewer
0.30 (0.14)*

Random effects
Intercept variance 3.97 (1.80)** 1.62 (1.03) 1.11 (0.90) 1.35 (0.92)
Residual variance 92.61 (3.90)** 63.74 (2.68)** 63.74 (2.68)** 67.96 (3.02)**
Dieter covariance �18.19 (2.40)**
–2‘‘ 8,966 8,500 8,493 8,460

Note: Standard error in parenthesis. The dieter covariance was modeled at the responder level.
*p< .05; **p< .01.
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dieters it was estimated at 31.58 (¼ 67.96–2�18.19). This means that there is much

more uncertainty about the DEBQ–R scores of non-dieters than there is about the

scores of dieters.

The regression coefficients along with the standard errors of the dieter-by-

interviewer BMI cross-level interaction in Table 2 indicate that there was a signifi-

cant (p< .05) positive effect of interviewer BMI on the DEBQ-R scores among dieters

[estimated as b¼ .46 (¼ .16þ .30)], and a borderline insignificant (p¼ .053) inter-

viewer BMI effect on DEBQ-R among non-dieters (b¼ .16). The likelihood ratio test

indicated that the dieter-by-BMI interviewer interaction can not be removed without

a significant decrease in model fit (–2�‘‘¼ 4.46, df¼ 1, p¼ .034). Hence, dieters

reported more restrictive eating behaviors to obese interviewers than to lean inter-

viewers, whereas the responses of non-dieters were not affected by interviewer BMI.

Figure 1 graphically presents the predicted fixed DEBQ–R values for dieters

(circles) and non-dieters (triangles) by respondent BMI (left panel) and interviewer

BMI (right panel). The figure elegantly shows that respondent BMI had a strong

positive effect on the DEBQ–R scores among non-dieters and no effect among dieters,

whereas interviewer BMI had a strong positive effect on the DEBQ–R scores among

dieters and no such effect among non-dieters. This implies that among dieters inter-

viewers with high BMI obtained higher DEBQ–R scores than interviewers with low

BMI.

We additionally performed various sensitivity analyses and supplementary tests.

In brief, interviewer BMI is neither related to respondent BMI nor to their dieter

status. Also, combining social comparison and priming hypotheses, a curvilinear re-

lation may be expected in the sense that, as interviewer BMI increases, restrained

eating may first increase and then decrease. This was tested by adding to model M2

the quadratic term interviewer BMI-squared. There could also be an association, not

between interviewer BMI-squared and DEBQ-R, but between DEBQ-R-squared and

interviewer BMI, e.g., higher interviewer BMI leading to low restrained in one

Figure 1

Predicted DEBQ–R scores for 151 dieters (circles) and 1,061 non-dieters (triangles), by respondent

BMI (left panel) and interviewer BMI (right panel)
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subsample (social comparison theory) and high restrained in another (priming). The

latter was tested both by regressing (DEBQ-R minus mean DEBQ-R)2 on interviewer

BMI and by plotting responder-level residuals against interviewer BMI to see if

residual variance increases with interviewer BMI. All the tests mentioned, however,

failed to register any signs of nonlinear relationships between interviewer BMI and

DEBQ-R. Further, reanalysis excluding five interviews carried out by five interview-

ers with only one interview each produced no noticeable change in the magnitude of

the reported associations. The same goes for the exclusion of eighteen interviews

carried out by eleven interviewers with one or two interviewed respondents each

and for the exclusion of all interviews by interviewers with a BMI of 30 and over.

The models presented in Table 2 include interviewer BMI as a metric variable.

Similar results were obtained if it is included as an obese versus non-obese non-metric

grouping variable using a BMI cut-off point of 30. The data were also analyzed using

a two-level cross-classified hierarchical model of respondents nested within both inter-

viewers and geographic regions. To simultaneously analyze interviewer and regional

unit variance, the Eurostat three-level NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for

Statistics) classification was used to subdivide the Dutch national territory into 40

statistical regions. The inclusion of geographic region did not alter findings for the

fixed effects, neither their magnitude nor their precision. Finally, we also examined

potential interviewer BMI effects on answers to questions from other areas within the

questionnaire, but generally the responses were unaffected. Answers to questions

about marriage, gender role, ethnic minorities, and many more, all failed to demon-

strate any relationship to interviewer body mass. This lack of BMI-of-interviewer

effect outside the subject-matter area of eating and fasting is consistent with the

notion that it should only be expected in response to questions that are explicitly

body- or eating-related.

Discussion

The analysis presented in this article suggests that, in the Netherlands at least, an-

swers to questions about skipping meals, weight control, and fasting are indeed related

to the interviewer. Interviewer sex and interviewer age do not tend to bias the re-

sponses to the DEBQ-R measure of restraint eating, but the responses are affected by

interviewer body mass in that interviewers with high BMI coaxed higher scores on the

DEBQ-R than interviewers with low BMI. Further, dieters were found to be more

susceptible to being influenced by interviewer body mass than were non-dieters. The

former reported more restrained eating to obese interviewers than to lean interviewers.

Overall, the analysis has led to the remarkable finding that among non-dieters own

BMI has a positive impact on dietary restraint scores and interviewer BMI does not.

Among dieters the very opposite holds true: While own BMI is irrelevant, high

interviewer BMI is a significant external cue leading to increased reports of dietary

restraint. Our findings suggest that obese interviewers are a potent reminder of the

respondent’s diet (Mann & Ward, 2004) and that this dietary reminder aids in the

attainment of higher DEBQ-R values. This result is difficult to reconcile with social

comparison theory, and corroborates the notion of priming.

I N T E R N A T I O N A L J O U R N A L O F P U B L I C O P I N I O N R E S E A R C H538

 at R
adboud U

niversity on M
arch 23, 2015

http://ijpor.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ijpor.oxfordjournals.org/


The strength of the present study includes the comprehensive nature of our survey

in terms of both respondent and interviewer characteristics and counts. We were

thereby able to employ a multilevel design to statistically test the effect of interviewer

BMI and other characteristics, which many if not most previous studies on interview-

er traits effects were unable to address adequately as their interviewer staff was simply

too small in number. However, in drawing conclusions from this study, the absence of

complete randomization of interviewer assignments should be taken into account. It is

also important to note that we have no way of determining whether lean or obese

interviewers elicited more ‘‘valid’’ responses to the DEBQ-R items, as there are no

gold standards to validate them. One might argue that obese interviewers made re-

spondents uncomfortable and that they were thus less likely to report ‘‘true’’ behav-

iors. But it is also plausible that lean interviewers may have stimulated

under-reporting. Unfortunately, it is not possible to test these alternative explanations

with the data at hand. The possibility that restrained eating is being over-reported to

some interviewers is an intriguing possibility, given that higher DEBQ-R scores were

obtained by interviewers with characteristics representative of unsuccessful dieters

(i.e., high BMI).

In conclusion, this study has shown that interview answers to questions on eating,

food restriction, and weight control may differ depending on the body physique of the

interviewer. Weight-concerned individuals and those who are currently dieting to lose

weight are more focused on weight- and shape-related stimuli in their environment

and consequently highly sensitive to interviewer influences over eating. It therefore

seems advisable to either recruit interviewers of normal weight when administering

eating-related questionnaires or to routinely examine interviewer-administered data on

eating-related issues for variation in individual responses by interviewer BMI. If ap-

propriate, the effects should be adjusted for the contribution of interviewer BMI using

hierarchical models to avoid bias in the coefficients of interest and to increase stat-

istical power.

APPENDIX A. DEBQ-R Question Wording

The following items are from the DEBQ scale by Van Strien (2002). DEBQ-4: How

often—if you have put on weight—do you eat less than you usually do? DEBQ-7:

How often do you refuse food or drink offered because you are concerned about your

weight? DEBQ-11: How often do you try to eat less at mealtimes than you would like

to eat? DEBQ-14: How often do you watch exactly what you eat? DEBQ-17: How

often do you deliberately eat foods that are slimming? DEBQ-19: How often—when

you have eaten too much—do you eat less than usual the following days? DEBQ-22:

How often do you deliberately eat less in order not to become heavier? DEQB-26:

How often do you try not to eat between meals because you are watching your

weight? DEBQ-29: How often in the evening do you try not to eat because you

are watching your weight? DEBQ-31: How often do you take into account your

weight with what you eat? Response categories: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes,

(4) often, (5) (almost) always.
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