
Interviewer Religiosity and Polling in Transitional Tunisia

Lindsay Benstead, Associate Professor of Political Science, Mark O. Hatfield School of Government, Portland State University, OR, USA (benstead@pdx.edu)
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Dhafer Malouche, Associate Professor, Dhafer Malouche, Associate Professor, Ecole Supérieure de la Statistique et de l’Analyse de l’Information (ESSAI), University of Carthage, Tunisia (dhafer.malouche@me.com)

Paper prepared for the Visions in Methodology annual meeting, The Ohio State University, May 7-9, 2018.

Working paper. Please do not cite without authors’ permission. 

Acknowledgements
The authors thank Ellen Lust for her collaboration on the surveys. We thank Ellen Lust and the National Science Foundation and Yale University for funding the 2012 Tunisian Post Election Survey. Funding for the 2014 Post Election Survey was provided by UNDEF with the support of the Centre d’Études Maghrébines à Tunis. We thank Laryssa Chomiak for her support of the 2014 project. The 2015 Local Governance Performance Index was funded by the Global and Local Development Center, Yale University, the Moulay Hicham Foundation, and the World Bank. Special thanks to Pierre Landry for his collaboration on the 2015 survey.

Authors’ Notes
Lindsay J. Benstead is Assistant Professor of Political Science in the Mark O. Hatfield School of Government at Portland State University. Her research focuses on identity politics (e.g., gender, religion, tribe), clientelism, public opinion, and survey methodology in the Middle East and North Africa. She has conducted surveys in Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia (with Ellen Lust), Libya (with Ellen Lust and Jakob Wichmann), and Jordan (with Kristen Kao and Ellen Lust). Her research has appeared in Perspectives on Politics, Politics & Religion, International Journal of Public Opinion Research, Democratization, and Foreign Affairs. She holds a Ph.D. in Public Policy and Political Science and a M.A.E. in Applied Economics from the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. Address correspondence to Lindsay J. Benstead, Division of Political Science, Portland State University, 506 SW Mill Street, Portland, OR 97201, USA, Tel: (503) 725-8278, Fax: (503) 725-8250, Email: benstead@pdx.edu.

Dhafer Malouche is an Associate Professor at the Ecole Supérieure de la Statistique et de l’Analyse de l’Information (ESSAI), University of Carthage, Tunisia. He received a Ph.D. in Statistics from Paul Sabatier University in Toulouse, France and is an expert in statistical methodology and analysis. He recently served as a survey manager and collaborator on three large-scale surveys in Tunisia in 2012, 2014, and 2015 (with Lindsay Benstead, Ellen Lust, Pierre Landry, and Jakob Wichmann) and has also been involved in a national survey on violence against women conducted by the National Office of the Family and Population. Previously, he was a visitor in the Department of Statistics, Stanford University, and a fellow at Yale University. Dhafer is the author of numerous publications, including several on Tunisian and Egyptian transitional politics co-authored with Lindsay Benstead, Ellen Lust, and Jakob Wichmann.


Abstract
How and why do observable interviewer traits, including interviewer religiosity and gender, affect polling in Middle Eastern elections? One potential cause of widely divergent and apparently inaccurate polls in Tunisia and the Palestinian Territories, where interviewer dress may signal support for Islamist or non-Islamist parties, may be measurement or non-response bias stemming from observable interviewer traits. Using the first of three national surveys spanning the initial three-year post Ben Ali period in Tunisia—1,202 Tunisians in 2012, 1,220 in 2014, and 3,600 in 2015—this paper assesses the link between interviewers’ observable traits and responses to questions about vote choice for Islamist and secular parties and candidates. In the 2012 survey, interviewer religious dress for male and female interviewers increases the likelihood of favoring an Islamist leader (Jebali) and preference for an Islamist political party. Response and item non-response effects depend on a complex interaction of interviewer and respondent religiosity and gender. The data offer strong support for social distance and ingroup loyalty across all respondent types and power relations theory for male respondents in conversations with female interviewers. Implications for reducing survey error in polls and for understanding Tunisia’s transitional political environment are considered.



Social science surveys have been conducted in the Arab world since the early 1990s. Yet, the Arab uprisings and subsequent transitions represented a watershed for survey research, with transitional countries like Tunisia and Libya opening for the first time to researchers and Tunisia’s transition to democracy creating favorable conditions for potential incorporation of polling into the political process (Benstead 2015).
At the same time, the birth of polling in Tunisia raised important questions and highlighted serious gaps in the capacity of survey firms to understand and reduce survey error, and exposed limitations in media reporting of polls. Many news reports contain only partial results, and few, if any, details about how the survey was implemented, such as question wording, sampling, or mode (e.g., phone or face-to-face).[endnoteRef:1] In addition, public understanding of polling and trust in polling agencies was limited and citizens’ and elites’ (often accurately) perceived polls as biased, partisan, and politicized, hindering their introduction into the Tunisian political landscape. Although Tunisia is a minimalist democracy, a ban on the publication of polls and survey results relevant to elections was in place during the 2014 electoral campaign (Al Bawsala, “Loi Organique,” 2014, Article 70). This was done not to limit free speech, but because many leaders believed poll results could be falsified to support a specific political party—in some cases a party that paid for the research—and unfairly manipulate the electoral landscape. [1:  See, for example, AlJazeera, July 6, 2011, “Tunisians undecided ahead of October vote,” http://www.aljazeera.com/news/africa/2011/07/20117617715460755.html
This news report offers partial polling result (21% plan to vote for Ennahda, 8% for PDP) and gives no information about the methodology. When the poll is later discussed on the Wikipedia page for the 2011 Constituent Assembly elections (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tunisian_Constituent_Assembly_election,_2011#cite_note-AJ_2_June-26), comparison with other polls is difficult and potentially misleading. Other poll reports include: 
] 

Yet, Tunisia also has a favorable environment for the development of the practice. Tunisia’s well-trained workforce offers a high level of technical capacity and a supply of young, skilled university graduates needed to conduct research. Recent, independent polls conducted by the Transitional Governance Project (2015) in Tunisia, as well as by the EnNahda party (Author 1, personal communication), found similar results in the run-up to the 2014 parliamentary elections. Similar results from different groups—in this case the Transitional Governance Project and the EnNahda party—suggest that a high capacity for accuracy exists. Tunisia is also a relatively small and stable country, making sampling and reaching outlying areas more tractable. Many challenges facing survey researchers in other Arab countries—from interference by security services to very serious problems of insecurity—are not present, or at least greatly minimized, in Tunisia. 
Yet, important challenges exist for survey researchers in Tunisia. The transitional environment is tense, and concerns about security that make it more challenging for interviewers to enter the field have only increased with recent terrorism. Important social and economic tensions also characterize the transition. While Tunisia is a homogeneous country—more than 98% of Tunisians are (officially) Sunni Muslim and nearly all speak Arabic as a maternal language[endnoteRef:2]—social cleavages exist which may be a source of interviewer effects. Competition, and in some cases, conflict between religious and secular Tunisians emerged in the immediate transitional environment of 2011 amidst constitutional debates about issues like women’s rights, the role of religion in politics, and freedom of speech. Generally, this conflict took the form of peaceful demonstrations, but instances of violence occasionally occurred.[endnoteRef:3]  [2:  Fewer than 1% report French rather than Arabic as a maternal language in the 2014 poll.]  [3:  See, for example, June 29, 2011, “Conservative Muslims clash with secularists in Tunisia,” http://www.aljazeera.com/video/middleeast/2011/06/201162922015417940.html] 

Further, religious/secular cleavages map onto broader social fractures between supporters of Islamist EnNahda party, which won a plurality (37%) in the 2011 Constituent Assembly elections, and Nidaa’ Tounes, a party formed in 2012 from a loose coalition of business leaders and some Ben Ali technocrats led by Bourghiba-era technocrat Essebsi. In 2014, Nidaa’ Tounes won a plurality of parliamentary seats (38%) and the presidency.[endnoteRef:4] Tunisian society also has class-based tensions, with citizens from the relatively less affluent south and areas around major cities more likely to support the Islamist EnNahda party and those from the wealthier north preferring Nidaa’ Tounes and other secular parties. Subtle differences in physical appearance (i.e., skin tone and other features) may at times intersect with and signal class, religion, and political views and possibly create complex dynamics in the interviewer-respondent interaction. [4:  Political exclusion laws forbade anyone with ties to the RCD during the previous 10 years from participating in the 2011 Constituent Assembly elections. But similar laws being debated were scrubbed in 2013, which made it possible for anyone to run in 2014 elections regardless of ties to Ben Ali’s RCD party.] 

In this environment, it seems plausible—indeed likely—that observable interviewer traits, especially those related to religious dress and grooming, or even class and ethnicity—systematically shape responses to questions about electoral participation and vote choice. Indeed, wide variations in polling results in Tunisia suggest this might be the case. Polls conducted by various firms in 2012 reported support for the secular party Nidaa’ Tounes ranging from 26-46%—variation that could be attributed to the attire of the interviewer staff or the perceived or actual political leanings of survey companies or their funders/sponsors.[endnoteRef:5] Others reported in the run up to the 2011 elections also showed wide variation in levels of support for Islamist and non-Islamist parties (see Figure 1). As of July 7, 2011, 3C Études reported EnNahda held only 14% of the decided vote,[endnoteRef:6] while, just a month earlier, on June 8, 2011, Emrhod reported that EnNahda had 46% of the decided vote.[endnoteRef:7] Though there are other potential reasons as well, bias stemming from interviewer traits could explain puzzling polling results, such as a widely-publicized 2006 PSR poll which predicted that Fateh would win the legislative elections that HAMAS later won (“Palestinian Legislative election – 2006”).  [5:  Ben Gamra reported that 46% of Tunisians planned to vote for the secular party Nida Tounes. Mona Ben Gamra, "Les Tunisiens, De Moins En Moins Heureux..." Le Matin, 12 December, 2012. Benstead, Malouche, and Lust (2012) found 26% planned to vote for Nida Tounes. Polls conducted simultaneously in late 2012.]  [6:  See “Islamisten führen in Umfragen,” July 7, 2011, derStandard.at, http://derstandard.at/1308680694118/Islamisten-fuehren-in-Umfragen]  [7:  See Zied Mhirsi, June 9, 2011, “85% of Tunisians are willing to cast their votes,” June 9, 2011, tunisialive, http://www.tunisia-live.net/2011/06/09/88-of-tunisians-are-willing-to-cast-their-votes/] 




Figure 1. Proportion of decided voters who intended to vote for EnNahda in 2011 Constituent Assembly election


Caption. While most 2011 polls suggested that EnNahda would likely do well and that many voters were still undecided, there was also wide variation in results. The proportion of voters decided for EnNahda ranged from 14.3% (3C Études, July 7, 2011) to 45.8% (Emrhod, June 8, 2011). Polling results were also often not reported in the media in their entirety and with few methodological details, making comparisons difficult.

There are a myriad of possible reasons for these fluctuations. The transitional environment is fluid, with many voters changing their minds or deciding late in the campaign and leading to potentially large fluctuations within short periods of time (Benstead, Lust, and Wichmann 2013). Vote-buying existed, with 13% said that they knew someone who was offered money or gifts in return for their vote in the 2011 election and 28% said many politicians in their community buy votes with money or gifts in 2014 (Benstead, Kao, and Lust 2015).[endnoteRef:8] As a result of vote-buying, citizens may change their preferences during the campaign, or even be more susceptible to pressures to falsify their vote choice if they fear information might not be confidential.  [8:  Question wording, 2014: “Do many of the politicians in your community try to buy votes with gifts, money, or access to services? Yes, No.” Governance and Local Development (2015). 2012: “Do you know someone who was offered money or gifts in return for their vote in the recent election? Yes, No.” Transitional Governance Project (2015).] 

Other problems, such as poor sampling (e.g., going to public areas instead of households) or improper implementation of standardized survey interviewing techniques could explain differences in results (Benstead 2015). Variation in results across polls could also be due to question wording or mode—whether face-to-face or by phone—which are often not reported. Iinterviewer effects, due to perceived affiliation of the organization conducting the poll, dress, gender, class, or ethnicity of interviewer, or the known affiliations of the survey firm, could generate systematic sampling (representation) errors, in the form of non-participation or item non-response error, and nonsampling (measurement) errors, in the form of bias arising from observable interviewer traits. 
There is evidence that they may be the case. Studies from other Arab and Muslim countries—Turkey, Egypt, and Morocco—find that interviewers who are perceived as more religious receive more pious responses to questions measuring personal religiosity or attitudes about religion. The more conflict exists between groups related to observed trait (i.e., religion) or economically vulnerable the respondents’ demographic group, the larger the effects. For example, in field experiments in three Turkish cities, Koker (2009) found Islamist and secularist symbols worn by interviewers affected reported religiosity and that the size of the effect depended on the strength of Islamist parties. In a survey of 1,200 women in Cairo, Blaydes and Gillum (2013) found that Muslim women expressed higher religiosity and adherence to cultural practices while Christian women expressed lower religiosity and higher observance of these practices when the interviewer wore a headscarf. Effects were larger for poorer and less educated women. 
Benstead (2014b) also examined the impact of interviewer dress on reported religiosity in Morocco and found interviewer traits systematically affected responses to four religiously-sensitive questions. Consistently with Blaydes and Gillum, Benstead (2014b) found that the more vulnerable the respondent (in this case, religious respondents, who are marginalized by a largely secular elite in Morocco), the larger the effects. Religious Moroccans provided less pious responses to secular-appearing interviewers, whom they may link to the secular state, and more religious answers to interviewers wearing hijab, in order to safeguard their reputation in a society that values piety. 
This literature offers insights about the polling landscape in Tunisia. Yet, several gaps exist. First, while these studies examine the effect of interviewer traits on personal religiosity and religious orientations, none examine vote choice. Second, interviewer effects and the social and political dynamics which give rise to them, are highly context specific, making it difficult to draw firm conclusions about observable interviewer traits and polling in Tunisia. Third, Koker (2009) includes religious male interviewers, but it does not do so in mixed-gender interactions or examine the interaction between interviewer and respondent characteristics (e.g., dress style). And, no other studies of interviewer effects in Muslim countries involve religious-appearing males. Fourth, most studies do not examine item non-response and none examine the impact of traits on non-participation. Finally, with the exception of Koker, most studies examine a single survey, while this study will eventually examine effects across three surveys with different interviewer teams and contextual dynamics.
Accordingly, using the first of three national surveys—1202 Tunisians in 2012,[endnoteRef:9] 1220 respondents in 2014,[endnoteRef:10] and 3600 citizens in 2015[endnoteRef:11]—this study investigates whether and why the interaction of interviewer and respondent religiosity and gender affect preferences for secular and Islamist parties and candidates and item non-response on these questions. Response and item non-response effects depend on a complex interaction of interviewer and respondent religiosity and gender. Consistently with other studies, this study finds strong support for a social distance or ingroup loyalty models of response and item non-response. Across all four respondent types, respondents are more likely to offer support for Islamist candidates and parties when the interviewer is religious—female or male—and higher support for secular parties and candidates when the interviewer is secular-appearing—whether female or male.  [9:  2012 survey of 1202 Tunisians conducted by Lindsay Benstead, Ellen Lust, and Dhafer Malouche. Transitional Governance Project (2015).]  [10:  2014 survey of 1220 Tunisians conducted by United Nations Democracy Fund and Centre d’Études Maghrébines à Tunis. Lindsay Benstead, Ellen Lust, Dhafer Malouche, and JMW Consulting. Transitional Governance Project (2015).]  [11:  2015 survey of 3600 Tunisians conducted by the Global and Local Governance Center, Yale. Lindsay Benstead, Ellen Lust, Dhafer Malouche, and Pierre Landry. Local Governance Performance Index (LGPI), Global and Local Governance Center (2015).] 

Evidence for power relations theory is more limited and driven by gender, not interviewer religiosity. Effects for both questions are weakest and generally not significant for secular male respondents, the structurally most advantaged group, suggesting this group faces limited pressure to edit responses, even if they believe the interviewer may hold different views. Religious males also appear to alter their responses very little in conversation with secular or religious females when queried about candidates and to have low rates of item non-response for religious female interviewers when queried about party preferences. These findings suggest that Tunisians do edit their responses to conform to the perceived views of the interviewer, but that male respondents do so least when interviewed by females. 
This study elucidates problems of interviewer bias in polling in Tunisia that are broadly applicable to other Arab societies and highlight the need to record, report, and control for traits. It also sheds light on social dynamics related to religious-secular cleavages in Tunisia by highlighting gender differences in interviewers’ perceived authority, as well as meanings of the religious dress, which appear to signal conservatism in Tunisian as much for females (i.e., hijab) as males.
The Case of Tunisia 
A North African country of 11 million and the birthplace of the Arab spring, Tunisia is a useful case in which to examine the effects of observable interviewer effects on polling practices. State secularization and feminism were more complete in Tunisia than in any other Arab country. As a result, before the 2011 Jasmine revolution, and to a greater extent than elsewhere, western-style clothing became associated with regime support, secular orientation, and higher socioeconomic class, even while the resurgence of the veil, in the form of the hijab, in the 1970 and 1980s, sharpened its political meaning. During the transitional period, hijab, and religious styles among men—such as longer beards and short pant hems—became more common than under the authoritarian regime of Ben Ali, which banned these forms of dress in formal politics and public universities.[endnoteRef:12]  [12:  The face veil (niqab) is still banned in universities in Tunisia, see National Public Radio, http://www.npr.org/2013/01/30/170629921/tunisian-veil-ban-frontline-of-identity-war] 

As in other Arab societies, veiling, in the form of the traditional sefsari (see Image 1, left), is embedded in Tunisian tradition, and was viewed by its founding president, Habib Bourghiba, as a symbol of the anti-colonial struggle against the French and an important element of maintaining authenticity as an Arab and Muslim society (Kammarti 2011). Yet, at independence in 1956, Bourghiba set upon a modernization strategy, at the heart of which was the secularization of the state and society and the emancipation of women. In 1956, Tunisia passed the Arab world’s most progressive Personal Status Code, giving women the right to divorce and abolishing the guardian (wali). Bourghiba unveiled women on broadcast television and drank orange juice on television during Ramadan. As a result, during the 1960s and 1970s, the veil became associated with prestige, higher social status, and emancipation from gender inequality.




Image 1. Traditional Tunisian clothing styles
	[image: En photos : La journée du Sefsari, de la jebba et du burnous à l'Avenue Habib Bourguiba]
	[image: Tunisia-women-vote-382px.jpg]



Caption: Traditional Tunisian sefsari, worn as part of Tunisia’s annual celebration of arts and culture (left, http://tunisie.co/index.php/article/3102/decouverte/actus/journee-104111/2#p2). The sefsari and other transitional styles of dress (right, https://www.ndi.org/Focus-Groups-in-Tunisia-Round5) are more common among older generations and in rural and southern regions.

Following Bourghiba’s removal by Ben Ali in a 1987 bloodless “medical” coup, dress became politicized in a new way. The headscarf for women, and Salafi styles of dress and grooming for men, were associated with the Tunisian Islamist movement (the Islamic Tendency Movement), formed in 1988, which later became the EnNahda party, and became a symbol of dissent and religion-political activism.  
Yet, despite its increasing prominence since the 1980s and visibility after the revolution, religious dress, perhaps more so for women, has varied meanings and motivations. The headscarf may be associated with piety, rural residence, and less affluent social classes. As elsewhere in North Africa, Western clothing is common for both genders, as is the headscarf among women in the southern or rural regions, as well as high religious individuals throughout the country. Hijab (headscarf, without face veil, Image 2), while traditionally worn in Tunisia, has become more common as a result of Islamic revivalism in the 1970s (Mahmood 2005).[endnoteRef:13] Men may wear religious clothing or have Islamic-style grooming (e.g., beard), but most Tunisian men wear Western clothing and do not appear overtly religious. Modern, transnational styles of niqab (face veil), associated with salafi Islam, are also worn by some women in Tunisia.  [13:  Hijab (covering) is a headscarf worn over the head and neck; niqab is a face veil. In early Islam, only the prophet’s wives veiled to show their status (Keddie 2007, 22; Charrad 2011, 429; Ahmed 1992; Mernissi 1991). The term for headscarf in the Qur’an is khimar (this term is also used widely in Tunisia); hijab (curtain in the Qur’an) referred later to women’s dress. Scholars agree that Islam requires modesty for both genders, but disagree about whether and how to wear hijab. ] 


Image 2. Dress styles for women in contemporary Tunisia in urban (left) and rural (right) areas
	[image: Tunisians walking in central Tunis, Tunisia - November 2013]
	[image: https://culturaldetective.files.wordpress.com/2013/07/p1020927.jpg]



Caption: The image on the left shows styles of dress in urban areas. To women (left) have chosen to war a hijab (http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-29433872) The photo on the right shows modest, Islamic style dress common particularly outside major cities. (Source: http://blog.culturaldetective.com/2013/07/30/the-veil-in-tunisia/)

Dress, which takes on diverse styles, reflects identity in Arab and Muslim countries, as well as among Muslim minorities in Western countries (Lyons and Mandaville 2012). The most recognizable symbol of Islam worldwide, hijab is often essentialized as a symbol of oppression, yet it has complex and contradictory meanings. As Charrad notes: “Oppression, liberation, piety, cultural authenticity, heresy, and opposition to Westernization all compete to define the veil” (2011, 429). Movements have veiled and unveiled to resist colonialism and Western consumerism (Charrad 2011; El Guindi 1999; Keddie 2007), linking hijab as much with agency and authenticity as with coercion when it is socially or legally required or repressed. 
Many factors, including region and class, affect women’s dress choice. Some don the headscarf as a symbol of Arab identity. Despite its many social and political meanings, hijab is best understood as a symbol of religiosity and adherence to fundamentalist Islam (Essers and Benschop 2007). Hijab projects modesty and chastity—socially important traits—by protecting against perceptions of availability or immorality (Blaydes and Gillum 2013; Blaydes and Linzer 2008). 
Theory and Expectations 
Although dress reflects personal choice, it plays a role in social identification, “the process of locating oneself, or another person, within a system of social categorizations” (Turner 1982, 17-18). Social identity theory argues that individuals categorize themselves and others into social in- and out-groups and behave consistently with group membership (Tajfel et al. 1971). In the interviewer-respondent interaction, hijab, as well as religious dress for males, should signal real or perceived religiosity and identification with modern, trans-national piety movements. Based on interviewer dress, as well as gender and class-based cues, respondents stereotype interviewers and may falsify or exaggerate responses—or refuse to divulge them all together—to avoid embarrassment, social sanction, or the appearance of disloyalty to their in-group. While actual consequences are unlikely, fear of potential sanction, in the form of loss of economic opportunities or reputational costs, may be enough to induce the respondent to edit his or her responses. Even though Tunisia is a free society, the relative prevalence of vote buying and the importance of informal networks may heighten respondents’ fears of expressing views that disagree with the perceived orientations and party affiliations of the interviewer. To the extent that this is the case, structurally more advantaged respondents, such as secular males, may be less likely to feel pressure to edit their responses.
Religiosity-of-Interviewer Response Effects
Two theoretical frameworks—social desirability and power relations—potentially explain response effects. As shown in column A of Table 1, social desirability theory posits that respondents engage in self-preservation and impression management by avoiding socially unacceptable views or conforming to socially-stereotyped views of the interviewer (Blaydes and Gillum 2013; DeMaio 1984; Sudman and Bradburn 1974). Power relations theory takes into account inequality between groups, arguing that incentives to avoid socially undesirable views are more pronounced among members of vulnerable groups (Kane and Macaulay 1993).

Table 1
Mechanisms underlying response effects and item non-response
	
	
	
	1A. Effect of interviewer religiosity does not depend on interviewer gender
	1B. Effect of interviewer religiosity depends on interviewer gender
	1C. Findings

	
	
	
	Effect type
	Causal process 
	Expectation
	

	Response
	Social desirability
	Social attribution	
	Direct 

(Effect for all respondents)
	Respondents attribute Islamist views and provide greater support for Islamist parties and candidates to religious-appearing interviewers/greater support for secular parties and candidates to secular interviewers
	


Effect of religiosity larger for male interviewers, to the extent that religious attire more strongly signals religious orientations when worn by males than females
	

	
	
	Social distance 
	





Interaction

(Effect depends on respondent religiosity)

	Secular respondents attribute Islamist views to religious-appearing interviewers and reduce social distance by providing greater support for Islamist parties and candidates; Religious respondents provide greater support for secular parties and candidates to secular interviewers
	
	Secular respondents generally report higher support for secular candidates and parties to secular-appearing interviewers; Religious respondents report higher support for Islamist candidates to religious-appearing interviewers. Social distance and in-group loyalty supported, but empirically equivalent.

	
	
	In-group loyalty

	
	Religious respondents attribute Islamist views to religious-appearing interviewers and elicit in-group loyalty by providing greater support for Islamist parties and candidates; Secular respondents greater support for secular parties and candidates to secular interviewers
	
	

	
	Power relations 
	Social acquiescence 
	
	Religious respondents attribute more secular views to and acquiesce by providing greater support for secular parties and candidates to secular interviewers, whom they perceive as more authoritative; No effect for secular respondents
	

Effect smaller for male respondents (especially secular male respondents) due to their higher status and weaker perceived need to alter responses
	Effects smaller for secular-appearing males than for other respondent groups, in support of power relations theory. Religious-appearing males apparently do not edit their responses for female interviewers. Social acquiescence and in-group esteem supported, but empirically equivalent. 

	
	
	In-group esteem

	
	Due to common marginalization, religious respondents attribute more Islamist views and elicit in-group loyalty/build group esteem by providing greater support for Islamist parties and candidates to religious interviewers; No effect for secular respondents
	
	

	Item non-response
	Social desirability
	Social attribution 
	Direct 

(Effect for all respondents)
	If support for Islamist parties undesirable in general, respondents attribute religious views and refuse to answer religious-appearing interviewers, rather than expressing support for Islamist parties
	


Effect of religiosity larger for male interviewers, to the extent that religious attire more strongly signals religious orientations when worn by males than females
	


Item non-response sometimes higher, suggesting refusal may to a listed extent be an alternative strategy than editing responses.









Religious male respondents have low item non-response with religious females, in support of a power attribution model of power relations theory.



	
	
	Social distance	
	


Interaction 

(Effect depends on respondent religiosity)
	Secular respondents attribute Islamist views to religious-appearing interviewers and seek to reduce social distance by refusing to answer rather than providing support for secular parties; Religious respondents refuse to answer secular interviewers
	
	

	
	
	In-group loyalty

	
	Religious respondents attribute Islamist views to religious-appearing interviewers and enhance in-group loyalty by answering all questions; Secular respondents answer all questions for secular interviewers
	
	

	
	Power 
Relations
	Power attribution 
	
	Religious respondents respond to secular interviewers, whom they perceive as more authoritative; No effect of interviewer religiosity for secular respondents
	Effect smaller for male respondents (especially secular male respondents) due to their higher status and weaker perceived need to alter responses
	




Three variants of social desirability—social attribution, social distance, and in-group loyalty models—are developed in the interviewer race literature in the U.S. (Gmel and Heeb 2001; Lord, Friday, and Brennan 2005). Social attribution argues that all respondents conform to the interviewer’s views, regardless of respondent identity (Gmel and Heeb 2001). Because the effect depends only on interviewer traits, social attribution theory expects all respondents to report more religious views to religious-appearing interviewers and less religious views to secular-appearing interviewers (a direct effect). 
Social distance theory posits that effects depend on the interviewer-respondent interaction; respondents edit their answers to conform to the stereotyped views of interviewers in order to reduce social distance (Webster 1996; Williams 1964). Secular respondents will provide more religious views to religious-appearing interviewers, while religious respondents will provide more secular answers when interviewed by a secular-appearing interviewer (an interaction effect). Some theorists also argue that in same-race dyads, respondents demonstrate loyalty and enhance in-group esteem by agreeing with the stereotyped views of their in-group (Anderson, Silver, and Abramson 1988; Blaydes and Gillum 2013; Schuman and Converse 1971). However, when respondents’ “true opinions” are not known, the predictions of social distance and in-group loyalty are empirically equivalent. 
Power relations theory argues that when the respondent has lower social status than the interviewer, effects will be larger (Kane and Macaulay 1993; Williams 1964). After the ouster of Tunisia’s secular regime in 2011, an authoritarian regime in which Islamist movements are repressed, secular Tunisian may still have been the dominant group and respondents may have worried about social or economic consequences of divulging Islamist views to a secular-appearing interviewer, even if consequences are actually unlikely. However, in 2012, Islamist parties had just won a plurality in Constituent Assembly elections, suggesting that secular and religious Tunisians may have been in competition, but much more equal. A social acquiescence model expects that members of the non-dominant group—secular Tunisians, to the extent that they were still the dominant group in 2012—will acquiesce to the views of secular interviewers, due to fear of sanction from a higher status interviewer, whom they may associate with the secular state. They may also seek to avoid embarrassment or criticism in the interview. In contrast, secular respondents are unlikely to edit their responses in conversations with a religious-appearing interviewer, due to the interviewer’s equal or superior status. It is also plausible that members of the less powerful group will experience greater incentives to foster in-group loyalty and esteem as a result of the common experience of marginalization. Power acquiescence and in-group esteem models make empirically equivalent predictions.
Existing research supports social distance and in-group loyalty models, but also suggests larger effects for vulnerable respondents. Blaydes and Gillum (2013) found larger effects in Egypt consistent with a social distance model for less educated and poorer respondents, as well as for Christians, who reported being less religious and more adherent to cultural practice to a female wearing hijab. Benstead (2014b) also find larger effects among religious segments of the Moroccan population, a case in which the authoritarian regime is more secular than many in society and in which, at the time of the 2007 study, Islamist were relatively repressed. And, Koker (2009) found largest effects in Turkey in 2004 when the power of the Islamist party was greatest.
Intersectional Effects
Existing literature focuses on interviewer religiosity, but since most studies use same-gendered interviewing (Blaydes and Gillum 2013; Koker 2009), they do not examine whether effects depend on interviewer gender. As shown in column B of Table 1, social desirability theory expects larger effects for religious male than religious female interviewers because religious dress for men is unambiguously signals Islamist orientation, while the headscarf is common among females and worn for a variety of reasons, including fashion, modesty, convenience, etc. Power relations theory hypothesizes larger effects for secular male than secular female interviewers and religious male than religious female interviewers because of power differences between these groups. 
Item Non-Response
Existing research does not consider how and why interviewer religiosity affects item non-response, or finds no evidence for an effect (Benstead 2014b). Social desirability theory suggests that respondents might refuse to answer sensitive questions, rather than editing their responses. In support of a social attribution model, Berinsky (1999) shows that U.S. surveys overestimated support for racial integration because those in opposition were more likely to answer “don’t know” than those who support it. In contrast, power relations theory argues that respondents skip fewer questions when the interviewer is authoritative, which leads to the expectation of lower item missing when the interview is male or secular-appearing. Benstead (2014a) found respondents missed fewer questions when the interviewer was male, possibly due to higher authority of males than females in patriarchal societies. 
Assuming most Tunisians hold relatively secular views and are more supportive of non-Islamist parties, which won 35% of seats in 2011, a social attribution model predicts respondents will be more likely to skip questions for secular male and female interviewers, than religious-appearing interviewers. However, a direct effect seems unlikely, given that secular responses may be undesirable in some situations and desirable in others, depending on the interviewer’s in-group. Social distance and in-group loyalty expect respondents to skip answers when revealing them would create social distance, or violate in-group loyalty. In contrast, power attribution expects those with the highest status—secular males—will have lower rates of item-missing than those with least status—religious-appearing female interviewers.
The Data
	Three surveys were conducted following Tunisia’ transition and will be available for this analysis: 2012 and 2014 Tunisian Post-Election Surveys (Transitional Governance Project 2015) and the 2015 Local Governance Performance Index survey (Global and Local Development (GLD) Center 2015). This paper examines the first survey, conducted in 2012.[endnoteRef:14] The first survey, a nationally-representative study of 1202 Tunisians, was conducted October-November 2012, just weeks after the country’s first, free and fair Constituent Assembly elections held on October 23, 2011 (see Table 2). Respondents were asked to recall whether they voted and for which party in the closed-list proportional representation electoral system and, if elections were held tomorrow, whether they would vote and, if so, for which party. Since the constitution was still being drafted, it was not known in 2012 whether the new political system would be parliamentary or presidential. Thus, respondents were asked which person they believed would make the best leader—Hamid Jebali—then leader of the ruling EnNahda party and prime minister (as of 2012)—or Béji Caïd Essebsi—Tunisia’s first (appointed) transitional president and Bourghiba-era minister who later became president of Tunisia in 2014. Respondents were also asked their preference for secular or religious parties. [14:  The authors are in the process of adding interviewer variables into the 2014 and 2015 and will add these to subsequent versions of the paper.] 




Table 2. Timeline of elections and surveys in transitional Tunisia
	Data
	Outcome/Survey items

	Election
October 23, 2011
	Constituent Assembly (unicameral, closed-list proportional representation)
	EnNahda (37%), CPR (8%), Aridha (7%), Ettakatol (7%), PDP (4%)


	Survey
October–November 2012
	1202 Tunisians, face-to-face household, paper administration
	2011 vote choice, 2014 vote choice, preference for Essebsi or Jebali, preference for Islamist or secular party 

	Constitution adopted
January 26, 2014
	
	

	Survey
May 29-June 15, 2014
	1220 Tunisians, face-to-face household, paper administration
	

	Election
October 26, 2014
	Parliamentary (unicameral, closed-list proportional representation)
	Nidaa Tounes (38%), EnNahda (28%), UPL (4%), Popular Front (4%), Afek Tounes (3%), CPR (2%)

	Election
November 23, 2014
	Presidential
	Béji Caïd Essebsi, Nidaa Tounes (56%), Moncef Marzouki, CPR (44%)

	Survey
February-March 2015
	Face-to-face household, tablet administration
	




	The second survey, a nationally representative poll of 1220 Tunisians, was conducted May 29-June 15, 2014 following the adoption of the constitution in January 2014. This survey asked which party respondents’ voted for in the 2011 Constituent Assembly elections, as well as which party and candidate they intended to choose in 2014 parliamentary and presidential elections scheduled for October 26 and November 23, respectively, that year.
	The third survey, a survey of 3600 Tunisians and representative of six electoral districts conducted February-March 2015, asked respondents which party they voted for in 2014 parliamentary and presidential elections, but not about potential future vote choice, as new elections are not expected for four years.
Interviewer traits
	All three surveys were household interviews conducted face-to-face by in Arabic Tunisian interviewers following extensive interviewer training under the direction of Dhafer Malouche. All interviewers were recent university graduates looking for their first permanent jobs and between 20-30 years of age. While age and level of education did not vary significantly in the interviewer teams, gender and dress style did. Interviewers were coded according to gender and dress style (see Table 3). To do this, Tunisian supervisors used perceived (not actual) religiosity, based on dress style. This resulted in six interviewer types: (1) not religious (e.g. western clothing, t-shirt and jeans, etc.), (2) somewhat religious (e.g. western clothing with headscarf, short beard, etc.), (3) very religious (e.g. conservative-style headscarf with djebabe, long beard, etc.). However, to increase the size of the groups, we combined somewhat and very religious interviewers to result in four groups: (1) secular male (30%, not religious), (2) religius male (20%, somewhat or very religious), (3) secular female (19%), and (4) religious female (31%).

Table 3 Number of surveys conducted by interviewer gender and religious dress in 2012 survey
	Interviewer gender and religious dress
	Number of interviewers
	Number of contacts 
(completed and non-completed surveys)

	Male, not religious
	9
	238

	Male, somewhat religious
	17
	771

	Male, very religious
	2
	81

	Female, not religious
	9
	326

	Female, somewhat religious
	11
	362

	Female, very religious
	7
	327

	Total
	55
	2106


Caption: Table 1 shows the total number of interviewers with each set of observable traits and the number of contacts (completed and non-completed interviews) of each. Somewhat and very religious interviewers were combined into a single “religious appearing” category.

	The first survey had a very diverse set of interviewers and included a number of more conservative interviewers. The second and third surveys had a more secular-appearing research team, which will eventually help us assess how changes in the interviewer core, which can happen for a variety reasons, such as using a different means or network of advertising the position, could potentially bias results if the interviewer core is not reported and taken into account in the analyses. As noted, surveys two and three will be analyzed in a subsequent version of this paper.
Because Tunisia is less socially conservative than many Arab countries, mixed-gender interviewing was used. This means that interviewers approached the door and could interview the person selected by the Kish table, regardless of interviewer-respondent gender. In fewer than 10% of interviews, after the Kish table was filled out, a second interviewer returned to conduct the interview, usually due to gender (e.g., when the interviewer was male and the selected respondent was female).
Sampling
Similar, probability sampling procedures were used in the three surveys. In the first two studies, representative of the nation as a whole, PPS was used to selected mutadiyat/imadayat (similar to urban and rural communes), followed by units within these areas. The proportion of urban and rural areas selected corresponded to 2004 Census data. Kish tables used to selected one adult at random from each selected household. In the third survey, PPS was used to select mutadiyat/imadayat in only six electoral districts so that the results would be representative of only these districts and light data was used to select areas. The response rate in survey one was 56%.


Measurement of Dependent Variables
	We identify two items in the survey measuring voter choice: (1) preference for Jebali (EnNahada) or Essebsi (Nidaa’ Tounes) as a leader for Tunisia and (2) preference for a religious or secular party.[endnoteRef:15] As shown in Table 4, 26% of respondents stated they preferred Jebali, while 34% identified Essebsi and 40% didn’t know or offered a third person (see Figure 2). Mean level of support for a secular party is 4.88 on a scale of 1 (religious) to 9 (secular). 11% of the cases were missing. [15:  (1) party voted for in the 2011 Constituent Assembly elections and (2) desired party if parliamentary elections were held tomorrow to be analyzed in a subsequent paper.] 


Table 4. Question wording and frequency distributions for dependent variables (2012 survey)
Preference for executive

“Who do you think would provide better leadership for the problems that Tunisia faces today? Jebali – the head of the government -- or Béji Caïd Essebsi -- former prime minister under Ben Ali?” Jebali, Essebsi.”
Jebali (N=313, 26.04%)
Essebsi (N=410, 34.11%)
Don’t know/refuse (N=479, 39.85%)

Preference for secular/religious party

“On a scale of 1 to 9, please state your personal preferences on the positions below: 1=prefer religious political party, 9=prefer being a strictly secular party.”

Religious (N=194, 18.11%)
2 (N=72, 6.72%)
3 (N=104, 9.71%)
4 (N=126, 11.76%)
5 (N=186, 17.37%)
6 (N=61, 5.70%)
7 (N=54, 5.04%)
8 (N=66, 6.16%)
Secular (N=208, 19.42%)

Missing (131, 10.90%)
Non-missing (1071, 89.10%)


Figure 2. Hamid Jebali and Béji Caïd Essebsi
	Jebali (EnNahda)
	Essebsi (Nidaa’ Tounes)

	[image: File:Hamadi Jebali.jpg]
	[image: File:Beji Caid el Sebsi at the 37th G8 Summit in Deauville 006.jpg]



	
Results
	We used multiple regression to test the impact of interviewer traits on responses and item non-response, holding constant respondent variables that could affect interviewer assignment. To assess the impact of interviewer traits across respondent groups, and to understand whether response or item non-response effects depend on the interaction of interviewer and respondent traits, we ran separate models across the four groups of respondents: (1) secular male, (2) religious male, (3), secular female, and (4) religious female. This allows us to assess responses and item non-response in eight types of conversations depending on the religious dress and gender of the interviewer and respondent: secular male respondent and secular male interviewer, secular male respondent and religious male interviewer, etc.
We also control for respondent age, rural residence, education, class, religious orientations, and marital status. Age is measured in years, rural resident according to the census designation. Education has six categories ranging from illiterature to unversity education. Class has five categories from lower to upper, while religous orientation is response on a likert scale to a statement assessing whether religious leaders should influence politics. Married is a dummy variable, with divorced, married, engaged, and separated coded as one and never married coded as 0.  We estimate our models using post-stratification weights to correct for differences in response rates across population groups and cluster robust standard errors to correct for design effects.
	We find that in all four models, the effects are in the expected direction. However, because the sample size is small, effects do not always reach statistical significance. Overall, the findings offer strong support for a social distance or ingroup loyalty model of response and item non-response effects, though it is not possible to distinguish between the two because they are empirically equivalent. Respondents are more likely to offer support for Islamist candidates and parties when the interviewer is religious—whether a religious female or religious male interviewer—and higher support for secular parties and candidates when the interviewer is secular-appearing—whether female or male. In a few of the analyses, respondents appear more likely to refuse to answer, rather than to offer an answer that may differ from the stereotyped view of the interviewer, consistent with a social distance or ingroup loyalty model. Effects were also driven largely by interviewer religion, not gender, and dress appears to be an equally strong signal of religiosity for secular appearing females than religious appearing males. 
Evidence for power relations theory is more limited and mixed and more often driven by gender, suggesting in part that the increase in participation by religious segments of society created a greater perceived balance of status and power between religious and secular groups in society. Effects for both questions are weakest and generally not significant for secular male respondents, the structurally most advantaged group, suggesting that respondents in this group faces most limited pressure to edit responses, even if they believe the interviewer may hold different views. Religious males also appear to alter their responses very little in conversation with secure or religious females, when queried about candidates, and to have low rates of item non-response for religious female interviewers when queried about party preferences, in support of power relations theory among religious-appearing male respondents. 
Preferences for Leadership
	Figure 3a shows the probability of preferring Jebali or Essebsi or refusing to answer among secular male respondents, controlling for independent variables affecting respondent assignment. Graphs show the postestimation predicted probability of each answer for a married, urban respondent with average age and median class and education. Theoretically, this group of respondents is most structurally advantaged group, despite the increasing participation of religious segments of society, through the Islamist EnNahda party. Consistent with power relations theory, responses of secular male respondents are not significantly affected by observable interviewer traits, except for the likelihood of not answering, which differs between interviews conducted by secular female interviewers and religious female interviewers (p<.06). When interviewed by a secular female interviewer, the likelihood that a secular male will refuse to answer is 32%, in comparison to 48% when the interviewer is a religious appearing female. When the status gap is at its maximum—between the secular male respondent and the religious female interviewer—the higher status respondent will feel most at liberty to refuse an answer, rather than to answer in a way that differs from the perceived views of the interviewer.

Figure 3a. Probability of executive choices among secular male respondents




	
Overall, however, the pattern of responses for secular male responses, though not statistically significant, fits a social distance and ingroup loyalty model, where interviewer religion is more salient than gender. Male respondents are more likely to report a preference for Essebsi when the interviewer is secular (male or female) than religious and more likely to report a preference for Jebali when the interviewer is religious than secular. The gap is largest for secular males, who are 42% more likely to say they support Essbesi than Jebali in a conversation with someone they perceive to be most similar to them. The gap is nearly as large in conversations between secular male respondents and secular female interviewers (32%), suggesting that effects are largely driven by inter-religious dynamics.
	As shown in Figure 3b, effects for religious male respondents are large and consistent with a social distance or ingroup loyalty model for male dyads and power relations theory for mixed-gender dyads. In conversations with other males, religious males respondents have a 50% probability of stating they prefer Jebali, but only a 10% probability of offering Essebsi as a response (p<.018). The high level of item non-response—a 40% probability—suggested that respondents may also be reticent to express views they believe may differ from the religious male interviewer. When queried by a secular male interviewer, however, the religious male respondent has a 32% probability of preferring Jebali, compared to a 46% likelihood of preferring Essebsi. This is consistent with a social distance model, where religious male respondents prefer to not answer than to offer responses dissimilar to the stereotyped views of the religious male interviewer.

Figure 3b. Probability of executive choices among religious male respondents



	Pressure to reduce social distance with female interviewers appears relatively weak among religious appearing males, in support of power relations theory. When a religious male is interviewed by a secular female, he has a 50% chance of stating Jebali, a 0% chance of stating Essebsi, and a 50% of refusing to answer. That is, among religious-appearing male respondents, the probability of stating support for Essebsi is significantly higher is the interviewer is secular and male than secular and female (p<.000). This suggests that religious males face little pressure to obfuscate their views when interviewed by females, but rather prefer not to answer at all than respond according to the stereotyped views of the interviewer.
	Figure 3c illustrates dynamics in interviews involving secular appearing female respondents. In support of a social distance or ingroup loyalty model, secular female respondents are more likely to support Essebsi when the interviewer is a secular appearing male (59% chance of supporting Essebsi) or secular appearing female (57% chance of supporting) than when the interviewer is a religious appearing male (40% chance of supporting) or religious appearing female (33% chance of supporting). Differences are statistically significant (p<.05). Yet, while there is no difference in the rate of support for Jebali, secular female respondents are significantly more likely to refuse to answer when the interviewer is a religious appearing male or religious appearing female.


Figure 3c. Probability of executive choices among secular female respondents


	As shown in Figure 3d, interviewer effects in conversations with religious female respondents fit a social distance model, but effects are small and statistically significant only for comparisons between responses for Jebali when comparing religious male interviewers (34% chance of stating Jebali) and secular female interviewers (10% probability of answering Jebali, p<.06). Religious female respondent appear to reduce social distance with secular appearing females by answering Essebsi an estimated 50% of the time (in comparison to about 28% in other dyads). 

Figure 3d. Probability of executive choices among religious female respondents


Preference for a Secular Party
	The evidence suggest that the interaction of respondent and interviewer traits have only a modest impact on responses and item non-response for the scale of preferences for a secular political party (see Figure 4) and that effects are significant only among secular males. Secular male respondents are significantly more likely to express preference for a secular party when interviewed by a secular appearing female interviewer. On average, secular males answer 1.1 units higher on a scale of support for secular parties when the interviewer is a secular appearing female than a secular appearing male, but the effect does not reach conventional significance levels (p<.113). However, the effect is significantly different from the religious interviewers, to which secular male respondents systematically offer answers lower on a scale of preferences for a secular party. The difference is 2.1 units when comparing religious male and secular female interviewers (p<.015) and the same when comparing religious female and secular female interviewers (p<.012).

Figure 4. Change in support for secular party among secular male respondents (OLS coefficients)


	Responses to the item on preferences for political parties suggests support for an ingroup loyalty model and a social distance model among secular males. Because we do not know respondents’ true attitudes, we cannot distinguish between these two mechanisms. The evidence does not offer support power relations theory because more structurally marginalized groups, such as females, are not more likely to change their responses. Effects for female respondents were not significant and are not illustrated here. The findings suggest that women’s dress is a strong signal of secularity—a female interviewer who does not wear a headscarf may signal secularity to a greater extent than a male who wears western clothing—but that religious dress for male and female interviewers is perceived as an equally strong signal of religiosity.
In an analysis of item non-response, effects are significant among religious males, who are 12% more likely to refuse to answer if the interviewer is a secular male than a religious female (p<.012, see Figure 5). This group is also 7% more likely to refuse to answer a religious male than a religious female (p<.03) and 14% more likely to refuse to answer a secular female than a religious female (p<.01), suggesting some support for power relations theory for item non-response among religious male respondents. Religious males may refuse to answer interviewers from less structurally marginalized groups rather than expressing a view with which they think the interviewer may not agree. Religious males appear confident to answer religious appearing females—arguably the most structurally-marginalized and perhaps most approachable group—with whom their rates of item non-missing are lower. 



Figure 5. Predicted probability of item non-response for support for secular party among religious male respondents




Among religious females respondent, the rate of item missing is significantly higher—7% higher—when the interviewer is a secular female than religious female (p<.033, Figure 6). This suggests that religious females are reticent to answer when the interviewer is also female by not apparently religious, suggesting that refusing to answer may be a means of reducing social distance with other female interviewers.



Figure 6. Predicted probability of item non-response for support for secular party among religious female respondents


Conclusion and Implications
This study illustrates the potential for bias arising from interviewer dress, particularly when religious attitudes are compared across countries or survey firms. Over time as well, the social meaning of dress may change and the structural relationships between groups—whether because of improving status of women or increasing participation of religious (or secular) groups in society—may shift, leading to potentially unpredictable effects on polling results. 
Consistently with other studies, this study finds strong support for a social distance or ingroup loyalty models of response and item non-response. Across all four respondent types, respondents are more likely to offer support for Islamist candidates and parties when the interviewer is religious—female or male—and higher support for secular parties and candidates when the interviewer is secular-appearing—whether female or male. Effects were also driven largely by interviewer religion, not gender.  This suggests, perhaps unsurprisingly, that respondents perceive political cleavages to be largely religious in nature. And, they also suggest that, unlike in Morocco, where only females generally where religious attire, dress in Tunisia appears to be an equally strong signal of religiosity for secular appearing females than religious appearing males. 
In a few of the analyses, respondents are also more likely to refuse to answer, rather than offer an answer that differs from the stereotyped view of the interviewer. Thus, item non-response effects are also consistent with a social distance or ingroup loyalty model. 
Evidence for power relations theory is more limited and mixed and more often driven by gender. Effects for both questions are weakest and generally not significant for secular male respondents, the structurally most advantaged group, suggesting that this group faces most limited pressure to edit responses, even if they believe the interviewer may hold different views. Religious males also appear to alter their responses very little in conversation with secular or religious females, when queried about candidates, and to have low rates of item non-response for religious female interviewers when queried about party preferences, in support of power relations theory among religious-appearing male respondents. 
Many other studies also find support for a social distance model, as well as power relations theory. For example, Blaydes and Gillum (2013) found larger effects for poor, less well educated Egyptians, while Benstead (2014b) found larger effects among religious Moroccans, who are marginalized in the political economy. To a greater extent than pre-Arab spring Morocco and Egypt, however, support for power relations theory on the basis of religious identity is limited in Tunisia. This maybe because religious segments of society are no longer marginalized in Tunisia, due to their increasing inclusion in the political process. Instead, when evidence of power relations theory emerges, it appears driven by gender; male respondents appear less likely to obfuscate their responses when the interviewer is female.
The findings also illustrate the complexity of intersecting religious and gender identities in transitional Tunisia and underscore the importance of gathering data on interviewer traits in other contexts, in which social dynamics may differ. In Tunisia, interviewer religiosity and interviewer gender interactively affect responses to questions related to voter choice. Thus, it may be problematic when researchers do not report or control for interviewer traits.
As in other Arab countries, interviewers in Tunisia may frequently dress in non-religious attire, signaling secularity, affluence, or support for secular parties, leading to potential underestimation of support for Islamist parties. The presence and size of effects depends on interviewer traits, which may change over time, potentially leading to erroneous conclusions about attitude change. Over the past few decades, religious dress has become more common in many Arab countries. In Tunisia, few women—and even fewer men—wore religious attire under the secular Ben Ali regime. Yet, following the revolution, more Tunisians—in the population as well interviewer teams—could wear religious dress, possibly contributing to overestimation of religiosity or support for Islamist parties. Bias could stem not only from differences in interviewer dress, but also from shifts in the relative power and level of conflict between groups. In affluent Gulf countries, interviews are usually conducted by non-nationals, whose dress, religion, or socioeconomic status may differ from respondents, underscoring the need to collect data from a wide range of MENA contexts in order to build a comparative framework of religiosity-of-interviewer effects and better understand the conditions under which respondents will be willing to publically represent their true opinions. The same is true of authoritarian contexts, where survey research has become more voluminous, but little is known about the extent to which respondents self-preserve to prevent expressing views that might put them at odds with the regime.
To mitigate potential bias—and to allow readers to better assess survey results—interviewer dress should be recorded, reported, and controlled for in social surveys across the region. Future research on interviewer effects should increase the number of interviewers and include religiously-appearing males in order to fully test the theoretical models presented in this paper. Larger samples and a randomized design are needed and detailed information on refusals, including respondent gender and religious dress, should be recorded. Studies should examine other intersecting respondent or interviewer identities, such as income, rural origin, tribe, or national identity. Following the Arab transitions, as religion remains politicized, analysis of interviewer effects is critical for improving survey practice, exploring social dynamics, and building comparative frameworks of response and item non-response effects.
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EnNahda	ANSAmed (March 5, 2011)	Al Jazeera (May 28-June 2, 2011)	Emrhod (June 8, 2011)	Sigma (June 10, 2011)	3C Études (July 7, 2011)	ISTIS (August 28, 2011)	Sigma (September 10, 2011)	HSS (September 22-24, 2011)	Actual result (October 23, 2011)	0.28999999999999998	0.21	0.45800000000000002	0.16900000000000001	0.14299999999999999	0.22819999999999999	0.22800000000000001	0.25	0.37	


Probability of executive choice among secular male respondents

Jebali	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.11	0.26	0.18	0.22	Essebsi	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.53	0.38	0.5	0.3	Missing	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.36	0.36	0.32	0.48	



Probability of executive choice among religious male respondents

Jebali	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.32	0.5	0.5	0.23	Essebsi	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.46	0.1	0	0.28000000000000003	Missing	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.23	0.4	0.5	0.49	



Probability of executive choice among secular female respondents

Jebali	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.16	0.12	0.17	0.13	Essebsi	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.59	0.4	0.56999999999999995	0.33	Missing	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.25	0.48	0.26	0.54	



Probability of executive choice among religious female respondents

Jebali	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.26	0.34	0.1	0.28999999999999998	Essebsi	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.28000000000000003	0.27	0.5	0.28999999999999998	Missing	
Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0.46	0.4	0.4	0.42	



Predicted change in support for a secular party among secular male respondents

Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	0	-1.02	1.08	-1.07	


Predicted probability of item non-missing for support for a secular party among religious male respondents

Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	13	8	15	1	


Predicted probability of item non-missing for support for a secular party among religious female respondents

Secular male interviewer	Religious male interviewer	Secular female interviewer	Religious female interviewer	2	7	10	3	
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