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Abstract
Public attitude surveys provide invaluable insights into societal views on women’s rights,
democracy and other critical issues. However, many research studies do not account for
biases introduced by the gender of the interviewer, which can distort estimates of public
opinion and key relationships among covariates of interest. This article examines gender-
of-interviewer effects on public support for women’s rights towork, own and inherit land, as
well as support for democracy and feelings of closeness to opposition (versus ruling) parties,
using Afrobarometer data from 34 African countries. In line with prevailing conservative
social norms in Africa, the analysis reveals significant gender-of-interviewer effects, with
respondents reportingmore gender-unequal attitudeswhen interviewed bymale interview-
ers. Additionally, gender-of-interviewer effects appear in responses to questions on support
for democracy and feelings of closeness to opposition (versus ruling) parties, with respon-
dents more likely to voice pro-democratic attitudes and close affiliation with opposition
parties to male interviewers, regardless of their own gender. These findings highlight the
importance of accounting for such biases to ensure the validity of public opinion research
and analyses based on these political variables.

Keywords: gender-of-interviewer; gender bias; response bias; social desirability; Africa

Public opinion surveys are essential for understanding people’s values and attitudes
across the world. By conducting these surveys repeatedly with random samples, we
can track changes in public attitudes over time across different societies. Various
stakeholders, including donors, policymakers, political candidates and civil society
organizations, use these data to gauge public perceptions on pressing issues, from
women’s rights to support for democracy and support for ruling (versus opposition)
parties. However, data users are often unaware of, or do not account for, survey
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2 Zack Zimbalist

response bias, which can stem from a respondent’s disposition or from situational
factors such as the salient identities of the interviewer. Though often neglected, these
salient interviewer identities can introduce substantial response biases, thereby limit-
ing the validity andprecision of survey findings. For instance, studies in both developed
and developing countries have uncovered biased responses based on the gender, race,
religion and ethnicity of the interviewer, sometimes in relation to the respondent’s
characteristics (Adida et al. 2016; Beatty and Herrmann 2002; Blaydes and Gillum
2013; Dionne 2014; Groves 2005; Groves et al. 2009; Krumpal 2013; Tourangeau and
Yan 2007). In the African context, studies have also demonstrated interviewer effects
based on the perceived survey sponsor (government versus non-government affiliated)
andwhether bystanders are present during the interview (Lau 2018; Tannenberg 2022).

Research on biases resulting from the interviewer’s gender in particular (referred to
as gender-of-interviewer effects) has tended to focus on survey items specific to mar-
riage preferences and other sensitive issues related to women’s decision-making and
behaviours (Liu and Stainback 2013). However, there is far less research examining
gender-of-interviewer effects as they pertain to support for gender equality in other
domains such as economic and political rights as well as attitudes towards democ-
racy and partisanship. A few exceptions are a panel study in Germany (Zoch 2021), a
cross-sectional survey in Morocco (Benstead 2014) and a cross-national study in Latin
America (Guizzo Altube and Scartascini 2024).

Of most relevance to this study are three papers that have leveraged cross-national
Afrobarometer data. Charles Lau (2018) analyses Afrobarometer Round 4 data from
2008, which covers 20 countries. He examines gender-of-interviewer effects for indica-
tors of political engagement, support for democracy and democratic procedures, and
support for authoritarianism. Similarly, LeilaDemarest (2017) analyses these effects for
12 countries across Afrobarometer Rounds 3 through 5 with regard to preference for
democracy, whether women should be elected to political office and whether one feels
close to any political party.1 Finally, in line with Demarest (2017), Aksel Sundström
and Daniel Stockemer (2022) use Afrobarometer Round 6 data comprising a larger
sample of African countries to examine effects on attitudes towards the single question
of whether women should be elected to political office.

This article builds on these studies in the following ways. First, this study lever-
ages Round 7 of the Afrobarometer to demonstrate gender-of-interviewer effects for
two previously unstudied gender-specific survey items: (1) support for women’s equal
rights to owning and inheriting land; and (2) support for women’s equal rights to a
job. Second, the article examines gender-of-interviewer effects for a broader set of
survey items pertaining to support for democracy and feelings of closeness to oppo-
sition (versus ruling) parties with a larger sample of 34 countries across Africa. It
further explores explanations for these effects and their implications for scholarship
and policymaking. In doing so, this analysis builds on efforts to account for gender-of-
interviewer effects and reduce biases in both measuring levels of support for women’s
rights, democracy and close affiliation with ruling (versus opposition) parties and in
drawing inferences about apparent relationships in survey data. With regard to the
latter, the article highlights the risk of biased inferences in the many studies that use
support for democracy or partisan identity as key explanatory, moderator or out-
come variables without accounting for the interviewer’s gender. Many studies take
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Government and Opposition 3

this approach using Afrobarometer data (Bartels and Kramon 2020; Burchard 2020;
Fjelde and Olafsdottir 2024; García-Peñalosa and Konte 2014; Kuenzi and Lambright
2011; von Borzyskowski et al. 2022), Americasbarometer data (Singer 2018), theWorld
Values Survey (which includes a range of diverse countries) data (Flesken and Hartl
2018) and survey data covering European countries (Baekgaard 2023; Mazepus and
Toshkov 2022). Moreover, several of these studies incorporate these indicators both as
explanatory ormoderating variables and as outcome variables. For example, two recent
studies usingAfrobarometer data examine support for democracy as an outcomewhile
considering partisan identity as a key explanatory or moderating variable (Fjelde and
Olafsdottir 2024; von Borzyskowski et al. 2022). If both support for democracy (as the
dependent variable) and partisan identity (as the independent variable) are influenced
by the interviewer’s gender (as this article will show), failing to account for this factor
in the model can introduce omitted variable bias, leading to distorted estimates.

The regressions in this study show that the interviewer’s gender influences responses
to questions about support for democracy and feelings of closeness to opposition (ver-
sus ruling) parties, reflecting a bias towards more pro-democratic and pro-opposition
attitudes in the presence of a male interviewer, regardless of the respondent’s gender.
I speculate that this bias arises with male interviewers because both male and female
respondents perceive men as more likely to hold political office, be engaged in politics
and place greater value on democratic norms and competition. In contrast, when inter-
viewed by women, respondents might view them as less politically engaged and more
focused on basic needs, household welfare and social and political stability. As a result,
respondentsmay align their answers with the salient social norm favouring democratic
ideals and robust democratic competition in the presence of male interviewers, while
adjusting their responses based on what they perceive a female interviewer would find
more favourable or relevant – resulting in lower expressed support for democracy or
opposition parties.

The regressions also show substantial gender-of-interviewer effects for the previ-
ously unstudied normative questions about women’s rights to land and to a job. In line
with social desirability bias, respondents report more gender-unequal attitudes when
interviewed by male interviewers and more gender-equal attitudes when interviewed
by female interviewers. On the question of equal rights to owning and inheriting land,
this bias is more pronounced amongmale respondents. Due to the high level of gender
inequality in land rights, I posit that male respondents may experience stronger social
desirability pressures to adhere to the conservative unequal norm,while female respon-
dents may also feel pressure to conform, though to a lesser extent. The entrenched
gender disparity in land rights may make women less concerned about facing social
costs or negative evaluation for their responses. Additionally, male respondents may
express less gender-unequal attitudes when speaking to female interviewers, possibly
to gain social favour or to enhance their perceived status.

The structure of the rest of the article is as follows: the next section reviews the
relevant literature and provides a framework to motivate the empirical analysis. The
following part describes the research design and selection of the dependent and inde-
pendent variables. Then I present the quantitative results for the models. The final
section concludes, discussing study limitations and identifying avenues for future
research.
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4 Zack Zimbalist

Theoretical and empirical literature
Given the pervasiveness of gender inequality and gender-unequal norms across the
African continent, it is likely that an interviewer’s gender will play an important role
in shaping survey responses. According to the 2024 Human Development Report’s
Gender Inequality Index, the region of ‘sub-Saharan Africa’ (as classified by the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP)) exhibits the highest gender inequalities
with an average score of 0.565, which is greater than all other regions (Conceicao et al.
2024: 296).2 While there is substantial heterogeneity across African countries – with
the index ranging from a low of 0.360 in Cabo Verde to a high of 0.679 in Nigeria
(based on 2016 data corresponding to the Afrobarometer data used in this article) –
CaboVerde remains highly unequal, exhibiting a 52.8 percentage point gap in the share
of seats in parliament and a 11.5 percentage point gap in the labour force participation
rate.3

In this context, gender inequalities and unequal gender norms across political,
economic and social realms likely heighten the salience of interviewer gender and
associated norms, shaping respondents’ self-reported attitudes on key issues related to
women’s rights and democracy. This is not inconsequential; policymakers and devel-
opment actors, including domestic political decision-makers as well asmultilateral and
bilateral aid agencies such as the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID), often use public opinion survey results as key indicators and inputs for
policies and programmes.4

In the literature on gender-of-interviewer effects, the existing studies theorize that
response bias can arise due to social desirability pressures. Timothy Johnson and Fons
van de Vijver (2003: 194) define social desirability as the ‘tendency of individuals to
“manage” social interactions by projecting favourable images of themselves, thereby
maximizing conformity to others and minimizing the danger of receiving negative
evaluations from them’. In the case of interviewer characteristics, the literature suggests
that respondents project these images to appease the interviewer.

Gundula Zoch (2021) and Lindsay Benstead (2014) emphasize twomodels of social
desirability that are likely to operate in the context of gender-of-interviewer effects:
the social attribution model and the conditional attribution model. Zoch (2021: 628)
writes: ‘The social attributionmodel argues that respondents attribute values and views
to the interviewer that are based on social stereotypes, and solely linked to observable
characteristics of the interviewer.’

In contexts where gender inequality is pervasive in social, economic and political
realms, it is likely that women lean towards more egalitarian gender views than men.
As a result, respondents aremore likely to assert egalitarian views when interviewed by
a woman andmore traditional, conservative gender views when interviewed by a man,
conforming to the perceived social norm among men (Zoch 2021: 628). Because this
effect hinges solely on the gender of the interviewer, social attribution theory antic-
ipates that male and female respondents are more likely to express more egalitarian
views to females and inegalitarian views to males, constituting a direct effect.

The conditional attribution model (also known as the social distance model)
extends this first model and posits that respondents adjust their responses based on
both the characteristics of the interviewer and themselves, aiming to minimize the
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Government and Opposition 5

perceived relative social distance (Benstead 2014; Zoch 2021). The perceived relative
social distance is smaller when respondents and interviewers share the same gender,
thus respondents will feel more comfortable and adjust their responses to a smaller
extent. However, when there is a gender mismatch, this model predicts that males
will offer more egalitarian responses to female interviewers while female respondents
will provide more traditional, conservative responses to male interviewers to con-
form to the perceived social norm (Benstead 2014; Liu and Stainback 2013; Zoch
2021). To test this model, it is necessary to examine the interaction effect of the
interviewer–respondent (mis)match.

While both of these models fall under the social desirability framework, it is cru-
cial to examine the distinctive social psychological mechanisms that activate social
desirability pressures in face-to-face interviews. In a review of the literature published
between 1997 and 2002 on compliance and conformity, Robert Cialdini and Noah
Goldstein (2004: 593) highlight research suggesting that ‘individuals avoid or alleviate
feelings of shame and fear via public compliance’. Othermechanisms or normative con-
formitymotivations include gaining social approval, building relationships with others
or elevating self-esteem (Cialdini and Goldstein 2004). Both injunctive social norms
(what is usually approved or disapproved of) and descriptive norms (what is typically
done) are likely to influence behaviour and survey responses, especially when uncer-
tainty is high (Cialdini and Goldstein 2004). In the context of gender-of-interviewer
effects, patriarchal (or otherwise gender-unequal) norms are likely to influence many
respondents to adjust their answers due to a combination of social conformity pres-
sures, a desire for social approval or a goal of reducing negative evaluations from a
male interviewer.

Although small, the empirical literature has found mixed support for both models.
Brady West and Annelies Blom (2017: 187) conducted a research synthesis of pre-
vious studies on gender-of-interviewer effects on the outcome of quality of survey
responses rather than bias. They found that 10 out of 23 studies obtained null effects;
nine studies suggested that female interviewers collect higher quality responses, four
found that male interviewers do so, while there were three studies where the gender
effects were moderated by the respondent’s gender (in line with the conditional attri-
bution model). In Morocco, Benstead (2014: 369) examined survey items related to
gender equality in politics and found support for the conditional attribution model
for survey response bias: ‘males reported more egalitarian views to female interview-
ers’ and sought ‘to reduce social distance with females’. In parallel, Flores-Macias and
Lawson (2008) discovered that respondents in cosmopolitanMexico City offeredmore
egalitarian responses when interviewed by women, and that these effects were stronger
for male respondents than female respondents for gender-sensitive items. However,
they did not find any differences in the rest of Mexico. Similarly, drawing on panel
data from Germany, Zoch (2021: 633) concluded that survey respondents reported
‘less traditional gender ideologies to female interviewers’, but these results were pri-
marily driven by male respondents and related to questions about gender equality in
work and technology.

Findings using the Afrobarometer survey are also mixed. Drawing on data from 20
countries, Lau (2018) found that respondents surveyed by women were less supportive
of democratic procedures and more supportive of authoritarianism. Sundström and
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6 Zack Zimbalist

Stockemer (2022) found strong support for the direct (social attribution model) effect
and limited support for the conditional attribution model based on a single question
of whether women should have an equal chance of being elected to political office.

Based on the theoretical literature and themixed results in the empirical literature, I
hypothesized that the presence of a male interviewer (relative to a female interviewer)
would lead to a significant underestimation of public support for greater gender equal-
ity, as respondents of all genders aim to conform to the predominant gender-unequal
norm and appease the male interviewer. Because of the high levels of gender inequal-
ity and unequal gender norms in the sample of African countries, I speculate that
male interviewers often activate a psychological awareness of the situation and induce
respondents towards a socially desirable response (i.e. what they think the averagemale
would want to hear based on societal norms). At the same time, it is also possible that
respondents are providingmore egalitarian descriptive and normative viewswhen they
are interviewed by a woman (which may be in line with what they believe a woman
interviewer would find socially desirable). In other words, both male and female inter-
viewers likely generate pressures to conform socially and avoid negative evaluations
(in line with Cialdini and Goldstein 2004).

Hypothesis 1: Respondents are more likely to offer responses that align with gender-
unequal norms (less support for women’s rights) to a male interviewer. In addition,
respondents are more likely to offer socially desirable responses aligning with gender
equality to a female interviewer.

In line with Sundström and Stockemer’s (2022) finding for support for equal rights
to political office, my conjecture was that these effects would apply to questions about
equal rights to owning and inheriting land as well as equal rights to a job. In other
words, I anticipated that the models would provide support for both the social attribu-
tion model (a direct effect) and the social distance model (an interaction effect), with
the effect appearing stronger for male respondents.

My preliminary hypothesis for the stronger effect among male respondents is that
they may experience greater social desirability pressure linked to their perception
of how their response might influence their social approval (or negative evaluation)
depending on whether they align (or clash) with conservative gender norms when
speaking to a male interviewer. This pressure is particularly relevant when answer-
ing gender-specific questions about men’s rights to own and inherit land or receive
preferential treatment in the labour market, as men may feel more compelled to pro-
vide responses that they believe align with their male counterpart’s expectations about
the dominant unequal social norm. In contrast, while female respondents may also
experience social desirability pressures to conform to the unequal gender norm when
interviewed by men, the effect is likely weaker due to the absence of a shared gen-
der identity. This hypothesis is a slight revision of the conditional attribution model,
because I contend thatmen aremore likely thanwomen to adjust their responses based
on both the characteristics of the interviewer and themselves.

Hypothesis 2: Male respondents are more likely than female respondents to offer
responses that align with gender-unequal norms (less support for women’s rights) to a
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male interviewer, as they may be more motivated to appease their male counterpart by
aligning with the dominant social norm.

In addition, the literature on interviewer effects has typically found that people with
less education are more vulnerable to interviewer effects (Blaydes and Gillum 2013;
Sundström and Stockemer 2022). Given the significance of traditional social norms
surrounding gender inequality and the potential for these norms to diminish with
higher education levels, I examine the interaction between the respondent’s educa-
tion level and the interviewer’s gender (following Sundström and Stockemer 2022).
I hypothesize that more-educated individuals will be less inclined to appease the inter-
viewer by conforming to perceived social norms associated with the interviewer’s
gender – expressing pro-male positions with male interviewers and pro-egalitarian
views with female interviewers.

Hypothesis 3: Gender-of-interviewer effects on questions about women’s rights will be
smaller where the respondent has higher levels of education.

Previous research on the gender-of-interviewer effect has mostly been limited to
gender-specific questions. One exception is Lau (2018), who found that respondents
were less supportive of democratic procedures and more supportive of authoritarian-
ism in the presence of a female interviewer (a direct effect). Building on this study, I
draw on a larger sample of 34 countries and also include previously unstudied political
questions such as feeling close to opposition (versus ruling) parties. In order to con-
struct the variable, I follow Fjelde and Olafsdottir’s (2024) approach, with a few slight
revisions. I code ‘ruling’ party based on which party held executive power at the time
of the survey dates in each specific country. If the head of state was an independent
(e.g. Patrice Talon in Benin), I coded the parties that supported that candidate as the
ruling party.5

Although theoretical explanations for gender-of-interviewer effects on responses
to questions about democracy are limited, I anticipated that, in African countries –
where significant gender disparities in political authority and political engagement
exist, withmen disproportionately occupying positions of power (Rwanda’s parliament
being a notable exception) – the gender of the interviewer would significantly influ-
ence responses to political questions.6 Specifically, I contend that male interviewers,
rather than female interviewers, are more likely to activate social desirability pressures
to align with pro-democratic norms, which are widely endorsed across the continent
irrespective of the actual level of democracy in the country.7 Survey data across African
countries have shown that men tend to be more supportive of democracy than women
(García-Peñalosa and Konte 2014) and have higher rates of political participation
(Coffe and Bolzendahl 2011).

There are several reasons put forward to explain these gender gaps, including
women’s ‘preference for social expenditures such as basic infrastructure (e.g. water sup-
plies), health and education that impact the production of household goods, including
children, on which women tend to specialize’ (García-Peñalosa and Konte 2014: 105).
If women perceive a trade-off between social expenditures on essential public goods
and funding for democratic institutions or multiple political parties, they may express
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lower support for democracy. Alternatively, if they believe that promoting democracy
and pluralistic competition hinders their access to these services, they may also be less
inclined to support democracy.

Relatedly, another theoretical reason offered is ‘women’s greater risk aversion’ and
that women may be more likely to ‘accept traditional roles, prefer the order and secu-
rity of authoritarian rule and are less willing to accept plurality’ (García-Peñalosa and
Konte 2014: 105–106). Indeed, based on their regression analyses of theAfrobarometer
data, Cecilia García-Peñalosa and Maty Konte (2014: 115–116) conclude that women
may perceive the ‘presence of many parties’ as a potential source of conflict, which
could explain why women are less supportive of pluralistic democratic competition. In
related research, Amanda Clayton and Pär Zetterberg (2021: 874) assert: ‘Women may
be more risk adverse than men as they choose political careers and thus more likely
to affiliate with more established and stable ruling parties.’ Taken together, this sug-
gests that women interviewers may be perceived as less politically engaged, more likely
to support stable ruling parties and more focused on household welfare and social
stability, such as the absence of political conflict. As a result, both male and female
respondents may adjust their answers based on what they assume female interviewers
would find favourable, such as weaker support for pluralistic democratic competition
or opposition parties.

Hypothesis 4: Respondents are more likely to offer responses that align with pro-
democratic norms to a male interviewer, and to express less support for democracy and
opposition parties to a female interviewer. (direct effect)

Because these are not gender-specific questions about women’s rights, I hypothe-
size that respondents will be made less aware of their own gender and relative position
in society vis-à-vis the interviewer’s gender. In other words, any social desirability
pressure is less likely to be activated differently for male and female respondents.

In addition, based on the importance of traditional social norms and their likely
erosion with greater education, I interact the respondent’s level of education with the
gender of the interviewer (following Sundström and Stockemer 2022). I hypothesize
that individuals with more education should be less likely to appease the interviewer
by conforming to the socially desirable norm of supporting democracy in the presence
of a male interviewer or by expressing lower support for democracy and pluralistic
competition in the presence of a female interviewer.

Hypothesis 5: Gender-of-interviewer effects on survey items gauging pro-democratic
values will be smaller at higher levels of respondent education.

Data and method
In this study, I draw on the Round 7 Afrobarometer dataset, which includes 45,823
households across 34 African countries. The survey took place between September
2016 and August 2018 (Afrobarometer Network 2017). The countries included in the
dataset are: Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire,
Eswatini, Gabon, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar,
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Malawi, Mali, Mauritius, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, São Tome e
Principé, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda,
Zambia and Zimbabwe.

In each wave, between 1,200 and 2,400 households are interviewed in each coun-
try. Within each of these households, only one adult household member is randomly
selected to be interviewed. Afrobarometer employs a clustered, stratified, multistage,
probability sample design that resulted in a sample composed of 50.06% women and
49.94% men. Afrobarometer’s sampling method adheres to a gender quota by explic-
itly alternating respondents by gender, ensuring a balanced sample. Round 7 is the
first round in which the Afrobarometer Network decided to switch to computer-
assisted personal interviewing (CAPI).The chosenmale or female respondentwas read
questions from the screen of a handheld tablet (Afrobarometer Network 2017).

One threat to the validity of gender-of-interviewer effects is that male and female
interviewers are not randomly assigned and theremay be differences between the char-
acteristics of male and female interviewers which could also affect responses and the
estimate of the gender-of interviewer effects.The second related concern is linked to the
non-random assignment of interviewers to respondents, which could introduce bias if
there are systematic differences in the respondents’ characteristics which are correlated
with the gender of the interviewer (for example, if female interviewers are assigned
to high-educated respondents and male interviewers are assigned to low-educated
respondents).

To address these concerns, Sundström and Stockemer (Sundström and Stockemer
2022: 676) conducted interviews with Afrobarometer and its national partner orga-
nizations, concluding that ‘gender of interviewer effects in the data do not stem from
assignment bias or a systematic skewness in the assignment of male or female inter-
viewers to particular areas or respondents.’ Additionally, they note that because the
survey employs a gender quota in its sampling, ‘the assignment of interviewers to
respondents should not create gendered distortions’ (Sundström and Stockemer 2022:
676).

I assess these differences in the Round 7 data and, like Sundström and Stockemer
(2022), find very small albeit statistically significant differences in interviewer charac-
teristics (age, education and rural/urban residence) by interviewer gender (see Table
A1 in the Appendix in the Supplementary Material). To address this particular threat,
all models control for interviewer age, interviewer education and whether the inter-
viewer comes from a rural or urban area. Similarly, Table A2 in the Appendix shows
very small statistically significant differences for most of the respondent characteris-
tics that are controlled for in the model.8 For example, the last rows of the table show
that female interviewers are slightly more likely than men to be assigned to urban
areas. Given that there are small differences, the model also accounts for these poten-
tial confounders including the respondent’s gender, age, education and urban/rural
residence.

Moreover, in line with other studies in the literature, there are strong theoretical
and empirical reasons linking these factors to the outcomes of interest in this arti-
cle such as support for women’s rights, support for democracy and partisan identity
(Flores-Macias and Lawson 2008; Lau 2018; Lau et al. 2017). In addition, the models
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10 Zack Zimbalist

include covariates for whether one’s spouse is present during the interview (follow-
ing Flores-Macias and Lawson 2008; Lau et al. 2017; Zimbalist 2022) and for whether
the respondent believes the interviewer was sent by the government (as opposed to
being sent by a non-governmental institution) (following Lau 2018; Tannenberg 2022;
Zimbalist 2018).9 These covariates have been shown to be associated with biased
responses for a range of survey questions that overlap with the ones used in this study.
Of most importance to this article, these studies have found that the perception of
a government interviewer is associated with less support for democracy and greater
support for the ruling party, possibly due to fears of repercussions from the perceived
government interviewer. (For further description of these independent variables aswell
as the outcome variables, see Table A8 in the Appendix.) All models include country-
fixed effects to control for unobserved confounding factors that vary across countries
(e.g. relatively constant or slowly changing national cultural attitudes that may affect
gender norms and the outcome variables).10

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for respondent and interviewer characteris-
tics included in the model and for the outcome variables.11 Respondents are 37 years
old on average, evenly split between males and females and possess between primary
school completed (= 3) and some secondary education (= 4) on average. Respondents
are more likely to be rural residents (55%). Furthermore, respondents believe that
interviewers are state representatives nearly 40% of the time. A respondent’s spouse
is present in 6% of interviews. With regard to interviewer traits, their average charac-
teristics based on the 45,823 household respondents’ data are as follows: interviewers
are slightly younger than respondents on average (the average age of the interviewer is
30 years old across all interviews), more likely to be urban residents (56% of interviews
are conducted by an urban interviewer), possess between secondary school completed
(= 5) and post-secondary qualifications (= 6) and are slightly more likely to be male
(52% of interviews were conducted by a male interviewer).12

Following Sundström and Stockemer (2022), the analysis has multiple steps. I first
report cross-tabular statistics for gender-specific questions, and use a chi-squared
test of independence to examine whether those differences are statistically signifi-
cant. Since the outcome variables are ordered – except for support for democracy,
which is dichotomized due to the lack of a natural category ordering, and closeness
to opposition parties, which is dichotomized as closeness to ruling versus opposi-
tion parties – I use ordered logistic regression models to assess gender-of-interviewer
effects.13 In addition to the tables, I present marginal effects plots to graphically display
the gender-of-interviewer effects for the interaction terms.

Findings
Tables 2 and 3 show the cross-tabular results for two previously unstudied questions
in the Afrobarometer survey that ask about normative support for women’s equal
rights to land and job opportunities. Women respondents are, unsurprisingly, more
supportive of equal rights across the board. However, the chi-squared tests of indepen-
dence show that there are clear gender-of-interviewer effects. In linewithHypothesis 1,
respondents are more likely to support gender equality when interviewed by women,
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. dev. Min Max No. of obs

Respondent characteristics

Age 37.22 14.95 18.00 106.00 45,823

Male (0, 1) 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 45,816

Education (0−9) 3.43 2.27 0.00 9.00 45,544

Urban resident (0, 1) 0.45 0.50 0.00 1.00 45,823

Government interviewer (0, 1) 0.39 0.49 0.00 1.00 39,501

Spouse present (0, 1) 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00 45,822

Interviewer characteristics

Interviewer age 29.76 6.79 18.00 61.00 45,823

Interviewer male (0, 1) 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 45,823

Interviewer urban (0, 1) 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00 45,823

Interviewer education (0−9) 5.25 1.12 3.00 9.00 45,823

Outcomes

Women should have equal rights to job (1−4) 2.66 1.12 1.00 4.00 43,504

Women should have equal rights to land (1−4) 2.99 1.00 1.00 4.00 44,040

Reject one-man rule (1−4) 3.41 0.83 1.00 4.00 41,108

Reject military rule (1−4) 3.20 0.98 1.00 4.00 42,618

Reject one-party rule (1−4) 3.22 0.98 1.00 4.00 43,219

Support free movement (1−4) 2.14 1.17 1.00 4.00 44,061

Disobey laws of unfavoured government (1−4) 1.60 0.88 1.00 4.00 44,514

Support democracy (0, 1) 0.71 0.45 0.00 1.00 43,752

Feel close to opposition party (0, 1) 0.41 0.49 0.00 1.00 19,667

Notes: The data are weighted.

and less likely to do so when interviewed by men. Table 2 shows that there are sub-
stantively smaller statistically significant row-level differences for female respondents
(compared to male respondents) in support of equal rights to land, which aligns
with the multivariate interaction effects observed in the subsequent regression mod-
els. By contrast, the magnitude of the differences for male and female respondents in
support for equal rights to a job are comparable, which aligns with the statistically
insignificant multivariate interaction effects observed in the subsequent regression
models.

The multivariate regression models presented in Table 4, including an appropri-
ate set of controls, provide stronger support for Hypothesis 1 (an unconditional direct
effect) for the outcome of equal rights to a job. There is a large negative statistically
significant association between male interviewer and support for equal rights (ranging
from −0.33 to −0.44 depending on the specification). Based on the smallest coefficient
of −0.33, the odds of weaker support for equal rights to a job increase by 1.39 times on
average if one is interviewed by a man relative to a woman.14
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12 Zack Zimbalist

Table 2. Agreement with Equal Rights to Own and Inherit Land

Male respondents

Female interviewer (%) Male interviewer (%) Difference (%)

Strongly disagree 13.8 16.5 −2.7

Disagree 13.3 15.5 −2.2

Agree 38.7 38.3 0.4

Strongly agree 34.2 29.8 4.4

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 (3, N = 21,970) = 78.72, p = 0.000

Female respondents

Female interviewer (%) Male interviewer (%) Difference (%)

Strongly disagree 9.2 10.5 −1.3

Disagree 9.8 10.7 −0.9

Agree 37.9 38.0 −0.1

Strongly agree 43.0 40.8 2.2

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 (3, N = 22,064) = 19.44, p = 0.0014

Table 3. Agreement with Equal Rights to Job

Male respondents

Female interviewer (%) Male interviewer (%) Difference (%)

Strongly disagree 21.9 27.2 −5.3

Disagree 23.3 27.2 −3.9

Agree 24.8 24.0 0.8

Strongly agree 29.9 21.7 8.2

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 (3, N = 21,693) = 64.29, p = 0.000

Female respondents

Female interviewer (%) Male interviewer (%) Difference (%)

Strongly disagree 14.6 18.3 −3.7

Disagree 20.2 22.9 −2.7

Agree 25.2 25.9 −0.7

Strongly agree 40.1 32.8 7.3

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 (3, N = 21,804) = 39.32, p = 0.000

For the binary predictors, only being a male respondent has a larger association
(ranging from−0.53 to −0.56) with the outcome variable. By contrast, column II shows
that there is no support for Hypothesis 2 (a conditional interaction effect). There are
no statistically significant differences for the male interviewer effect conditional on the
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Table 4. Logit Regressions for Support for Equal Rights to a Job

(I) (II) (III)
Direct

unconditional
Conditional
attribution

Interact with
education

Age 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Urban resident 0.034 0.034 0.033
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021)

Male interviewer −0.353*** −0.329*** −0.442***
(0.020) (0.028) (0.035)

Male −0.557*** −0.532*** −0.557***
(0.019) (0.028) (0.019)

Education 0.114*** 0.114*** 0.101***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.007)

Spouse present −0.122*** −0.123*** −0.122***
(0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Government interviewer −0.078*** −0.079*** −0.078***
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021)

Interviewer age 0.002 0.002 0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Interviewer education −0.009 −0.009 −0.006
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Interviewer urban 0.156*** 0.156*** 0.158***
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023)

Male interviewer × Male −0.048
(0.038)

Male interviewer × Education 0.025***
(0.008)

Observations 37438 37438 37438

Wald X2 3419.97 3422.07 3431.65

Prob> X2 0.00 0.00 0.00

Notes: ** p< 0.05, *** p< 0.01.
The models are ordered logit models with individuals as the unit of analysis. All models include country-fixed effects. The
data are unweighted. Standard errors in parentheses.

gender of the respondent. This can be seen graphically in Figure 1, where the gaps for
female and male respondents roughly mirror each other (comparing lines of the same
colour across the two panels).The figure shows that, with all other factors held constant
in themodel, women have a roughly seven-percentage-point higher chance of strongly
agreeing with the statement that women should have equal rights to a job as men when
the interviewer is female compared to when the interviewer is male (a change from
41% to 34%).Meanwhile, men exhibit a statistically similar six-percentage-point lower
probability of strongly agreeingwith the same statement that women should have equal
rights to a job as men when interviewed by a woman than when interviewed by a man
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Figure 1. Predicted Average Marginal Effect of Interviewer Gender, by Interviewer Gender

(the predicted probability to give this answer decreases from 29% to 23%, as shown
in Figure 1).

Finally, to evaluateHypothesis 3, I interact interviewer gender with the respondent’s
level of education, and find a positive statistically significant association in column
III of Table 4 (see the results displayed graphically in Figure 2). In other words, at
higher levels of education, Figure 2 shows that respondents are more likely to agree
with support for equal rights to both male and female interviewers, especially for the
‘strongly agree’ response, shown in maroon and yellow (the predicted probabilities rise
substantially as education increases). Similarly, the predicted probabilities for ‘strongly
disagreeing’ with support for equal rights fall dramatically for both male and female
interviewers as education rises (depicted in purple and dark blue). The bars around
the point estimates display the confidence intervals, showing that the predicted proba-
bilities are statistically different from one another across most education levels for the
‘strongly agree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ responses.

The findings for the second gender-specific outcome of interest, agreement with
support for equal rights to own and inherit land, are also interesting. The results
in Table 5 provide support for Hypothesis 1 (an unconditional direct effect) and, in
contrast to the first outcome, Hypothesis 2 (a conditional attribution effect). There
is a large negative statistically significant association between male interviewer and
support for equal rights (ranging from −0.10 to −0.30 depending on the specifica-
tion). For the binary predictors, only being a male typically has a larger association
(ranging from −0.35 to −0.52) with the outcome variable. Similarly, columns II and
III show that there is support for Hypothesis 2 (a conditional interaction effect). This
can be seen graphically in Figure 3, where the slopes of the lines are steeper for male
respondents for all response options except for ‘agree’. The figure shows that, with
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Figure 2. Predicted Average Marginal Effect of Interviewer Gender, by Respondent’s Education Level

all other factors held constant in the model, men exhibit a roughly five-percentage-
point lower probability of strongly agreeing with the statement (shown in yellow) that
women should have equal rights to own and inherit land asmenwhen interviewed by a
woman than when interviewed by a man (the predicted probability to give this answer
decreases from 34% to 29%, as shown in the right-hand panel of Figure 3). By con-
trast, there is a statistically smaller, roughly three-percentage-point higher chance of
women strongly agreeingwith the same statement when the interviewer is female com-
pared to when the interviewer is male (44% to 41%, as shown in the left-hand panel of
Figure 3).

Because the interaction between interviewer gender and respondent genderwas sta-
tistically significant in column II, I also ran a triple interaction between these terms and
respondent education (presented in column III).While the triple interaction coefficient
is not statistically significant, the two-way interaction between interviewer gender and
respondent gender remains statistically significant and doubles in magnitude (in line
with Hypothesis 2), and the interaction between interviewer gender and education is
statistically significant and positive (in line with Hypothesis 3). This latter association
is greater in magnitude in column IV, when the triple interaction term is omitted. I
present the results graphically of this two-way interaction effect in Figure 4. The fig-
ure demonstrates that, at higher levels of education, all respondents are more likely to
‘strongly agree’ with support for equal rights in the presence of both male and female
interviewers. The predicted probabilities for the ‘strongly agree’ response (represented
in maroon and yellow) increase significantly as education levels rise. Meanwhile, as
respondent education increases, one can also observe that the predicted probabili-
ties for disagreeing with support for equal rights decline for both male and female
interviewers.
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16 Zack Zimbalist

Table 5. Logit Regressions for Support for Equal Rights to Own and Inherit Land

(I) (II) (III) (IV)

Direct uncon-
ditional

Conditional
attribution

Triple
interaction
w/education

Interact
w/education

Age 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Urban resident 0.038 0.037 0.036 0.037
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Male interviewer −0.170*** −0.102*** −0.185*** −0.296***
(0.020) (0.028) (0.049) (0.037)

Male −0.519*** −0.450*** −0.359*** −0.520***
(0.020) (0.028) (0.053) (0.020)

Education 0.083*** 0.083*** 0.074*** 0.065***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.009) (0.007)

Spouse present −0.102*** −0.105*** −0.107*** −0.102***
(0.040) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040)

Government interviewer 0.025 0.025 0.026 0.026
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021)

Interviewer age 0.003 0.003 0.003** 0.003**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Interviewer education 0.008 0.008 0.011 0.011
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Interviewer urban −0.100*** −0.100*** −0.096*** −0.097***
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024)

Male interviewer × Male −0.132*** −0.250***
(0.039) (0.072)

Male interviewer × Education 0.026** 0.036***
(0.013) (0.009)

Male × Education −0.023
(0.013)

Male interviewer × Male × Education 0.027
(0.017)

Observations 37884 37884 37884 37884

Wald X2 4433.96 4449.71 4483.19 4461.19

Prob> X2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Notes: ** p< 0.05, *** p< 0.01
The models are ordered logit models with individuals as the unit of analysis. All models include country-fixed effects. The
data are unweighted. Standard errors in parentheses.

To summarize, the analyses supported a direct unconditional effect (Hypothesis
1) and a declining gender-of-interviewer effect with increasing respondent education
(Hypothesis 3). There was support for the conditional attribution effect (Hypothesis 2)
for the equal rights to owning and inheriting land outcome, but not for the equal rights
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Figure 3. Predicted Average Marginal Effect of Interviewer Gender, by Interviewer Gender
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Figure 4. Predicted Average Marginal Effect of Interviewer Gender, by Respondent Education Level

to a job outcome. I interpret the divergent results on the conditional effects hypothesis
as follows: due to the significant gender inequality regarding women’s rights to own
and inherit land,15 male respondents may perceive that they have more at stake when
answering this question in the presence of a male interviewer. This dynamic could
lead them to respond in ways that align more closely with traditional gender norms,
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especially if they believe their responses might weaken or reinforce their standing
within those norms.

In contrast, for the question regarding equal rights to a job,male and female respon-
dents do not appear to be influenced differently by the gender of the interviewer. I
speculate that this outcome reflects the relatively balanced labour force participation
rates between men and women, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, which has one of
the highest rates of female labour force participation worldwide. According to UNDP
data, the female labour force participation rate (ages 15 and older) in 2016 – the year
of the Afrobarometer survey – was 60.8% in sub-Saharan Africa, surpassing all other
regions identified by the UNDP, including the ‘Very High Human Development’ cat-
egory, which had a rate of 53.6%.16 Still, there are major gender disparities in types
and quality of work, with women more likely to be employed in lower wage, informal,
or self-employment categories (Woldemichael 2020). Because this outcome exhibits
relative parity – making the descriptive norm more gender-equal in stark contrast to
land rights – male respondents may feel less pressure than in the land rights question
to align their answers with what they believe their male interviewer counterparts find
socially desirable. As a result, their responses do not differ significantly from those
of female respondents, as both groups state more gender-unequal attitudes with male
interviewers and more gender-equal attitudes with female interviewers.

Table 6 presents the results for five questions about support for democracy, one
question about whether the respondent feels close to opposition parties (versus rul-
ing parties), and a question about whether people can disobey laws of governments
they did not vote for. The gender-of-interviewer effect was statistically significant for
all outcomes except for one: rejection of one-man rule. In line with Hypothesis 4,
these effects reveal that, in the presence of a male interviewer, respondents consistently
overstate their support for democracy, rejection of military rule or one-party rule and
support for freedom of movement as opposed to supporting government restrictions
onmovement in the interest of public security. Similarly, there were statistically signifi-
cant gender-of-interviewer effects for two previously unstudied questions about feeling
close to an opposition party, and whether one should obey government laws even if the
respondent did not vote for that government (presented in Table 6).

In the presence of a male interviewer, respondents asserted higher levels of close-
ness to opposition parties (versus the ruling party) and weremore likely to agree with a
statement that one does not need to obey the laws of the government if they didn’t vote
for it. It is important to highlight that all of these gender-of-interviewer effects operate
in the opposite direction of the perceived government interviewer effects. Specifically,
male interviewers elicit responses biased towards support for democracy and close
affiliation with opposition parties, while perceived state interviewers prompt biases
favouring non-democratic governance and close ties to ruling parties.17 These results
lend some support to the notion that respondents seek to align with the injunctive
norm of pro-democracy and pluralistic competition, which male interviewers – who
are more likely to be involved in politics and are perceived to value democratic compe-
tition – may make more salient. Meanwhile, respondents interviewed by women may
instead adjust their answers to align with what they perceive to be socially desirable
to female interviewers – prioritizing social and political stability, even if it means
expressing less support for democracy or opposition parties.
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Table 6. Logit Regressions for Support for Democracy and Opposition Parties

(I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) (VIII)

Support
democracy

Reject
one-man rule

Reject
military rule

Reject
one-party rule

Support
free

movement
Feel close to

opposition party

Disobey laws of
government you
did not vote for

Age 0.010*** 0.004*** 0.006*** 0.004*** −0.006*** −0.003*** −0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Male 0.171*** 0.199*** 0.146*** 0.288*** 0.082*** 0.200*** −0.141***
(0.024) (0.022) (0.021) (0.020) (0.019) (0.034) (0.021)

Urban resident −0.076*** 0.020 −0.030 0.089*** 0.070*** 0.159*** −0.012
(0.027) (0.024) (0.023) (0.022) (0.021) (0.037) (0.024)

Male interviewer 0.323*** 0.073 0.292*** 0.104*** 0.292*** 0.190*** 0.177***
(0.045) (0.040) (0.038) (0.038) (0.035) (0.062) (0.040)

Education 0.089*** 0.132*** 0.113*** 0.151*** −0.009 0.081*** −0.058***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.012) (0.007)

Male interviewer × Education −0.024** −0.001 −0.021** 0.000 −0.032*** −0.020 −0.015
(0.011) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.015) (0.009)

Spouse present −0.072 −0.036 −0.027 −0.028 −0.010 0.116 0.071
(0.051) (0.044) (0.042) (0.042) (0.039) (0.070) (0.042)

Government interviewer −0.088*** −0.055** −0.116*** −0.142*** −0.058*** −0.240*** −0.044
(0.026) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.021) (0.035) (0.023)

Interviewer age 0.017*** 0.009*** 0.017*** 0.002 0.002 −0.011*** −0.013***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)

Interviewer education 0.025** 0.046*** 0.053*** 0.024** 0.070*** 0.019 0.015
(0.013) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.018) (0.011)

(Continued)
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Table 6. (Continued.)

(I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) (VIII)

Support
democracy

Reject
one-man rule

Reject
military rule

Reject
one-party rule

Support
free

movement
Feel close to

opposition party

Disobey laws of
government you
did not vote for

Interviewer urban 0.037 0.037 0.029 0.039 −0.151*** −0.040 −0.083***
(0.029) (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.039) (0.025)

Observations 37838 35488 36772 37353 38010 17370 38305

Wald X2 2372.41 4232.77 4459.83 3496.77 3211.70 1411.08 3733.27

Prob> X2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Notes: ** p< 0.05, *** p< 0.01
The models are logit (when binary dependent variable) or ordered logit models (when ordinal dependent variable) with individuals as the unit of analysis. All models include country-fixed effects.
The data are unweighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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The magnitudes of these effects are also non-trivial. The odds of stronger support
for democracy increase by 1.38 times on average if one is interviewed by a man relative
to a woman.18 With regard to feeling close to an opposition party, an individual is 1.21
times more likely on average to state that they feel close to an opposition party if they
are interviewed by a male compared to a female.19

While there are direct, unconditional effects associated with interviewer gender, no
statistically significant differences were found between male and female respondents
when the interaction between respondent and interviewer gender was included. The
inclusion of these interaction terms does not alter the direct, unconditional effects. I
present those results in Appendix Table A4.

Finally, there ismixed support forHypothesis 5.The interaction termbetween inter-
viewer gender and respondent education is statistically significant for less than half of
the outcomes (three out of seven), suggesting that more-educated respondents do not
consistently show less susceptibility to social desirability pressures to alignwith prevail-
ing norms in favour of democracy and support for opposition partieswhen interviewed
by men (see Table 6).

Discussion
This article has examined gender-of-interviewer effects for a broader set of survey
items pertaining to gender equality, democracy and feelings of closeness to opposition
(versus ruling) parties with a larger sample of 34 countries across Africa. The regres-
sion models uncovered substantial gender-of-interviewer effects for two previously
unstudied survey questions on women’s political and economic rights, irrespective
of the interviewee’s gender, supporting the (unconditional) social attribution model.
Consistent with social desirability bias theory, the direction of these unconditional
effects aligns with respondents reporting less gender-equal attitudes to male inter-
viewers and more gender-equal attitudes to female interviewers. In contrast, there was
mixed support for the conditional attribution model, as the estimated effects diverged
for male and female respondents for only one of the two women’s rights outcomes – a
normative question about equal rights to owning and inheriting land.While all respon-
dents are less supportive of equal rights to land when interviewed by men, the negative
effect is stronger for male respondents.

Another important contribution of this studywas to demonstrate statistically signif-
icant unconditional gender-of-interviewer effects for a wider range of questions about
support for democracy and partisan identity in a larger sample of countries. I find
that male interviewers elicit responses that show greater support for democracy and
feelings of closeness to opposition parties rather than ruling parties. I suggest that
these effects, which are observed irrespective of the respondent’s gender, may stem
from men’s disproportionate participation and influence in politics and a perception
that they value democratic competition, which raises the salience of pro-democratic
norms. Conversely, respondents may perceive female interviewers as more focused
on satisfying basic needs and preserving social and political stability (e.g. avoid-
ing conflict), leading them to adjust their responses accordingly. However, further
research is needed to better understand whether and how these posited mechanisms
operate.
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From a practical perspective, this article’s findings underscore the importance
of accounting for and assessing gender-of-interviewer effects. Many studies on
attitudes towards women’s rights, support for democracy and partisan identity rely
on Afrobarometer data and other regional barometer data without considering inter-
viewer gender. This omission may lead to biased estimates of support levels (e.g. the
proportion of the population that supports democracy) and inaccurate inferences
about relationships involving these variables in regression analyses (e.g. the relation-
ship between partisan identities and support for democracy). Moreover, many widely
used surveys omit questions about the interviewer’s gender and should include this
information, making it accessible to data users.This would allow researchers and other
stakeholders to evaluate and possibly adjust for any resulting biases. Without this data,
such analyses remain impossible in numerous existing surveys.

This study’s findings also have implications for improving survey research across
developing countries. This might include self-administration in high literacy con-
texts, which eliminates the biases caused by the gender of the interviewer. Research
has shown that respondents are more willing to answer sensitive questions when
they are self-administered (Hochstim 1967, cited in Tourangeau and Yan 2007: 863;
see Krumpal 2013 for a review). In addition, indirect modes of administration such
as endorsement experiments, list experiments (or item count or unmatched count
technique) (Glynn 2013) or randomized response techniques (Coutts and Jann 2011;
Rosenfeld et al. 2015) could be tested. Despite their limitations, indirect methods may
improve data collection on questions that are likely to be susceptible to interviewer
gender bias. Moreover, they are more implementable than self-administration in low
literacy contexts. Further research would be helpful in bolstering our understanding
of whether, and to what extent, these methods produce estimates that are less affected
by interviewer gender across different contexts. Future experiments could rigorously
test bias by randomly assigning interviewers of different genders or, if financially and
logistically feasible, usingmixed-gender interviewer pairs. Another potential approach
would be to experiment with matched interviewer-respondent gender pairs or allow
respondents to select the gender of their interviewer. Previous research has yielded
mixed results on this approach, warranting further study (Catania et al. 1996; Davis
et al. 2010).

Overall, these results provide new evidence of substantial gender-of-interviewer
effects across a range of survey questions about women’s rights as well as questions
about democracy and opposition support in a large sample of African countries. Large
gender inequalities and unequal gender norms and stereotypes make it likely that an
interviewer’s gender generates response bias for many questions. In light of this, it is
important to experiment with new ways of accurately measuring public opinion on
these critical issues, which have policy and programmatic consequences. Domestic
political leaders, opposition parties, civil society organizations and external devel-
opment actors often draw on public opinion results to make decisions or lobby for
women’s rights and democracy policies and programmes. Regarding women’s rights,
it is likely that support for gender equality is underestimated in many African coun-
tries because respondents adjust their responses to cater to the gender-unequal norm
when interviewed by amale. Alternative survey techniques could be deployed to ensure
that respondents feel free from pressure, enabling them to provide their honest beliefs
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and assessments on important gender-related questions, as well as other topics such as
democracy and partisan identity. Still, further research is needed to better understand
the specific underlying social psychological mechanisms underpinning gender-of-
interviewer effects for these questions, whichwill offer valuable insights for researchers
and policymakers.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.
1017/gov.2025.10017.
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my original sentence and ask ChatGPT to revise it. I then chose whether to accept the suggestion or parts of
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Notes
1 This study did not analyse self-reported closeness to ruling versus opposition parties.
2 For comparison, the average score is 0.194 in OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development) countries. The index encompasses reproductive health, empowerment and economic status.
3 Data available at: https://hdr.undp.org/data-center/documentation-and-downloads.
4 The author previously worked at USAID, where high-level policymakers frequently referred to public
opinion data, including the regional barometers to measure levels of, and attitudes toward democracy.
5 For consistency, I used the elections data available at www.electionguide.org/elections/id/3215/ and back-
checked those results with additional sources available online. Similarly, in countries without presidential
systems, I coded the largest party in government as the ruling party based on the most recent parliamentary
elections (e.g. Lesotho). If there was a ruling party coalition at the national level (e.g. the Mauritian Alliance
in Mauritius), then all parties included in that coalition were coded as ruling. Survey respondents are first
asked if they ‘feel close to any particular political party’. Respondents who reply ‘yes’ are then asked a follow-
up question: ‘Which party is that?’ Thus, the sample for the follow-up question is restricted only to those
who express closeness to a particular party, which is 20,816 respondents or 45.43% of the full Afrobarometer
sample. I do not create a ‘non-partisans’ category for those who answer ‘no’ to the first question because this
group likely includes both genuine non-partisans and individuals who prefer not to disclose their partisan
identity. Combining them would conflate these distinctions. See Appendix Table A8 in the Supplementary
Material for full details of the survey questions.
6 According to a recent report surveying women’s political participation across the continent, the
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (2024) found that women’s representation in
African parliaments had risen by only one percentage point from 25% in 2021 to 26% in 2024. The authors
projected that it would take until 2100 for African countries to reach gender parity in parliament.
7 This is supported by data even inAfrobarometer countries that are rated as highly undemocratic by country
expert surveys such as the Varieties of Democracy Institute and Freedom House. For example, Uganda and
Zimbabwe are far from beacons of democracy but the percentages of respondents in Round 7 who assert
that ‘Democracy is preferable to any other kind of government’ are 87% and 81%, respectively.
8 There are no statistical differences for spouse present or perception of a government interviewer.
9 At the end of the survey, respondents are asked who they believe sent the interviewer. I code responses
indicating a political party, politician or the government as perceiving the interviewer to be affiliated with
the government. All other responses – including Afrobarometer, private companies and universities – are
coded as non-government.
10 In Appendix Tables A5, A6 and A7, I demonstrate that the results of the main models are robust when
replicated using region fixed effects instead of country fixed effects.
11 The data are weighted per the Afrobarometer survey manual (Afrobarometer Network 2017).
12 Interviewer traits are self-reported by the interviewer. It is important to note that some countries face
challenges in hiring equal numbers of women and men, likely due to gender inequities in access to higher
education, which is beneficial for enumerator positions.
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13 Themodels present the ordered log-odds (logit) regression coefficients, the standard errors and the signif-
icance levels.The log-pseudolikelihood of themodel and a likelihood ratio (LR) chi-squared test demonstrate
that all models are significant. Per the Afrobarometer survey manual, the regression models are run on
unweighted data (Afrobarometer Network 2017: 107). The models are run in Stata 18.
14 This obtains from exponentiating the coefficient on male interviewer (−0.329) in column II of Table 4,
which provides an odds ratio of 0.720. 1 divided by the odds ratio gives: 1/0.720 = 1.39.
15 For example, according to SDG Indicator 5.a.1, which measures the proportion of the agricultural
population with ownership or secure rights over agricultural land, the majority of African countries
with available data are classified as either ‘Very far from target’ or ‘Far from target’. Data available
from www.fao.org/sustainable-development-goals-data-portal/data/indicators/5a1-women-ownership-of-
agricultural-land/en.
16 The UNDP data are available at https://hdr.undp.org/data-center/documentation-and-downloads.
17 As a robustness check, I included interactions between interviewer gender and perceived survey sponsor
(government versus non-government), which are reported inAppendix Table A3.The gender-of-interviewer
effects were robust for all nine outcomes, while the interaction effects were statistically significant for only
three out of nine outcomes.
18 This obtains from exponentiating the coefficient onmale interviewer (0.323) in column I of Table 6, which
provides an odds ratio of 1.38.
19 This obtains from exponentiating the coefficient on male interviewer (0.190) in column II of Table 6,
which provides an odds ratio of 1.21.
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