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ABSTRACT 

The comparatively short history of polling has seen numerous i nstances of predictions 

which failed to match the final election outcome. Of the many possible explanations 

put forward to explain the divergencies that have occurred, the potential for error 

i ntroduced by the undecided group has come under increasing scrutiny. 

A series of surveys conducted prior to the 1993 New Zealand General Election 

examined the effects of three question wording or question administration variables: 

contextual questions; an i ncrease in  the level of confidentiality, and a probability scale, 

on the proportion of undecided respondents and on the accuracy of the estimates 

obtained. I n  addition, the research examined the effects of various weight ing 

procedures. The surveys also used a probability scale to estimate respondents' 

likelihood of voting. 

The findings suggest that, although contextual questions, the use of a secret ballot and 

the use of a probability scale will reduce or eliminate the undecided group, this 

reduction is not synonymous with an increase in the accuracy of the estimates 

obtained. Although proportional allocation of undecided respondents resulted i n  more 

accurate voting in tention estimates than the treatments examined, some weighting 

factors appeared to improve the accuracy obtained by proportional allocation alone. 

While replication research is required, the probability scale provided accurate 

estimates of turnout. 
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1.1 Background 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The prediction of voting behaviour interests many political and social scientists and 

preoccupies major political parties. However, despite several decades of research, 

attempts to forecast election outcomes have met with variable success and pollsters, 

together with users of their results, have been frustrated by differences between their 

estimates and the subsequent election outcomes (England, 1987). Thus many pollsters 

now find themselves in an unenviable situation: the problems of making accurate 

predictions are now more profound, yet the implications of not providing precise 

estimates are also more serious. 

Researchers have identified a number of factors that may bias poll estimates. These 

include the sampling frames and the procedures used to select individuals from within 

these, the questions asked and the response mechanisms employed; the interviewers' 

characteristics; the timing of polls; the identification of likely voters, and the treatment 

of undecided respondents. Yet despite detailed research attention into these issues, 

many poll results still produce inaccurate estimates of actual voting outcomes. 

Although none of these problems is tri vial, the problems posed by undecided 

respondents appear to be gaining in magnitude. The proportion of undecided 

respondents in polls taken at recent New Zealand General Elections has increased, a 

trend noted also by researchers analysing elections held in the United Kingdom and 

other European Community countries. Undecided respondents cannot be held solely 

responsible for polling inaccuracies, but several researchers have identified them as 

a potentially serious source of error. 

While many researchers assume undecided respondents will have a vote distribution 

similar to that of decided respondents, and so allocate them proportionately across 

parties, this assumption will not be justified if those undecided respondents who turn 

out to vote differ in  their party support preferences. Accordingly, researchers have 

explored mechanisms aimed at reducing the proportion of undecided respondents, i n  

an attempt to  increase polling accuracy. These measures range from variations in  the 

questions asked and their administration, to models which allocate undecideds on the 



basis of other known variables. 

Yet despite some efforts by researchers, the question of how best to reduce the error 

introduced by the undecided group remains largely unresolved. The research which 

this thesis describes was designed to explore whether changes in question design and 

administration could reduce the proportion of undecided respondents and improve the 

accuracy of the estimates thus obtained. 

1 .2 Objectives 

The general aim of this research was to examine the effects of different questions and 

question contexts on estimates of voting behaviour. Since question wording 

encompasses a broad range of possible issues, this general aim was formulated into 

more specific objectives, outl ined below. 

1 .  To explore whether a simple probability question could estimate 

turnout accurately and thus improve the estimates obtained from the 

voting intention question. This objective was addressed by using the 

results from a Juster Scale question to weight respondents' voting 

intentions. 

2. To examine whether changes in the context preceding voting intention 

questions would lead to a reduction i n  the proportion of undecided 

respondents, and to an increase in  the accuracy of the estimates. The 

development of contextual attitude and behaviour questions which 

preceded the voting intention question in selected questionnaire 

versions allowed this to be analysed. 

3. To examine whether increasing the confidentiality associated with an 

i nterview, and approximating more closely the conditions surrounding 

voting behaviour, would reduce the proportion of undecided 

respondents and improve the accuracy of the estimates. In an attempt 

to simulate real voting conditions, some respondents were asked to 

complete a secret ballot independently of the interviewers and to 

deposit their ballot Slip in a sealed ballot box. 

2 



4. To investigate whether the use of a probability scale (rather than an 

intention question) would improve the accuracy of the estimates 

obtained. To explore this objective, the Juster Scale was employed 

as a response device in some questionnaires. 

1.3 Outline of Chapters 

Chapter 2 outlines the difficulties that have beset pollsters in recent decades and the 

factors responsible for these problems. The chapter begins by examining the status 

of political polls and by reviewing the debate over whether they represent snapshots 

of an electorate's mood at a given point in time, or whether they constitute predictions 

of the election outcome. It then moves to discuss problems affecting polling accuracy, 

exploring specifically issues affecting sampling and turnout projectjons. The chapter 

concludes with a detailed analysis of undecided voters, the reasons underlying 

indecision, the effects tills indecision has, and the options available to researchers who 

must come to terms with these effects. In essence, tills Chapter aims to document 

recurrent problems in election polling, to examine the efforts made to address these 

problems and the success of those efforts, and to identify residual problems requiring 

further attention. 

Chapter 3 examines issues in question wording and context willch may affect the 

proporuon of undecided responses given in a survey. It pays specific attention to the 
� 

types of questions used in surveys, to the topics (factual or opinion) these explore, and 

to the context in wruch they appear. It also examines respondent characteristics willch 

may bias survey estimates. These characteristics include respondents' understanding 

of the question, their knowledge of the topic, and the effect of social desirability bias. 

1bis chapter has three aims - to identify different question design effects; to analyse 

specific respondent biases and the effect these may have on poll estimates; and, by 

isolating speCific question design and respondent bias factors affecting the proporuon 

of u ndecided responses given, to suggest how the research undertaken may extend the 

current u nderstanding of these. 

The fourth chapter explores the more specific debate over response mechanisms, and 

discusses dichotomous questions, questions employing intention scales, and those 

featuring probability scales. The development, advantages and disadvantages of 
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probability scales are discussed, as is the empirical evidence relating to one specific 

probability scale, the Juster Scale. The key aim of this chapter is to outline a rationale 

for the inclusion of the Juster Scale in the research methodology. 

Chapter 5 summarises the key themes emerging from the literature review and restates 

the thesis objectives in the light of these. 

Chapter 6 outlines the research methodology and how it addresses the research 

objectives. This chapter contains a detailed discussion of the questionnaire design. 

testing and evolution, of the sampling procedures employed, of the interviewer 

selecHon and training, and of the sources of error that may have affected the research. 

Chapters 7 to IO outline the research findings. Chapter 7 presents the findings 

relating to turnout prediction, wh.ile the remaining chapters analyse the effect the 

different questionnaire treatments had on the level of undecided respondents and the 

accuracy of the estimates. 

Finally, Chapter 11 discusses the implications of the research findings and presents 

some conclusions about the different treatments tested and their effects on the survey 

estimates. Suggestions for modifications of the survey method and future research are 

also made. 

1 .4 Summary 

This thesis investigated the effects various question wording or questionnaire design 

treatments have on the accuracy of voting intention estimates. The treatments 

examined include the position of the voting intention question in a questionnaire, the 

administration of this question. and the response mechanisms made available to 

respondents. 

The first two treatments explored the effects contextual questions and the use of a 

secret ballot had on the accuracy of voting intention estimates. 

The third treatment employed a purchase probability scale, the Juster Scale, to test 

whether a response mechanism which allows respondents to express relative 
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probabilities improves the accuracy of the resulting estimates. 

Before examining the results of these treatments, the thesis explores the literature 

documenting problems which have affected political opinion polls. One problem, 

question wording, is then discussed in detail before an overview of the Juster Scale's 

development and refinement is presented. 

The results of a series of surveys conducted during the 1993 New Zealand General 

Election which incorporated these treatments are then presented and discussed. 

5 



CHAPTER 2 

POLITICAL OPINION POLLING: PROB LEMS AND DEVELOPMENTS 

2.1 I ntroduction 

In principle, political opinion polling appears a straightforward task, requiring only the 

administration of a couple of questions to a group of voting age people. However, 

i n  practice, even wording the questions and drawing a sample may have a marked 

effect on the final estimates. Perry (1979) enumerated the full range of problems: 

"All one has to do is use a properly drawn sample of the electorate large enough to 

minimise random sampli1lg error, get honest answers from everyone, do the 

questioning close enough to the time of voting to minimise changes in voting 

intentions, anticipate how the undecided will vote, a1/d, fi1/ally, distinguish between 

voters and non-voters in the electorate" (p. 312). Given the potential for error that 

exists i n  all of these steps, any discrepancies between predicted and actual election 

results seem unsurprising. 

As the number of polls failing to predict election outcomes accurately has grown, so 

too has the range of views put forward to explain this phenomenon. Many researchers 

have noted methodological shortcomings which may introduce error into the survey 

estimates. These shortcomings fall into three general categories: sampling problems; 

differing likelihoods of voting, and the treatment of undecided respondents. 

This chapter examines these issues and the effects they may have on political opinion 

poll estimates. After examining the status of political opinion polls the chapter 

overviews the problems that appear to have affected recent polIs. These problems are 

then explored in greater detail by means of a brief overview of sampling and then a 

more detailed discussion of l ikely voters and their identification. The specific 

problems presented by undecided respondents and the effects these problems may have 

are then examined and further l ines of enquiry, developed in  detail in Chapters 3 and 

4, are presented. 

6 



2.2 The Status of Pol itical Opinion Polls 

Pollsters continue to debate whether polls simply represent a "snapshot in time" of 

public opinion or whether they constitute formal attempts to predict the final election 

outcome. Recent discrepancies between polls and election results have intensified this 

debate and appear to have led many to seek sanctuary in the "snapshot" argument. 

Sieger (1990), for instance, argued that: "Opinion research. however. is not about 

predicting future developments, but attempts to measure within a blOwn degree of 

reliability. a snapshot of views as they are at the time 0/ the interview" (p. 324). 

Butler (1994) also claimed that, despite the media's demands, the business of pollsters 

is to measure the present, since the future is always essentially unpredictable. 

Many other researchers have also promoted the noLion that polls captllfe only a frame 

in the whole electoral montage (see Mavros, 1987; van Westendorp, 1987; Crespi, 

1988; Webb, 1988, and Worcester 1992a). Although claiming that polls are accurate 

at the time they are taken, these researchers suggested that it is unreasonable to expect 

polling accuracy to extend into the future, especially when quite unforeseeable events 

could affect the party support distributions obtained. While some researchers have 

conceded that polls may document trends occurring within an electorate, the direction 

and strength of the trends detected have not always been reflected in the actual 

outcome, leading most pollsters to rely on the "snapshot" explanation. 

Intuitively, this argument offers some appeal. However, it suffers from logical 

limitations. Irrespective of how these pollsters know their polls are accurate when 

taken, other facets of survey and market research address the problem of predicting 

future conditional behaviour and the consequences of inaccurate projections. Thus 

managers introducing new products or services need to anticipate demand for these 

in order to assess whether further development, or even launch, is warranted. 

Precedents from other related diSCiplines therefore suggest that prediction, while 

difficult, is nevertheless not an impossible aim. 

Furthennore, closer examination of the pattern of support for the snapshot argument 

could lead a cynic to conclude that the number of advocates waxes and wanes in 

accordance with polls' accuracy. In other words, when a close relationship between 

polls and an election result exists, the polls were predictive. Conversely, when the 
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polls and final outcomes have less in common, support for the snapshot argument 

grows correspondingly stronger. 

TIlis trend has not gone unnoticed by polling commentators; Roper ( 1984) and more 

latterly Bartels & Broh ( 1989) have pointed out that pollsters who downplay the status 

of their results effectively fail to take responsibility for their work: "[Their] becoming 

modesty notwithstanding, public pollsters' salaries are paid directly by media 

executives ... whose interest in election polls rests squarely on the belief that polls 

predict what will happen on election day" (p. 572). Even Crespi ( 1 988), a supporter 

of the snapshot argument, wrote: ... . .  though a pre-election poll is in itself 

unquestionably a measurement and not a prediction, concluding that even (f a poll 

were conducted immediately before an election, one cannot hope to measure voter 

preferences accurately enough to approximate election results closely is to impugn the 

meaningfulness of all polls" (pp. 4-5). Crespi's analysis of factors contributing to poll 

accuracy also revealed that polls which sought to predict election outcomes were 

significantly more accurate that those which attempted to analyse an electorate's 

behaviour. In concluding, Crespi noted that aiming to "analyse" an electorate "can 

reduce the pressure to produce more than an approximate assessment of voter 

preference .. . .  setting analysis as one's goal may be self-defeating" (p. 1 73). 

Despite its supporters, the snapshot defence has some unsatisfactory characteristics 

which undermine i ts logic. This is not to suggest that predicting election outcomes 

is a straightforward or simple task; as noted, the process may be fraught with 

difficulty. However, accepting the snapshot argument obviates the need to explore 

wider issues affecting the accuracy of polls, since there would exist no objective 

measure against which the polls could be assessed (see also Sigel man & Presser, 

1 988). Election polls which do not aim to predict a final election outcome are purely 

descriptive, and offer behavioural insights only when incorporated into a longer terrri 

trend analysis. The very real difficulties of making accurate predictions should act as 

an incentive for researchers to explore and test how methodological refinements might 

strengthen the alignment between polls and final results, and not as an excuse for 

fail ing to do so. The following sections examine the specific problems researchers 

have identified, the conclusions they have drawn, and the recommendations they have 

advanced. 
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2.3 Sampling 

The accuracy of any survey may be undermined if the sample of people interviewed 

does not represent the population whose views or behaviours are explored or 

projected. Skewed samples lead directly to biased results. However, though few 

would dispute this statement, it is more difficult to ensure that a sample is fully 

representative, since not all respondents will be available, or willing, to partiCipate in 

the survey. 

Crespi ( 1 988) debated the arguments for and against probability sampling and 

although he reported no differences in accuracy between polls based on probability 

or non-probability samples, he suggested potential differences were masked by 

variations in the polls' methodologies. According to Crespi, pollsters saw other issues, 

such as respondent selection, use of quotas. clustering and weighting, as more 

important. 

Traugott ( 1 987) raised many questions about sample selection. He argued that 

variations in the procedures used to select respondents from households, and in the 

persistence of caIlbacks, could affect not only a sample's demographic composition, 

but also the attitudinal and behavioural estimates produced (see also Mitofsky, 198 1 ). 

Using polls conducted prior to the 1 984 US presidential election, Traugott identified 

six different sampling techniques, ranging from whoever answered the phone (or door, 

in the case of face-to-face interviews) through to three callbacks to speak to a selected 

household member. To explore this further, Traugott compared the characteristics of 

samples obtained after one call with those secured after several caIlbacks. He 

concluded that the samples' characteristics and political preferences changed 

considerably, but suggested that after four callbacks the changes were not great 

enough to warrant further contact attempts (see also Bogart, 1 985 ; Opatow, 1 99 1 ;  

Gendall & Davis, 1 993). 

Researchers generaIly have recognised the potential biases caused by non-contact and 

have sought to reduce these by establishing quotas or by stratifying. They therefore 

ensure that their samples contain set numbers or proportions of people belonging to 

pre-specified groups. However, recent analyses of poIl results have suggested that 

quota sampling may introduce more biases than it removes. Although it should 

guarantee that samples contain the "correct" proportion of people in key demographic 
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groups, some have argued that quota sampling results in the undersampling of certain 

parties (see lowell, Hedges, Lynn, Farrant & Heath, 1993, who argued that quota 

sampling in the 1 992 UK General Election under-sampled Conservative supporters by 

around 6%). lowell el at noted that quota controls could only improve the accuracy 

of the estimates obtained if they had a direct relationship with the variable of interest. 

Most pollsters use age and gender quotas, since these are easier to implement and 

monitor than other demographic variables, yet lowell el al argued that neither age nor 

gender were as hjghly correlated with voting behaviour as socio-economic variables 

(see also Murphy, 1978). Nor, they suggested, could researchers simply assume that 

people within each quota band are interchangeable. Crespi ( 1 988), discussing 

Mitofsky's views, also noted that demographic quotas will not protect against sample 

error within demographic groups (p. 36). The implication of these arguments is clear: 

quota samples may do little or nothing to improve polling estimates, and may even 

generate errors not prescnt in equivalent size random samples. 

However, the costs of repeated callbacks in random samples, the timing difficulties, 

and the apparent similarity of some quota and random sample estimates have led other 

pollsters to argue that random sampling offers no advantage over quota samples (see 

Worcester 1 984, and 1 987; Butler, 1 994). Thus, in general, researchers have tended 

to agree that non-sampling errors outweigh the effects of sampling errors and account 

for more of any difference between the polls and the election outcome (see Felson & 

Sudman, 1 975 ; Day & Becker, 1984; Converse & Traugott, 1 986; Buchanan, 1987, 

and Crewe, 1 992). Nevertheless, the lack of empirical evidence to support random 

sampling in favour of quota sampling or vice versa should not be taken as mearung 

that the argument is either resolved or urumportant. On the contrary, lowell et ai's 

comments should prompt further consideration of the quota variables currently used 

to detennine polling samples and the weights applied retrospectively to random 

samples to bring them into line with known population parameters (see also Crespi, 

1988). 

Some researchers have expressed concerns about the widespread practice of clustering, 

which decreases the precision of the estimates obtained. Despite the effects of 

clustering, the media typically report the margins of error assoc!ated with simple 

random samples, thus leading some researchers to argue that the media should be 
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more cautious and conservative in their reporting of poll results (Roper, 1983; Pearl 

& Fairley, 1 985 ; Converse & Traugott, 1986; Collins, 1988; Jowell et al, 1 993; 

Butler, 1994; Hoek & Gendall, 1 996). The debate over clustering has concentrated 

on how margins of error are calculated and reported, rather than on whether clustering 

might bias the estimates, and so is less directly relevant to this discussion. However, 

these former issues, relating to the precision of the estimates, are explored in more 

detail in Chapters 6 and 7. 

Since sampling theory has been thoroughly debated elsewhere, and as the issues 

arising from this debate are not central concerns of this thesis, this section serves only 

to highlight specific sampling decisions which affect poll estimates. However, many 

related issues require more detailed analysis. For example. decisions about whom to 

interview, the ratio of successful interviews to non-contacts and refusals, and even the 

timing of polls will all affect the sample composition to varying degrees (and are 

discussed in Chapter 6). The following section examines the problems inherent in 

identifying likely voters, and, in predicting how many of those expressing each 

intention will turn out at a given election. 

2.4 Identification of Likely Voters 

Not all people who reside in an electorate may have formally registered to vote and, 

even among those who have, not all will actuall y cast a vote. Pre-election pollsters 

must thus ensure their estimates are based on the views of likely voters, since those 

people unlikely to vote, or certain not to vote, will clearly have at best only a 

negligible effect on the final election outcome. However, if these people constitute 

a sizeable proportion of a poll, and the distribution of their stated preferences differs 

from that of committed voters, including them in calculations of party support 

estimates might bias those estimates. 

It is clear from the research reporting various polls that problems in differentiating 

clearly between likely voters and non-voters have biased some polls and have even 

resulted in pollsters concluding that the wrong party will win a forthcoming election 

see Perry, 1 979, for example). Crespi ( 1988) acknowledged the problems poor turnout 

prediction could cause: "Pollsters concur that the most accurate measurement oj 

preJerence among all voting age adults Call lead to an inaccurate assessment oj 
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candidate standing if they cannot predict who will vote .... pollsters also concur that 

it is one of the most d�ffiC/ilt measurement tasks in polling and that it has not been 

solved by commonly used techniques" (p. 74). 

Researchers have tended to approach turnout prediction in one of two ways. First, 

some have followed a cognitive line of enquiry, exploring the factors affecting 

turnout, their relationship with demographiC variables, and how knowledge of the 

processes or issues mediating the decision to vote can be used to predict turnout. 

Other researchers have sought to develop more behaviourally-oriented models which 

include variables such as respondents' past behaviour and their behavioural intentions. 

The following discussion explores the prohlems caused hy inaccurate projections of 

turnout and the approaches researchers have taken when addressing these. 

2.4.1 Turnout Projections 

Early polls did not specifically differentiate between likely voters and non-voters, a 

fact held largely accountable for any inaccuracies that resulted (see Perry, 1979; 

Buchanan, 1 986, or Crespi, 1988, for a full discussion of this). Perry described the 

history of polling from the early straw polls through to modern methods. He argued 

that the sampling problems affecting early polls had been addressed and that the 

accuracy of the estimates had increased!. Other non-sampling errors, such as turnout 

and the problem of allocating undecided voters, were, Perry suggested, more likely to 

contribute to errors in poll predictions. 

Perry's views were supported by subsequent election commentators who also sought 

to establish why poll results and election outcomes sometimes deviated so dramatically 

(see Abrams, 1 970; Levy, 1 983 ;  Day & Becker, 1984; Roper, 1 984; Marsh, 1 985 ; 

Borrelli, Lockerbie & Niemi, 1 987; England, 1 987; Mavros, 1987; van Westendorp, 

1 987; Worcester, 1 987; Collins, 1988; Crespi, 1 988;  Sieger, 1990; lowell et ai, 1 993; 

Sparrow, 1 993; Lau, 1994). While not all these researchers attributed polling 

inaccuracies primarily to a failure to differentiate accurately between likely and 

unlikely voters, all cited this as a contributing factor. 

Perry noted changes in the sampling frame and the movement away from mail survey polls 
to interviews conducted as close as possible to the election date. 

12  



2 

Abrams ( 1 970), commenting on the failure of U K  polls to predict the 1 970 General 

Election outcome, noted a number of possible explanations. though he specifically 

excluded the more direct effects of sampling decisions outlined in Section 2.3 .  

Instead, he noted a number of  changes in the electoral environment2 and suggested the 

combined effect of these was probably suf ficient to bias poll est imates in the direction 

observed. Although not overtly dismissing methodological problems as potential 

sources of error, Abrams nevertheless firmly located the error in the external 

environment.  However, while environmental factors can affect poll outcomes, 

researchers should, in principle, be able to identify and account for these factors over 

time. Crespi ( 1 988) also criticised the "explanation" of large polling errors "by 

reference to the unique qualities of a particular electiol/ mtller than by reference to 

inadequacies ill research desigl/s" (p. 1 7 1 - 1 72). 

Marsh ( 1 985) also examined problems of turnout prediction, in particular whether this 

was attributable to sampling deficiencies or to inadequ acies in the questions used. 

While he found that turnout among respondents exceeded the general turnout (thus 

raiSing questions about the effects of pre-election interviews on respondents' 

behaviour), he noted that 9% of those claiming to be "very likely" to vote in fact did 

not cast a vote. He also noted that the undecided group was not less likely to vote 

than those respondents who articulated a clear preference prior to the election (an 

observation supported by Hoek & Gendall, 1 993. but queried by Crespi. 1 988 who 

suggested that many undecided respondents were also non-voters). After examining 

several different response groups, Marsh concluded that turnout was consistently mis

estimated and that differential turnout thus did not explain the errors in prediction that 

occurred. He argued instead that changes in opinion, perhaps in response to media 

coverage of the polls, may have accounted for the divergences he noted. 

However, these conclusions were not shared by Collins ( 1988) who examined polls 

surrounding the 1987 United Kingdom General Election, again seeking to explain how 

and why they had diverged so greatly from the actual election outcome. While opting 

more firmly for the differential turnout explanation, Collins also explored other 

possible influences, though he discounted many of these. For example, he suggested 

These factors included lowering of the voting age, the summer timing of the .election and 
higher immigrant polling. 
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that l ate swings (endorsed by Worcester, 1 986, 1 992b, and proffered by Marsh, 1 985, 

as a l ikely explanat ion of pol l ing inaccuracies), were unl ikely to account for the 

problem, since polls held immediately prior to the elect ion contained the same errors 

as those taken earlier. 

Instead, Col l ins suggested that the lower than desired accuracy of the polls was due 

to differential turnout, though he did not rule out the possibi l i ty of more fundamental 

changes in respondents' intentions. Col l ins did not set out specific procedures for 

deali ng with this, though he commented in  detail on the calculation of error margins, 

not ing how flaws in  these calculations had led to misguided assumptions about polls' 

outcomes. In conclusion, Col l i ns suggested that researchers and the media should 

treat poll data more caut iously. 

Despite Col l ins' recommendat ions, poll ing esti mates did not improve markedly and 

the aftermath of the most recent United Kingdom General Elect ion saw Sparrow 

( 1 993),  lowell el al ( 1 993) and a MRS Committee of Enquiry variously examining 

why the polls fai led to predict the 1 992 Uni ted Kingdom General Election outcome. 

Sparrow identi lied thrce fXJssihle explanations for the poor performance of pol iS: 

t urnout ;  people who changed their mind about who to vote for between the interview 

and the election, and late deciders, those who final ly decided who to vote for at the 

end of the campaign. While arguing that a l ate swing accounted for most of the error, 

Sparrow also acknowledged the difficulty of predict ing turnout and then of using this 

to weight the party support estimates. 

Sparrow used a rather crude 4 point ordinal scale to capture voting i ntention. 

Although he did not examine the predictive validity of this scale, its construction does 

not compare favourably with the more rigorously tested methodologies put forward 

by Perry ( 1 979) or Traugot t  & Tucker ( 1984). Sparrow's failure to consider the 

accuracy of the scale vitiates the remainder of his discussion, which explored 

differential refusal rates and logical i nconsistencies i n  respondents' answers. Unless 

the scales used have construct validity, it is not clear whether the differences between 

predicted and actual results arise because of flaws in respondents' reasoning or 

deficiencies in the response devices presented to them. While Sparrow's conclusion, 

that differential refusals seriously biased the estimates. is intuitively logical, the range 
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of remedies he suggested fails to address the more fundamental problems affecting 

polling. 

Jowell et al ( 1 993) addressed the turnout prediction problem more directly, and 

explicitly discussed differential turnout and the various factors that could contribute 

to this: differential registration; differential turnout across party supporters; and the 

effects of overseas voters. However, they suggested there was conflicting evidence 

relating to differential turnout, and argued that neither overseas voters (who were 

simply too few in number to have any marked effect) nor differential registration were 

likely to have been important factors affecting the outcome. Although, like Sparrow, 

they concluded that problems caused by respondents who refused to divulge their 

views could affect poll estimates. their chief concern lay with undecided respondents. 

who, they argued, were primarily responsible for the errors observed. 

Across the Atlantic, American pol lsters were grappling with similar problems. 

Acknowledging criticisms over the polls' failure to predict outcomes in the 1 980 

elections, Kohut ( 1986) argued that the credibility of American polls was effectively 

on the line in subsequent elections. and that pollsters needed to recognise the 

potentially serious consequences of further inaccurate predictions. His warnings had 

already been noted, and researchers had, for some time, been advancing and 

considering the explanations developed by their British counterparts. 

Like Collins ( 1 988), Roper ( 1 984) also noted concerns about the abuse of sampling 

error to make estimates appear more precise and scientific than may be the case. 

However, when attempting to explain the poils' failure to predict election outcomes, 

Roper lent more support to the "closet voter,,3 theory, although he explicitly 

acknowledged the problem of defining likely voters. His advice, to use respondents' 

past behaviour as a predictor of their future behaviour, is unfortunately limited to 

situations which remain constant across elections. Clearly, if a large proportion of the 

population are first time voters, or if previously unfamiliar candidates or parties are 

contesting the election, this advice becomes more difficult to implement. In addition, 

This theory asserts that respondents, unwilling to give a clear mandate to any politician, refrain 
from making either their intention to vote or their actual preferences known to interviewers. 
The net effect of this on candidates in the election is unclear, but presumably this action sends 
a message that voters are not to be taken for granted. 
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although many researchers have accepted past behaviour as an important predictor of 

future behaviour, they have di ffered over how best to include this in turnout models 

(see Crespi, 1 988  for a full cliscussion of this issue). 

Both Marquette & Hinckley ( 1 988) and Granberg & Hol mberg ( 1986) suggested that 

respondents tend to act consistenl ly  with their recalled past behaviour. However, 

Granberg & Holmberg argued that this was not necessari ly the same as respondents' 

actual past behaviour. If these assertions have empirical support, they suggest 

respondents' self-reported behaviour may have beller predictive valiclity than official 

records of their actual behaviour. Yet while shedding some light on the question of 

how to assess past behaviour, this tentative finding does not resolve the wider problem 

of w�at variables could be substituted if information relating to respondents' past 

behaviour is not available. 

Day & Becker ( 1 984) addressed the problem of ascertai ning who wi l I  vote direcl ly 

and dwelt spcci ficalIy on the ident ification of likely voters, though they also 

acknowledged the role of flawed sampling procedures. A fter considering, among 

other possibilities, di fferential turnout as an explanation of poll ing i naccuracies, they 

opted for a straight-ticket voting explanation, on the grounds that there appeared to 

be more evidence to support this theory than there was to support any of the other 

explanations they had investigated. Thus despite the preferences respondents might 

express in pre-election polls, their actual voting behaviour may differ, depending on 

the other voting decisions they make. This explanation focuses attention on question

wording and the effectiveness of quesHons current ly used to estimate voHng i ntentions, 

(explored in more detail in Chapter 3) but sheds less light on the problem of 

predicting turnout. 

Problems associated with question wording were also explored by Borrelli, Lockerbie 

& Niemi ( 1 987), who sought to understand why the Democrat-Republican parti sanship 

gap varied from poll to poll. As well as conSidering question-wording, their analysis 

of 5 1  polls taken in 1 980 and 1984 also concluded that the sample composition (likely 

voters versus the general public) and the poll timing affected the est imates. Crespi 

( 1 988) also discussed polls taken at the same time which produced varying estimates 

of party support. He attributed these differences to variations in the sampling 
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procedures and, more particularly, to the different procedures used to esHmate l ikely 

voters. 

Simi larly, Lau ( 1 994) concentrated on the effects sam pic composition may have, 

suggesting that the mixed predictions relating to the 1 992 US Presidential election 

"may have all been the result of methodological arllfacts due to shifts iTl sampling 

frames ( "registered voters " to "likely voters ") or how "u.1ldecided " , voters are 

allocated among the candidates" (p. 3). While Lau expl icitly recognised the effects 

poor identi fication of l ikely voters could have on poll est imates, he concluded that 

timing factors bore the strongest relationship to poll error. 

Few researchers have argued that di fferenti at ing l ikely from unlikely voters is 

unimportant . However, not all researchers have seen turnout prediction, or the 

identificat ion of l ikely voters as pivotal factors in the accuracy of pre-election poll 

predictions. 

One explanat ion of these divergent views may lie in thc diversity of polls considered 

and the possibili ty that different electorate and election conditions mean the factors 

affecting poll estimates vary from one situation to another. However, without more 

detailed knowledge of these conditions, this explanation remains difficult to 

substantiate (though it is consistent with Converse's, 1966, normal vote concept). 

Notwithstanding the difficulty in defining more precisely the error associated with 

differential turnout, Buchanan's ( 1 986) overview of 1 55 forecasts across 68 elections 

since 1 948 concluded that difficulties in ident ifying l ikely voters had resulted in errors 

affecting many of the estimates he examined. The twin problems of quantifying both 

the level of error associated with poor turnout predictions and then its effect on party 

support estimates, means the potential for error to occur must remain high until more 

accurate prediction i nstruments are developed. The fol lowing section examines 

attempts to model and predict turnout behaviour. 
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2.4.2 Explanation and Modell ing of Turnout 

Before discussing different models and the variables which these use, it is important 

to examine the schools of thought regardi ng voting behaviour, since these schools 

have attached varying levels of im!X)rtance to turnout predicHon and have approached 

elecHon prediction generall y  from quite di fferent perspectives. These views typically 

arise from the Columbia or the Michigan schools, developed during the 1 950s and 

1 960s. The Columhia school places a heavy emphasis on the social and political 

context within which voUng occurs and pays particular attention to the family history 

of voti ng and to gencraHonal issues (see Campbell et aI, 1 960; Converse, 1 964). 

Social class, according to this school, is a key predictor variable. However, although 

this view dominated thinking while social class was a constant phenomenon, during 

the 1 960s and 1970s the notion of a stahle electorate, fashioned chiefly by social class, 

began to break down. In res!X)nse to this, the Michigan-hased ideas of party 

idenHficaHon gai ned in popularity, as models hased on this concept explicitly 

recognised that ideological sympathies could transcend class harriers (see Downs, 

1 957). 

Chandler ( 1 988) noted that the Michigan school ,  with its heavy emphasis on 

partisanship, maintained strong predictive validity at least unt i l  the 1 970s, when 

growth in the proporHon of independents rendered partisanship general ly less stable. 

Refinements to the Michigan model thus invol ved an acceptance that partisanship may 

develop though early socialisaHon and through more recent experiences, including 

evaluation of economic factors and other salient issues. 

Burnham's ideas attempted to combine elements of both approaches (see Chandler, 

1 988). While suggesting that political attitudes did not play a primary role in electoral 

participaHon, Burnham instead saw elections as part of a historical process which was 

subject to periodic realignment (see Mitau, Thorson & Johnson, 1969 and Shaffer, 

1974, for tests of this approach). Chandler ( 1 988) i nvesHgated the relationship 

between these views of turnout and elecHon-behaviour and concluded that while both 

could provide more or less accurate predictions, neither could be formulated in the 

precise mathemaHcal terms that would make possible a more rigorous assessment of 

their respecHve abiliHes. 
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However, Converse's ( 1 966) normal voting model did attempt to specify a procedure 

for estimat i ng bot h  turnout and election outcomes. Drawing on the Michigan school .  

Converse tried to separate out the effects of  longer t erm and more short term issues. 

He proposed t hat elections featured not only t he short-term speci l1c characteristics 

which a ffec t  i ndi vidual elect ions . but also lo nger term trai ts  which affect vot i ng 

behaviour i n  a number of elections. He defined a "norm a l "  elec t i o n  as one which had 

no i nterven i ng short- term factors. and developed a model which speci fied t he 

relationship between the long-term vari ables a nd vot i ng behaviour. Party 

idcn t ; ficat ion pl ayed a key role as a lo ng-term variahle which Con verse argued acted 

as an u mbrel l a  variable represen t i ng a nu mber o f  lo ng-term factors.  

To produce esti mates. Con verse first had to est i mate " norm a l "  t u rnout a nd " norma l "  

vot ing behaviour. H e  achieved the l at ter b y  di scou n t i ng t he dkct o f  t he short -term 

factors and ascert ai n i ng each part isan group 's t u rnout by regressing t his  agai nst t he 

overa l l  elect i o n  t u rnou t .  This procedure est abl i shed t u rnout w i t h i n  each group. 

al t hough i t  did not indicate overall "normal" turnout. which Con verse hypothesised 

would be sl ight ly below average. 

Establishing partisanship i nvolved a similar procedure to assess t he level of defect ions 

associated with particular parties (regressing the proport ions of Democrat defectors 

against the proportion of Republ ican defectors and ident ifying points with equal co

ordinates). Once both turnout and partisanShip (based on party identification) were 

calculated, the normal vote expected to be associated with a party could also be 

established. 

Although the schools of thought summarised briefly above have attempted to explain 

the distribution of party or candidate preferences, and any shifts in these, they have 

also influenced the choice of variables used in turnout prediction models. Debaie 

continues about whether turnout is a function of social class, party identification or 

some combination of these and other variables, (see Curtice & Jowell, 1992). The 

remainder of this section examines various turnout models and the theoretical 

background from which they have developed. 

While retaining links with either the Michigan or the Columbia schools, or some 

amalgam of these, turnout prediction has tended to evolve in a divergent manner. 
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Down one path have headed researchers following a more behavioural ly oriented 

approach. Although their models may employ both demographic and ideological 

variables, they are domi nated by measures of respondents' historical and projected 

behaviour. A n  alternati ve pathway is taken by researchers more concerned with the 

role played by social,  psychological and economic variables. Often presented as an 

eclecti c  combination of factors arisi ng from a variety of discipli nes, t his approach 

t ypical ly examines tu rnout within a broader contex t . 1l1e fol l owing discussion 

expl ores the more hehavioural ly  oriented approach before t u rning to consider other 

perspccti ves. 

2.4.3 Behavi()ural M()dels ()f Tu rnout 

Init ial  attempts t o  predict behaviour were rather rudimentary, and essent i a l l y  i nvol ved 

a direct question which elicited eit her a " yes" or " no" response or ( in  some i nstances) 

an u ndecided response. Problems associated with  t hese dichotomous quest ions are 

outli ned and considercd in det ai l i n  Chaptcr 4; it su fliccs to note here that attempts 

to predict voting behaviour usi ng "yes/no" quest ions have not met with great success 

(Perry, 1 979). Rather it became clear that this decision was more complex and 

i nvolved several di fferent factors. Perry ( 1979) atlempted to accommodate these 

factors within a turnout scale he developed. Thus he not only questioned respondents 

about their intention to vote and the certai nty surrounding t his intention, but he also 

explored their voting registration status, previous voting behaviour, poli t ical 

allegiances, the intensity of any preferences they expressed, and various att i tudinal 

variables. His model clearly incorporates elements of the Michigan school,  al though 

previous voting behaviour and political allegiances are arguably proxies for social 

class, the mainstay of the Colombia model . 

Perry's scale was very comprehensive and employed variables which had clear 

relationships with turnout, factors held responsible for the improved predictions it 

made possible. However, while this scale enabled him to rank individuals according 

to their likelihood of voting, Perry still  had to predict turnout as a separate task, and 

for this he relied on more judgmental criteria. Validation of the scale by comparing 

its predictions to records of actual voting behaviour showed it provided very accurate 

predictions in high turnout elections. Yet where turnout dropped to around 40%, or 

below, the scale's accuracy deteriorated. 
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Traugott & Tucker's ( 1984) work fol lowed on directly from Perry's findings and 

sought to identi fy variables which had a strong relationship wi th respondents' 

l ikelihood of voting. Af1er some experimentation, they ident i fied three variables: 

voter registration, past voting, and i nterest in the elecOon, which were used to estimate 

respondents' l ikelihood of voUng. 

Traugott & Tucker approached the estimation task in two ways. First they constructed 

an i ndex which allowed them to identify l ikely voters . and to est i mate the effects of 

different levels of turnout .  The second approach used logit  regression to develop 

maximum l i kelihood probabilWes of voting for each respondent . These probabili t ies 

then served as weights, producing a probable electorate composed of di fferential 

contributions from all respondents (p. 334). Only t he second approach actually 

produced est imates of turnout ;  the first al lowed di fferent assu mptions about turnout 

to be made, but did not provide a Single turnout predictor. While the weighting 

procedure appeared to provide accurate esti mates, t he co-clfi c i ent s  used could not be 

assumed to apply across elections, thus each new data set requi red t.heir re-calculation. 

While this model offers a soluUon to the problems of predict ing turnout ,  it is  complex 

and should not preclude the search for simpler procedures, of equal accuracy. 

Petrocik ( 1 99 1 )  extended Traugott & T�cker's model to i ncl ude variables associated 

with non-voting, which he used to discount respondents' probabi l ity of voting. He 

then compared the extended and original Traugott & Tucker models and concluded 

that the former produced the most accurate esti mates. 

Buchanan ( 1 986) was also firmly of the view that fai lure to di fferentiate between 

likely and unlikely voters had affected the predictive accuracy of many of the more 

than 150 polls taken since 1 948 that he examined. To counter this bias, he adopted 

many of the criteria Perry ( 1 979) described (past voting, registration, and interest ·in  

the election) either to  down-weight or  eliminate those respondents u nlikely to vote or 

certain not to vote. However, he did not elucidate a model outl ini ng either the role 

or the performance of these variables. 

Nor did lowell et al ( 1 993), while echOing the call to do more to establish 

respondents' l ikelihood of voting, set out more specific means of achieving this. 
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Although they suggested four questions, encapsulating the variables Perry ( 1 979) had 

i ncluded i n  his model,  they did not report on the predictive val idity of these questions. 

Nevertheless, their argument in favour of developing and testing "the psephoiogicai 

equivalent of laws of behaviour" (p. 256) established common ground with previous 

research and provided a focus for future work. 

As well as the models examined here, researchers have also used a variety of 

screening questions exploring. for example, respondents' registration status as a proxy 

for turnout .  However, respondents' proclivity for over-reporti ng their registrat ion to 

vote meant the estimates were i nvariably inflated. Even treating those respondents 

u nsure about their registrat ion status as unregistered failed to compensate for the over

reporting bias.  

Other researchers have used Simple measures of past turnout behaviour to predict 

l ikely voters (see Crespi . 1 988). However this approach has been cri t icised for its 

failure to accommodate new voters and for its assumption that respondents will behave 

consistentl y. 

This overview briefly summarises some of the major work on turnout models. Perry's 

( 1 979) research represents a semi nal study on which most subsequent research projects 

are based, even i f  this is not explicitly acknowledged. Perry's work, in turn, drew on  

aspects of both the Columbia and Michigan schools and i ncorporated variables relating 

to social class, as well as those with a more ideological orientation. However, his 

work has not been the only attempt to combine elements of these formerly disparate 

approaches. A parallel research effort has encompassed psychological and economic 

theories, using these to explain both turnout and party support preferences. The 

following section summarises findings relating to this approach. 

2.4.4 Psychological and Economic Models of Turnout 

Several research efforts have compared psychological and economics based models. 

For example, Chapman & Palda's ( 1 983) research speCificall y  compared the predictive 

accuracy of models based on social-psychological or rational choice constructs (see 

also Anderson, 1 986). While social-psychological models posit that voters develop 

a psychological attachment to the political system which then prompts their 
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participation i n  i t ,  rational choice models suggest voters evaluate the costs and benefits 

associated with vot ing before deciding whether to exercise their right to vote. Thus 

the former model depends on some idea of socialisation, where vot ing becomes a 

norm adhered to by responsi ble individuals, while the latter rests on the not ion of 

rational i ty, mani fested by voters act ing when the expected ut i l i ty  of doing so is 

positive. Turnout, according to the latter model , is higher when the electoral contest 

is close (respondents' votes could "cou nt" more) and where concurrent elect ions are 

held (since these produce economies of scale). 

B asing their model on rational choice theory, Chapman & Palda developed a 

regression equation where they viewed the total numher of votes cast as a fu nct ion of 

the number of registered voters, of the closeness of the contest, of the level of 

campaign expenditure, and of income, education, and employment variables. After 

examini ng the predictive accuracy of this equat ion across ten Canadian provi ncial 

elections, Chapman & Palda concluded that, whjle their fi ndi ngs provided strong 

support for the rational choice model, they could not be construed as disproving the 

social -psychological model . 

However, despi te the correlations they noted, the construction of their model depends 

on retrospective information (such as campaign expenditure and the closeness of the 

election). Thus while the model's explanatory power may be high, its role as a 

predictive instrument appears limited (see also Chandler's, 1 988,  comments). 

Nevertheless, Chapman & Palda confirmed the importance of education and i ncome 

in turnout decisions, and both these variables may be employed in predictive models 

(although the extent of the muIti-collinearity Chapman & Palda noted would require 

further investigation). 

Rather than differentiating between economic and socio-psychological models, Fife

Schaw & Breakwell ( 1 990) suggested that rational models have a good predictive 

ability because they incorporate the psychological factors that militate against voting. 

Acknowledging the i ncreasing domi nance of the Michigan model, Fife-Schaw & 

B reakwell criticised recent  work conducted into non-voting for relying too heavily on 

demographic variables, and argued that the psychological factors underlying non

voting deserved greater attention. Among such factors they included: whether 

respondents fel t  their vote would count, or be a futile gesture; respondents' 
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understanding of philosophical di fferences between parties; their view of and i nterest 

in politics, and any feelings of alienation they might experience. 

Fife-Schaw & Breakwell examined teenagers' attitudes, as well as socio-economic 

characteristics, and concluded that att i tudinal variables were bet1er able to discriminate 

between potential voters and non-voters than were socio-economic variables. lhis 

finding tends to support the MiChigan school, though it does not prove that social 

class, as proposed by the Columbia school, has no role to play. 

Slraits ( 1 990) also sought to explore and understand the social context of voter 

turnout, noting a variety of factors that affect turnout : "The likely mechallisms by 

which social environmellts stimulate turnoul include the channelling 0/ political 

in/ormation, persuasive organisation, social pressure. co-operation alld /riendly 

competition" (p. 64). In addi tion to these factors, he suggested that spousal influence 

has profound, but typical ly unmeasured. effects on respondents' likelihood of voti ng. 

Indeed, Straits concluded by suggest ing that the poor predictive power of models 

based solely on individuals' views and behaviour could be largely due to their failure 

to take account of respondents' social environments and peer relationships (p. 72). 

Although concentrat ing less on family relationships, Norrander ( 1 99 1 )  also examined 

the various roles played by attitudinal, behavioural and demographic variables i n  

turnout decisions. She exami ned the explanatory power of variables relating t o  the 

campaign environment itself, individuals' exposure to the campaign, respondents' 

voting history, their satisfaction with the incumbent president (or government), and 

their evaluation of the candidates contesting the election. Using presidential primary 

elections to test these variables, she concluded that key demographic characteristics, 

age and education, together with i nterest, combined to enable classification of core or 

habitual voters. However, she also noted that campaign characteristics, such as the 

closeness of the race, affected turnout .  Since these factors varied greatly across 

campaigns, their specific relationship to turnout was more difficult to define 

consistently. Again, these findings suggest that a merging of the Colombia and 

Michigan schools may provide the best means of predicting turnout, a view shared by 
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Curtice & lowell ( 1 992).4 

The latter researchers suggested that a combination of both schools. i nvolving a 

representative study of voters. combined with a study of the social and political 

context withi n which they make their decisions, will provide the most accurate and 

i n formative predictions about their l i kcly behaviour. 

While they perhaps originate from different sources. it appears t hat both research paths 

are converging and that neither the Columbia nor the Michigan school domi nates 

current turnout research. Equally apparent is t he fact that the modds put forward 

i nvolve a number of variahles, which themselves may not remain constant across 

elections, and which require quite detai led examination (c. f. ,  Conwrs�·s. 1 966, long 

and short term effects). 

Overal l, although researchers have explorcd many different avenu�s of enquiry. 

turnout prediction remains a complex task which has not yet been fully elucidated. 

Debate continues over whether turnout is a fu nction of social class, of party 

identification or history, or of some combination of these and other variables. 

Irrespective of what motivates respondents to cast a vote, if respondents who have a 

low chance of voting also have a different party support distribution to those 

candidates who do plan to vote, the resulting estimates will be hiased. Accurate 

differentiation between voters and non-voters in pre-election pol ls is therefore critical 

to the calculation of accurate party or candidate support estimates. Consequently, an 

i nstrument which provided a straightforward and accurate means of classification 

would solve a conundrum t hat has perplexed generations of researchers. 

However, this is not the only issue to mysti fy researchers ; an equall y  puzzli ng 

problem is that of allocati ng u ndecided respondents. Again, a variety of views exists, 

ranging from the dismissal of u ndecided respondents through to complex allocation 

models. The fol lowing sections exami ne the problems posed by u ndecided 

respondents and the methods currently employed to deal with them. 

Crespi's (1988) discussion of attitudinal variables also noted that researchers typically used 
the.se measures in conjunction with other variables. 
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2.5 Undecided Respondents 

Very few researchers i nvestigati ng problems associated with election predictions have 

not acknowledged the difficulty of deal ing with undecided respondents. Fenwick, 

Wiseman, Becker & Heiman ( 1982) stated: "the voting behaviour of the undecided 

group can have a sigllljicant impact Ofl the final results . . .  [and] flO mailer which 

[allocation] approach is used, there is not yet an entirely satisfactory way of 

determining the likely votiflg (or flon-voting) behaviour of those who claim they are 

undecided" (p. 383-384). More recent ly, Daves & Warden ( 1 993) expressed the same 

view: "The public and pollsters judge a poll by how closely it reflects the outcome of 

the election. Polls with high numbers of 'ufldecided' or 'no opinion ' responses canl/ot 

accurately reflect election day results" (p. 2). There exists. therefore, a clear, perhaps 

even unanimous, view that incorrect allocation of respondents who are unwil l ing or 

unable to express their l ikely voting behaviour will introduce error into the sample 

estimates. The followi ng sections explore thjs problem in greater detai l before turning 

to examine the remedies that researchers have applied to i t .  

2.5. 1 Undecided Versus No Opinion 

Although some researchers do not differentiate between people who state they are 

undecided and those who claim to have no opinion on a particular matter, another 

group has argued that these respondents require separate treatment. As early as 1979, 

Perry had noted that sample members may describe themselves as undecided for a 

variety of reasons: "relucttulce to take a position, reluctance to refuse the interviewer 

and a desire to hide ul/der the label of ul/decided" (p. 3 1 7) .  

Researchers have long displayed an interest i n  the characteristics of undecided 

respondents and well over two decades ago Converse ( 1976) had explored the "no 

opinion" group, i nvestigating whether respondents proffering no-opinion responses 

possessed characteristics that djfferentiated them from other sample members. 

Recognising that previous research had identified respondents with less education as 

more l ikely to give a no-opinion response than their more highly educated 

counterparts, she i nvestigated whether certain question characteristics contributed to 

the proportion of no-opinion answers given. Overall ,  Converse found that, as the 

complexity of the task required of respondents increased, so too did the proportion of 

no-opinion responses. She also concluded that education remained the best predictor 
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of no-opinion responses. 

Fol lowing on from this work, Francis & Busch ( 1 975) exami ned non-substantive 

responses (NSRs) in general and, in confirming Converse's findings, also argued that 

NSRs were not a random phenomenon, but were related to respondents' characteristics 

or characteristics of the data gathering procedures. After examini ng dat a  from surveys 

conducted around three presidential elections, they concluded that NSRs showed a 

consistent link with respondents' education. family income and gender. Francis & 

Busch also noted a relationship with respondents' level of political involvement : that 

is, the poorer their understanding of the role and power of government, the more 

likely they were to give NSR responses. Overal l .  Francis & Busch argued that 

researchers should not exclude these respondents from their analyses. nor should they 

simply combine them with other response categories. Unfortunately. however. they 

provided no concrete guidelines outlining procedures for researchers to follow when 

analysing and interpret ing data containing NSRs. 

Faulkenberry & Mason ( 1 978) also exami ned further the relationship between 

respondents' i nterest in a topic and their likelihood of expressing an opinion on that 

topic. Differentiati ng between non-opinion and no-opinion response groups, they 

i nvestigated att itudes toward wind energy and corroborated Francis & Busch's 

conclusions. Their examination of four groups (don't know. no opinion, oppose or 

favour) revealed that differences between the groups existed, and that undecided (or 

ambivalent) respondents typically had a higher level of knowledge and greater 

exposure to mass media than did those respondents who had no clear opinion on the 

topic. While these results depended on interviewers making standard and consistent 

classifications of respondents, and so may contain classification errors, they 

nevertheless added weight to the view that u ndecided and no-opinion respondents 

differ in some important ways (see also Gilljam & Granberg, 1 993). 

Feick ( 1 989) sought to break down the undecided group further and argued that it 

comprised at least three separate groups: those who are ambivalent about the 

alternative response options from which they must choose (a phenomenon he 

described as item-specific equivocation); those who remained generally ambivalent 

about a topiC, despite having considered it in detail (topical equivocation), and finally 

those who may give an undecided response because they have not considered a topic 
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and may not be aware of or interested i n  i t  (see also Duncan & Stenbeck. 1 988). 

Bishop. Oldendick & Tuchfarber ( 1 984) had earlier i nvestigated the first group Feick 

identified (those who are ambivalent in some way about the question or questions they 

are asked) and who Converse ( 1 970) and Francis & Busch ( 1 975) had earlier 

suggested were l ikely to have had less education than other respondents and to be less 

interested in the topic at hand. Bishop et al hypothesised that questions exploring 

respondents' interest in part icular phenomena were likely to be answered according to 

respondents' most recent experience of or with those phenomena. As a consequence 

of this. they suggested responses were l ikely to depend heavily on the question 

context. To test this recency effect further they developed three quest ionnaires in  

which buffer questions were used to separate items they hypothesised would affect the 

responses to subsequent quest ions. if placed immediately prior to those questions. 

However. they found the intervening bu ffer questions did not reduce the order e ffects 

they had earlier noted. leading them 10 conclude that : "context problems cannot be 

avoided merely by separating items Illat are kJlown, or expecled, 10 affect one {lnotller, 

though that may help in some insta/lces" (p. 5 1 8. see also Husbands. 1987). 

In  addition to querying the effects of buffer questions on responses. other researchers 

have suggested that fil ter questions may have some unfortunate side effects. Hippler 

& Schwarz ( 1 989) argued that the use of fil ter questions may. instead of simpl ifying 

respondents' task. actual ly give respondents the impression that the task ahead of them 

is complex: "Respondents who are exposed to aftlter question expect more, mzd more 

difficult, foLLow-up questions, and doubt lhat they have sl�fficiellt knowledge to answer 

them" (p. 86). Ironically. treatments designed to provide respondents with a context 

that may help consolidate their views may i nstead contribute to the proportion of 

u ndecided responses given. 

In summary. a wider exploration of public opinion research in general suggests that 

u ndecided respondents may be expressing either ambivalence or a l ack of an opinion 

on a topic. Although not conducted specifically  in the area of voting behaviour. the 

research suggests that respondents expressing these views differ not only from other 

sample members. but  also among themselves. Accordingly. researchers have 

recommended treating the groups as distinct. but have not yet established how best to 
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do this. At present , therefore, the techniques typical ly  employed have tended to treat 

the two groups as one. The fol lowing section out l ines some of the treatments and 

al locat ion methods used and analyses the success these have had in enhancing the 

accuracy of pre-election poll esti mates. 

2.5.2 Treatment of Undecided Respondents 

Researchers undertaking pre-election polls and using tradi tional vot ing i ntention 

methodologies are al most certainly bound to encounter a group of respondents who 

are ei ther unable, or unwill ing, or both, to art iculate clear responses to the questions 

posed. These researchers thus have two options: they can attempt to reduce, or even 

el iminate, the undecided groups, and thus dispose of the prohlem a priori, or they can 

devise methods of al locat ing the undecided groups and establish what are essent ially 

post hoc solut ions. This section first examines various methods used to reduce the 

proport ion of undecided respondents before examining allocation models. 

2.5.3 Methods of Reducing the Proport ion of Undecided Respondents 

Efforts which effectively reduce or el i minate the proportion of undecided respondents 

often prove easier to implement than allocation models (which depend on variables 

that may themselves be prone to non-response or non-substantive response error). 

Thus several researchers have tested treatments which result in a net reduction of the 

undecided group. In developing these treatments, researchers have attempted to 

identify underlyi ng factors which may prompt or influence respondents' propensity to 

select undecided response options. Many of these factors are related to aspects of 

question wording. Thus Feick ( 1989) included misunderstanding, poor instructions, 

lack of attention, and ambiguous phrasing (p. 526) in his summary of factors which 

contribute to item ambiguity. Sigelman & Presser ( 1 988) expressed a similar concern 

in more general terms, noting that: "A basic concern of survey research is that 

alternative measurement procedures (e.g. question wording differences or differing 

survey contexts) can produce very different results" (p. 326). 

However, questionnaire construction cannot be held solely responsible for respondents' 

indecision; several researchers have already noted that respondents' own characteristics 

may also contribute to the number of undecided responses obtained. For example, 

Perry ( 1979) suggested nonresponse was also caused by evasiveness and a lack of 
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candour among respondents (see also Brusat i ,  1 987). In addition to describing this 

rather furtive response behaviour, Perry also noted the pressures generated by social 

desirabi lity bias. He suggested this pressure might lead respondents to offer a neutral 

response (such as no opinion or undecided) rather than engage in the less helpful 

behaviour of refusing to comment on a part icular item or decli ning to partiCipate in 

the interview al together. 

Perhaps noting Perry's comments. other researchers have documented the need to 

establish a rapport with respondents. suggesting that . if this is achieved, respondents 

wi l l  relax and reveal personal opinions or detai ls that they might otherwise decl ine to 

impart (see Perry, 1 979; Sopariwala & Roy, 1 990) . Hushands ( 1 987) referred to this 

as the "warm start/cold st art " controversy (p. 407). and noted that while developing 

a relationship with respondents may lead to greater disclosure of personal detai ls, the 

addi tion of questions designed to create this rapport may actual ly hias responses to 

subsequent questions. In other words, while developing a rapport with respondents 

may improve the accuracy of the answers they give, it may also detract from this. 

Crespi ( 1988) noted this prohlem " . . .  asking questions about issues and tlte candidates 

before asking for candidate preference can shape the 'perceptual environment '  and 

bias poll results . . . .  It might be that voicing opinions on issues creates a preference 

wltere one did not previously exist. Or it night be that having voiced opinions Oil 

issues, respondents may then feel constrailled to voice a preference between 

candidates as well" (pp. 104- 105). 

In addition, as an interview proceeds, respondents may become more aware of 

divergences between their views and those they (rightly or wrongly) perceive to be 

held by the i nterviewer or their wider reference group. Noelle-Neuman ( 1 970) 

suggested this realisation could lead to a "spiral of silence" whereby respondents who 

hold views which contravene perceived prevailing norms are less and less l ikely to 

express their views as the i nterview proceeds. Thus as the disparity  between 

respondents' opinions and their perception of an "external" view increases. so too does 

their inclination to conceal their views and their propensity to give undecided or no 

opinion responses. 

The above section represents a very brief overview of factors researchers have 

30 



identified as contributing to undecided responses. It is clear from this overview that 

many factors relate to respondent rrusunderstanding, social desirability bias, and other 

issues of question wording and interpretation. These matters are discussed i n  detail 

in Chapter 3 and are only summarised here. The remainder of this section discusses 

researchers' attempts to reduce t he proport ion of undecided responses. 

Perhaps the most obvious way to deal with an undecided response is to probe the 

respondent's views further. Some researchers have done this by seeking to understand 

the mot ives that may prompt respondents to support particular parties (see Antaki, 

1 988, for example). or by assessing the level of certainty they associate with their 

voting intention (see I3assili, 1993). However, a more widespread practice i nvol ves 

repeated quest ioning of undecided respondents. Thus i nstead of si mply accepting an 

undecided response, interviewers proceed to i nvestigate respondents' leanings and, 

where these exist , they use them as surrogate preference est imates (see Traugott & 

Tucker, 1984; Crespi , 1988; Daves & Warden. 1993. or Green & Schickler, 1 993 for 

a discussion of this approach). This approach can substant ially reduce the proportion 

of undecided respondents in the sample; however, doubts remain over whether 

extensive probing elicits thoughtful and accurate responses. Crespi ( 1 988) 

summarised this debate by questioning whether detailed probi ng merely elicited non

attitudes or whether it uncovered previously hidden refusals. Thus despite the 

widespread adoption of this technique in the Uni ted States, at least, there is no 

empirical evidence attesting to the accuracy of responses obtained in this way. Rather, 

at least some evidence to the contrary exists. 

Sanchez & Morchio ( 1 992) explored whether persistent probing improved the qual i ty 

of the estimates they obtained. They reported: "it wouLd appear that exhaustive 

probing on the part of TEL [telephone] interviewers TTul1Iages to encourage the Less 

informed respondents to voice a substantive choice, but that tile choice involved °a 

large amount of guesswork" (p. 463). Thus, although probing left fewer u ndecided 

respondents, Sanchez & Morchio concluded that guesswork was largely responsible. 

Although these findings cannot be treated as definitive, they do raise questions about 

the overall accuracy of responses given to questions designed to establish undecided 

respondents' political leanings. Clearly, the reduction of error introduced by 

undecided respondents remains a primary goal, but this is unlikely to be addressed 
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satisfactori ly  by the use of a technique which may concurrently introduce and remove 

error. 

Probing respondents' answers further has not been the only approach taken to 

questionnaire construction that could reduce the size of the undecided group. Lampert 

( 1 978) and Lampert & Tziner ( 1 985) suggested that pol l s  produced high numbers of 

u ndecided respondents and inaccurate predictions because they did not use i nstruments 

that enabled respondents to integrate their attitudes with their intentions. To address 

this problem, Lampert developed a pol l i meter. an instrument similar in appearance to 

a slide rule. which respondents used to indicate their support for the two candidates 

located at ei ther end of the cont inuum. Crossing the scale mid-poi nt was interpreted 

as support for the candidate whose "zone" the respondent had just entered. Likewise, 

the closer to the mid-point respondents placed themselves. the greater their chances 

of switchi ng their support to another party or candidate. 

Lampert argued that this instru ment had two chief benefits :  its abi l i ty  to force 

respondents to choose hetween compet ing candidates or part ies, and its abili ty to 

provide i nsights into those respondents placing themselves ncar the mid-poi nt (who 

would otherwise have classi fied themselves as undecided). In addition, he argued the 

pollimeter would provide quick resul ts which would he analogous to those based on 

more direct intention quest ions. 

However, while Lampert outl i ned an elegant description of his i nstrument's benefits, 

he did not present empirical support attest ing to the pol limeter's predictive accuracy. 

Nor did he address a key problem: how researchers should deal with a situation where 

an election is contested by more than two main candidates or parties. While t his 

instrument may work effectively i n  two-party contests, many countries have a more 

diverse political environment, and Lampert did not discuss how t he poIlimeter might 

be adjusted to deal with this. 

In a subsequent paper (Lampert & Tziner, 1985), Lampert addressed some of these 

issues and outlined a pilot scale test of the pollimeter. However, the fi ndings from 

this paper revealed that 20% of the 1 86 respondents classified themselves as 

undecided, presumably by placing themselves on the very mid-point of the pollimeter. 

Furthermore, a discriminant model i ncorporating the atti tude and i ntention variables 
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as measured by the model had variable success in predict ing how the undecided 

respondents would behave (47% were correctly classified when at titudes were used 

as the main discriminat i ng variables).  Whi le the [X)i l i meter i nstrument Lampert 

developed does not appear to have provided res[Xmdents with an appropriate medium 

for combining their cognitive and conat ive responses, this finding does not  constitute 

a rejection of Lampert's original hypothesis (rather i t  const i tutes an i nadequate test of 

i t ) .  Thus the origi nal question Lampcn raised, whether present [Xll l i ng research 

i nstru ments can adequately accommodate and capture tlle complex i t y  of vot ing 

i ntentions, remai ns a viable and unresol ved question. 

Panagak is (reponed i n  Crespi . 1 98 8 )  used a constant-sum approach analogous to 

Lampert's pol l i meter and asked respondents to a l locate to votes among al l  the 

candidates st anding for a part icu l ar office. However. accordi ng to Crespi. Panagakis 

used this technique to measure respondents' a l t i tudes: " The implicit assumptioll oj this 

strategy is that for accurate predictiol/ il is cmci(/I to me(/sure lJllitlllies ill their 

complexity, somethillg that Stunm(/ry, forced-choice measures of lIuilUde C(/I/IIO/ 

accomplish" (p. 102). If  this is an accurate representation of Panagakis' work. it 

appears to place more emphasis on cogni t ive variables that it does on behavioural 

factors. Chapter 4 examines the altitude-intention-behaviour relationship in more 

detai l .  

Several researchers have alluded t o  confident ial i ty issues, not i ng that respondents m ay 

feel reluctant to divulge their personal views to someone they had never previously 

encountered ( Brusati , 1987; Perry, 1979; But ler, 1994). One method used to address 

this problem involves the administration of a secret ballot . Although difficult, i f  not 

impossible to administer via phone interviews, secret ballots have been used 

successfully i n  both pre-election and exit polling.  Perry ( 1960 and 1 979), who 

documented some of the history of secret ballots, noted that when introduced 

immediately following the survey introduction they were associated with a higher 

level of refusal. Later, however, secret ballots were incorporated as part of a standard 

interview, and were administered after respondents had become more accustomed to 

the interviewer. In this context, split-sample experiments revealed that secret ballots 

yielded more accurate estimates than direct questioning approaches. In addition, Perry 

found that secret ballots reduced the proportion of undecided respondents more than 
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leaning questions had done.� He concluded: "It [ these resul ts] suggests that the 

reLatively high undecided percentages sometimes reported in general elections are 

artifacts of the method of questioning and do not represent tme undecided" ( 1979, p. 

3 1 7). Interesti ngly, Perry's comment suggests that the problem of confident iali ty 

should be addressed though changes in  the question administraHon, rather than through 

the construction of a series of rapport building questions. 

Perry ( 1 960 and 1 979) noted that whi le the enhanced confidentiali ty contributed to 

more accurate est imates, the secret bal lot's close approxi mation of actual vot ing 

procedures also enhanced the accuracy of the estimates. 

In addition, Perry exami ned the question of data accuracy, and expl icit ly 

acknowledged that a reduction i n  the proportion of undecided respondents is not 

necessari ly equivalent to an increase in the accuracy of the predictions elicited. He 

noted that the change in  party support distributions of matched samples administered 

either via a direct or a secret ballot questionnaire was often greater than the reduction 

in size of the undecided group. However. Perry nevertheless concluded that there 

appeared to be no over-riding reasons why secret bal lots should not produce rel iable 

estimates. Thus he asserted: "Experience has shown that a cOllfideflliaL voti1lg choice 

in a survey gives every indication of producing valid responses from all but a 

negligible number of respondents" (p. 3 1 9). 

Fenwick el aL ( 1 982) also acknowledged the role of secret ballots and "leaning" 

questions in reducing the u ndecided group and suggested that the latter were typically 

used in phone interviews. where the characteristics of the interview mediu m  prevented 

the use of secret ballots. Although not traditionall y  a problem encountered in Western 

democracies, Sopariwala & Roy ( 1990) noted that where respondents may fear 

unpleasant repercussions, or even political violence, should they express unsanctioned 

views to "official" interviewers, secret ballots provided a mediu m  which reduced t his 

fear and allowed them t o  express their true views i n  privacy. 

Leaning questions reduced the initial 1 7% undecided to 9% while a secret ballot resulted in 
6% undecided. 
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Butler's ( 1 994) recommendations for improving UK polling accuracy also included a 

suggestion that secret ballots be investigated further to asses whether they could 

reduce the proport ion of people givi ng undecided responses to the voting intention 

question. 

Overal l,  there appear to be a number of procedures researchers can adopt to decrease 

the size of the undecided group. The methods outlined above all relate to changes in 

the questionnaire or the way in which interviewers administer this. However, aside 

from these internal research decisions, researchers have also noted that external factors 

(such as the ti ming of the poll) rather than internal factors (such as questionnaire 

design or administration) account for at least some of the undecided responses given. 

Felson & Sudman ( 1 975) suggested that pol l ing accuracy in general was related to the 

gap between the date of the poll and the election itsel f, and that the smal ler the time 

lag, the more accurate the poll was l ikely to be (see also Crespi , 1 988). Although 

they did not specifical ly relate the improvements in accuracy they noted to a reduction 

in the size of the undecided group, others have argued that early polls inevitably 

record higher proportions of undecided respondents since some people have not yet 

formed or consolidated their voting intentions (see Lewis-Beck & Rice, 1982; 

Weimann, 1 990, Worcester, 1 992a, but also Campbell & Wink, 1 990). 

lllis argument inevitably raises the question of why pollsters continue to conduct 

surveys some months prior to an election date. The newsworthiness of poll results 

appears an obvious answer to this question. Although large time lags between a poll 

and an election date always leave open the possibi l i ty that unanticipated events will 

lead to changes in respondents' stated i ntentions, the media seem unl ikely to desist 

from polling. Consequently, the quest for stable and accurate methodologies 

continues. 

Overall ,  secret ballots appear to reduce any real or perceived threat associated with 

voting-intention questions; they also represent an alterative means of decreasing the 

proportion of u ndecided respondents. Practically,  however, secret ballots present some 

logistical problems and it is not clear whether the improved accuracy they obtain 

offsets the difficulties incurred in their administration. However, neither secret ballots 

(which increase the confidential ity of respondents' answers) nor leaning questions 
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(which help clarify the stance taken by ambivalent respondents) completely eliminate 

the undecided group. Almost inevitably, therefore, researchers must decide how to 

treat those respondents who, for whatever reason, decline to express a firm voting 

intention. The fol lowing section examines some of the techniques used to deal with 

this latter question. 

2.5.4 A l location of Undecided Respondents 

This second approach to the treat ment of undecided respondents aims less to prevent , 

than to amel iorate the problem they present. As well as reducing the overal l size of 

the undecided group, researchers al locate undecideds among the parties or candidates 

speci fied in the voti ng-intention question. The simplest method of al location excludes 

undecided respondents from any subsequent analyses. In effect,  this procedure 

allocates undecideds proportionately. Whether acknowledged explici t ly  or not , this 

practice assumes that undecided respondents have the same overal l probabi lity of 

exercisi ng their vote as those who did nominate a choice, and that their pattern of 

voting wi l l  mirror that of respondents who stated an intent jon. However, neither the 

validity of these assumptjons, nor the overall  logic of tills approach has been clearly 

established. 

Converse's ( 1 966) notion of a normal vote distribution appears to provide a rationale 

for allocating undecided respondents on the basis of partisan affiliations in the same 

proportions as equivalent party identifiers who have expressed a preference (see 

Traugott  & Tucker, 1 984; Crespi, 1988). His theory appears analogous to leaning 

questions, described earlier, as it uses an expression of ideological affil iation as a 

surrogate for specific voting i ntention. However, it involves a further step i n  logic to 

allocate undecided respondents in the same proportions as more com mitted party 

supporters when no clear evidence of a partisan affi liation exists. Yet this widespread 

practice appears to have received little attention in the l iterature. 

The apparent lack of evidence to support the proportional al location of u ndecided 

respondents has led researchers to devote considerable efforts to devising allocation 

models and it is surprising that some of these are not more widely used. For example, 

Fenwick et al ( 1982) described a model which uses known attitudes, candidate 

evaluations, and demographic variables to explain the preferences held by respondents 
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who did express a vot i ng in tention. Using discriminant anal ysis, they alloc ated these 

respondents to one of the t hree candidates contesting the election standing and found 

that the model assigned 86% of the cases correctly ( i .e. , to the same candidate 

nomi nated by the respondent). Wrule acknowledgi ng the problems i mplici t i n  using 

the same data set both to devise and to test the model , Fenwick et oL nevertheless 

argued that this level of accuracy was wel l  above what cou ld be expected from chance 

alone. Furthermore, they clai med the model represented an i mprovement on the more 

tradit ional method of proport ional a l location. Tests of the method on undecided 

respondents showed 86% were correct ly al located.6 

Use of discri mi nant classification models has characterised the research undertaken i n  

this area. Daves & Warden ( 1 993) also developed and tested a discri mi nant model ,  

together with three other al location procedures: proport ionate al locat ion among the 

candidates, equal al location. and al location to the major chal lenger. The discrim i nant 

model u ( j ) ised demographic variables (gender, age. income and education) and party 

ident ification, and so was very similar to Fenwick et aI's model .  H owever, despite the 

obvious di fferences bet ween the methods and their underlyi ng rat ionale, the resul ts  

each acrueved were not great ly di fferent .  Al though a l location to the m ai n  chal lenger 

resul ted in less accurate predict ions, the other three methods generated a s imi l ar error 

level, leading Daves & Warden to conclude: "assigning 'undecided' respondents in 

pre-election polls to a ca"didate is i"deed a cha"cy busi"ess, "0 m.atter which method 

is used" (p. 20). 

Hoek & Gendall ( 1 995) also reported using a discriminant model to classify u ndecided 

respondents. Developed and tested i n  the same way as Fenwick et aL ( 1982) 

described, their research compared the accuracy of models based on demograpruc 

variables, or on opinion and behavioural variables, or on an a malgamation of these. 

They reported low accuracy of the demograpruc and opinion and behaviour models 

(both classified just u nder a trurd of respondents correctly), al though this i mproved to 

around 50% when variables from other models were combined (c.f. ,  Ray, 1984, who 

The proportion of undecided respondents correctly allocated was ascertained though post
election interviews. Thus the infonnation used was not actual, but self-reported behaviour. 
While there is no overt reason to suspect bias, it is nevertheless possible that bandwagon 
effects (documented by Bradburn & Sudman, 1988, among others) may have affected 
respondents' answers. 
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claimed that information on respondents' political attitudes and conservatism could 

explai n a high proportion of the variance in their voti ng behaviour). 

Hoek & Gendall's work was conducted during a turbulent electoral period, thus 

complicating the use of historical variables, and none of the discriminant models 

demonstrated a comparable level of accuracy to simple proportional allocation.? This 

led them to conclude that researchers should direct their energies toward reduci ng the 

overal l  size of the undecided group si nce, if this is small enough, choice of allocation 

procedure becomes largely academic. 

Shamir ( 1 986) identi fied possible reasons why discrimi nant models had displayed 

variable success. He suggested some allocation variables might be very situation

specific, and argued that even apparent ly objective classi fication measures such as the 

party or candidate voted for in the last election may have low val idity because of false 

reports.  8 Furthermore, he also noted that the theoretical foundations underlying 

classi fication rules were also quite weak, while the boundaries separating support for 

one party from another were not always straight forward. However, while Shantir's 

comments recognised some very real problems, they did not resolve any of the 

difficulties associated with the treatment and allocation of the undecided group. Thus, 

unless, as Hoek & Gendall suggested, pollsters manage to reduce the proportion of 

u ndecided respondents to a negligible size; their options remain l imited to a range of 

procedures which tend to have high error levels associated with them. 

Neither Fenwick et ai's nor Daves & Warden's models i ncluded a weighting factor to 

account for the l i kel ihood that an undecided respondent will  vote.9 Impl icitly, 

therefore. these models assume undecided respondents have the same probabi l i ty of 

voting as respondents who did express a view. Perry ( 1 973) examined this question 

and reported that his analysis of respondents' voting preferences and their overall 

The average mean absolute error of the discriminant models was 10.3% compared to 2.3% 
for the proportional allocation method. 

Although Granberg & Holmberg ( 1986), discussed in Chapter 6, argued that the accuracy of 
respondents' recall is less important than the ideological affiliation it conveys. 

Hoek & Gendall's model did incorporate a variable examining respondents' overall probability 
of voting. However, because the number of non-voters was very low (<10), this group was 
not included in the final version of the model. 
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l ikelihood of voting revealed that undecided respondents were less l ikely to vote. 

However, Hoek & Gendall 's ( 1993) work with the Juster Scale, an II point probabil i ty 

scale, suggested that undecided respondents had a 75% chance of cast ing a vote. IO 

As in the modell ing of turnout. researchers have brought di vergent approaches to  bear 

on this issue. The preceding section has documented the more behavioural route some 

have fol lowed; the next sect ion examines how researchers have also used a wider 

range of variables to assist their predict ion of l ikely vot ing behaviour. 

Although not eschewing the use of ideological or historical variables, other researchers 

have incorporated economic measures into their predict ion models on the groundS that 

these reflect the success or fai lure of pol icies implemented by the incumbent president 

or government. Thus Campbell & Wink ( 1990) argued that most forecast ing models 

are based on the notion that people's evaluation of the president's (or government's) 

performance is the precursor to their voting behaviour. Thus they suggested that 

models i ncorporating candidate popularity scores. measures of economic conditions 

and a variable accounti ng for the length of term. could account for over 90% of the 

variance in presidential vote (p. 252). They tested their model using presidential trial

heat data and found that whi le the addit ion of economic data greatly improved the 

model's predictions, candidate evaluation scores were necessary to obtain maximum 

accuracy. 

Lewis-Beck & Rice ( 1984) had earlier developed a forecasti ng model usi ng economic 

as well as ideological variables. After investigating economic performance, 

i nternational involvement, political experience and presidential populari ty, they found 

that only the latter variable showed a strong predictive ability when used as the basis 

of bivariate forecasting models. However. combining the popularity and GNP 

variables resulted in a model at least as accurate as the final Gallup polls taken before 

that election. Nevertheless. Lewis-Beck & Rice, while concluding that the model's 

performance was much better than chance. conceded that changing political 

environments might also change the predictive power of the model's variables. 

Other sub-samples had the following probabilities of voting: 

Decided respondents 
. Declared non-voters 

86% 
30% 
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Overall, these models offer some appeal in an environment where two clear 

alternatives compete (such as in presidential elections). Yet they appear less suited 

to environments containing multiple parties, some of which are not clearly 

differentiated from others. Moreover, where several minor parties exist, it will be 

difficult, if not impossible, for respondents to assess the likely economic effects of the 

policies issued by those parties. 

Researchers have also attempted to define the psychological processes underlying or 

mediating political attitude-formation, in the hope that such knowledge might improve 

the accuracy of prediction models (see Williams, Weber, Haaland, Mueller & Craig, 

1 976; Fishbein & Coombs, 1 974). 

Newman & Sheth's ( 1 985) work went beyond the prediction of undecided voters' 

behaviour; their discriminant model sought to predict the behaviour of the whole 

sample and incorporated a number of cognitive factors including: policy issues; social 

imagery; emotional reactions to candidates; candidate image; current events; personal 

events, and epistemic issues. Using a mail survey questionnaire, they examined 

respondents' political background as well as these seven belief components. These 

pre-election interviews elicited a 78% response rate and were followed by post

election phone interviews designed to ascertain how respondents had voted. 

Newman & Sheth constructed a number of discriminant models which they used to 

allocate voters to one of the two presidential primary candidates and then compared 

this to respondents' self-reported voting behaviour. However, the final model's 

accuracy of 90% is undermined by the unexplained exclusion of nearly three quarters 

(476) of the respondents originally interviewed. If this is put to one side, though, and 

relative assessments of the initial models made, the results showed that the attitudinal 

model correctly allocated more respondents than did a model based solely on 

demographic variables or on variables representing respondents' level of political 

involvement. Yet Newman & Sheth warned that there was no guarantee all seven 

dimensions would necessarily be relevant in the prediction of subsequent elections. 

In addition, they noted that the timing of the early qualitative work, which was 

required well in advance of the election in order to develop the more quantitative 

questionnaire, introduced a risk that the time lag may result in shifts i n  respondents' 

preferences which would ultimately affect the accuracy of results produced by the 
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model. 

Despite the work conducted into the construction and refinement of classification 

models, researchers have made l i ttle defi ni ti ve progress. For some ti me, researchers 

have highlighted the arbi trary choice necessitated when selecting an allocation 

procedure. Indeed, some have suggested that i t  is more producti ve to reduce the size 

of the undecided group than it is to expend effort developing an allocation model. 

Crespi's ( 1 988) comments support this view: "Pre-election polls that aLLocated the 

undecided vote themselves or reported a small undecided vote are significantly more 

likely to be accurate than those that reported a moderate or large percentage 

undecided . . . .  it is . . .  clear that minimising the undecided vote COT/ tribiltes to accuracy" 

(p. 109). 

While researchers have tested and developed several al location models, those 

demonstrat ing the highest predict ive ability have typical ly been used in a very specific 

context . Likewise, a number of researchers have commented on the situation-specific 

nature of at least some of the variables they have incorporated in their models. Thus 

the problems Converse ( 1966) dealt with when conceptualising and implementing his 

normal vote model still appear to beleaguer researchers today. While this does not 

mean researchers should desist from pursuing research into classification models, it 

does suggest that other l i nes of enquiry may offer more promise.  

2.6 Summary 

Although researchers have conducted work into a wide range of factors which could 

help explain the rather variable accuracy of opinion polls conducted around the world, 

two key problems have dominated much of the l i terature: the identification of l ikely 

voters and the classification of undecided respondents. Whi le other issues, such as the 

sampling procedures used and the degree to which unavailable respondents are 

pursued, remain important issues, the central concerns of this thesis are with the 

former two problems. 

A great deal of work into turnout prediction has been conducted, and researchers have 

developed several models which appear, i n  some cases at least, to show strong 

predictive power. However, many of these models are complex to construct and some 
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appear better suited to retrospective explanation than to prediction. Although 

complexity should not be a reason for dismissing a strong predictive tool, simpler 

mechanisms offer a clearer appeal and more obvious advantages to pollsters. 

As well as model ling turnout, researchers have also attempted to explain how and why 

inaccurate estimates may have arisen and, while a number have related this problem 

back to sampling inadequacies, many have noted that issues related to question 

wording may also have affected the est i mates. 

In addition, researchers have sought to ident i fy the various roles played by 

environmental factors, such as social class or historical developments, and by turnout. 

Overall. while methods of identifying likely voters and of predicti ng turnout do exist, 

these have not resolved all the problems facing researchers and turnout prediction 

remains a difficult and only partial ly elucidated task. 

Simi larly, the allocat ion of undecided respondents con(j nues to intrigue researchers 

and confound pollsters. While researchers have ident ified the existence of  several 

di fferent groups within the general undecided category, this t1nding has not yet been 

formal ly translated into procedures for allocating these people. 

However, work exploring the factors underlying indecision has identified results 

s imilar to those put forward by turnout researchers: question wording, respondent 

understanding and social constraints all seem to play a role i n  i nfluencing the 

proportion of undecided respondents. While some procedures for dealing with these 

factors exist, their adoption, ut i l isat ion and validation by researchers has been 

piecemeal. 

As a consequence, many pollsters still need to allocate undecided respondents. Yet 

of the available allocation procedures, most do not have a record of strong predictive 

accuracy. 

Clearly several factors influence respondents' decision to vote and their choice of 

which party or candidate to support, and researchers face many difficulties if they 

attempt to chart and measure each stage of these inter-linked decision processes. Yet 

researchers can manipulate variables within their control and then ascertain the effect 
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of these changes on respondents' abi l i ty to predict their behaviour accurately. 

Many researchers working to produce turnout or al location models have alluded to 

question wording and the related issue of respondents' understanding. Since 

researchers can do a great deal to change and clarify the questions which they put to 

respondents and the ways in  which interviewers, working on their behal f, administer 

these questions, the research reponed here seeks to extend the current understanding 

of question wordi ng and administration. The fol lowi ng chapters therefore explore first 

the general problems of question design before moving to document the rationale 

underlying an alterna(j ve approach to the est ima(jon of turnout and the prediction of 

election outcomes in general .  
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CHAPTER 3 

QUESTION DESIGN EFFECTS AND RESPONDENT BIASES 

3.1 I ntroduction 

Problems of question wording and questionnaire design have troubled and intrigued 

researchers for many years. Few academics or practitioners would dispute that the 

words used to frame a question, the context in which it appears, the way in which 

interviewers deliver it, and the intangible social connections which develop between 

respondents and interviewers may affect the responses elicited. KaJton & Schuman 

( 1 982) summarised the difficulties : "The survey literature abounds with examples 

demonstrating that survey responses may be sensitive to the precise wording, format 

and placement of the questions asked. " (p. 42). However, the magnjtude of these 

effects, and the topicS and respondents most susceptible to them, remain difficult to 

quantify. 

In addition to addresSing question design and context effects, and issues relating to the 

perceived saliency of the research topic, researchers must also consider how best to 

minimise the biases respondents themselves might introduce. Issues such as the extent 

to which respondents attempt to perform particular roles, and the relationship between 

these roles and the accuracy of respondents' answers, all require detailed attention. 

1ltis chapter examines these problems and their effects on the information given by 

respondents. It begins with a general overview of questionnaire design effects and 

then considers the more specific issues of question order and context. Next the 

chapter explores respondent biases, particularly the interlinked problems of respondent 

ignorance and the perceived social desirability of some responses. Finally, possible 

solutions to these problems are presented and a rationale for their exploration and 

inclusion in the research methodology is outlined. 

3.2 Overview of Questionnaire Design Effects 

Questionnaires consist of several layers, yet researchers can rarely deal with these 

discretely. Instead, their decisions about the words to use, the question structure these 

words support, and the types of questions employed must all, paradoxically, be made 

both consecutively and simultaneously. Labaw ( 1980) argued that questionnaire 
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design i s  analogous to painting: "While a painting consists of such components as 
lines. lights and darks. forms. composition. colours. and actual application of the 

paint. the artist cannot use a step-by-step sequence. handling one component entirely. 

followed by the next. All the components must be integrated and handled 

simultaneously " (pp. 1 2- 1 3). 

The following sections explore a number of questionnaire design decisions, and the 

approaches researchers may take to them, in more detail . 

3.3 Question Wording 

Rugg & Cantril'S ( 1 942) widely cited illustration of the problems caused by apparently 

simple changes in  wording alerted researchers to Lhe fact thai even what appear to be 

logical substitutions for words in questions may generate markedly different response 

distributions. I I  However, Adams ( 1 956) queried tills findi ng. He substituted the 

phrase "beller than" for "worse Lhan" and found little di fference in the resulting 

response distributions. He therefore concluded that respondents appeared equally able 

to express strongly favourable and strongly unfavourable opinions. 

Clearly some words and phrases have more straightforward synonyms and antonyms 

than others. Since Rugg & Cantril's work, many researchers have identified particular 

problem words willch generate ambiguous connotations and willch may confuse 

respondents (see Payne, 1 950; Belson, 1 98 1 ;  Converse & Presser, 1 986, for thorough · 

overviews of problematic words and expressions). 

Other work to explore the ambiguity of certain words i nvestigated whether some 

question formats produced more stable responses than others. Gendall & Hoek ( 1990) 

Rugg & Cantril substituted the words "allow" and :"forbid" in the following questions: 

"Do you think that the United States should allow public speeches against deITwcracy?"  

and 

"Do you think the United States should forbid public speeches against delTWcracy?" 

The first question elicited support for "free speech" from 21 % of the respondents questioned. 
However, the second question, which was expected to elicit around 2 1  % of negative responses 
(making it equivalent to the first question) was denied by 39%. 
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devised a series of mirror image anHude statements12 and examined the distribution 

of responses to these. Their results confirmed the "allow/forbid" findings established 

earlier (Rugg & Cantril,  1942; Schuman & Presser, 1 98 1 ;  H ippler & Schwarz, 1 986) 

and found a number of other signi ficant di fferences between the distributions to 

ostensibl y reversed statements. Gendall & Hoek ( 1 990) confirmed that these 

differences were not solely due to the use of antonyms in the matched statements 

(which might be expected to generate additional ambiguity). Many differences 

occurred even when the only change was the addi tion of a negative (not) to the 

statement, thus suggesting that respondents did not interpret the statements as logical 

opposites. Apart from tills general conclusion, Gendall & Hoek found it difficul t  to 

identify a panem that could be used to expl ai n their results and predict others. 

Gendal l ,  Assendelft & Hoek ( 1 99 1 )  explored these issues further and tested whether 

presenting forced choice questions as mirror images would produce stable responses. 

Whi le some questions had very consistent response distributions across versions, 

others showed less stability. Again, the lack of a clear pattern in  these results led 

Gendall et al to reiterate their earlier view that even very subtle changes in question 

wording may produce quite different responses (see also Stubbs & Hutton, 1 976, for 

a discussion of a similar study). 

Given the dynamic and metaphoric nature of language, problems caused by the 

substitution. of one word for another are unlikely to disappear. Rather, as new words 

become i ntroduced, and as semantic shift al ters the meanings associated with existing 

words, these problems appear likely to increase. Belson ( 1 98 1 )  recommended 

comprehensive pre-testing to identi fy, and then eliminate, words which respondents 

i nterpret to mean something other than the researcher i ntended. Researchers using the 

double-back technique he devised begin by administering a question to a respondent. 

Once the respondent has answered the question, researchers then explore the meaning 

Mirror image attitude statements are those which are logical opposites. For example, some of 
the statements tested by Gendall & Hoek included: 

"The law should allow/forbid public speeches which promote racism. "  

"The police should belshould nol be armed". 
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that respondent associated with key words or phrases in the question. The ensuing 

discussion identi fies the question the respondent believed he or she answered and 

highlights discrepancies between the information researchers sought to collect and that 

which the respondent gave. 

Whi le pre-testing methods remain open to debate (a topic covered i n  more detail in 

Chapter 6), Belson's general advice has also been advocated by many major 

methodological researchers (see Schuman & Presser, 1 977; Sudman & Bradburn, 

1 982;  and Converse & Presser, 1986, for example) . 111e necessity of pre-testing is 

clearly a widely accepted survey research principle, even if individual practices vary. 

Just as specific words can generate confusion, so too can the questions themselves. 

While the i ndividual words and phrases that make up the question may be clearly 

interpreted by respondents, i t  is nevertheless possible that the question i tself is biased. 

For example, it may not include all the possible response options, or the question may 

make some responses appear more acceptable than others. If this is the case, the 

answers elicited may be neither reliable nor valid. Section 3 .4 below addresses more 

fully problems associated with question design effects. 

3.4 Types of Questions 

Researchers must make many question design decisions as they craft a questionnaire. 

One of the most fundamental of these involves deciding whether to use open or closed 

questions. Use of closed questions then necessitates decisions about the response 

categories made available to respondents, the scales employed, and whether an explicit 

undecided option is provided. 

3.4.1 Open versus Closed Questions 

Research investigating the relative merits of open and closed questions has been well 

documented in the literature (see Payne, 1 946; Bradburn & Sud man, 1 979; Labaw, 

1 980; Sudman & Bradburn, 1 982, Kalton & Schuman, 1982; Converse & Presser, 

1 986; Converse & Traugott, 1986). There is a general consensus that although open

ended questions elicit a wider range of responses, they do not allow researchers to 

gauge accurately the proportion of the population who hold the views or responses 

elicited. Closed questions, on the other hand, will produce more accurate estimates, 

since each respondent must select from the same response options. However, closed 
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questions may not i nclude all  the alternatives that respondents would have selected, 

had they been made avai lable in the original l ist. In an attempt to deal with this 

problem, some researchers have advocated the use of combined open and closed 

questions. Questions designed i n  this way present respondents with a list, but also 

allow them to nomi nate ideas or categories not contained in the list. However, 

Schuman ( 1 986) found few respondents proffered a response outside those explicitly 

made avai lable by an i nterviewer; thus he argued the additional information gathered 

by an "other" category is negligible (see also Gendall & Hoek, 1990). 

Perhaps because of the time, difficulty, and cost of coding open-ended questions, as 

well as for methodological reasons, most experienced researchers use open-ended 

questions sparingly. I nstead they employ closed quest ions, using either speCifically 

designed response categories or scales widely employed in survey research (e.g. , a 

Likert scale, or a semantic differential scale). However, closed questions do not 

present an unambiguous solution to the problems posed by open questions. 

Researchers have debated whether response categories should be balanced, to avoid 

predisposing responses in either direction, and whether response l ists should contain 

an explicit "don't know" option, or whether respondents should have to volunteer this 

response. 

Kalton,  Col l ins & Brook ( 1 978) tested the specificity of response options provided to 

respondents and fou nd that the effects of offering no specific alternative, a token 

alternative only, or a substantive alternative, varied across the topics examined. 

Noelle-Neumann ( 1970) had earlier argued for the explicit inclusion of alternatives, 

suggesting that failure to provide these would mean some respondents did not make 

the trade-off necessary before they could provide an informed and accurate response. 13 

Noelle-Neumann asked a split sample of housewives one of two questions: 

"Would you like to have a job, if this were possible ? "  

or: 
"Would you prefer to have a job, or do you prefer to do just your housework ?" 

Of those answering the nrst question, 1 7% said they would prefer to have a job, 38% said they would 
like part-time work, 19% said they would prefer to do just [sic] their housework and 26% were 
undecided. The responses to the second question were 10%, 14%, 68% and 8%, respectively. Clearly, 
these questions varied in other respects aside from the explicit inclusion of an undecided alternative (one 
used the verb "like" while the other employed "prefer", and only the flfSt question contained the phrase 
"if this were possible"). However, it would be extremely unlikely if the inclusion of an alternative had 
not contributed to the large variations in responses. 
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Although the research into this topic is l i mited, it is possible that the effects depend 

to some extent on the saliency of the topic explored. That is, where respondents have 

some fami l iarity with and knowledge of the options, the inclusion of specific 

alternatives is less necessary. However, where this is not the case, their omission may 

lead to substantial biases, as Kalton et af ( 1 978) suggested: "There is a danger that 

respondents replying to all opinion question will choose olle of the alternatives offered 

even when they hold no view Of! the issue llnder study. " (p. 1 53) . 

Assuming questions do include specific alternatives, researchers must then decide 

whether, and how, to deal with the problem of respondents volunteering opinions 

when in fact they hold no view on the topic. Perhaps the most obvious response to 

this question has been the inclusion of middle categories, which effectively al low 

respondents to declare their indecision, or to nominate a neutral position. Schuman 

& Presser ( 1 977) explored this issue and compared the distribution of responses where 

middle alternatives were and were not offered. They found that more people selected 

a middle position or an undecided option when it was included. However, they also 

noted that i ncluding these response al ternatives did not affect the ratio of people 

selecting the polar options provided. 

Since researchers often have to comment on the proportion of people selecting each 

response category, the decision whether to include an undecided option has i mportant 

ramifications. Making this option explicit will result  in a higher proportion of 

undecided respondents and, where the size of this group exceeds the proportion who 

expressed a definite view, wil l  almost invariably question the stability of those results. 

However, requiring respondents to select a specific option may also produce unstable 

resul ts,  since a number of those classified as holding a particular view may not do so. 

This dilemma has led many researchers to recommend that less emphasis be placed 

on specific results and more attention paid to responses across a variety of questions 

(see Schuman, 1 986). As KaHon & Schuman ( 1 982) proposed: "By tying an 

important concept to at least a few items that differ among themselves in form, 

wording and context, the investigator is unlikely to be trapped into mistaking a 

response artifact for a substantive finding. " (p. 55). 

Schuman & Presser's ( 1 977) results suggested that the i nclusion of a middle 
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alternative or an explicit undecided option did not affect the response behaviour of 

people holding a definite opinion. Nevertheless, researchers have devoted 

considerable effort to developing techniques that will reduce the proportion of people 

l ikely to proffer an undecided response. Some have devised opinion screening 

questions which explore whether respondents hold a view on a particular topic. Only 

if the response to the filter question is affirmative, do interviewers proceed to 

administer the actual opinion question (Kalton et ai, 1 978 ;  Bishop, Oldendick, & 

Tuchfarber, 1980a; l3ishop, Oldendick, Tuchfarber & Bennett, 1 980b). However, the 

potential danger thjs presents is that respondents, learning that a declaration of no 

opinion leads to the avoidance of questions, may claim to have no opinion simply to 

expedite the complet ion of the interview. Considerable evidence suggesting that 

respondents learn how to Skip sect ions of questionnaires employing rou ti ne formats 

already exists (see Noelle- Neumann, 1 970; Labaw, 1 980; Sudman & Bradburn, 

1982). Thus regular usage of filter questions may increase the risk of screening out 

people wishing to bring an interview to a rapid close as wel l as those who are 

genuinely undecided. 

Where respondents select their response from a l ist of options presented on a 

showcard, read by an interviewer, or contained within a self-completion questionnaire, 

there is a tendency for them to choose items positioned at the top or bottom of the 

list. Researchers have suggested this occurs because the items' position makes them 

easier to recall or nominate, rather than because respondents' views align with those 

options (see Payne, 1 95 1 ;  Brook & Upton, 1 974; Schuman & Presser, 1 977; Kalton 

et ai, 1 978;  Belson, 1 98 1 ;  KaIton & Schuman, 1982; Sudman & Bradburn, 1 982). 

1his phenomenon, known as i tem order effect, has led researchers employing closed 

lists to rotate the order i n  which they present the response options. Where rotated l ists 

obtain similar response distributions, researchers can simply combine the two sets of 

responses. However, where the distributions differ, Noelle-Neumann ( 1970), among 

others, has argued that researchers should not amalgamate the two sets of data without 

first considering the extent to which the differences may arise from variations in the 

sub-samples, or from i nstability in the list itself. 

Smith's ( 1 987) review of surveys spanning fifty years identified a number of questions 

which had changed little during that period, despite changes i n  the survey topics. Just 
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as questions survive through time, so too do some of the decisions researchers must 

confront. As wel l as consideri ng the structural aspects of question design and 

wording, researchers need also to consider whether they quest ion respondents about 

their opinions or their behaviour. While it is often desirable to i nclude both types of 

questions in a questionnaire, they vary in important aspects. Sudman & Bradburn 

( 1 974), among others, differentiated between behaviouraJ questions, the responses to 

which can, in principle, be veri fied by reference to some external real i ty, and opi nion 

or attit udinal questions, which cannot be veri fied in the same way. Since many polls 

attempt to predict respondents' future voti ng behaviour, 1 4  but also usual ly include a 

number of opinion questions, the fol lowi ng section exami nes the problems associated 

with both types of quest ions. 

3.5. Opi nion and Behavioural Questions 

The first problem researchers [ace is that of defi ning di fferent types of questions. 

Kalton & Schuman ( 1 982) highl ighted the di fficul ty of defining precise question 

classifications and drew a simi lar dist inction to that proposed by Sudman & Bradburn, 

( 1 974), who at tempted to di fferent iate between factual and opinion questions. They 

suggested that questions attempting to establ ish respondents' knowledge, reasons, 

preferences and perceptions combined aspects of their behaviour and opinions on 

particu l ar topics, and they argued that clear boundaries between question types did not 

always exist. Like Sudman & Bradburn ( 1 974), Kal ton & Schuman argued that, 

rather than attempt i ng to define the characteristics associated with different types of 

questions, researchers should instead consider issues of accuracy in greater detai l .  

While noting that researchers could ascertai n the accuracy of strictly factual or 

behavioural questions by comparing the estimated and actual outcome of an event, 

such as an election, they also recognised that validating non-factual questions 

presented researchers with a number of problems, not least of which was the l ack of 

an event against which to compare the results .  

The theories on which factual questions are based and test are themselves tested by 

the relationship between the predicted and actual outcomes. However, theories tested 

Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the debate over whether polls predict elections or describe 
electoral opinion at a specific point in time. 
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by non-factual questions are evaluated according to the strength of the relationship 

between t he estimates obtai ned and those predicted by the theory. This lac k  of an 

objective comparison makes the evaluation of non-factual quest ions a more di fficult 

and arbitrary process. The non-appearance of an expected relationship may therefore 

resul t  from faulty logic or some other inadequacy i n  the theory as much as it may 

from the construction of the questions used to evaluate it. For this reason, Kal ton & 

Schuman ( 1 982) advocated using split-ballot tests to allow an examination of the 

consistency of responses to non-factual questions across versions. Although numerous 

researchers had employed spl i t  ballot tests prior to this, Kalton & Schuman's work 

reinforced the need to consider response accuracy explicit l y  within the question design 

and selection process. They also noted the desirahi l i ty  of external val idaHon where 

this is possi ble, and suggested alternat ives where it is not. 

Although the debate over whether behavioral or atti t udinal information provides a 

better basis from which to predict future behaviour conti nues (and is discussed in 

Chapters 2 and 4),  a growing number of researchers have acknowledged that, 

regardless of other i nsights they mjght offer, respondents' opinions may bear l i ll ie or 

no rel ationship to their current or subsequent behaviour. Bradburn & Sud man ( 1 988) 

commented to this effect: "Liking something. believing positive things about it, and 

acting positively toward it are not exactly the same things " (p. 145). 

Using the same l i ne of reasoning, Labaw ( 1980) had earlier argued that researchers 

should i nclude a battery of behavioural questions i n  their i nstruments o n  the grounds 

that respondents' past behaviour would best predict their future behaviour. Although 

stating that respondents often neither knew nor understood the reasons why they 

performed particular actions, she nevertheless advocated i ncluding attitudinal and 

opinion questions in order to provide a context for the behavioural questions. Others, 

while recognising the desirability of establishing a rapport with respondents, have 

cautioned that contextual questions may i ntroduce errors (see Crespi ,  1988). 

Overall ,  researchers have long accepted that different questions elicit different types 

of information, vary i n  their predictive abil ity,  and differ according to the ease with 

which they can be validated. However, many recommend employing a combination 

of factual and non-factual, or behavioural and opi�on, questions as a means of 
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i ncreasing the saliency of key topics, and thus enhancing the accuracy of the estimates 

obtained. More recent research attention has therefore moved away from the specific 

wording effects explored in the earlier li terature and now focuses more on general 

effects, such as how questions interact wi th each other, and how changes in the 

context within which a question appears affects its response distribution. Implicit in 

this shift in attention is a recognition that i f  different words, different response 

options, and di fferent types of question affect the responses obtai ned, so too will 

variations in question sequence. The following section analyses these issues and the 

i mplications they have for question designers. 

3.6 Quest ion Context Effects 

Even the most rudimentary questionnaires constructed hy novices are more than a 

random selection of questions, in an arhitrary sequence. Researchers recognise the 

i mportance of creati ng questionnaires that perfoml the same fundamental task as 

roadmaps. Both contain signposts, provide opportunities for respondents to rest and 

find their bearings, and outline clear routes along which respondents travel to arrive 

at, on the one hand, their desti nation and, on the other, conclusions and considered 

views on the survey topic. 

The context in which questions appear, and the sequence they follow, thus play 

i mportant roles in maintaining respondents' co-operat ion and maxi mising their 

i nvolvement in the interview process. Sudman & Bradhurn ( 1 982) recommended that 

questionnaires begin with easy, salient and non-threatening questions. Such 

i ntroductions, they suggested, contribute to a funnelling process which Labaw ( 1 980) 

also described. Respondents begin by answering more general questions, then as the 

i nterview proceeds, the context and questions become more specific, and their content 

narrows until they address quite precisely the objectives of the research (Sudman & 

Bradburn, 1 982, p. 2 1 9). 

However, other researchers have found that the placement of questions, especially 

general and specific questions, can have a significant influence on the responses to 

subsequent questions (see Duncan & Schuman, 1980 or Schuman, Kalton & Ludwig, 

1 983 for a discussion and i llustration of this). Thus as well as providing a sequence 

which simplifies the demands made on respondents, researchers may also have to 

consider how this sequence affects the responses they obtain. In  other words, the 
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provision of a funnell ing sequence of questions may also have caused question order 

effects and shifts i n  the response distributions (see Becker, 1954, for a general 

discussion of item order and Schwarz, 199 1 ;  Gendal l ,  Carmichael & Hoek, under 

review, for discussion of a conversational -logic model proposed to explai n this). 

3.6.1 Question Order Effects 

Sigel man ( 1 98 1 )  provided a comprehensive defi nition of question order effects: 

"A question order effect is said to operate when responses are 

influenced by the question pLacement within a survey. Most research 

on order effects pertains to the situation in which people 's responses 

to olle item in a survey are consciously or /if/consciously il![7.uellced 

by their responses to a previous item; had the order of the items been 

reversed, or fwd the first one not been asked, their responses to the 

Later question would have been different"  (p. 199). 

Schuman ( 1 992) suggested context is even broader and includes: "more t/UI1l just the 

influence of one setting on another. It also ineLudes the effects of the interviewer, the 

interview setting, alld indeed the historical setting " (p. 1 3). Paradoxically, while the 

context in which a question appears defines its meaning, defi ning the context itself 

proves more difficult, since the number of possible influences on respondents appears 

vast. 

In addition to increasi ng the saliency of a research topic, utilising a specific question 

sequence may also elicit responses that differ markedly from those elicited when a 

different context is employed. These differences may occur at many different levels, 

perhaps the least less complex of which is analogous to i tem order effects. This 

differs from more complex context effects, since the response pattern varies according 

to whether the question appears at the beginning or end of the questionnaire, rather 

than because of the specific questions preceding i t .  

Kraut, Wolfson & Rothenberg ( 1 975) conducted research which established the 

existence of such an effect. Their survey used a spl i t  sample of two groups, members 

of which received one of two questionnaires which differed according to where a 

block of 46 Likert items appeared. They fou nd that when the questions appeared l ater 
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i n  the questionnaire, respondents were more i nclined to use modal categories, and the 

overall mean scores were lower than when the items were positioned earlier i n  the 

questionnaire. W hile the length of their quest ionnaire ( 1 68 i tems) suggests respondent 

fatigue may have contributed to these differences, the research nevertheless poi nts out 

the risks of assu ming responses will remain consistent when any aspect of a 

questionnaire is changed. 

Schuman & Presser ( 1 98 1 )  have conducted several studies i nto one of the main 

context effects ident i fied to date. Their essentially chance discovery of what has come 

to be known as the general-specific, or part-whole, effect occurred when they noticed 

a major di fference in the response distributions of a general question used i n  two 

studies exploring support for abort ion in di fferent circumstances (Schuman, Presser 

& Ludwig, 1 98 1 ). Despite the researchers' attempts to balance the two samples' 

demographic characteristics, the di fferences in the response distributions persisted. 

Replication of the two studies revealed the same phenomenon: where a general 

question about abortion preceded speci fic questions about the circumstances u nder 

which abortion should be permissible, it elicited signi ficantly hi gher levels of support 

than when it followed the specific questions. 

Schuman et at ( 1 98 1 )  described this result as a "part-whole" effect. By this they 

meant that the general abortion statement effectively contained the specific statements, 

as agreement with the general statement normally i mplied agreement with the specific 

statements, though the reverse was not necessarily true (p. 220). They suggested that 

where the specific item was asked first, respondents i nterpreted the general statement 

as excluding the specific situations explored in the preceding statements. That is, the 

context for the general statement became much narrower when it followed the specific 

statements. B radburn & Mason ( 1 964) had earlier identified and discussed a related 

phenomenon, redundancy. Where an overlap in responses to different questions 

existed, they found some respondents did not report relevant information because, 

having stated it in response to an earlier questions, they believed it was no longer 

relevant. 

Since Schuman et aI's ( 1 98 1 )  work, many researchers have recom mended placing 

general questions before specifi c  questions (see Kalton & Schuman, 1 982; Converse 
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& Presser, 1986) although not all have accepted the theoretical basis of "part-whole" 

effects. McFarland ( 1 98 1 )  explicitly tested the assumption that specific questions 

create a saliency likely to affect the responses to general questions. He asked 

respondents specific questions on religion and politics, and on the economy and 

energy crises, and followed these with general questions. He found significantly more 

interest in politics and religion when the general questions followed specific questions 

on the same topic but, overall, concluded that question order had little effect on the 

strength of the relationship between general and specific questions. 

Like Schuman et al ( 1 982), McFarland also noted the difficulty of determining which 

context provided the "truest" responses. Despite his initial questioning of the premise 

underlying "part-whole" effects, McFarland concluded that : " . . .  the common 

recommendation that general questions should precede questions on more specific 

content appears just�(ied " (p. 2 1 3). 

He also suggested that questions varied in their susceptibility to order effects and that 

the more specific the question, and the more concrete the response required, the less 

prone to order effects the question would be (p. 2 14 ;  see also Bradburn & Sudman, 

1 988). 

However, not all context effects can be explained in terms of "part-whole" effects. 

Crespi & Morris ( 1984) reported investigating two apparently inexplicable sets of 

results which gave quite different response distributions, despite their use of the same 

question, the same time frame and the same sample location. After examining the 

composition of the samples and weighting to ensure these were identical, they found 

the differences remained. Further investigation revealed that the order of the questions 

varied: one version sought respondents' preferences for the state governor before 

eliciting preferences for senator, whereas the other questionnaire reversed the order 

in which the preferences were sought. Although the interactions and cross-pressures 

generated by this difference were too difficult to identify exactly, it was obvious that 

differences in the prior question had established a fundamentally different response 

context for the subsequent question. 

Researchers examining context effects across a number of surveys have also noted the 
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confounding effect of variations in question wording. In other words, researchers 

examining several questionnaires may have difficulty in separati ng question wording 

from question context effects (see Kalton & Schuman, 1982). Although researchers 

have anempted to ascertain whether shi fts in opinion have occurred by control l ing the 

question context for these variables (see I3orrelli, Lockerbie & Niemi, 1 987; Lockerbie 

& Borrel l i ,  1990), their findings are quite general . Thus while their conclusions may 

aid i nterpretation of survey results. they are of less value i n  guiding the construction 

of a questionnaire. 

Most survey researchers attempting to explore question context effects resort to using 

spli t  samples. However, although any behavioural questions included allow validation 

against external parameters, thus offering a means of determi ning the context most 

conducive to accuracy, non-behavioural quest ions treated in this way prove more 

di fficul t  to analyse. Over two decades ago, Noelle-Neumann ( 1 970) argued that 

researchers should expose more direct ly the i nstabi lity of the images they present in  

precise and quanti fied terms. Schuman has also argued on a number of occasions that 

researchers are behoven to detai l and comment on any discrepancies they detect. 

However, many researchers apparently conti nue to average the estimates in the belief 

that this cancels out any effects that have occurred. The logic of this view is 

obviously flawed and Noelle-Neumann has suggested researchers wil l  come under 

i ncreasing pressure to acknowledge the l imitations of the estimates they produce (see 

also Roper, 1 983) .  

Other researchers (see Perreault, 1975) have advocated harnessing computer 

technology to produce, for each i ndividual respondent, attractively formatted 

questionnaires which vary i n  the presentation of key question sequences. However, 

while researchers rout inely rotate the presentation order of l ist items, few, if any, have 

adopted the suggestion to rotate groups of questions within questionnaires. TIlis 

reluctance may stem from subsequent work suggesting the almost i nfinite permutations 

generated when the number of question wording and context i tems manipulated 

i ncreases. Bradburn & Mason, ( 1964) earlier noted how, once researchers have 

ordered questionnaires to ensure they create a rapport with respondents and follow a 

logical structure, the length and complexity of i nterview schedules make opportunities 

for variations in question wording difficul t  to organise. 
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In  summary, the preceding sections highlight the difficulty of constructing questions 

which elicit the desired information in a manner which is both rel iable and accurate. 

Not only may the words themselves create ambiguity, but the question construction, 

the type of question employed and the context in which it appears may alter the 

response distribution. However, if the researcher's task appears fraught with difficul ty 

at this point, the possi bility of designing accurate, reliable, and meaningful questions 

appears even more remote when the errors respondents may introduce are considered. 

3.7 Errors In troduced by Respondents 

It is sometimes possible to gai n the impression that, i f  only issues of question wording 

and construction were resolved, the di fficul t ies affl icting survey researchers would 

disappear. Indeed they might , but once the questionnaires appeared in the hands of 

an interviewer, or in front of a respondent, new and equally perplexing problems 

would arise. To begin, respondents may have 1 i t1le knowledge of or interest in the 

survey topic, or they may wish to conform to pal1 icular roles they believe will  

enhance their standing with the interviewer or researcher, or they may, in some cases, 

simply struggle to understand what is asked of them. The remainder of this section 

examines these problems, and their effect on question responses, in greater depth. 

3.7.1 Respondent Understanding 

Implicit in  asking people questions is an assumption that they will understand and be 

able, and wil l ing, to answer those questions. Bradburn & Sudman ( 1 988) suggested 

that because respondents participate voluntarily in surveys, their will ingness to answer 

questions truthfully should not be in doubt (p. 1 89). However, although respondents 

may embark on an interview with noble intentions, their ability to fulfil those 

intentions may not equal their desire to do so. Coll ins ( 1 982), commenting on Kalton 

& Schuman's paper, suggested a number of errors that respondents may introduce. 

He noted that to answer a question, respondents must first interpret the information 

they believe it seeks to elicit from them. Clearly where respondents' i nterpretation 

differs from researchers' intentions, error occurs. Second, he pointed out that even 

where respondents' interpretation concurs with the researcher's intention, they may find 

i t  hard to recall the information sought and some may fi nd i t  hard to establish accurate 

time periods i n  both the past and the future (see Weir, 1975 ; Himmelweit, Jaegar & 

Stockdale, 1 978). 
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The first of these problems has been discussed in terms of semantic issues i n  section 

3 .3 ,  but variations in the vernacular employed may be only a manifestation of more 

fundamental di fferences between researchers and respondents. Labaw ( 1980) 

encapsulated the social and cultural differences that may also affect respondents' 

abi lity to i nterpret questions as they were intended : 

"A major problem in the design of questionnaires and delineation of 

content areas occurs because questionnaires are constructed 

primarily by white, upper-class college gradllflles for administration 

to the general public or to important subgroups of the general public 

completely unlike the researchers themselves . . .  " (p. 39). 

Her point is made also by Terris ( 1 949) ; Converse & Presser ( 1 986); Schuman ( 1986); 

and Fowler. ( 1 994). all of whom stressed the imporlance of si mple language and the 

use of respondents' own idiom. even when this appears to flout conven(jonal rules of 

grammar and style. Kallon & Schuman ( 1 982) went even further. arguing that 

respondents must comprehend the question i tself and the concepts and frames of 

reference impl ied by i t .  To give a correct answer to factual questions, respondents 

must have the necessary informa(jon accessible to them and, if the ques(jon refers to 

past events, respondents must recall the information accurately. 

Whi le problems in  interpretation and understanding can be treated in  the same way 

as ambigui ty - by pre-testi ng - the results of comprehensive studies in  this area serve 

only to rei nforce the scale of the problem. Belsen's ( 1 986) work using his "double

back" teChnique has suggested well over half the respondents thus questioned had 

misinterpreted the question. Nor are his findings isolated experiences. Gendall ( 1 994) 

has also reporled obtaining a wide range of interpretations of apparently 

straightforward questions. Thus while pre-testing helps to identify the presence and 

size of respondent misunderstanding effects, there are few rules enabling researchers 

to identify the potential for these effects to occur. Even where respondents correctly 

u nderstand the question put to them, their interest in the topic, and its general 

relevance to them, may lead to the emergence of a new set of biases. 
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3.7.2 Respondent Knowledge 

If respondents l ack knowledge about the research topic, or believe it is of l i ttle 

relevance to them, they may give less thought ful and considered answers. Bogart 

( 1 967) suggested that the proportion of truly reflective answers given i n  surveys was 

so low that researchers should instead measure: "the degrees of apathy. indecision or 

conflict on the part of the great majority. with the opinionated as the residual left

over" (p. 337). 

Yet until researchers adopt Bogart's recommendation they will st i l l  have to deal with 

at least two problems which emerge when a topiC l acks relevance to respondents, or 

when they are l argely ignorant of i t .  First, respondents may express an opinion, even 

when they do not hold one, possibly because they believe the interviewer expects i t  

of them ,  or because U1ey worry that not to do so would make them appear 

u ni nformed, and less l ike a "good citizen" . Second, they may lose i nterest i n  the 

survey and, at best, decl are themselves u ndecided and, at worst, terntinate the 

interview. 

The issue of social desirabi lity bias, and its role in contributing to thls behaviour, is 

dealt with in detail below, (the problem of response alternatives, and whether to 

i nclude a specific undecided category, was examined in section 3.4. 1 ). However, the 

relationship between topic saliency and respondent knowledge falls somewhere 

between these l atter two concerns and is discussed i n  detail below. 

Many researchers have exanti ned the question of respondent knowledge in terms of 

the level of u ndecided responses recei ved. However, even undecided responses may 

mean different thlngs. KaHon & Schuman ( 1982) suggested that undecided responses 

roffer across factual and non-factual questions. That is, a "don't know" response to 

a factual question indicates that a respondent bas not been able to proffer a required 

piece o f  i nformation. In other words, an answer to the question exists, but, for 

whatever reason, the respondent could not articulate it .  With opinion questions, 

however, an answer may not even exist, and "don't know" responses consequently 

reflect a different situation. 

Ferber ( 1 956) bad earlier explored the issue of respondent ignorance in detail and 
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concluded that at least three specific categories of respondent existed. First, he 

described informed respondents, who both offered an opinion and subsequently 

demonstrated some knowledge of the topic. Second, he commented on u ndecided 

respondents, who declined to offer an opinion and third, he identified misinformed 

respondents, who offered an opinion on the topic, but whose actual knowledge of the 

topic was flawed. 

Ferber explored the views of 407 people who had expressed opinions on particular 

topics, i n  order to gauge their actual knowledge of the survey topic. He found fewer 

than hal f the sample had a sound understanding of any of the four topics examined. 

Perhaps surprisingly, no real di fferences in the willi ngness of misinformed or i nformed 

respondents to offer opinions existed, although sharp di fferences in the views they 

expressed were evident. Ferber suggested that the high frequency of neutral opinions 

fou nd in many polls may reflect a high level of ignorance of the topiC and a tendency 

on the part of uninformed respondents to take a neutral position (p. 596). To help 

deal with this, he recommended researchers continue to solicit respondents' opinions, 

but that they supplement these questions with others designed to test the level of 

knowledge underlying respondents' opinions. However, he did not suggest how 

responses from misinformed respondents should be treated. 

Respondent ignorance is not the only reason why respondents might give neutral or 

u ndecided responses. In some cases, they may simply have difficulty in recall i ng their 

experiences, or in defining the time period referred to in the question. Several 

researchers have explored this issue, suggesting the use of bounded recal l to reduce 

telescoping (see S udman & Bradburn, 1974; Kalton & Schuman, 1 982) and 

recommending that researchers devise a more comprehensive context for the questions 

of interest. Other researchers have asked whether these procedures are sufficient and 

whether differing treatments should be applied to responses given by different types 

of respondent. Bogart ( 1967), cited earlier, had suggested that all responses received 

to a survey may not be equally valid but stopped short of suggesting that those 

deemed less vali d  be discounted, or even excluded, from the analyses. 

Until a widely accepted procedure for differentiating between responses on the basis 

of their qual i ty exists, researchers typically choose at least one of the fol lowing 

options. The first, noted earlier, involves acknowledging and discussing more fully 
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any limitations affecting the data set and perhaps investigating the response 

distributions of different sub-groups. The second, which has received widespread 

attention, involves addressi ng the issue of saliency in an anempt to reduce the 

problem. 

3.7.3 Topic Saliency 

As noted in section 3.4, several researchers have commented on how providing a 

context for the questions of interest may help to increase the saliency of the topic, 

thereby making information relating to it more accessible. The remainder of this 

section examines some of the suggestions put forward, and their implications, in 

detail. 

Many researchers (see Kalton el ai,  1978;  Sudman & Bradburn, 1 982; Converse & 

Presser, 1 986; Bishop, 1990; Martin  & Harlow, 1992) have noted that people may be 

more knowledgeable about and more interested in a topiC when they have had an 

opportunity to think a little about it. and to reflect on any experiences they may have 

had that relate to that topic. Sharp & Frankel's ( 1 987) "respondent burden" index also 

explicitly recognised the importance of the survey topiC and respondents' view of its 

importance. 

However, not all introductory questions have the same effect on respondents' 

willingness to answer questions. Martin & Harlow ( 1992) examined the use of filter 

questions and their effects on respondents' subsequent answers. Their results 

suggested that respondents who could not answer a filter question, had a lower level 

of interest i n  the survey topic than they had indicated prior to being asked the filter 

question. While Martin & Harlow's interest lay in discussing the cognitive processes 

u nderlying this pattern, it seems logical that topiC saliency will i ncrease when 

respondents feel they are able to contribute in a meaningful way to the discussion. 

In turn, this implies that filter questions should provide opportunities for respondents 

to display their knowledge rather than to reveal their ignorance (see also Bishop, 

Oldendick & Tuchfarber, 1 980a). However, researchers have not yet explored 

whether the use of these questions increases social desirability bias. 

Assuming respondents do not fi nd the tenor of introductory questions demeaning, 
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providing a context for questions central to the research objecti ves should improve the 

accessibil i ty of information required to answer those questions. Sudman & Bradburn 

( \  982) summarised the notion of a research context : 

" . . .  the order of questions provides a context within which questions 

are answered. Questions that are quite closely related, particularly 

those that are related to the same attitude object, may increase the 

saliency of particular aspects of the opinion or provide a further 

definition of a particular aspect"  (p. 1 42). 

D iakenship ( 1 943, cited Kalton et al. 1978) noted higher levels of undecided 

respondents when the key questions appeared at the beginni ng of the questionnaire, 

and Sigel man ( 1 98 1 ), who also tested this notion. arrived at a similar conclusion. 

Sigel man used two questionnaires to explore whether respondents' willi ngness to offer 

an opinion varied according to when they were asked to provide i t .  The first 

questionnaire version asked respondents their view on the President's performance 

after o!Jly three essentially demographic questions, while the other version preceded 

these questions with a range of related opinion questions. Sigelman found no 

differences in  the approval ratings themselves, but signi ficant differences in  the level 

of opinionation. More educated respondents showed no change in the level of 

undecided responses given, but less educated respondents were much more willing to 

offer an opinion if admi nistered the "contextual" version. 

Strack ( 1 992) explained this effect by suggesting that providing a context was 

analogous to priming respondents. In other words, having to activate information to 

answer an earlier question makes that i nformation more accessible to subsequent 

questions, and so increases the proportion of respondents offering an opinion. 

Schwarz ( 1990) also noted that the response alternatives provided to respondents may 

help them access information which they then use to provide more detailed responses 

to subsequent questions. 

However, while measures exist to assist respondents to recall specific information, 

they may also declare themselves undecided because they are genuinely unable to 

choose between two or more conflicting views. Some respondents also offer 

undecided response because a question may threaten them in  some way and, rather 
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than confronting that threat, they choose to evade it .  Little attention appears to have 

been given to the notion of multiple opinions, although Bogart ( 1967) suggested the 

model that people hold a single opinion had serious fl aws: 

"This model has the virtue of great simplicity, but it makes no sense, 

because conflicting alld contradictory opinions may be held 

simultaneously and because they constantly jostle each other for 

dominallce " (p. 344). 

Actual ly  proving that people hold incongruent opi nions may be difficult, given that 

respondents often make efforts to appear consistent. Accordingl y, it is perhaps not 

surpri sing that research attention has focused more on the question of social 

desirability bias. which is easier to detect and document using empirical measures. 

3.7.4 Threaten ing Quest ions and Social Desirability Bias 

Coombs & Coombs ( 1 976) suggested that an undecided response: " mfly reflect 

somethillg other than just a difficult discrimination or an indeterminate category 011 
an ordinaL response scale" (p. 497). They argued "don't know" responses may be 

better treated as meaning "don't want to know" for a host of reasons. Among other 

ideas, they surmised the question itself may be too sensitive, making respondents 

either reluctant to reveal their own views, or worried that, in making a response, they 

may also reveal their own ignorance. 

Non-response to threatening questions and social desirabil ity bias thus appear distinct, 

but closely related phenomena. Sud man & Bradburn ( 1 974) outl i ned the relationship 

between the two problems: 

"Some questions call for the respondents to provide illformation on 

topics that have highLy desirable answers.. . .  if a respondent has ... 

engaged in a socially undesirable behaviour, he may face a conflict 

between a desire to conform to the definition of good respondent 

beh
'
aviour, which says that one should tell tlte trutlt, and a desire to 

appear to tlte interviewer to be in the socially desirable category. It 

is frequently assumed thm most respondents resoLve this conflict ill 

favour of biasing their answer in the direction of social desirability" 

(pp. 9- 10). 
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Unfortunately, unless researchers have some external validation for each respondent, 

they have no way of establ ishing in which direction a respondent ult imately resolves 

the confl ict . Given that Bradburn & Sudman ( 1 979) noted discrepancies between 

respondents' views on how threatening they found particular topiCS and how 

threatening they believed others would find the same topics, the potential bias 

generated by efforts to appear knowledgeable or socially well rounded appears to be 

great . 

Parry & Crossley ( 1 950) had reached similar conclusions nearly three decades earlier. 

More concerned with measuring accuracy, they attempted to assess the aggregate and 

individual accuracy of specific behaviours, which cou ld he externally val idated, and 

whkh all carried a certain degree of prestige. Over the six behaviours investigated, 

only a third of those questioned provided en(jrely correct answers. Parry & Crossley 

found that inaccuracy typical ly followed social pressures, and was especially 

pronounced in over-reporting of voting (see also Cahalan, 1968;  Katosh & Traugott, 

1 98 1 ). 

These examples deal with respondents' at tempts to conform to socially desirable 

patterns, but as Bradburn, Sudman, Blair & Stocking ( 1 978) pointed out, respondents 

may also wish to present themselves as the sort of people who would not participate 

in or condone socially undesirable behaviours. Thus social desirability biases work 

in two directions: the over-reporting of commendable behaviour and the u nder

reporting of less widely sanctioned behaviour. 

Given that researchers have long agreed that these effects  exist, they have, in recent 

years, devoted less attention to documenting the bias and more to attempting to 

minimise the size of any bias affecting their resul ts. Establishing a strong rapport 

with respondents represents an obvious means of reducing respondents' perception that 

interviewers "judge" the answers they provide. Smith ( 1 992) suggested that a rapport 

leads not only to a more trusting and open exchange of information, but also to more 

accurate estimates as respondents become more accustomed to the scales used and the 

tasks required of them (see also Sudman & Bradburn, 1 974; Labaw, 1 980; Sigel man, 

1 98 1 ). However, he also warned that a rapport could also introduce bias. Smith 

suggested that where questions about a subject stimulated respondents to report more 

behaviour, or interest, related to the topic, they may exaggerate their e xperiences in 
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order to fulfil more completely the role they see themselves playing. 

According to Bradburn & Mason ( 1 964), effects arising from an almost excessive 

rapport can be explained in two ways. First, having created what they believe is a 

good impression, respondents answer subsequent questions so they are consistent with 

their earlier judgments. Alternatively, they suggested that as a questionnaire proceeds. 

respondents may become fatigued, leading them to give more perfunctory answers (see 

also Herzog & Bachman, 1 98 1 ,  who discuss evidence of straightline responding). 

Regardless of which explanation is actually t rue (or whether truth in such issues can 

be ascertained), creating a rapport has the potential to introduce as well as reduce bias. 

Other researchers have suggested using longer questions, especially when elicit ing 

behavioural information. The rationale for this is that when respondents receive more 

information about the task required of them, the question itsel f may contain memory 

cues which effectively assist their recall (Laurent. 1 972; Sudman & Bradburn. 1 982). 

However, while this technique may increase the proportion of people reporting 

socially undesirable behaviours accurately, it may also i ncrease the numbers reporting 

more wholesome behaviours. 

Sudman & Bradburn ( 1 982) suggested overcoming this latter problem by i ncluding 

in the introduction to the question ideas that might increase the acceptability of giving 

a less socially desirable response. For example. they preceded questions seeking 

details of respondents' past voting behaviour with a statement which acknowledged 

that unexpected events may sometimes prevent people from voting. Kalton & 

Schuman ( 1982) also argued that by effecti vely desensitising the desirability of voting, 

respondents might feel more able to volunteer details of their actual behaviour. 

Presser ( 1990) also considered means of reducing respondents' impulse to over-repOrt 

certain behaviours. He tested whether i t  was possible to mute the unfavourable 

connotations associated with non-voting by giving respondents other opportunities to 

display their good citizenship. Using a spl i t  ballot sample he asked half his 

respondents whether they knew and could name their nearest polling station before 

asking whether they voted; the other half answered a question exploring their voting 

behaviour only. Presser surmised that people who could not name their poll location 

would be less l ikely to claim that they voted. His results supported this, although a 
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quarter of those unable to name the poll location sti l l  claimed to have voted. In  

addition, the results were somewhat confounded by the fact that many non-voters did 

know the poll locat ion, leading Presser to conclude that misrelXlrters may not have 

been put in a position of admitting something inconsistent with voting (as he had 

originally hoped). 

In a second test of contextual effects, Presser provided explicit opportunities for hal f 

his respondents to indicate the regularity with which they had voted over several years 

before asking them specifically about their voting behaviour in the election just held. 

However. his exploration of whether respondents who had an opportunity to 

demonstrate their good cit izenship would be less likely to misrelXlrt their most recent 

behaviour, led him to conclude that the results did not support his hypothesis. 

Although difficult to establish precisely why the surmised results did not appear, 

Presser suggested respondents. having established an impression of "good" behaviour. 

may be unwil l ing to su lly this by admit ting to non-voting. This  fi ts well with 

Bradburn & Mason's ( 1 964) notion of consistency, but is di fficult to veri fy 

empirical ly. 

Other tests of how context might diminish the perceived social desirabil ity bias of 

certain responses include the use of conditioni ng atti tude statements and embedded 

questions (see Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). Gendall, Hoek & Blakeley ( 1 992) 

explicitly tested the role of anitude statements in reducing the undesirability of 

admitting to drink-driving offences. Four questionnaires, employing positive 

statements downplaying the offence, negative statements highlighti ng the offence, a 

list of traffic offences in which the behaviour was embedded, and a direct question 

were employed. The version which preceded the behavioural question with positive 

attitude statements obtained the highest admission rates, and the direct question the 

lowest. However, varying response rates across versions raised the possibi l i ty that 

some versions encouraged response behaviour better than others, and made the results 

more difficul t  to i nterpret .  

Sudman & Bradburn ( 1982) cautiously recommended the use of embedded questions, 

but noted that they added to the length of the questionnaire and thus i ncreased the 

costs of the research. Researchers, they suggested, should attempt to balance the 

i ncreases in  accuracy l ikely to result  against the costs i ncurred. 
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15  

Si nce social desirabil i ty bias arises from a desire in  respondents to portray themselves 

in a certain manner, the problem should dimi ni sh if the key audience, the i nterviewer, 

becomes less prominent in the research process. Studies using anonymous response 

mechanisms thus appear likely to reduce social desirabili ty bias. Researchers have 

explored whether a less personal survey medium (phone versus face-to-face) reduces 

over-report ing, but found no signi ficant improvement (Presser, 1 990). 

Others have exami ned randomised response models, where respondents answer either 

a question prone to social desirabili ty bias, or a quite innocuous one, while the 

interviewer remai ns ignorant of the actual questions answered. KaHon & Schuman 

( 1 982) stated randomised response techniques reduced over-report i ng, but led to a 

large increase in sampling error (see also Presser, 1990). Sudman & Bradburn ( 1 982) 

went further, arguing that the technique led to even higher levels of over-report ing of 

socially desirable behaviours. Presu mably this increase in  over-reporting occurred as 

respondents did not have to direct ly misreport their behaviour and thus avoided any 

cognitive dissonance this might have produced. Nor did they have to face the real or 

imagined gaze of a possibly sceptical interviewer. An addi t ional disadvantage noted 

by KaHon & Schuman ( 1 982) was that the results cannot be compared to the 

responses given to other variables. That is, si nce researchers have no way of knowing 

which questions each specific respondent answered, they cannot compare the response 

distributions for the sensi t ive question administered in t his way to, for example, 

demographic variables. In effect ,  this means t hey have no means of establishing 

which respondents, i f  any, the treatment affected most. 

Singer explored other confidentiality mechanisms in detail (Singer 1 978a; 1 978b; 

Singer, Hippler & Schwarz, 1 992 ; Singer, von Thurn & Miller, 1 995). Her work has 

concentrated on the confidenHality assurances provided to respondents, i n  particular, 

the level of detail associated with these, and their effects on response rates. Among 

other conclusions, she noted that excessively long confidentiality assurances may 

arouse respondents' suspicions (Singer et ai, 1 992). More recently, Singer et at ( 1 995) 

reported that although confidentiality assurances do improve response where the data 

sought are sensitive, their effect on less sensitive data is negl igible. IS 

The same effect was found whether "response" was measured as item non-response, response 
rate, or response quality. 
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Perhaps the greatest level of confidentiality is offered by a secret ballot or anonymity. 

Pearl i n  ( 1 96 1 )  noted that anonymity was believed to "preclude the possibility that as 
a result of his opinions a respondent will be the object of derision, distrust, or even 

revenge" (p. 64 1 ) . However, he fou nd that respondents'  desire for anonymity 

depended more on their personal i t y  than on t he actu a l  survey topic. W ildman ( 1 972) 

queried whether anonymity had any effect and concl uded that anonymity fai led to 

produce effects t hat coul d  not reasonahly be ascri bed to chance (see also Goldfield, 

Turner, Cowan & Scott ,  1 978,  for a di scussion of confidentiality and privacy). 

I nstead of employing complete anonymity,  therefore, many researchers have i ncreased 

the level of confident iality associated with survey responses. Sudman & Bradburn 

( 1 982) explored the contexts in which researchers used secret ballots and fou nd these 

were t ypica l l y  u sed to i ncrease the reponing of social l y  u ndesirable behaviours. TIley 

argued that secret ballots could he more effect i vely used to reduce social desirabi l ity 

b i as ,  a view which seems at odds with t heir concl usion about randomised response 

models, which they suggested i ncreased over-repor(j ng. One possible explanation of 

these apparent ly  discrepant views might l ie i n  the rel ationship between a secret bal lot 

i nterview and the process of casting a vote. Si nce the behaviours performed in the 

i nterview and in the pol l ing booth are so simi lar, it is possible that the nature of the 

task i tself condi tions respondents to provide responses which more accurately predict 

their l ikely behaviour. 

More recently,  Sparrow ( 1 992) has reported that a group admi nistered a secret bal lot 

i n  a split-sample experiment showed a markedly di fferent voting intention distribution 

compared to the group which responded to a direct question. However, he could find 

no clear relationship between party support and over- (or u nder-) reporting and rather 

weakly concluded that the relationship was dependent on the parties' images at the 

time of i nterviewing (see also Benson, 1 94 1 ). 

Overal l ,  while researchers have a number of mechanisms available to them which 

might reduce respondent biases, these do not provide u nequivocal solutions and. i n  

some i nstances. have the potential t o  introduce a t  least as much bias a s  they remove. 

The next section summarises the sometimes contradictory evidence westing to certain 

question design or respondent bias effects. 
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3.8 Research Rationale 

Eliciting details of respondents' voting behaviour appears likely to encroach on some 

respondents' feelings of privacy. The same questions may prompt other respondents 

to give answers designed to satisfy perceived social norms. Given the wide ranging 

errors and biases voting intention questions may introduce, these issues appear to 

merit more detailed research attentjon. 

The specific ideas tested in this research are twofold. First, whether the provision of 

a context for the questions eliciti ng likely voting behaviour reduces the proportion of 

undecided respondents, thereby increasing the accuracy of the estimates. Second, 

whether reducing social desirability pressures and privacy concerns through the 

introducHon of confident ial (not anonymous) response mecharusms results in a 

decrease in the size of the undecided group and an increase in the accuracy of the 

estimates. 

The literature detai l ing funnelling sequences wruch lead respondents through general 

and then specific questions is well documented. Less well documented is the effect 

these sequences have on two key aspects of respondents' behaviour: their wil l ingness 

to offer a response to the questions of interest,  and the accuracy of the responses 

offered. Sirrularly, the increase in confidenHality provided by a secret ballot may well 

decrease the proporHon of undecided responses, and the pressure to conform to certain 

real or imaginary role expectations, but unless i t  increases the accuracy of the overall 

estimates, it holds no real value for researchers. 

llis research exarruned both topics in an attempt to further the knowledge of quesHon 

context effects and social desirability bias. However, a further attempt to deal 

explicitly with many of the questions and problems discussed in tills chapter involved 

the development, refinement, and testing of a new method of predicting l ikely voting 

behaviour. Chapter 4 i ntroduces and describes tills second key aspect of the research. 

3.9 Summary 

Researchers have acknowledged that question design effects have the potential to 

change the response distributions they obtain. However, willIe few would dispute tills, 

most have difficulty in predicting when these effects will occur, the direction in willch 

error will occur, and the topics and questions they will affect most. 
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Simi larly, a high level of agreement about the existence of various errors i ntroduced 

by resJX)ndents also prevai ls, but researchers st i l l  remain uncertain about how best to 

predict the levels of bias l ikely to occur in a given survey. 

Overall, whi le the effects U1emselves have been pai nstakingly  documented, the means 

of reducing or addressing these remain open to debate and researchers have yet to 

develop rules of design that accommodate and neutralise the errors discussed in this 

chapter. However, these problems do not render the task of question wording and 

questionnaire design imJX)ssi bly di fficult .  Instead, they suggest that researchers should 

cont i nue to place increaSing emphasis on behavioural quest ions rather than those that 

elicit opinions, since the problems discussed affect the latter quest ions more severely 

than they do the former. While general theories of question wording remain 

tantalisi ngly elusive, researchers have at least some clear avenues down which future 

research efforts might proceed. 

The fi nal section out l i ned the specific issues explored further in this  thesis and set out 

an explanation and justi fication for their incl usion. 
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4.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER 4 

SUBJECTIVE PROBABILITIES 

1llis chapter begins by briefly summarising the debate over which models should be 

used as the basis of prediclions about consumers' behaviour. In  turn, this provides a 

context which helps idenl i fy the di fferences between questions which elicit statements 

of intenlion and those which elicit probabili lies about a respondent performing a 

particular behaviour, or set of behaviours. The chapter then analyses research which 

has explored these di fferences and studies out l ining instruments designed to el icit 

subjective probabilities.  Overall, the studies in this area conclude that intenlion and 

probability questions differ in their prediclive abil i ty. In particular, one scale, the 

Juster Scale, which appears to have provided accurate esti mates of a variety of 

different behaviours, is described. Results from studies using the Juster Scale, as wel l  

as  the advantages and l imitalions associated with this scale are then discussed. The 

chapter concludes by presenting a rationale for utjl ising the Juster Scale to predict 

voting behaviour. 

4.2 The Intention - Behaviour Controversy 

For many years academics from a variety of disciplines have debated the best methods 

of eliciting i nformation from respondents about their future behaviour. Criteria for 

assessing superiority have i ncluded the i nternal logic of the models, their reliabi l i ty, 

their validity (or predictive abil i ty), and their parsimony. At least two quite different 

theories exist. 

The first of these appears to stem directly from work into consumer behaviour wruch 

has dominated much of the marketing and survey research l iterature for the last fi ve 

decades. While many models exjst within this school, they are based on the common 

belief that respondents' behaviour can be predicted by their behavioural intentions, 

attitudes and beliefs, all of which form a causal sequence. Warshaw ( 1980) 

summarised the view: "The specific nature of this relationship evolves from the 

Fishbein extended model (e.g., Ajzen and Fislzbein, 1973), which assumes behavioural 

intention (BI) approximates behaviour (B), where BI is the subjective probability of 
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performing an overt behaviour. That is, with little variation, people do what they say 

they are going to do " (p. 26). 

Although Warshaw has equated behavioural intention with subject ive probabi l i t ies, 

Fishbein's work, and subsequent work based on his findings, has tended to use scales 

which measure intentions rather than probabi l i t ies. This difference between intentions 

and probabi l i t ies is crit ical ,  and section 4 .3  elucidates it in more detai l .  

I n  the context of  survey research practice, and pol l ing research more specifically, 

i ntention models have had a strong i nfluence on the questions employed and the data 

sought. Typical ly, researchers seek informat ion about respondents' intentions, 

measured dichotomously (wil l  or wil l  not perform an action; see K lein & Lansing, 

1955;  Tobin, 1959; Heald, 1970), or on a 5, 7 or even 9-po in t scale (indicat ing 

gradations of i ntention), which they assume wil l  predict respondents' subsequent 

behaviour. 

However, a variety of empirical tests allempt ing to confirm the existence of the l ink  

between i ntentions and actual behaviour have, at best , met with variable success. 

Over the last two decades, marketing and research l iterature has seen an increase in 

the number of articles documenting the weakness of the intention-behaviour l ink and 

posi t ing an al ternati ve approach (see Foxal l .  1982 ; Driver & Foxal l ,  1 986). This 

approach has sought to promote the use of more direct behavioural measures; these 

include explicit subjective probabi l ities, which, proponents have claimed, provide more 

accurate estimates of respondents' future behaviour. I nstead of assessing respondents' 

in tentions, researchers employing this approach measure the l ikelihood of their 

subjects performing specific behaviours within defined periods. The ensuing sections 

of this chapter discuss the problems associated with intention measurements, the 

development of probability instruments, the empirical evidence asserting their 

superiority, and the questions which still require attention. 

4.3 Measurement of Intention 

Regardless of how they elicited respondents' intentions, several researchers have noted 

that many people who declare they have no intention of performing a behaviour in  

fact go on to  do so (Juster, 1960; Juster, 1966; Clawson, 197 1 ;  Pickering & 
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Isherwood, 1 974; Warshaw, 1980; Gan, Esslemont & Gendal l ,  1 985) . 16 Clawson 

( 1 97 1 )  suggested that even if only a small proportion of non-intenders do act, they 

typically consti tute such a large proportion of those who perform the behaviour that 

the error generated is very large, and the projected estimates are quite inaccurate. 

Researchers have suggested a variety of reasons to explain how and why these 

discrepant results occur. In part icular, the intervention of unanticipated events has 

received detai led attention and, to counter any influences these might have, Fishhein 

& Ajzen ( 1 975) advocated measuring behavioural intention as close as possible to the 

performance of the behaviour in question. Minimising the t imelag between the 

intention and behaviour effectively reduces the potential for unexpected occurrences 

to affect the estimates (see also Clawson, 197 1 ;  Pickering & Isherwood, 1 974; 

Warshaw; 1980). However, Manski ( 1 990) suggested that the unavailabi l i ty of key 

i nfomlation at the t ime of the prediction was l ikely to remai n a major problem : 

"Divergencies [between intentions and behaviour] will occur even if responses to 

intentions questions are the best predictions possible given the available information. 

The lesson is that researchers should not expect too much from intentions data. " (p. 

940). 

Gross & Niman ( 1 975) expanded the range of factors contributing to erroneous 

predictions by listing personal, situatjonal and methodological issues which may 

interfere with the chain of causation from attitudes, through intentions to behaviour. 

Seeking to identify the prime movers among these, Pickering ( 1 975) explored why 

respondents' i ntentions di ffered from their behaviour. Based around purchase (or non

purchase) of consumer durables, his research enabled him to document a range of 

unforseen events such as the need to replace the item, special promotions, or personal 

factors, such as i mproved fi nances or family pressure, which prompted unintended 

purchases. He suggested failure to make an anticipated purchase resulted mainly from 

changes i n  the respondent's fi nancial position. While based only on a small sample, 

these responses provided some support for Pickering's hypothesis (discussed in section 

4.3) that consumers' willingness and abil ity to purchase merited closer scrutiny (see 

also Isherwood & Pickering, 1 975). Overall , these studies confirmed the difficulty of 

making even short term forecasts where personal or situational factors may i ntervene. 

Likewise, many people who state an intention to perform a behaviour often do not. 
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Other researchers concentrated less on external influences and instead explored the 

methodological problems affecti ng intention scales. In part icul ar. they have queried 

the accuracy and uniformity of i nformation col lected from respondents. The problems 

presented by dichotomous scales were quickly identified. in part icu l ar, the tendency 

of these scales to oversi mpl ify the choice posed and great ly constrain respondents' 

ability to report their intentions (see Ferber & Piskie. 1 965). 

In addition, the problem of whether respondents attach the same meaning to the 

various points on an ordinal scale has been well documented (see Ferber & Piskie. 

1965 ; Worcester & nurns, 1975; Ptacek & Ross. 1 979). As these scales are currently 

used, researchers have no way of comparing or standardising respondents' preference 

intensities. although they implicitly assume that respondents attach the same 

denotation to ordi nal sca le values. Researchers using these scales must also devise 

some way of calculating the actua l  purchase rate from the proport ion of people in each 

intention category. Given the difficulty of making the scale points morc concrete and 

universally understOOd. thjs apparent ly arbitrary demarcation process appears unlikely 

to lead to accurate estimates. 

Beniger ( 1 979), among others, has quest ioned the assumption that scale points denote 

the same meaning to different people, call ing it the "horizontal fal lacy" of ordinal 

scales. He argued that attitudes: "are preferences in comparison to other aLternatives 

and, as such. are not absoLute and shouLd 1I0t be subject to intervaL measuremel/t. " 

(p. 270). Inaccuracies in prediction are thus attributable to flaws in the scales 

themselves, as well as to the way in which researchers use the data they educe. 

While Beniger's solution to this problem was to use a rank-distance approach, studies 

comparing attitude and i ntention scales have differed over the level of inter-scale 

reliability that exists. Kassarjian & Nakanishi's ( 1 967) comparison of open and 

l imited choice scales revealed high inter-method correlations, which they suggested 

may be evidence "of cOl/vergent validity for each technique" (p. 1 5 3). However, 

Axelrod ( 1 968) reached a quite different conclusion. His test of the sensi t ivity, 

stabil i ty and predictive power of sixteen different scales used to predict brand 

purchase behaviour suggested not all possessed a high level of sensitivity, though 

those that did, displayed a high degree of stability. Since the predictive power of the 
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scales varied, Axelrod recommended using a probability scale administered via a 

constant sum instrument as the best means of differentiati ng between those who will ,  

and those who will  not ,  perform a par1icular behaviour. Axelrod ident i fied the key 

advantage of constant sum methods: " . . .  they produce a contillwun of purchase 

probabilities along which consumers are distributed. This continuum provides a base 

for analytic work that is 1I0t provided by a go/no go type of equation. " (p. 8) .  

Rather than investigat ing the relat ionship between al t i tudes, intentions and behaviour, 

Haley & Case ( 1 979) examined the convergent validity of a variety of scales. Testing 

1 3  di fferent scales, they sought to assess whether scales measured the same constructs, 

and whether some were beller discriminators than others. TI1eir comprehensive 

analysis ident ified several issues that have contributed to the refinement and 

development of many scales. In panicular, they noted respondents' tendency to select 

points associated with a label, especially if that label was verbal (as opposed to 

numeric). Despi te this, when comparing the average rat ings across scales, they found 

a great deal of overal l  agreement . That is, the scales appeared to possess convergent 

validity. 

Subsequent analysis to investigate whether the scales measured the same constructs 

suggested they had two key dimensions: an evaluative dimension and a salience 

dimension. Here the scales did vary, and Haley & Case concluded scales loading 

heavily on the saliency factor were better discriminators and showed a greater level 

of consistency with behaviour. Differing from some of Axelrod's recommendations, 

H aley & Case advocated use of awareness, purchase intent jon and paired comparison 

scales to predict brand choice behaviour. However, Haley & Case also explicitly 

acknowledged problems in the presentation of some scales that may have contributed 

to those scales' poorer performance: "This tendency [to opt for points accompanied 

by a verbal description] apparefltly resulted in under-use of the numerical points of 

our purchase probability scale and may have reduced its ability to discriminate. " 

(p. 3 l) .  

Tills problem suggests some scales were advantaged, and raises the possibil i ty that the 

results presented might have been quite different had a more consistent presentation 

format been adopted. 
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Aside from problems i n  how scales measured future behaviour, researchers identified 

other factors that could contribute to i nconsistencies in i ntention-behaviour measures. 

Warshaw ( 1 980) suggested a variety of possibi l it ies, including the existence of 

peripheral behaviours which had poorly developed intentions that were not always 

accessible. or. if available, able to be assessed accurately. This  lack of centrality. he 

argued. meant the posi ted relationShips were obscure and so could not reasonably be 

expected to be el icited accurately. 

Leading on from this. Warshaw suggested that purchase behaviour could be more 

stochastic (Le .• probabilistic) than determinist ic ( i .e .• a function of intentions) (p. 27). 

Assessing the probability or li kel ihood that respondents will undertake certai n actions 

thus allowed an assessment of factors other than intention and. in bringing a wider 

context into focus. could. he argued. lead to more accurate estimates. However. 

Miniard. Obermiller & Page ( 1 983) criticised Warshaw for confounding contextual 

and format issues. Af1er separating and testing these variables. they concluded that 

contextual specificity did not enhance an intentions-behaviour relationsrup. 

Warshaw's suggestion. and Mi niard's et aI's reaction to this. marks the bifurcated 

direction research has taken. On the one hand. an acti ve group of researchers has 

conti nued developing deterministic or intentions models. Their work. fol lowing the 

direction established by Fishbein and Ajzen. has sought both to address and overcome 

the problems noted earlier. These efforts have met with some success (see Sheppard. 

Hartwick & Warshaw. 1 988. for a recent review of trus work) but the conditions 

required for this success are typically so tightly controlled that they raise serious 

doubts about the possibility of replicating the results outside an experimental context. 

Driver & Foxall ( 1986) encapsulated the difficulty: " . . .  high levels of correlation can 

be obtained only u1lder the tightest of circumstances. notably when the elapsed time 

between the expression of an intention a1ld the occurrence of an opportunity to act in 

accordance with it is minimal. " (p. 1 54). 

While these criticisms discuss the problem of transferring the research from the 

l aboratory to the social or commercial world, others have raised more fundamental 

questions about the relationship of attitudes and i ntentions to subsequent behaviour. 

Working in the area of new product development, Tauber ( 198 1 )  explicitly questioned 
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the relationship that had underpinned concept testing: "The implicit assumption oj 

concept testing and product testing is that attitudes and intentions expressed during 

a pre-market situation will relnte to later adoption behaviour. This assumption is 

fallacious. " (p. 1 76). 

In an explicit test of Fishbei n's model . Fredericks & Dossett ( 1 983) suggested 

respondents' previous behaviour was a more accurate indicator of their future actions: 

"In essence, once prior behaviour is ineluded in the model, the effects of intention 

become nonsignificant. " ( 1 983,  p.509). However, Fredericks & Dossett's work 

investigated behaviour relating to fast-moving consumer goods, and their respondents 

would have purchased items on a regular basis. Other purchase behaviours, such as 

those relating to services, or other behaviours altogether, may not have such a history, 

thus maldng the role of past behaviour more difficult to establish and less easi l y  

incorporated into predictive models. 

One response to these criticisms has been to replace attitude and intenHon variables 

with estimates of future behaviour, and the second research path has proceeded in this 

direction. Nearly twenty years earlier Juster, among others, had considered similar 

issues to those Warshaw ( 1 980) summarised, and which Tauber ( 1 98 1 )  and Fredericks 

& Dossett ( 1 983) explored in another context. His work, as well as that of those who 

followed on from him,  also charts the movement away from attitudes and intenHons 

to probabilities. 

4.4 Development of Subjective Probabilities 

Researchers began addressing the problems associated with i ntention scales i n  at least 

two general ways. One school,  following an economic model, investigated a wide 

range of consumers' socio-economic characteristics and attempted to use differences 

in these to predict whether respondents would purchase particular products. Thus 

respondents' purchase expectations, or buying intentions, were not explicitly sought 

and researchers i nitially placed greater emphasis on demographic and socio-economic 

characteristics (see Juster & Wachtel's 1 97 1  description of a stock adj ustment model, 

for example). 

The second school concentrated specifically on distinguishing between intentional and 
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probability data, and on exploring whether the latter offered any advantages over the 

former. Neither approach specifical ly excluded the other, indeed both contained at 

least some elements of the other, nevertheless, their objectives and experiments 

differed, although the conclusions they arrived at shared some common characteristics. 

The fol lowing sections examine these two lines of research before exploring the 

development of subjective probabi l i ties in more detai l .  

4.4. 1 Characterist ics of Buyers and Non-Buyers 

Klein & Lansing ( 1 955) were among the first to use the average characteristics shared 

by people as the basis of predictions about the proportion of buyers i n  a population. 

In an i nitial interview they collected data on variables ranging from respondents' liquid 

assets to their buying intentions. A rter twelve months had elapsed, all those who had 

not moved address during the i ntervenjng period were re-interviewed so Klein & 

LanSing could assess the correlation between the original variables and respondents' 

subsequent behaviour. Despite some evidence of a relationsillp between respondents' 

purchase plans and their actions. Klein & LanSing concluded that these did not 

discriminate adequately between buyers and non-buyers. Al though tills inadequacy, 

may resul t  in part from Klein & Lansing's decision to exclude those who had sill fted 

residence (and whose behaviour had already differed in an important respect from 

those subsequent ly re-interviewed), they could not assess the extent to willch these 

respondents might have affected their estimates. 

The questions they posed: 

and 

"Do you expect to buy a car this year, ill 1952 1 "  

"Do you expect to buy allY large items such as furniture, a 

refrigerator, radio, televisioll set, household appiiaJICeS, alld so on -

during this year, 19521 "  (p. 1 1 0). 

also present some problems. These questions imply a simple dichotomous choice 

(with the possibility of a don't know response), and researchers have documented the 

poor discriminating power of this type of question (see Ferber & Piskie, 1965). 

Consequently, the question used also appears l ikely to have contributed to these 

i naccuracies because of its explicit assumption that i ntentions take one of two forms: 

wholly positive or wholly negative. 
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Identifying buyers and non-buyers, and isolating factors which affected respondents' 

wil lingness and abi lity to buy also constituted key objectives of Isherwood & 

Pickering's ( 1 975) and Pickering & Isherwood's ( 1 975) work. They hypothesised that 

the purchase of cars and household durables depended on consumers' attitudes and 

expectations, as wel l as on economic variables. Thus whi le their research continued 

to explore the role of socio-economic characteristics, it also encompassed factors more 

closely related to probabi lities. Overall ,  however, they sought to distinguish between 

buyers and non-buyers, and concluded that respondents' general economic confidence, 

and confidence about their own abi l i ty to bear the costs of purchasing given i tems, 

were more important differentiati ng factors than their actual intentions. Furthermore, 

Pickering & Isherwood argued that measures of consumer confidence and respondents' 

willi ngness to make purchases had an important predictj ve val ue, and, in the 

discri minant models they developed, these variables made a contribution independent ly 

of socio-economic information. 

4.4.2 Explanatory Power of Probabi l i t ies 

This emphasis on variables other than intentions or respondent characteristics had also 

interested Juster, as he struggled to explain why intention questions often failed to 

obtain accurate predictions of respondents' behaviour. His work showed clearly that 

most respondents reporting buying intentions did not ful fi l  these in the time period 

nominated; moreover, most purchases were made by householders who had reported 

no intention of buying (Juster, 1960; 1 966; Thei l & Kosobud, 1 968). Juster pointed 

out that, if departures from intentjons were random, the aggregate estimates would 

remain accurate. Since this was not the case, he attempted to ascertain the direction 

and extent of departures from stated intentions so these could be modelled, and the 

predictions adjusted accordingly. 

To do this, Juster developed two hypotheses about the way in which intentions, 

purchase behaviour, and attHudes were related. The first of these, the "addit ivity" 

hypothesiS, suggested that intentions were essentially attitudes with a time dimension, 

thus both attitude and intention measures could help gauge respondents' state of mind 

when they were interviewed. The second hypothesis, the "contingent action" 

hypothesis, differentiated sharply between intentions and attitudes. Unlike attitudes, 

intentions were posited as forward looking variables which expressed, with varying 

degrees of certainty, subjective judgments about the future. Juster ( 1 960) summarised 
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this i nterpretation of intention, suggesting it constitu ted: "judgments about what an 

individual or a household expect to do, provided that expectations about what others 

will do are correct. " (pp. 6 1 1 -6 1 2) .  

In  test ing these hypotheses, Juster found no conclusi ve evidence either to  suppon or  

dismiss the addiUvity hypothesis, but found strong evidence in  favour of the 

conti ngent action hypothesis. When exploring this funher by regressing respondents' 

income expectat ions against their purchases. (for respondents with buying intentions 

of 0 or I ), Juster found that some respondents' income expectation was more closely 

related to their "real" level of buying intention. when their stated intention was zero 

( 1 960. p. 6 1 5). This led him to hypothesise that zero might represent a number of 

intentions, ranging from defini tely won't buy through to various levels of uncenainty, 

and provided him with a funher impetus to develop a scale which could record levels 

of uncenai nty more precisely. 

Juster's work cont inued to develop in this area and over the next five years he 

differenti ated between intentions and probabili t ies. and amassed the evidence that lead 

him to conclude that probabil i ty i nstruments offered researchers a superior method of 

predicting future conditional behaviour .(Juster, 1 966). His work also drew attention 

to the l arge proportion of non-intenders (people stating they did not intend to buy) 

who registered greater than zero probabi lities of performing the specified behaviour. 

While these findings suggested t hat intentions and probabil ities represent different 

i nformation, more sol id evidence for thjs view came after he regressed both intentions 

and purchase probabil i t jes against respondents' behaviour. Although i ntentions had 

a significant relatjonship with behaviour in the early equations, this was before the 

purchase probabil i ty variable was entered. Once this appeared i n  the equation, i t  

showed a highly significant relationship with behaviour (both before and after the 

i ntention scores were entered), whereas the relationship between intention variables 

and purchase ceased to be significant. Overall, Juster concluded that these results 

supported his contention that respondents' purchase probabil i ties bore a closer 

relationship to their behaviour than did i ntentions data. 

While Juster concluded that these resul ts lent further support to the claim that 

purchase probabilities possessed superior predictive abil ity, he did not offer them as 
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a panacea to the difficul ties that had beset earlier researchers who based their 

predictions on i ntentions data. Instead, he explicitly acknowledged that mean 

probability scores tended to u nderestimate actual purchases rates, but suggested that, 

notwithstanding this downward bias, they sti l l  provided better predictions than did 

either intentions or weighted averages of i ntentions. 

Seeking to explain why intentions should prove such poor predictors of behaviour, 

Juster surmised that respondents were being asked to assign a probability to at least 

two possible outcomes when most had no specifically formed intentions. According 

to this view a " yes" meant that, after some consideration of the factors a ffecting the 

purchase decision i n  question, a "yes" answer was more accurate than a " no" response. 

Similarly, Juster suggested: " . . .  a good mallY respondents with purchase probabilities 

higher thall zero will classify themselves as lIoll -illtenders. " (p. 7). 

That is, he argued respondents must first consider the probability that they will behave 

in a particular way before they can assess whether the probabil ity meets the threshold 

required for a " yes" response, or falls short of i t ,  necessitat i ng a " no" response. Not 

only do these comments suggest that a finer i nstrument to accommodate these levels 

of u ncertainty is  required, but they also suggest that i n tentions are essentially 

disguised probability statements. If this is so, Juster argued, researchers should collect 

probabilities directly, i nstead of implicitly requiring respondents to u ndertake their 

own i mprecise scaling i n  order to fit their probability of performing a behaviour to a 
particular i ntentions i nstrument. 

Juster suggested using an eleven poi nt scale to collect probabili ty information as this 

enabled him to i ncorporate the notion of chances, or odds, out of ten, with which he 

argued respondents would be familiar. Although an eleven point scale may appear 

analogous to the longer i ntentions scales sometimes employed, the latter remain 

ordinal scales whereas luster's scale, i n  i ntroducing the idea of odds, became a n  

i nstrument capable of producing metric level data. Researchers, therefore, n o  longer 

had to decide at which poi nt to differentiate l ikely buyers from li kely non-buyers, but 

could simply use the mean response to estimate the proportion of the sample who 

would purchase the item in question, or perform the behaviour explored. 
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In  addition, Juster bel ieved that the use of a more detailed scale which incorporated 

a greater number of points would enable respondents to record their buying plans 

more accurately. He surmised that a more finely graduated scale would reduce the 

proportion of people who stated either that they had no intentions, or that they did not 

know their i ntention of acting. Instead of attempting to identify those points on an 

i ntention scale that denoted l ikely buyers, and basing predictions on this sub-group 

only, Juster used the mean purchase probability to predict the proportion of buyers. 

He hypothesised that this would enahle a more accurate interpretation of non

intenders' li kely hehaviour, a finer di fferentiation between buyers and non-buyers, and 

an overall i mprovement in the purchase est imates. In developi ng his scale, he was 

guided by research conducted elsewhere, which also sought to identify a more 

accurate predictor than intent ions. 

Working independent ly of Juster, Ferher & Piskie ( 1 965) were also employing a form 

of subjective probabi li t ies. They used an I I -point "Plan-o-meter" to ascertain whether 

purchase probabi li t ies could elicit more accurate est imates for purchases of durables 

over a six month period. The Plan-o-meter had only three labels at 0, 5, and 10 (see 

Figure 1 ). 

Figure 1 Ferber & Piskie's Plan-o-meter 

1 0  Certain 
9 

8 

7 

6 

5 Fifty-fifty 
4 
3 
2 
1 
o No plans at all 

However, the questions put to respondents sought their buying plans, rather than their 

l ikely behaviour or purchase probabil i t ies. Thus despite the move to a probability 

type scale, the labels used and the questions posed were more akin to an intentions 

survey. In addition, Ferber & Piskie dichotomised the data, accordi ng to the level of 

probability, in some of their analyses, thus effectively defeating the purpose of 
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collecting a continuous variable. Though they found the dichotomised intentions 

variable made a significant contribution to explaining the variance in actual purchase 

rates, the raw plan-o-meter probabili ties did not increase the overall goodness of fit .  

Yet si nce these served as the basis of the dichotomised intentions, Ferber & Piskie 

concluded that subjective probabi lit ies could not be dismissed as having no value, 

though they could not speci fy more precisely what this value might be. In addition, 

the tri -modal distribution seems attributable to the label l ing used, and foreshadows the 

comment made by Haley & Case ( 1 970). among others. about the attractiveness of 

verbal labels. 

I3 yrnes' ( 1 964) research represented a more detai led use of subjective purchase 

probabil it ies. Agai n. independently of Juster. he developed an I I -point scale where 

al l poi nts were associated with an adjectival description. and which he used to predict 

purchases of household durables (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2 Byrnes' Scale 

10 Absolutely certain to buy 1 0  
9 Almost certain to buy 9 
8 Much better than even chance 8 
7 Somewhat better than even chance 7 
6 Sl ightly better than even chance 6 

5 About even chance (50-50) 5 
4 Sl ightly less than even chance 4 

3 Somewhat less than even chance 3 
2 Much less than even chance 2 

1 Al most no chance 1 

a No chance a 

Although the mid-point was l abelled "about even chance, 50-50", Byrnes' study also 

produce a tri-modal distribution. When commenting on these findings, Juster ( 1966) 

considered whether the peak of responses occurring at the mid-point of the scale was 

due to the l abel "50-50 chance" associated with that point. His i ni tial hypothesis 

suggested that many respondents were uncertain about their probability of performi ng 

a behaviour, and selected the midpoint for two reasons. First, i t  was the only point 

with a quantitative label and, second, this label captured the idea that their probabil i ty 

of acting was greater than zero, but less than one. 
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To address this possibility, Juster modified the scale so all points had both qualitative 

and quantitat ive descriptions (see Figure 3). 

Figure 3 The J uster Scale 

10 

9 
8 

7 

6 

5 
4 

3 
2 

I 

o 

Certain, practically certai n  
Almost sure 
Very probable 
Probable 
Good possibil i ty 
Fairly good possi bi l i ty 
Fair possibility 
Some possibility 
Sl ight possibil i ty 
Very slight possi bil i ty 
No chance, almost no chance 

(99 in 1 (0) 

( 9 in 1 0) 
( 8 in 1 0) 

( 7 in 1 0) 

( 6 in 1 0) 

( 5 in 1 0) 
( 4 in 1 0) 

( 3 in 1 0) 

( 2 in 1 0) 
( 1 in 1 0) 

( I in 1 (0) 

He then compared this scale to an intent ion scale in the Quarterly Survey of Intentions 

Experi ment. In addition to col lect i ng information about the household's projected 

behaviour over the next 6, 1 2  and 24 months, Juster asked a number of attitudinal 

questions and administered test questions using his scale to ensure respondents had 

some familiarity with the instrument before he explored the key behaviours of in terest .  

In this way he effectively joined the models based on socio-economic and general 

fi nancial data with those concentrating more directly on i ndividuals' own predictions. 

Juster argued that contextual questions were important to help respondents consider 

the factors that might influence the behaviour of interest .  He collected details about. 

actual purchase behaviour after 6 months and found the distribution of probabil i t ies 

was shaped l ike an inverse "]"; there were peaks at 0 and I, but no evidence of a peak 

at 0.5 (as Byrnes, 1 964 had found). 

Juster's analysis confirmed his hypothesis that the scale would enable a more accurate 

assessment of non-intenders' behaviour. He noted: "A very substantial number of 

respondents reporting 110 intentions to buy reported a non-zero probability of 

purchase, as did most of those reporting "doll 't know". " (1966, p. 21 J. 

More importantly, the non-intenders were divided out i nto more homogenous 

subgroups when classified by probabilities, and the proportion making purchases was 

lower among non-intenders with a zero purchase probabil i ty (5%) than among those 

with non-zero probabilities ( 1 1  %). Juster developed regression equations to explore 
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the relationsttip between purchases and intentions or probabil ities and found that 

probabi l i ty variables explai ned up to twice as much variance in purchase behaviour 

than did the intention vari ables (Juster, 1 966). 

Juster suggested that prohahil i t ies displayed a superior explanatory abi l i ty because of 

their stronger relationsttip with underlying factors, such as the household's or 

individual 's fi nancial situation, whjch c learly helped determine the actual purchase 

rate. However. whi le c learly asserti ng the superiority of probabi l i ty variables, he 

explicit ly recognised difficulties in the analysis he had undert aken which l imited his 

abi l i ty  to general ise his rcsults l7 . 

Juster also suggested that his scale had a propensi ty  to underestj mate actual purchases, 

though it is possible that two factors compounded any tendency present. First,  Juster 

included some unmatched data in his study (he col lected predictjons from 45 1 people, 

but purchase behaviour from only 395) and it is possihle that this introduced error 

wttich might explai n the underesti mation. (However, i t  is equal ly  possi ble that the 

inclusion of these cases may have lead to error in the opposite direct ion, i .e. ,  

overesti mation.) Second, Juster used 0.025 and 0.975 as probabili ties for the 0 and 

10 values. Because of the ttigh proportion of "0" responses, it is possible that this 

produced an upward error, though insufficient to counter the overall trend to 

underesti mation. Nor did Juster provide an explicit rationale for having selected these 

two probability values. 

In addition, Juster noted that respondents assigning a zero probability of buying an 

item witttin six months, but a non-zero probability of buying that item withi n twelve 

months, actual ly had a "true" six month purchase probabi l i ty greater than zero. 

Consequently, the mean probabilities of purchase within six months underestimated 

the actual purchase rate. A weighted average of the six and twelve month 

probabil ities proved more accurate that the six month est imates alone. 

Over�ll ,  Juster's work made several important contributions to the debate over how 

best to predict respondents' behaviour. First, he developed and provided some support 

These related to the number of cells containing too few cases to allow meaningful 
comparisons. 
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for the conti ngent action hypothesis which asserted that intentions and attitudes 

di ffered, and that at t i tudes could not be relied on as a basis for predicting either 

intentions or behaviour. Second. he theorised that intentions were disguised 

probabil i ty statements, the predictive abil ity of which would improve if the underlying 

probabi l i t ies themselves were col lected. Both his 1960 and 1 966 studies supported 

the distinction between intent ions and probabilities, and provided mounting evidence 

attesting to the superior predictive abi lity offered by probabil i ty scales. 

4.5 Refi nement of Subject ive Prohabi l i ties 

At the same ti me as .luster was developing the scale which laler came to bear his 

name. other researchers were also exami ni ng alternat ive methods of assessing 

consumers' propensity to buy a part icular item or to behave in a specific manner. 

Although not expliCit ly acknowledged by Juster, the notion of elici t ing subjective 

probabili ties from consumers was not new. but had been dismissed as too difficu lt  and 

too demanding a task. Requiring such a procedure of respondents would, critics 

argued. almost inevitably lead to meaningless and inaccurate data (see Hogarth, 1 975, 

whose criticisms are examined in detail in section 4.7). However, other researchers 

tested these views empirical ly; thus al lowing the accuracy of various i nstruments to 

be experimental ly  establ ished. 

Work conducted after Juster's key publications joined together these research threads, 

(of economic or probabil i ty based predictions), and the refinement and further testing 

of probabil i ty scales gathered momentum. Short ly  after Juster's ( 1 966) work, Stapel 

( 1 968) conducted a survey asking respondents their "percent chance" of purchasing 

a new or used car. His scale contai ned simi lar descriptions' to those used by Juster, 

and he found similar results i nsofar as purchase rates rose as probabi l i ty levels rose. 

However, inadequate re-interviewing, especially of the people who stated a zero 

probabil i ty, or who stated no probabili ty at all, makes it difficult to discuss the 

relationship between Stapel's and Juster's results i n  more detai l .  

Clancy & Garsen ( 1970) used an I I -point "chances of buying" scale to explore 

consumers' reactions to a new product . Although using a scale analogous to the Juster 

Scale, Clancy & Garsen's chief interest lay in whether monadic or comparative 

reference scales provided more accurate predictions of subsequent behaviour. 

Although they recommended researchers use a comparative scale, they did not 
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comment specifically on its predictive power. 

Gruber ( 1 970) expl icitly set his work in the context of Juster's ( 1 966) fi ndings1 8, and 

suggested probabil i ty scales might have particu lar relevance where the proportion of  

non-intenders was large: "Olle might expect that the larger the percentage of non

intenders, tlte greater the potential utility from the more discriminating and 

predictively more accurate purchase probability scale. " (p.23) . 

He went on to explore further the relationship between i ntentions and probabilit ies by 

seeking respondents' buyi ng intent ions and purchase probabi l i ti es af1er exposure to 

col our photos of a food product prototype. When comparing the two scales. Gruber 

fou nd a high posi t i ve correl ation. wi th l i t t le variation at either extreme. However. the 

middle categories of the intent ion scale. especial ly  the point labelled "probably would 

buy" were associated with a range of probabili ty  values. 

Gruber aimed to calibrate i ntention and probabi l i ty  scales and so had less interest in  

their respecti ve predict ive abil i t ies. In doing this, he did not detect the same 

magnitude of difference between the scales as that observed by Juster, ( 1 966) ;  

Byrnes, ( 1 964); or  Ferber & Piskie ( 1 965); he attributed this largely to his choice of  

a non-durable stimulus, and to the different behaviours t raditional ly  associated with 

consumer goods. However, si nce he compared neither set of data to respondents' 

actual purchases, Gruber's conclusions remain rather limited. 

Although Gruber's work did not add substantially  to the empirical evidence supporting 

the use of probability scales, other work. related more specifically to the context in 

which Juster conducted his work, did. Gabor & Granger ( 1 972) used the Juster Scale 

to collect i nformation about respondents' purchases of cars and consumer durables; 

respondents were re-interviewed 1 2  months later about their actual purchase 

behaviour. . Like Byrnes ( 1 964), they also noted a very high proportion of zero 

probabil i ties, yet discovered that nearly two thirds of all purchases were made by 

He used the Juster Scale with the fol lowing question: 

"Taking everything into account, wlUlt do you think would be the clUlnces tlUlt you would buy 
this product ?"  (p. 24). 
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about 5% of this group. 

They also observed rises in purchase rates as probabi lity levels rose, but, l ike Juster, 

found the predictions great ly underestimated actual purchases ( 1 8 1  compared with 

306). However, a number of external factors may have intervened and affected these 

esti mates. While it is possible to suggest some of these, such as the introduction of 

smokeless zones, may have affected purchases of heating products. it is more difficult 

to quantify the extent to which these were responsible for the errors noted. Gabor & 

Granger hypothesised that the type of purchase, whether a new acquisition, or a 

replacement item, could contribute to discrepancies between people's probabili ties and 

their behaviour. That is. replacements are often unplanned purchases (where an 

appliance suddenly breaks down. for example). and 80% of purchases made by the 

zero probability group were for replacements. 

Pickering & Isherwood ( 1 974) also reponed research concluding that non-intenders 

accounted for a large proportion of total purchases. and a large proportion of the 

variation in purchase rates over time. Arguing that intentions data did not fully 

explain which consumers would purchase particular goods. Pickering & Isherwood 

suggested that probabilities could not onl y do this. but could also help predict 

purchase levels. 

Their work investigated both the accuracy of probabi lities and the context within 

which the behaviours in question were set. Hypothesising that non-intenders, or those 

with zero probabilities, went on to purchase because they had experienced difficulty 

confining their predictions to a particular time frame, Pickering & Isherwood 

conducted a three stage study to test their view. lllis consisted of initial i nterviews, 

during which they sought purchase probabilities, plus two follow-up interviews four 

and fourteen months later during which they elicited respondents' actual purchase 

behaviour. Based on Juster's i nstrument, their scale also used 1 1  points, although only 

two of these, 0 and 1 0, were accompanied by a verbal description. However, the card 

also contained an explanation that read: "A score of 8 would mean tlIat you were 80% 

certain. a score of 1 tlIat you were 10% certain and so on. " (p. 208). 

Pickering & Isherwood found a similar probability distribution to that noted by Juster 
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(an inverse J shape), but noted that many of those who gave zero probabilities to the 

l ikelihood that they would buy a range of household durables did purchase those 

items. However, despite tttis inconsistency, they detected a clear trend: as the 

probabi l i ti es respondents gave i ncreased so too did the proportion of purchases made 

by members of the probabi lity groups. 

They attributed at least some of the inconsistency between what the people .assigning 

zero probabil i ties to particular behaviours said, and did, to the time periods used (3,  

6, and 12 months), and suggested that probabil i ty statements were reliable predictors, 

but were less useful as predictors of behaviour during a short period (a problem luster 

had already noted, and to which Neter & Waksberg, 1 964, had also referred). I n  

addition, they referred again t o  the problematic in l1uence of unant icipated events 

which appeared to have intervened between the interview and the t ime at which the 

purchase was expected (or not expected) to have occurred. They also raised agai n the 

point noted by Gabor & Granger ( 1 972). that the type of item (high or low ownership) 

combined with the length of planning period may affect the accuracy of the estimates 

and the direction of any errors. Pickering ( 1 975; discussed earlier) i nterviewed a 

number of respondents who had given predictions at odds with their actual behaviour 

and found unexpected changes to individuals' financial situation explained many of 

these discrepancies. 

Isherwood & Pickering ( 1 975) also noted the importance of assessing respondents' 

willingness to purchase an item together with their ability to do so. Their comparison 

of respondents' attitudes towards and probabil ities of a variety of purchase behaviours 

with their actual behaviour revealed that purchase probabilities were strong 

discriminating variables, especially when combined with measures of consumers' 

socio-economic status and details of their financial background. 

Overall ,  Pickering & Isherwood's ( 1974) use of a scale with only l abelled two points 

did not appear to affect their estimates, and they confirmed many of luster's earlier 

conclusions. However, in seeking to extend these conclusions, they again raised 

questions about the time frames within which respondents situated their future 

behaviour and pointed to the problems caused by intervening factors. Unable to 

resolve these problems, Pickering & Isherwood called for further work to explore 

them i n  more detail .  
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Morrison ( 1 979) took up the chal lenge to define more prec isel y  the relationship 

between intentions. probabilit ies and behaviour. He aimed to address the problems 

of underestimation and overestimation by decomposing the relationship into a three

step model. At the first step he collected stated intentions and transformed these into 

estimates of "true" intention through various regression procedures. These estimated 

"true" intentions then underwent a process which transformed them to unadjusted 

purchase probabil ities. lltis process occurred via an Exogenous Events Model which 

attempted to al low for changes in circumstances which could affect intentions. 

Final ly.  the unadjusted purchase probabi lities were transformed into estimated 

purchase probabilities via a probabi l i ty adjustment model . This included an 

adjustment to accommodate any bias caused by the average purchase intention not 

equati ng to the proportion who actual ly did purchase. Morrison did not explicitly test 

his model by col lecting before and after data. but instead reanalysed l uster's ( 1 966) 

data. Whi l e  providing a framework for more detai led comparisons of intention and 

probabil ity data. Morrison did l i ttle more than highlight issues ( such as the length and 

description of the sca le. and the time frames nominated in questions) that Juster and 

others had al ready suggested requi red further research. Overall . Morrison concluded 

that , despite the elegance of his model .  employing this son of procedure was less 

desirable than improving the measurement of variables used to predict behaviour. 

This stage of the development of probabi l i ty model s  has seen a clear movement away 

from the tradi tional "stock adjustment mode l "  (Juster & Wachtel, 1 97 1 ,  p.564), with 

its emphasis on individuals' personal financial situations and their view of general 

economic conditions. Replacing this was a model which began to incorporate 

measures of consumers' anticipated behaviour, which in turn led to a model where the 

antiCipation, or probabil i ty, variable formed the basis of subsequent predictions. Al l 

empirical comparisons of intentions and probability data suggested probabil i ties 

possessed a predictive accuracy at least as good as that displayed by i ntentions data, 

and, in some cases, accounted for more than twice the variance in purchase behaviour 

than aid intentions. 

Yet despite the clear progress made, problems had emerged. The accuracy of 

predictions made within short t ime periods remained questionable, with a number of 

researchers recording high proportions of people who original ly stated zero 

probabil i ties of purchasing as subsequent purchasers. Researchers noted some 
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evidence to suggest that questions elicit ing purchase probabi l i ties, and the context i n  

which these questions were placed, prompted a more thoughtful consideraHon of  

events or  circumstances l ikely to  impinge on a purchase decision. Despite this, 

completely unanticipated events, continued to i ntroduce error to the estimates. 

However, these errors did not appear systematically, with some researchers reporung 

underestimates (see Juster 1 960 & 1966; Heald, 1 970; Gabor & Granger, 1 972; 

Pickering & Isherwood, 1 974 and some overesti mates (see Byrnes, 1 964; Juster, 1 966; 

Clawson, 1 97 1 ;  Pickering & Isherwood, 1 974). Despi te the identification of errors 

within some of these individual studies (see the discussion in Juster, 1 966, and Gabor 

& Granger, 1 972). it remai ned difficult to identify a clear pattern that could improve 

the accuracy of future studies. 

The main explanation of discrepancies hetween predicted and actual behaviour has 

been unanticipated events, hut since these are by defini tion, di fticul t  to predict , most 

researchers have · shown less interest in analysing them retrospectively than i n  

attempting t o  minimise their future effects. Thus research from here has concentrated 

on expanding the range of uses to which the Juster scale has been put ,  and validating 

the structure of the scale i tsel f. 

4.6 Validation and Extension of the Juster Scale 

Previous users of probabil i ty scales had sought predictions about respondents' l ikely 

purchases of cars. or household durables and. with the exception of Gruber ( 1970), 

none had produced estimates about purchases of fast moving consumer goods, or 

services. Gan et at ( 1 985) compared the accuracy of three month purchase predicHons 

for a range of household durables. services and fast moving consumer goods using 

both traditional intenHon questions and the Juster Scale. Their resul ts confirmed 

those obtained earlier by Juster and others. and once again fou nd that non-intenders 

accounted for a large proporuon of purchases. Overal l ,  respondents who declared 

they had no buying i ntention made more than twice as many purchases than did those 

who assigned a zero probability to the behaviour (25% compared to 1 2%). Like 

Juster earlier, Gan et al also found that while buying intentions data did not 

differentiate clearly between buyers and non-buyers, the mean purchase probabiliHes 

of buyers were consistently higher than those of non-buyers. 
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However, the ultimate test of the Juster Scale lies in  i ts ability to predict actual 

behaviour. Gan el ai 's results revealed only four of the eleven predictions fell within 

a 20% error margin. Purchases of nearly all durables (except car purchases) were 

overesti mated by between 45% and 245 %. However, estimates of service use and of 

fast moving consumer goods behaviour al l  came withi n a 40% error margin. 

I nteresti ngly, al l but the estimate with the smal lest error (4.7%) overestimated the 

actual purchase rate. Again, this raises the possibi lity, discussed by Pickering & 

Isherwood ( 1 974), that the scale is less accurate when used to project short term 

behaviours; however, i t  also questions Juster's ( 1 966) fi nding that the scale 

consistenUy underestimates actual purchases. 

Brennan & Esslemont ( 1 994) explored this question, among other issues, in their test 

of the scale's ability to predict demand for cli fferent brands, wi thin two categories of 

fast moving consumer goods: soups and yoghurts. They asked respondents their 

l ikelihood of purchasing each of three brands of soup and four brands of yoghurt 

withi n a four week period, after which they re-interviewed those respondents who had 

previousl y consented to a further interview. The prediction errors in this study were 

much smaller; all were under 1 5 % and most were under 10%, and al l  overestimated 

actual purchases. Thus while these resul ts questioned the problems Pickering & 

Isherwood ( 1 974) had associated with shorter time frames, they supported a view 

emerging in more recent studies that the scale is in some way biased towards 

overestimation, (see also Byrnes. 1964; Clawson, 1 97 1 ;  Gan el ai, 1 985 ; Day, Gan, 

Esslemont & Gendall, 199 1 ). Brennan & Esslemont went on to consider how this 

error margin could be reduced and surmised that calculating the predicted shares of 

each brand withi n a gi ven category would lead to lower overall estimates. After 

performing this calculation for all brands, they found that they all now had an error 

of less than 5%. Furthermore, the error now appeared more randomly distributed and 

the tendency for errors to occur solely in the direction of overestimation had virtually 

disappeared. 

At the same time as these research efforts were underway, other researchers were 

exploring characteristics of the scale and its administration. Day et al ( 199 1 )  

compared two versions o f  the Juster Scale: the original version, which contained both 

adjectival descriptions and numeric probabilities, and a second version, containing 
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only the numeric probabilities. I n  addition, they tested the scale in a self-completion 

context; rutherto it had been administered solely via face-to-face interviews. Purchase 

probabi l i ties for a range of household durables, services and fast moving consumer 

goods were elicited from a panel of respondents who completed a second 

questionnaire about their behaviour three months later. 

Overall ,  the standard Juster Scale produced more accurate estimates, had a more even 

distribution, and showed a lower item non-response level. Wrule Day found the 

rughest level of error associated with estimates of durable purchases, both the services 

and fast moving consumer goods predictions also had l arge errors associated with 

them. However, it was clear that a correlation between the predicted purchase rate 

and the error existed. As Clawson ( 1 97 1 )  noted, the rugher the level of prediction, 

the lower the error associated with that estimate. However, Day's el ai's findings lent 

support to the suggest ions of Gabor & Granger ( 1 972) and Pickering & Isherwood 

( 1 974) that ownersrup levels and the purchase planni ng period inlluenced the level of 

accuracy associated with the predictions. Overall, both versions of the scale produced 
• 

accurate estimates, though Day el at recommended using the final version wruch 

Juster developed for the reasons outlined earlier. 

As Day et al ( 199 1 )  noted, marketers are often concerned to identj [y both the average 

purchase probability and the number of items each household will purchase. 

Hamilton-Gibbs, Esslemont & McGuiness ( 1 992) reported a study wruch addressed 

this latter question and wruch compared two means of administering Juster-Scale 

questions. Administration of the first method simply involved repeati ng the traditional 

Juster question and substituting new quantities until respondents gave a zero 

probability, while the second method utilised a constant sum approach. Here 

respondents received 1 0  counters (each representing a 0. 1 probability) and used a 

specially designed grid to distribute these counters to show the probability they would 

make various purchases of an item over the next four weeks. The seven products 

tested were all among the most frequently purchased grocery items i n  New Zealand. 

Respondents were then re-interviewed exactly four weeks after the i ni ti al i nterview to 

ascertain the actual number of items purchased. Overall, predictions elicited via the 

constant sum had a lower error across all but two of the products, and all errors were 

less than 1 0%, while errors associated with the direct question ranged from 3% to 
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35%. Interestingly, the constant sum errors were all overestimates of actual purchase 

while the repeated questioning method errors were virtual ly  al l underestimates. There 

was no obvious reason why this pat1ern emerged, but the strong performance of the 

constant sum approach to collecting purchase probabilit ies concurs with Axelrod's 

( 1 968) conclusions. 

As well as experimenting with different versions of the Juster Scale, Brennan also 

explored the method through which it could be administered (Brennan, Hini & 

Esslemont, 1 994). Day et al ( 1 99 1 )  had earl ier demonstrated that the scale could be 

employed in self-completion questionnaires, where it would be contained in the 

questionnaire itsel f. rather than displayed on a showcard. However, telephone 

interviewing offers litt le opportunity to introduce visual st imuli ,  and so presents a 

greater chal lenge to researchers wishing to employ the Juster Scale. 

Brennan et aL addressed this challenge in two ways. First , they mai led a copy of the 

Juster Scale to a group of randomly selected respondents together with a covering 

letter adviSing them that they would be telephoned and asked to participate in a 

survey, and asking them to keep the showcard near their phone. The second group 

received no prior notification but were contacted by telephone and read the following 

statement: 

"We would like to know what the prospects are of you buying certain 

products during the next four weeks. I would like you to answer Ofl 

a scale of "zero" to "10". If you are certain, or practically certain, 

that you will purchase a product then you would choose the answer 

"10 ". If you think there is no chance, or aLmost no chaJlce of 

purchasing, the best answer would be "zero". if you are uncertain 

about the products, choose another answer as close to "0" or "10"  as 

you think it should be. You can think of the numbers as clUlIlces out 

of "10 ". For example, 3 would mean 3 chances in 10, or there was 

some possibility. An answer of 6 would meall 6 chalices in 10, or 

there was a good possibility of you purchasing the product. " 

While the samples employed in  the test were smal l ,  the verbal probability scale was 

consistently more accurate than the mailed version (it produced more accurate 
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estimates for eight of the nine products tested). 'This result queries Gendall ,  Esslemont 

& Day's ( 1 99 1 )  conclusion that the Juster Scale's predictive abil ity derives from the 

combination of adjectival and numeric labels associated with each point l9• I nstead, 

it suggests these descriptions can be condensed and represented verbally without 

incurring a loss in the scale's predictive accuracy (see also Pickering & Isherwood, 

1 974). While this finding requires repl ication, with larger samples and in a variety 

of contexts, before it can be accepted, i t  suggests potential exists for the scale to be 

more widely employed. Given that telephone is now the most widely used survey 

research medium, these results point to an important route down which future research 

may proceed. 

Overal l ,  these studies document a strong body of evidence supporting if not the 

adoption, at least the further explorat ion, of probabil i ty scales, i n  particular the Juster 

Scale. However, while this chapter has thus far documented the theories u nderlying 

the development and use of subject ive probability scales, crit ics, notwithstandi ng the 

accumulati ng body of research, have quest ioned respondents' ability to develop and 

articl!late subjective prObabil i t ies. The next section explores these arguments, and 

their relevance to the Juster Scale, in greater detai l .  

4.7 Problems Associated with the Estimation of Subjective Probabilities 

Tversky & Kahneman ( 1 973 & 1 974) conducted several studies designed to explore 

how people assess the probabil i ty of uncertain events occurring. They hypothesised 

that people relied on heuristic principles which reduce the complex task of assessing 

probabilities to simpler judgmental operations (Tversky & Kahneman, 1 974, p. 1 1 24). 

They discussed three heuristics commonly used. First , representativeness, where 

i ndividuals make assessments of the similarities between objects by considering, for 

example, "the probabil ity that object A will belong to Class B "  ( 1974, p. 1 1 24). 

Second, adjustment and anchoring, where respondents adjust an i nitial starting value 

to provide a final value reflecting their probability. Finally, availability, where 

respondents' judgments are aided by the ease with which they can bring instances or 

associations to mind (Tversky & Kahneman, 1 973, p. 208). 

Juster ( 1966) also raised the question of whether the adjectival descriptions helped or hindered 

the survey (or had no effect on it at all) and noted that preliminary research into this question 
�ended to support the view that the adjectival descriptions detracted from the scale's accuracy. 
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However. as Tversky & Kahneman stressed. each heuris tic may be accompanied by 

a number of biases which affect the esti mates. Without discussi ng each of these in  

detai l. Tversky & Kahneman enumerated many potent ial problems. all of  which could 

seriously affect probability est imates. Their key poi nts are summarised by Roshwalb 

( 1 975) who listed three general condit ions. or problems. symptomatic of respondents' 

di fficulty in coping with subjective probabil i t ies. First.  he argued that people 

overestimated the occurrence of events with a low probabil i ty of happening. and 

underesti mated those with a high probability of occurring. a finding alluded to by 

Juster ( 1 966) and documented earlier by both Gabor & Granger ( 1 972) and Pickering 

& Isherwood ( 1 974). Second. he posited the existence of a gambler's fallacy which 

suggests that an event which has not occurred for some t ime is. as a consequence. 

more l ikely to occur in the near future. For example, if a tossed coin gave six heads 

in a row, those exhibit ing "gambler's fal lacy" would bel ieve the chances of it landing 

tails in the next throw were greater than 50-50. Fi nally. he suggested that people will 

overestimate events favourable to them and underest imate those that are unfavourable 

(see also Kahneman & Tversky, 1 975). 

These latter t wo problems relate more to the prediction of which external events will  

come to pass (hOW l ikely A is to occur?) than they do to respondents' prediction of 

their own behaviour (how l ikely am I to perform behaviour A?) .  In  a voting context , 

i t  would be the difference between these questions: 

How likely is it tllat Party A will win the government aJter the next 

election ? 

as opposed to:  

How likely are YOIl to vote Jor Party A ?  

While t his difference does not mean that these two biases described by Tversky & 

Kahneman. and summarised by Roshwalb. do not affect individuals' est imates of their 

own behaviour, the examples on which they base their conclusions differ i n  kind from 

the task individuals perform when estimating t heir own behavioural probabili ties. 

However. the first bias, that of over- and under-est imation remains closely associated 

with individuals' predictions of their behaviour, and has already been raised by a 

number of Juster Scale researchers (see also Ravinder, 1992). While Brennan & 
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Esslemont ( 1 994) presented a means of reducing thls error,20 their suggestion requires 

further testing before it can be held out as a solution to this problem. 

Hogarth ( 1 975) raised a more fundamental problem when he queried respondents' 

abil i ty to project their own behaviour. Drawing on Tversky & Kahneman'S work, he 

concluded :  " . . .  mall, as a seLective, step-wise in/ormation processing system with 

limited capacity, is ill-suited to the task 0/ assessing probability distributions. " (p. 

276). 

Yet despite his obvious lack of opt imism. Hogarth did not dismiss thls t ask as 

impossible. but went on to suggest how the method of questioning could be structured 

to improve the chances of eliciting accurate probabilities. While the majori ty of 

Hogarth's comments related to predictions made by experts, rather than members of 

the general public, his comments about question context have a wider appl icat ion, and 

Juster ( 1 966) had already commented on this issue2 1 . 

However, he concluded that thi nking in terms of probabili ties represents a new way 

of thlnking for most people, thereby explicit ly contradicting the rationale that Juster 

establ ished as the basis of his scale. Further support for Hogarth's queries came from 

Seymour, Drennan & Esslemont ( 1 994) who reported that respondents administered 

probabil ity questions via a constant-sum method showed a better understanding of the 

task than did respondents who answered multi ple probabil ity questions. However, 

they noted that: .. Very few responde1lts reaLised that the probability of buying any 

items should relate i1lversely to the probability that they would buy zero items. Oil 

the occasions that tlte two probabilities did corresp01ld correctly, it was often due to 

chance ratlter thall [to] a complete wlderstalldillg of the c01lcepts" (p. 29). Despite 

thls, both methods of collecting probabilities provided some very accurate estimates, 

Their method involved predicting the nwnber of purchases within a product category and using 
this as a basis for calculating the number of buyers of each brand. 

Juster ( 1966, p.38) noted: "There is much to be said, in my view, for the proposition that 

probability judgments would be sharpened by making the household explicitly aware of all the 
considerations that ought to have some relevance to purchase prospects. Thus a survey 
which, prior to asking about probabilities, contains questions on the household's income, 
income prospects, asset holdings, stocks of durables, repair experiences on durable stock, 
actual and prospective labour market participation, etc., may obtain more accurate judgments 
than a survey which does not . .. 

98 



with mean prediction errors ranging from I I  % to 1 6%. 

Whether thinking in  terms of probabil i t ies is too difficul t  for respondents, or whether 

as Juster surmised, intentions are disguised probability statements, can only be 

determi ned by repeated testing of the instrument's predicti ve power (see Ehrenberg & 

Bound, 1 993).  Thus while the concerns Hogarth presents cannot be dismissed, the 

real test of how seriously they affect an instrument's predicti ve ability can only be 

ascertai ned through rigorous and repeated use of that instrument in a variety of 

circumstances. 

4.8 A Rat ionale for the Use of the Juster Scale 

Research to date has highlighted a number of deficiencies in the models which posit 

behavioral intention as the precursor of behaviour. Although many such models sti l l  

enjoy widespread use and popularity, a growing number of researchers have suggested 

their l imitations are endemic, and not easily remedied. Consequently, a body of 

research has documented the growth and refinement of subjecti ve probabi l i ty  scales, 

and has presented evidence which suggests the Juster Scale, in particular, has a 

superior predictive abi l i ty. While the Juster Scale is also prone to error (Juster 

reported an underestimation bias, though some subsequent studies have reported an 

overestimation bias). expl icit comparisons of i t  with intent jon scales have concluded 

that the Juster Scale is more highly correlated with the behaviour it sought to predict. 

In  other words, i mperfect as it is, i t  appears to offer an opporturuty to obtain more 

accurate est imates than attitude or intention-based scales have hitherto elici ted. 

Virtual ly  all tests of the Juster Scale have sought informat ion about consumers' future 

purchase behaviour and, while  this has ranged across various product categories, few 

researchers have used the Juster Scale to preruct other types of behaviour. Logically, 

there seems no reason to suppose that a scale used to predict conditional behaviour 

i n  one context could not also predict behaviour in another context. 
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Gi ven that the questions tradit ionally used to elicit voting intention are analogous to 

dichotomous intention questions22, the discrepancies between predicted and actual 

behaviour are perhaps not surprising (see Chapters 2 and 6 for a detailed discussion 

of this problem). Si nce the problems experienced in eliciting voting intentions are 

ald n to those experienced by researchers elici t ing buying intentions, it is possible that 

the substi tution of subjective probabilit ies for voting intentions could produce more 

accurate estimates. Accordi ngly, this research was designed to explore the hypothesis 

that est imates of respondents' probability of voting for different polit ical part ies would 

provide more accurate predictions than their vot ing intentions. 

4.9 Summary 

This chapter has sum marised the movement away from the collection of intentions 

data to the elicitation of subjecti ve probahi l i t ies, tile prohlems which provided the 

impetus for this shi ft ,  and some of tile consequences that have arisen. In part icular, 

the development and refinement of probability scales, and the process by which the 

Juster Scale arrived at its present form were explored. 

Empirical tests of tile Juster Scale, including i ts application to different types of 

purchase behaviour, the use of di fferent time frames, and the medium though which 

it was admi nistered, have been discussed. Criticisms of the use of subjective 

probabil i ties have also been exami ned, and the extent to which these apply to the 

current work considered. 

Finally, the chapter concluded by outl ini ng a rationale supporting the use of the Juster 

Scale to elicit l ikel y vot ing behaviour. 

That is, the traditional question: 

If an election IuJd been held yesterday, which party would you IuJve voted for? 
is analogous to: 
If an election IuJd been held yesterday, would you have voted for Party A . . .  Party N? 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS FROM THE LITERATURE 

5.1 I ntroduction 

Chapter one outlined the broad research objective, to exami ne the effects of different 

questions and question contexts on estimates of voting behaviour. The chapter then 

specified more precise objectives, namely: 

1 .  To explore whether a probability question based on the Juster Scale 

could estimate turnout accurately and be used to weight the estimates 

obtained from the voting intention questions. 

2. To examine whether changes in the context surrounding voting 

intention questions would lead to a reduction in  the proportion of 

undecided respondents and an increase i n  the accuracy of the 

estimates. 

3. To exami ne whether increasing the confidentiality associated with the 

interview, and approximating more closely the conditions surrounding 

voting behaviour, would reduce the proportion of u ndecided 

respondents and increase the accuracy of the estimates. 

4. To investigate whether the use of a probabil i ty scale (the Juster 

Scale), rather than an i ntention question, would improve the accuracy 

of the estimates obtained. 

The chapters thus far have documented the past research undertaken to address these 

issues or related questions, the fol lowing chapters present the findings of empirical 

research undertaken to address these objectives. The remaining sections in this 

chapter summarise the key fi ndings from the l iterature as they relate to these 

objectives. 
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5.2 Summary of the Literature 

Chapter 2 elaborated on the problems affecting polling research and discussed the 

various explanations put forward to explain i naccuracies in a number of pre-election 

polls. These wide ranging explanations i ncluded the sampl ing procedures adopted, 

the use of random or quota samples, the number of cal lbacks made, and the use of 

clustered samples. However, whi le poor sampli ng practices will inevitably result in 

biased samples, and hence less accurate resul ts, a variety of other factors also appear 

to have affected the accuracy of poll ing estimates. 

These factors include the problem of identifying, a priori, those respondents who will 

go on to cast a vote. Numerous researchers have cited i nadequate identification of 

likely voters as an explanation of polling inadequacies. However, whi le the evidence 

supporting the existence of this problem is well documented, knowledge of its scope, 

and means of addressing it, have not recei ved such detailed attention. While some 

voting intention, or turnout, scales, do exist , these tend to su ffer from one of two 

problems. First, some are very crude, taki ng the form of simple ordi nal scales whose 

predictive accuracy is neither establ ished in this context, nor well supported by 

research undertaken in other contexts. Second, the alternatives to this are often 

compiex indices, requiring the collection and integration of several variables. 

AIUlough the latter have a stronger predictive accuracy, they remain demanding to 

implement and so do not appear to have been widely adopted by pollsters. 

Pol lsters must also deal with an equally  perplexing problem: how best to allocate 

respondents who are u nwilling or u nable to nominate a party or candidate for whom 

they plan to vote. Researchers have devoted considerable effort to exploring the 

factors u nderlying i ndecision, including examination of the questionnaire format, as 

well as the specific wording of the voting intention question itself. Consequently, 

some researchers have attempted to develop a rapport with respondents before 

examining more sensitive topics, while others have interrogated respondents i n  the 

hope of identifying the direction in  which they " lean" .  

Others researchers have developed instruments which attempt to  capture respondents' 

equivocation, while yet another group has sought to increase the level of 

confidentiality associated with respondents' answers. However, these efforts have 
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often left unanswered problems of bias, and their implementation sometimes creates 

difficulties in administering the questionnaire. As a consequence, researchers have 

also examined how to model the behaviour of undecided respondents. However, 

al though some encouraging results have emerged, the success of these models remains 

variable, leading some to conclude that research efforts might be better directed at 

reducing the scale of the problem. 

An underlying theme of this chapter has been the problem of eliciting respondents' 

voting intentions. Whi le the disappoinUng results of pre-election polls can be 

attributed to many factors, an increasing number of researchers has identified question 

wordi ng as playing a key role in the success. or otherwise, of poll predicUons. 

Chapter three explored the problems associated with question wording in more detail 

and also exami ned issues related to questionnaire design. This chapter noted the large 

differences in response distributions that can result from apparent ly minor changes in 

wording. In addition, the chapter examined fundamental decisions researchers must 

make about the questions they employ, and the impl icatjons these decisions have for 

the questionnaire, and the research design, implementation and interpretation generally. 

In discussing the various effects the type of questions employed may have, the chapter 

noted that, while behavioural or factual questions are not without problems, they 

appear to have fewer di fficulUes associated with them than do opinion, or non-factual, 

questions. However, opinion questions appear to play an important role in creating 

a context within which researchers may place behavioural questions. 1llis practice 

explicitly recognises the problem, identified in Chapter 2, that fewer respondents may 

give u ndecided responses if they have already thought about how their opinions and 

past behaviours relate to the survey topic. Not unexpectedly, the practice of 

providing a context also incurs some problems, in particular, it raises the question of 

whether the context helps consolidate respondents' views on their likely behaviour, or 

whether it introduces error into the resulting estimates. 

In addition to discussing errors inherent in question wording, the chapter also 

considered biases respondents can introduce. First, the chapter examines respondents' 

understanding of survey questions, and the related issues of their knowledge of the 

research topic and its relevance to them. Further exploration of context effects 
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suggested the provision of questions related to the survey topic may make the actual 

behavioural questions more salient and may also i ncrease the accuracy of respondents' 

answers. 

Questions investigat ing voting behaviour appear especially prone to social desirability 

bias, and the chapter also examined procedures, such as secret ballots, which may 

ameliorate the effects of this problem. Overal l ,  the chapter concluded that a context, 

or a funnel of questions leading respondents through to the behavioural questions may 

reduce the proportion of undecided responses, though the effect of contextual 

questions on the accuracy of the est imates remains open to some debate. In addition, 

the chapter noted evidence suggesting that the provision of more confidentjal response 

mecharusms appears l ikely to achieve further reductions in u ndecided responses. 

However, while these measures could no doubt reduce the proportion of people 

declaring themsel ves undecided, they do not resolve a residual problem. That is, 

many respondents may give undecided responses not because they have no opiruon, 

or because they feel too tirrud to voice their opinion, but because they have considered 

the various options i n  detai l ,  yet fi nd themselves unable to make an unequivocal 

choice between these options. Thus their indecision results from the absolute nature 

of the question put to them. 

Since voting questions typical ly take the form of intention questions which explicitly 

require absolute judgments it seems unlikely that measures designed to build a rapport 

with respondents, or to increase the confiden(jality of their answers, will completely 

elirrunate the u ndecided group. Chapter 4 documented the development and 

refinement of intention scales and discussed the problems associated with these. I n  

particular, the chapter exarruned the poor predictive performance o f  questions 

employing i ntention scales and outlined factors that may have contributed to this error. 

Problems inherent i n  intention scales, particularly respondents' interpretation of the 

various scale points, were also discussed. 

Chapter 4 advanced an alternative methodology, based on the collection of 

probabilities, as a possible replacement for intention-based questions. Detailed 

discussion of one particular scale, the Juster Scale, suggested that this scale has 

superior predictive accuracy when compared to intention scales. Furthermore, 
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predictions obtained using the Juster Scale have correlated highly with respondents' 

subsequent behaviour. Accordingly, the chapter concluded by proposing to use the 

Juster Scale to collect estimates of respondents' probabili ty of voting for the various 

parties represented in an electorate. 

In summary, these chapters documented the range of problems affecting poll ing 

accuracy, and the role question wording plays in  creating these problems. Addit ional 

factors that researchers can control ,  such as the level of confident ial i ty associated with  

the survey, and the choice between relaUve and absolute response devices, have also 

been discussed, and proposals for employing these as a means of reducing the 

proport ion of undecided respondents reported in pre-election polls have been put 

forward. 

The remai ni ng section in this chapter draws together the conclusions reached from 

the preceding chapters. 

5.3 Conclusions from the Literature 

While at least some of the conclusions put forward here remai n the subject of 

conti nuing debate, much of this debate centres on the scope and role of the problems, 

rather than on their existence per se. 

On the basis of the li terature examined, it is clear that respondents' i ndecision can 

greatly affect poll ing est imates in at  least two ways. First, respondents may be 

uncertai n as to whether they will vote and, second, when interviewed they may not 

yet have decided for whom they wi l l  vote. In addit ion, respondents may feign 

indecision if they fear their answers are somehow i nappropriate, or if the questions 

themselves appear too personal . Researchers can address these problems by using 

a number of measures. 

First, they can develop a series of contextual, or rapport-building, questions which 

lead respondents gradually to the question of real interest, which may, in tum, address 

more sensitive or personal issues. Second, they can increase the level of 

confidentiality traditional ly associated with the i nterview i n  the hope that respondents 

will express their views more freely. Third, they may experiment with different types 
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of questions and response devices in an attempt to achieve a reduction i n  the 

proportion of u ndecided respondents  and a simultaneous i ncrease in the accuracy of 

the survey estimates. Finally, they can use the information about  respondents' 

l ikelihood of voting to weight the behavioural estimates they give (regardless of 

whether these are intention or probabi lity based estimates). 

These measures form the basis of the research objectives outlined in Chapter I ,  and 

summarised above in section 5 . 1 .  The following chapters first describe the manner 

in which these objectives were addressed, before analysing the results of these 

research efforts. 
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6.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER 6 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The preceding chapters have drawn together the problems and issues relating to 

turnout prediction and to the allocation of undecided respondents, and have described 

the research efforts undertaken to address these problems. TItis chapter has a narrower 

focus and describes the approach taken in the research presented in the following 

chapters, drawing on the literature only to illustrate or clarify specific issues, or to 

provide a rationale for certain decisions. 

After a brief overview of the primary research, the chapter exami nes in  greater detail 

i ts component parts: the survey sample, i ts characteristics and selection, the weighting 

procedures adopted, and how sampling procedures may have affected calculation of 

the error margins associated with di fferent estimates. 

The chapter then documents the questionnaire construction process, discussing the 

different treatments tested, and the rationale for these. It also out l ines the design and 

piloting of the different questionnaire versions. 

The next section discusses the administration of the different questionnaire versions 

and provides full details of the interviewer training and auditing, and the steps taken 

to measure the accuracy of respondents' predicted behaviour. 

Since few, i f  any, survey research decisions can be made with total objectivity, (and, 

even assuming this were poSSible, respondents are unl ikely to respond in a purely 

objective manner), certain errors will affect all research to varying degrees. Section 

6.5 examines possible sources of error, the effect these errors might have, and possible 

means of countering their effects. 

The chapter concludes by summarising the key decisions taken and the logic 

underl ying these. 

l O7 



23 

6.1 . 1  Overview of the Primary Research 

During the period 27 August to October 26, 1 993, a total of 4040 face-to-face 

interviews were conducted with residents of the Manawatu, Miramar and Western Hun 

electorates. Two sets of interviews, one prior to and one during the campaign period, 

were undertaken. and the overall response rate was approxi mately 59.6%23. 

Fol lowing the General Election, a sample of respondents was re-interviewed by phone 

and details of their self-reported voting behaviour were obtained. This phase achieved 

an 89.4% response rate. Although it would have been preferable to compare 

respondents' predictions to actual voting records, the New Zealand electoral and 

privacy legisl at ion prevented the release of such data, even in aggregate form . 

The fol lowi ng sections outline the more specific research decisions taken in relation 

to these two phases of the research. and their implementation. 

6.2 Sample 

This section examines the decisions taken with respect to the survey samples. I t  

includes discussion of the sample selection, the ident i fication of individuals with 

whom i nterviews were conducted, and subsequent treatments of the data. 

6.2.1  Sample Selection and Composition 

Although purely random sampling from an up-tO-date electoral roll would have 

increased the precision of the estimates obtained, previous experience suggested that 

i t  could also lead to several problems. Hoek & Gendall, 1 993 used the most recent 

electoral rol l  in their study but found that a greater than expected proportion of the 

i ndividuals identified had shifted abode, and could therefore not be interviewed. More 

However, since some interviewers (3) failed to follow the instructions they received and did 
not record full details of the contacts they made (or those they were unable to make), this 
figure was calculated on the figures provided by the (96) interviewers who completed these 
records as requested. 

The response rate was calculated as follows: 

Successful Interviews 

(Total contacts - ineligible contacts) 
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seriousl y, the electoral roll used as a sampl ing frame i n  1 990 was out of date within 

weeks of i ts issue, since well over 1 0% of the eligible electorate chose to register after 

the preliminary rol l  was issued. Moreover, the admi nistration of face-to-face 

i nterviews drawn in this way is difficult  compared to cluster sampling, where t i me and 

travel costs are mini mised. Finally, since the fi nal roll  is t ypical ly  i ssued only days 

before t he actual election, usi ng this fi nal version was not a vi able alternative. 

For t hese reasons, random sampling from the electoral roll was eschewed in  favour 

of selecti ng ( from the most recent rol l )  random start i ng points around which to 

conduct a cluster of in terviews. Al though clustering of1en decreases the precision of 

survey estimates, c l uster sampl ing can nevertheless hring cost savings and t iming 

advantages.24 Si nce both cost and ti ming were important concerns, the practical 

advantages offered by clustering appeared to outweigh its disadvantages. 

Starting addresses, selected at  random from the electoral rol l ,  were plot ted on a map 

of the electorate to ensure that no suburbs were either unrepresented, or under

represented25. The start i ng addresses were then grouped into sets of six for each 

i nterviewer. I nterviewers approached each dwel ling noted on their starting address l ist  

and stood with their backs to that dwelling. They then attempted to conduct 

i nterviews at the si x adjacent houses to the immediate right of t he starting address, 

using the right hand rule to guide their random wal k. (Appendix A contains full  

details of the electorates; details of the instructions and training given to interviewers 

are contained i n  Appendix B .) Where dwell ings were unoccupied, or obviously non

residential, i nterviewers substituted t hese with the next occupied dwell ing u nti l  t hey 

had completed six i nterviews in that cluster.26 

Clustering need not necessarily decrease the precision of the estimates since tlle sample may 
be increased to compensate for the increased design effect; any compensating increases in 
sample size do not normally incur greater costs than would be incurred by simple random 
sampling. 

The only electorate not full covered in the interviewing was Western Hult, a sprawling urban 
electorate covering a large geographic area. In this electorate, the interviewing concentrated 
011 the Hult valley area while the northern region of Whitby was excluded from tlle sample to 
ensure the research stayed witllin its budgetary constraints. 

The right hand rule states that interviewers should tum right at each intersection they encounter 
until the number of interviews conducted in tlle cluster is completed. 
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At each identified dwelling, interviewers used the "next birthday" method to select an 

individual . 1 8  years of age or older. to interview.27 If the individual meeting this 

criterion was not present. the interviewers attempted to ascertain when he or she 

would be available for an interview. I nterviewers made two additional attempts to 

interview that individual before abandoning the household and substituting another 

dwel ling. If the individual meeHng this criterion was not going to be available within 

the period during which the interviews were conducted (for example. some potential 

respondents were students studying at another university. and some individuals were 

overseas at the time the interviewing was conducted), the interviewers then attempted 

to secure the co-operation of the individual whose birthday came immediately after 

that of the unavailable person. 

In some cases. dwel lings were clearly occupied. but no residents were at home when 

the interviewer cal led. When this occurred, interviewers noted the time at which they 

first called. made an additional call that same day and. if no contact had been 

established. made a final call the following day. If after three at tempts at contact the 

interviewer was sHll  unable to arrange or conduct and interviews, the dwelling was 

replaced in the manner described above. 

If residents declined to answer the door. despite persistent efforts to attract their 

attention. interviewers were instructed to treat the response as a refusal. and to 

substitute another dwelling as described above. 

Where hospitals or other care facilities fell within a cluster. interviewers substituted 

the institution on the grounds that it was not ethical to approach people who were 

unwell or recuperating from illness. Any respondent. in fact. who was clearly 

incapacitated in some way was treated as ineligible to complete the survey and 

replaced. 

The "next birthday" procedure. as its name suggests, involves identifying and interviewing the 
individual in the household whose birthday falls next. Salmon & Nichols ( 1983) compared 
four methods of selecting telephone survey respondents within a household and concluded that 
the next-birthday method is an efficient procedure for selecting a sample representative of all 
household members. Other studies. however. have criticized this (and other) methods for 
under-representing younger people and over-representing older people (see Hess, 1994). In 
this study, any bias created by this selection method is less important, since individual level 
data as well as aggregate data are used. 
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I nterviewers working i n  some urban areas encountered a number of households whose 

residents had a poor abil ity to communicate i n  English. I f  it was clear that these 

i ndividuals were not permanent residents of New Zealand, the i nterview was 

abandoned, si nce non-residents are not enti t led to vote. However, when the 

respondent was a permanent resident, the i nterviewers attempted to complete the 

i nterview, abandoni ng it onl y if they felt conti nuation would seriousl y compromise the 

data quality. I n  other words, where interviewers were unable to obtai n responses to 

the spec i fied quest ions without paraphrasing them to assist respondents' understanding, 

the i nterview was terminated or, if i t  was not possible to do this without appearing 

rude, a note was made on the quest ionnaire which was then removed from further 

processing. 

Otherwise, i nterviewers excluded a dwel l ing or i ts  occupants from a survey only when 

they fel t  that entering would have compromised their personal safety. 

6.2.2 Quotas 

Within each cluster, interviewers were required to i nterview t hree men and three 

women and to ensure that, overal l ,  equal numbers of men and women answered each 

questionnaire version. Although the research evidence has not identi fied a clear 

relationship between turnout or partisan affil iation and gender, roughly equal 

proportions of men a nd women do vote and it seemed logical that the samples reflect 

this distribution (see Section 6.2.3 for further discussion of this issue). 

Quotas were also established to ensure that the sub-sample sizes relating to each 

questionnaire version were approximately equal . Interviewers thus began each cluster 

by asking to speak to the person within that household whose birthday fel l  next and 

changed this request to specify a particular gender only when they had completed the 

quota for one gender within that cluster. 

6.2.3 Weighting 

The results reported in Chapters 7 to 10  were calculated in  three ways : estimates 

based on the raw unweighted data are then weighted to correspond to the age-gender 

distribution of the electorate; the same data are weighted by respondents' probability 

of voting; final l y, the raw data were weighted so respondents' reported voting 

behaviour in the 1 990 General Election matched the actual results for each electorate. 
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Some researchers have questioned the relationship between age or gender and voting 

behaviour (see Murphy, 1 975; Husbands, 1 987). However, many research companies 

in New Zealand, at least, weight polling data (and, indeed, data relating to a wide 

range of survey topics) to ensure the age-gender distribution of the sample matches 

that of the population. Thus while there was no compelling evidence to suggest that 

this procedure would improve the accuracy of the esHmates, it nevertheless seemed 

both i nteresting and opportune to compare the results obtai ned from the raw and 

weighted data sets.28 

However, while the literature relaHng demographic characteristics to partisanship 

reaches rather ambi valent conclusions, research explori ng past behaviour as a predictor 

of future behaviour has produced more defi nite findings (see Pearl & Fairley, 1 985). 

In particular, although debate over whether measures of actual or recalled behaviour 

should be used, researchers appear to accept that measures of respondents' past 

behaviour will bear a strong relationship to their future behaviour (see Murphy, 1 975 ; 

Walter, 1 987; Dut ler, 1 994). The data were therefore weighted so that the 

distribution of respondents' reported voting behaviour in the 1 990 General ElecHon 

matched the actual voting distribution for each electorate. Since some respondents 

(Le., those voting for the first time) had no prior voting history, their responses 

remained u nweighted. 

6.2.4 Error Calculat ion 

Several researchers have criticised pollsters for fai ling to calculate the true sampling 

errors associated with their estimates (see Pearl & Fairley, 1 985 ; Mullet & Karson, 

1 985 ; lowell el aI, 1 993). Instead of including the effects of the clustering in error 

calculations and accepti ng that the design factor was now greater than one, many 

pollsters have i nstead calculated errors as though they had used a simple random 

sample29. Furthermore, some researchers noted that pollsters or the media regularly 

reported responses from sub-samples within the survey without noting that the error 

margins increase as the relevant sample size decreases (see Hoek & Gendall, 1996). 

Voss, Gelman & King's ( 1 995) overview of the polling practices employed by major US 
pollsters also includes an interesting discussion of weighting. 

The design factor shows the extent to which a standard error associated with a particular 
estimate should be adjusted to be comparable with the error that would be associated with a 
simple random sample of the same size. 
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Perry ( 1979) raised a number of questions relaHng to both bias and precision and 

suggested that, i f  pollsters accounted for the increased design effect brought about by 

clustering, the standard errors associated with poll esHmates would increase by a 

factor of between 30% and 40%. Likewise, Buchanan ( 1 986) commented: "On the 

basis of the long-term performance of the polling profession as a whole, press 

accounts of predictions shouLd say '5 percent margin of error' where they flOW say '3 
percent' and make comparabLe adjustments to all such estimates based on sampLe 

size" (p. 225). lowel l et aL ( 1 993) and Lau ( 1 994) found few pollsters had adopted 

these suggestions and cal led again for pol lsters to stop treat ing highly clustered 

samples as though they were simple random samples. However, they noted that 

pollsters should not bear the full blame for the problems brought about by 

miscalculation of errors, and both articles berated the media for failing to pay 

sufficient attention to the error margins. 

As demands for explanations of polls' inaccuracies have become more strident, so 

more recent researchers have devoted greater attention to how they and others 

calculate error margins, and whether the procedures commonly adopted adequately 

reflect the precision of the estimates. Col lins ( 1988) examined the problems 

associated with error margins in detail and, l ike others cited above, argued that 

researchers should pay more attention to the design factors associated with their 

sampling. His comments on error margins, which he suggested should be widened 

by around 30%, corroborated Perry's earlier remarks. I n  addWon, Col l ins argued that 

the commonly reported 3% error margi n applies to estimates of each party's share, but 

not to estimates of one party's lead over another, where he suggested the error margin 

should be about ±6% (p. 9). This miscalculation of error margins led Col lins to 

conclude that the media often report a level of certainty associated with poll estimates 

which the polls themselves simply cannot deliver. 

6.3 Survey I nstruments 

Although the l i terature has documented several issues relating to question wording 

(see Chapter 3), it was necessary to select from these a limited number of factors 

which this research could then explore in  greater detai l .  Since the overall objectives 

of the research relate to the testing of procedures which could reduce the proportion 

of undecided respondents, the treatments outl ined in Figure 6.3a were used. and are 
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discussed i n  more detail in the remainder of this section. 

Figure 4 Survey Design 

Rapport Developing Questions 

Traditional method 

Secret bal lot method 

Juster probabi lity method 

6.3.1  Rapport Development 

No Rapport Developing Questions 

Traditional Method 

Secret ballot method 

Juster probabi lity method 

Throughout both the polling and question-wording literature. researchers have noted 

that respondents may be more forthcoming in their responses if they first have an 

opportunity to develop some ki nd of a relationship with the person interviewing them. 

Thus Sudman & Bradburn ( 1 982) suggested: "the opening questions should be easy 

and non-threatellillg alld. if possible. salie1lt to the respo1lde1lts" (p. 2 1 8).  

Smith ( 1 992) has suggested that introductory questions can do more than simply 

establish a rapport with respondents: "A rapport effect argues that a more trusting 

and open exchange of information occurs after the interview has developed . . .  less 

mentioned . . .  [effects] . . .  are leaming effects. Learni1lg effects suggest that 

respondents. in general. leam their role as respondellts better as the interview unfolds 

and [they] become more familiar with respo1lse scales and other tasks . . . .  this reduces 

measurement error" (p. 1 77). Conversely, others have noted that the addition of these 

questions may bias the responses given. Thus while accepting that respondents may 

provide franker answers if they have some trust in the interviewer, some researchers 

have argued that a reduction in undecided responses per se does not necessarily result 

i n  an  improvement in the accuracy of the survey estimates (see also Crespi, 1 988). 

Given the differing opinions that exist on this topic, this research also tested the extent 

to which rapport building or contextual questions reduced the proportion of undecided 

responses. Thus all treatments were tested using two groups of respondents. The first 

group was administered a questionnaire which began with the rapport building 
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questions, the second group answered a questionnaire which began directly with more 

personal (and arguably, more intrusive and threatening) behavioural questions. 

However, since information contained in these contextual questions was used to 

weight the data, all questionnaire versions contained the same rapport-developing 

quest ions and varied only i n  the order in which this information was presented. 

Si nce some people prefer to keep private their political preferences and voting 

behaviour, the rapport-building quest ions began with very general questions exploring 

respondents' interest in the election, before turning to their views of the various 

parties' policies with respect to key economic and social issues. Questions exploring 

respondents' party ident i ficat ion, membership, registrat ion, and past voting behaviour. 

then preceded the voting behaviour question. 

These rapport-developing questions were gleaned both from surveys conducted by 

polling organisations and from practices reported in the literature (see Sudman & 

Bradburn, 1 974; 1 982; 1 988),  and were simi lar in design to many of the party 

identification questions asked by pollsters internat ional ly. The social and economic 

factors examined were selected from lists, released by research companies, ranking 

New Zealanders' greatest concerns (see also Murphy, 1 975). Although people's 

voting decisions hinge on personal i ties as well as on policies, it nevertheless seemed 

logical to examine these concerns since they were, apparently, shared by many New 

Zealanders and could thus help respondents to clarify their views about the different 

parties. 

Although several researchers have noted the importance of candidate evaluations i n  

voting decisions, i t  was not possible to i nclude questions relating t o  the various 

candidates contesting each electorate since, even only three months prior to the 

election date, a number of the major parties had still not selected candidates in the 

electorates in which the research was conducted. While this information may have 

provided another means of classifying undecided respondents, the New Zealand 

electoral system has been less personality-based than in the United States, where the 

research documenting the importance of candidate evaluations was conducted3O• 

Interestingly, Holm & Robinson ( 1978) reported that respondents' policy orientations bore a 
stronger relationship with their voting behaviour than did their candidate evaluations or party 
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6.3.2 Voting I ntention 

Many variations exist in  the voting-intention questions asked, but a key issue 

researchers have to decide is whether to ask respondents about their past, present or 

future voting behaviour. I n  other words, respondents can be asked to consider one 

of at least three different questions : 

1 .  "If the election had been held yesterday, which party (or candidate) 

would you have voted for?" 

2.  "If the election were held today, which party (or candidate) would 

you vote for?" 

3.  " Thinking about the forthcoming election, which party (or candidate) 

do you plan to vote for?"  

The rationale underlying the first form, which is the question employed by many 

research houses in  New Zealand, is that respondents will be better able to consider 

how they would have behaved than to project their behaviour into the future (see 

Murphy, 1 978 for a discussion of questions employed by New Zealand pollsters). Yet 

although this assumption is held by a number of researchers, there appears to be no 

empirical support behind it .  Bradburn & Mason ( 1 964) suggested "organisational 

folklore" dominates much of the question wording l iterature and this phenomenon 

emerges frequently in the voting intention literature. 

Form 2, used by some New Zealand research companies, and more widely adopted 

by United States' pollsters, attempts to capture respondents' current behavioural 

i ntentions. Some have argued that questions exploring retrospective behaviour may 

not capture shifts in opinion and intention, whereas a question that explores these 

issues i n  the present will produce more accurate responses (see Borelli, Lockerbie & 

Niemi, 1 987). 

Following these arguments further, researchers have argued that questions capturing 

present intentions will only reflect a snapshot in time, and perhaps cannot reasonably 

identification. 
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be projected to predict the actual election outcome. Thus form 3 requires respondents 

to consider a specific event and their l ikely behaviour in relation to this event. 

However, Fenwick et aL ( 1 982) argued that questions which require respondents to 

project their behaviour result in higher proportions of undecided respondents than do 

ei ther of the former two questions. 

Since very little research has documented the relationship between the temporal 

location of the behaviour explored and the accuracy of responses, pollsters have l i ttle 

way of making empirical ly-based choices about which question form to use. In this 

research, the first form of the voting-intention question was used on the grounds that 

this would offer better comparisons between the results reponed here and those 

reported by commercial polling organisations. Clearly if an alternative question had 

been used, di fferent results may have been obtained. However. the decision to use the 

retrospective question recognised the need to be able to draw distinctions between 

current practice and modifications to this. 

Thus the first two questionnaire versions investigated respondents' voting behaviour 

by asking them to consider how they would have voted, had the election been held 

yesterday. They differed only in the order in which interviewers administered the 

questions. (All questionnaires are reproduced in Appendix C.) 

6.3.3 Confidentiality 

In l ine with the New Zealand Market Research Society Code of Ethics, interviewers 

assured respondents that the information they provided would be treated as 

confidential and that no information would be reported in a way that could identify 

the individual who provided it.  This statement of confidentiality was read after 

respondents' co-operation had been elicited, but prior to the commencement of the 

survey itself, and was repeated before administration of the demographiC questionS. 

Anonymity, however, (Le., the absence of detail about individual respondents) presents 

some practical difficulties. For example, it prevents researchers from auditing the 

surveys and almost inevitably i ncreases the potential for interviewer fraud. 

Furthermore, it obviates post-election interviews, an integral part of this study. 

While it was therefore not practicable to offer respondents complete anonymity, it was 
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nevertheless possible to increase the level of confidentiality associated with the survey. 

The secret ballot technique discussed in detail in Chapters 2 and 3 enables 

respondents to record their views without having to state these directly  to an 

interviewer. The research findings documented in Chapters 2 and 3 suggest that as 

the level of confidentiality associated with a survey increases, so the proportion of 

undecided responses decreases. Accordingly, a secret ballot was employed in  some 

of the interviews to assess the extent to which it achieved such a reduction. 

The questionnaire versions using the secret ballot technique all employed the 

retrospective voting-intention quest ion. However, instead of administering this 

question direct ly, interviewers gave respondents a vot ing Slip. analogous to an actual 

ballot paper, and asked them to tick the party for which they would have voted. 

Respondents then folded their vot i ng slip and deposited it in the secret ballot box 

which their interviewer carried. 

Like the versions involving direct administration of the retrospective voting-intention 

question. the secret ballot versions also di ffered according to whether the voting 

question was preceded or followed by the rapport-developing questions. 

6.3.4 Relative versus Absolute Judgments 

Researchers documenting undecided responses have suggested that differences exist 

between respondents who have no opinion on an issue, and those who have genuine 

difficulty in chOOSing between the options facing them. For example, Bogart ( 1967, 

cited earl ier) suggested that the prevai l ing model, which assumes that people hold a 

single opinion, has serious flaws. I ntuitively, it seems li kely that the current format 

of voting-intention questions presents members of this latter group with some 

difficulty, since i t  requires them to make an absolute choice when, at best, they may 

only be able to i ndicate relative levels of support for the parties or candidates 

contesting their electorate. 

I n  addition, a growing body of research has suggested that i ntention questions may 

elicit less accurate projections of behaviour than probability questions. Although 

voting-intention questions are not administered using a Likert-type scale, it is arguable 

that they represent an even more primitive type of intention question and that they are 
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analogous to the dichotomous intention questions discussed in Chapter 4.3 1  

For this reason, a scale which enabled respondents to express their l ikely behaviour 

in relative rather than absolute terms was incorporated into the final two questionnai re 

versions. The evolution and development of the Juster Scale has been documented 

in Chapter 4, its final version, as shown in Figure 5 below, was used: 

Figure 5 The Juster Scale 

1 0  Certai n, practical ly certai n (99 in 1 00) 

9 Almost sure (9 in  1 0) 

8 Very probable (8 in 1 0) 

7 Probable (7 in 1 0) 

6 Good possibi lity (6 in 10) 

5 Fairly good possibility (5 in  10) 

4 Fair possibility (4 in 10) 
3 Some possibility (3 in 10) 

2 Sl ight possibility (2 in  1 0) 

Very slight possibi l ity ( 1  in  1 0) 

0 No chance, almost no chance ( l  i n  1 00) 

The modified question now put to respondents: "If the eLection had been held 

yesterday, how Likely is it that you would have voted/or the fA] Party?", was repeated 

to explore respondents' probability of voting for each of the four parties fielding 

candidates i n  every electorate, as well as their probabil ity of voting for another 

(minor) party. 

Since the Juster Scale is more complex scale than the standard intention questions, 

interviewers gave respondents an opportunity to familiarise themselves with it by 

asking them to indicate their l ikelihood of eating out at a restaurant in the next four 

weeks. Juster's work, and the extensive research undertaken by Brennan et al (see 
chapter 4) suggested that few respondents have major difficulties comprehending and 

That is, the question: "If the election had been held yesterday, which party (or candidate) 
would you have voted for?" is akin to asking: "If the election had been held yesterday, would 
you have voted for PARTY A . . . N?" which is essentially the same as a dichotomous intention 
questions. 
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using the scale.32 Similarly, interviewers, when debriefed, reported only a very small 

proportion of respondents appearing to have any difficulty using the scale. 

In addition to using the Juster Scale to estimate their probabi li ty of voting for the 

various parties represented, all respondents used it to indicate their overall l ikelihood 

of voting. This question, designed to predict likely turnout, provided data used to 

weight respondents' party-support estimates and to discount the views of those 

respondents who indicated a lower probabil ity of voting. 

6_�.5 Demographic Quest ions 

In addition to the opinjon and behavioural information col lected, respondents' 

demographic characteristics were also recorded. Al though the research evidence 

relating demograpillc characteristics to actual voting behaviour remains somewhat 

contradictory, there have been some suggestions that associations exist between age 

and gender and paI1isan SUppOI1, willie sti l l  stronger evidence supports a l i nk between 

education and voting behaviour. For these reasons, i nformation was col lected on 

these three demographk traits: age, education and gender. 

Although age is most or len col lected as a categorical variable, to reduce any threat 

that might be associated with it and thus encourage respondents to provide the 

information sought, tills approach reduces the data to an ordinal level. More recent 

research has suggested that aSking respondents the year in willch they were born both 

preserves the metric level status of the data willIe also being perceived as less 

threaterung by respondents since it results in fewer refusals compared to ordinal 

versions of the question. 

Education, on the other hand, was collected as a categorical variable and proved 

difficult to code as some respondents appeared to belong to more than one category. 

For example, some respondents who said they had left school after four years of 

secondary education, were now mid-way through a Uruversity degree, thus raising a 

Brennan et al (1994) repoI1ed that although many respondents did not appear to have a sound 
understanding of probabilities, few experienced serious difficulties when using the Juster Scale. 
It should also be noted that Brennan et al required respondents to perfonn more complex and 
detailed tasks than was the case in this research. Moreover, despite deficiencies in respondents' 
understanding of probabilities, the aggregate results were generally accurate. 
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question about the group to which they most properly  belonged. Where such 

anomalies emerged, respondents were placed in the higher of the two categories on 

the grounds that this best represented their current position. This decision also 

recognised that the di fference between a partially and fully competed degree was less 

than the di fference between secondary education only and a partially completed 

University degree. 

In some cases, respondents' highest educational qualification had been obtajned from 

a country other than New Zealand, When this occurred, interviewers were instructed 

to note details of the qualification and the respondents were allocated to a category 

later, afler identification of the nearest New Zealand equivalent. 

Gender was coded by the interviewers and only one interviewer reported an i nstance 

where a respondent's gender appeared indeterminate. (In this case, the interviewer'S 

judgment was used to classify the respondent .) 

6.3.6 Item Order Effects 

As discussed briefly in Chapter 2, and in more detail in Chapter 3, i tem-order effects 

can bias the responses gi ven to survey questions (payne, 1 95 1 ;  Shulman, 1 973; 

Kallon, Col lins & Brook, 1 978; Schuman & Presser, 1 98 1 ). Bradburn & Mason 

suggested that researchers should pay particular attention to countering item order 

effects when investigaHng the average level of response for a particular population. 

For this research, i nterviewers rotated the order of certai n  response i tems relating to 

a number of questions and read response options starting at an asterisked or 

highlighted options. This practice ensured that each item was evenly rotated around 

every position in the list. While some researchers simply reverse the order of the list 

this does not recognise that the first and last items tend to suffer most from item-order 

bias ;  thus rotation of the list alone will not fully address this bias.33 Details of the 

item-order procedures adopted can be seen in Appendix C, which contains copies of 

the questionnaires used. 

Although the order in which interviewers read the response options was rotated, the order of 
response options on the secret ballot slips remained alphabetical, since this approximated more 
closely the format of actual voting papers. 
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6.3.7 Piloting of the Survey Instruments 

Since, as the research discussed i n  Chapter 3 makes clear, misunderstanding of survey 

questions can introduce significant bias, the piloting of the questionnaires took on an 

added importance. Tradi tional ly, piloting is accomplished by administering the 

questionnaire to a small sample of people whose responses and reactions i n  general 

are then examined in more detail .  

Thus each version of the questionnaire was administered to between four and six 

respondents who were then quesHoned in detai l about what they understood the 

questions to mean. This technique, known as Belsen's Double-Back, is designed to 

check whether respondents' interpretation of a question concurs with what researchers 

intend it to mean. Although some di fferences in interpretation may seem trivial, 

researchers have noted that substantjal discrepancies may exist, and that the potential 

for bias is thus large (see Belsen. 1 968; Gendal l .  1 994). While all questions used in 

this survey were tested in this way, particular attention was paid to respondents' 

understanding of those questions which employed the Juster Scale, since this had not 

been employed in this context before and, consequently. the risk of respondent 

misunderstanding seemed greater. 

No evidence of question misunderstanding appeared, although one of the Juster Scale 

response mechanisms, which asked respondents to allocate counters on a grid 

representing all the parties contesting the election, confused some people and was 

subsequently o mitted from the final questionnaire versions34• 

Several researchers have argued that piloting the questionnaire on a small sample of 

respondents is the best method of evaluating the flaws of a particular i nstrument. 

This response device was included to anticipate the problem Hoek & Gendall (1993) detected. 
namely that those respondents answering questionnaires which employed the Juster Scale 
would allocate probabilities to the various parties which should, in theory. sum to their overall 
probability of voting. but which. in practice. did not The method tested involved giving 
respondents counters corresponding to their overall probability of voting and asking them to 
allocate these counters among the different parties. By working with counters. respondents 
were forced to make trade-offs which they could avoid in purely verbal responses. However. 
a number of respondents found this task difficult to perform. and a correction factor. which 
recalculated respondents' party probabilities to sum to their probability of voting. was instead 
incorporated into the analysis. 
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However, others noted that respondents are i l l -equipped to provide detailed or even 

very informative feedback about a questionnaire. Thus Converse & Presser ( 1 986) 

noted: "research 011 the pretest suggests that respondents are flot very critical or 

sophisticated about survey questions, even whel/ invited to be, and their counsel may 

not be a very good guide to practice" (p. 5 3). 

Hunt, Sparkman & Wilcox's ( 1 982) research provided evidence to support this view. 

Afler exploring respondents' abi lity to identify five types of error deliberately 

i ncorporated i nto questionnaires they found respondents generally identified missing 

response categories though they were less able to recognise ambiguous or loaded 

questions. Nor did Reynolds, Diamantopoulous & Schlegel mi lch's ( 1 993) conclusions 

add support to the value of pre-testing questionnaires. They noted the absence of 

empirical guideli nes for assessing pre-test ing, but suggested that pre-tests should check 

for the presence of double entendre, ambiguity, and response categories, as wel l  as for 

issues of relevance and attention. Although discussing both the protocol and 

debriefing approaches to pre-testing, Reynolds et al suggested neither was particularly 

good at detect ing di fferent types of problem. 

In addition to the question of whether respondents are sufficiently knowledgeable 

about questionnaire design matters to offer i nsightful  feedback, Payne ( 1 95 1 ) queried 

whether researchers were in a posi tion to collect and i ncorporate any suggestions 

respondents might make. He argued that because researchers normal l y  cannot spend 

a great deal of time discussing a questionnaire with respondents, careful scrutiny of 

the questionnaire by themselves or their colleagues may produce more insightful 

suggestions: "A critical reading of the questionnaire lias bee1l blOW1l to poi1lt out 

more problems than were detected in an earlier testing" (p. 1 4).  

As an addition, or even an alternative, to this type Or pre-testing, Sud man & Bradburn 

( 1 982) described a technique they referred to as a "group mind", which employs wel l  

informed and experienced colleagues who critique the questionnaire. They noted: 

"while the process is always a humbling experience for the writer, it is also a rapid, 

efficient method of improving the questionnaire" (p. 283). The questionnaires used 

in this study were subjected to a rigorous group mind-appraisal by two colleagues who 

combined over 40 years' experience in survey research. Their suggestions at the early 
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stages of the questionnaire design process, and their comments throughout the revision 

process, helped ensure the versions pre-tested were close to fi nal , and required only 

minor modifications. 

6.4 Survey Procedure 

The organisation and i mplementation of surveys requires researchers to make a 

number of administrative decisions about how the survey wil l  be conducted. The 

fol lowing section outli nes and explains these decisions as they affected the research 

described i n  the fol lowing chapters. 

6.4.1 I nterviewer Recruitment and Trai ning 

Interviewers were recruited from a variety of sources: New Zealand Employment 

Service (the state co-ordi nator of employment) ;  Student .lob Search (a state-fu nded 

organisation which organises short term employment for tertiary students) ; newspaper 

advertising, and referrals from survey research companies. I n  al l  cases, it was 

specified that appl icants should have had prior interviewing experience and a 

minimum educat ion qual ification of some tertiary study. 

Applicants were i nterviewed by phone and were given full day training sessions prior 

to each round of i nterviewi ng. These sessions familiarised interviewers with the 

respondent selection criteria and procedures. and with the di fferent questionnaire 

versions and showcards. Much of the day was taken up with role-plays, with 

i nterviewers admi nistering the questionnaires to each other and devising strategies for 

deali ng with problems they were l ikely to encounter. For example, they practised 

enjoining co-operation from a reluctant respondent and discussed how to differentiate 

between persuasion and coercion. In addition, they attempted to deceive other 

i nterviewers by giving obviously discrepant answers. This taught the i nterviewers to 

be alert to potential problems in respondents' answers and helped them to identify 

non-threatening and non-judgmental ways of resolving these. 

Interviewers also discussed how to clarify responses which did not relate directly to 

any of the response categories provided. In particular, the importance of repeating 

the original question (rather than paraphrasing i t  in the interviewer's own words) was 

stressed. Again. training with "difficult" respondents helped to i ncrease both the 

interviewers' familiarity with this situation and their ability to address it.  
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Interviewers were also given strict instructions to ensure that respondents' rights were 

both explained at the outset of the interview and protected during it .  The need to 

maintain high ethical standards throughout was stressed. 

At the end of the training session interviewers were supplied with: 

36 numbered and 24 replacement questionnaires 

A clipboard and pen 

Showcards (relat ing to: interest in the elect ion, the Juster Scale, education 

level) 

A secret ballot box 

A list of star1 ing addresses and a map of their interview route 

A letter establishing that they were a bona fide interviewer 

A name tag 

A full set of interviewing notes and instructions (see Appendix D) 

6.4.2 I n terviewer A uditi ng 

Interviewers were advised that their work would be scrutinised and SUbjeCt to  audit 

procedures. Scru tiny of questionnaires during the data entry and verification resulted 

i n  a unique perspective on the data quality. In cases where the interview had not been 

properly administered (evidence of missing data from several questions without an 

accompanying explanation), the questionnaire was not coded. Where a panern of 

mis-admi nistration appeared, that interviewer's work was removed from the data-set 

pending funher investigation. Two cases of interviewer fraud were detected in this 

way; ironically, both interviewers were currently employed by commercial research 

companies and the Depanment of Statistics. 

In addition to this personal scrutiny of each questionnaire, a trained research assistant 

audited 15% of each i nterviewer'S work by selecting one respondent at random from 

each questionnaire version and phOning that i ndividual to audit the i nterview protocol . 

The assistant asked respondents whether they recalled participating in an i nterview 

and, depending on the questionnaire version used, then asked more specific questions 

about the i nterview itself. Although this audit exposed some minor flaws in  
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administration3s, it revealed no further instances of fraud. Respondents were also 

asked for their general impression of the survey and the interviewer; no negative 

comments emerged and the overwhelming majority of respondents appeared to have 

enjoyed the interview experience. Final ly, all respondents were thanked for their co

operation with the survey and the audit. 

6.4.3 I nterview Timing 

Several researchers have noted that the interview timing can affect the accuracy of the 

estimates obtained. Thus interviews conducted well before the election date typically 

prove less accurate, since respondents have more time to change their minds. For this 

reason, two rounds of interviews were conducted in each electorate: one some two 

to three months prior to the election date and the second within the designated 

campaign period, around two weeks prior to the election. The rationale for this was 

two-fold. First, having two measures of voting intention would allow the detection 

of any trends that may be present (although more measures would be required to 

assess the nature of the trend) and their likely effect on the election outcome. 

Second, any treatment showing a high level of accuracy, irrespective of timing, would 

appear to have a clear advantage over methods whose estimates varied considerably 

from the outcome. In other words, if a method was able to incorporate and account 

for changes in behaviour that may occur over time, it would appear to have some 

considerable advantages over the current methods. To examine this question, some 

assessment of the accuracy of the responses obtained by each version was necessary. 

The following section describes this assessment process. 

6.4.4 Assessment of Accuracy 

There are at least two means of assessing the accuracy of the survey estimates. First, 

the estimates can be compared to the actual election outcome, thus the predicted party 

support distribution can be set against the actual records pertaining to each electorate. 

However, this approach inevitably confounds sampling and non-sampling errors, 

complicating the overall assessment of the various treatments' accuracy. 

The second option, that of re-interviewing some or all of the original respondents, 

These minor flaws included interviewers having to return to their cars to collect their secret 
ballot boxes or showcards. 
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avoids the problem outlined above, but introduces additional difficulties such as the 

reliabili ty of respondents' recall and the biases which might affect t his. I t  is  clear, 

even from this preliminary discussion. that neither approach to assessing the accuracy 

of the estimates is entirely straightforward. For this reason, both measures are 

included i n  Chapters 7 to IO and are discussed in the light of their respective 

limitations. The remainder of this section outlines how the information rel ating to 

these two measures was col lected. 

Al though it is not possible to obtai n  information about individuals' own voting 

behaviour, after each election, the Department of Justice publishes a summary 

containing detai ls of the overall electorate turnout, together with a breakdown of the 

voting patterns across al l the polling booths within each electorate. The relevant 

pages from t his publ icat ion are incl uded in Appendix D. 

While details of aggregate behaviour are comparatively easy to obtain, the electoral 

and pri vacy legislation prevents the Department of Justice from providi ng detai ls of 

i ndividual respondents' behaviour. A sub-sample of respondents was therefore re

interviewed. 

Although the original sample selection had, as far as was practicable, been 

randomised, the re-interviewed respondents were not chosen randomly. I nstead, only 

those respondents interviewed ini tially by people who produced very high qual i ty 

work were selected for re-interviewing. 111is was to ensure that variations in 

responses to di fferent questionnaire versions could be attributed to the questions asked, 

rather than to variations in t he interviewing. While it is never possible to eliminate 

interviewer bias (nor was it possible for the audit procedures to explore every type of 

bias), it  is nevertheless possible to reduce it to a minimum, and the use of only the 

best interviewers' work represented an attempt to achieve such a reduction. 

Of the 4040 respondents originall y  interviewed, 2402 were selected for re-interview 

by telephone and of these, 2 1 47 were successfull y  re-interviewed, 8 1  refused to 

participate, and 1 74 could not be contacted (up to 1 5  contact attempts were made), 
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had shifted to an unknown address, or were i nel igible for other reasons.36 Overall, 

the response rate to the telephone phase was 89.4%. 

The telephone i nterview was extremely brief. Interviewers asked whether respondents 

had voted and, if so, when they had decided on the party or candidate for whom they 

voted. Those respondents who stated they had made this decision on poll ing day 

were then asked whether they had decided prior to or after entering the polling booth. 

Final l y, interviewers asked respondents to state the party for whom they voted. 

As noted above, this procedure rel ies on respondents providing accurate reports of 

their behaviour, and a number of reasons exist why they may not do so. These 

reasons, together with other factors which may have affected the validity of the 

est i mates, are discussed in the following section. 

6.5 Potential Sources of Error 

All survey research runs the risk of being affected by error, and the literature 

documents many of these errors in detail . Some issues, such as i nterviewer bias, can 

affect a wide range of surveys and const itute, in their own right, a detai led area of 

study (see Bradburn & Sudman, 1 988,  for an overview of these). Because the 

research into these more general errors is so prolific, this section explores only the 

more specific errors affecting the implementation and i nterpretation of this research. 

6.5. 1 Respondent Reca ll 

Clearly any research which invol ves re-interviewing respondents to obtain measures 

of their actual behaviour depends upon those respondents providing truthful and 

accurate answers. While several researchers have noted that few respondents appear 

to set out deliberately to mislead i nterviewers, they have acknowledged that 

respondents may not always be i n  a position to tell the truth (see Bradburn & Sudrnan, 

1 988). The fol lowing sections examine this fundamental problem of respondents' 

abi l ity to recall their behaviour, before turning to consider related errors. 

Some respondents were ill at the time of the second interview, others were overseas, and some 
were deceased. 
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When the behaviour examined has occurred quite recently, respondents generally 

provide accurate recol lections; however, when the behaviour has occurred some time 

ago, omission or telescoping effects may impair their ability to provide clear answers. 

Sudman & Bradburn ( 1 974) described omission as occurring when respondents simply 

forget an event has happened, whereas telescoping occurs when respondents recall 

events as if they have occurred more recently than is actual ly the case. Both Sudman 

& Bradburn ( 1 974) and Kalton & Schuman ( 1 982) discussed the use of bounded and 

aided recall technjques willch encourage respondents to construct mental time periods 

witilln willch they attempt to recall speci fic behaviours. 

Where behaviours have occurred quite infrequent ly (such as vot ing behaviour) , 

problems of telescoping are typically less pronou nced, although as the ti me-lag 

between the behaviour and the interview increases, prohlems of omission typically 

increase. 1llis  raises the possibility that some respondents may have i naccurately 

recal led, or failed to recal l ,  their 1 990 vot ing behaviour. Gauging the existence, or 

even the extent, of t ills problem remains di fficult ,  since access to the actual records 

is denied. However, there is no a priori reason why tills problem should not affect 

estimates associated with the various parties equally;37 if tills error is randomly 

distributed, i ts effects should cancel out. If, on the other hand, these effects are not 

randomly distributed, the weighting of each sub-sample by the voting distribution 

evident at  the 1 990 election should serve to reduce the scale of the problem. 

In addition to the question of how researchers can defi ne the period witrun which the 

behaviours recalled should have occurred, other researchers have examined differences 

between prior (or actual) past behaviour and recalled behaviour. Granberg & 

Holmberg ( 1 986) specifically explored the relationsillp between prior behaviour and 

recalled behaviour as predic tors of subsequent behaviour. Comparing the theories of 

behaviourism (where past behaviour is regarded as a strong predictor of future 

behaviour) and field theory (willch is arus!orical, viewing behaviour as a function of 

respondents' l i fe space), Granberg & Holmberg examined whether prior voting 

behaviour (obtained immediately after an election) or respondents' recalled behaviour 

Neither the Alliance nor the NZ First parties were fonnally represented in the last election. 

Thus, technically, respondents could not have voted for these parties, and should not have 
recalled having done so. 
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(obtained 3 to 4 years after the election) best predicted their subsequent behaviour. 

Although their test was less concerned with predicting turnout than with specific 

preference panerns. Granberg & Holmberg fou nd recal led behaviour a bener predictor 

than prior behaviour (see also Marquette & Hinckley. 1 988). However. since their 

experiment depended on self-reported behaviour it appears more a test of how 

preferences change over time than of behaviourist and field theories. Moreover. it is 

u nclear how social desirability biases outlined by Tinle & Hil l .  1 967. and Silver. 

Anderson & Abramson ( 1 986). wou ld have affected the val idity of this work. 

These studies suggested that social desirabil i ty bias causes particular problems 

affecting turnout est imates. Furt hermore. the biases these researchers noted appear 

to affect respondents' recollections of their past behaviour as wel l  as their projections 

of future behaviours. 

Also i nvestigati ng this issue. Riedel & Dunne ( 1 969) tested the hypothesis that people 

would vote in accordance with their predictions. and that the number changing their 

minds would be very smal l .  Of the smal l sample i nterviewed. three quarters claimed 

to have voted as they had earlier said they would. and less than 5% said they had 

changed their minds i n  the polling booth. However. the reliance on sel f-reported 

rather than actual data makes it difficult to ascertain whether people's intentions did 

predict their behaviour accurately. or whether respondents si mply wanted to appear 

i nsightful commentators on their own future actions. 

Overall .  dealing with sel f-reported data appears. inevitably. to incur a number of 

difficulties. as Parry & Crossley ( 1 950) argued: "verbal reports from the same subjects 

are 1l0t checks agaillst outside data. they are as much a reliability measure as validity. 

and may be subject to the same kil/ds of iI/accuracy on votillg reports as the original 

pre-election questions" (p. 68). The following section overviews the effects of sociai 

desirability bias alluded to above and discussed i n  detail i n  Chapter 3. and examines 

their specific implications for this research. 

6.5.2 Social Desirabil ity Bias 

Social desirabili ty bias occurs when respondents temper their answers to achieve some 

compromise between their actual behaviour and their perception of "appropriate" 
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behaviour. This bias can have several effects ; Presser ( 1990) outlined the best known 

of these: "One of the surest predictions in survey research is that more respondents 

will claim to have voted in post-election surveys than actually cast a ballot" (p. 586). 

Several researchers have explored the extent to which this bias might affect sel f

reported data, and some have suggested that the relationship between respondents' 

reported and actual behaviour may be more tenuous than researchers i nitial ly thought. 

(For example, Parry & Crossley's 1950, work showed only one third of those 

interviewed correctly recalled having voted and. of tllese, many mis-reported the actual 

party or candidate for whom they voted.) 

Titt le & Hil l  ( 1967) had earlier explored thjs problem by checking respondents' self

reported behaviour against voting records; they found 10% of those interviewed had 

inaccurately reported their behaviour. At tributing this to social desirability bias, Titt le 

& Hill suggested that removal of these mis-reporters from the sample improved the 

predictive validity of the attitude scales they had used. 

Simi larly, Silver, et af ( 1 986) argued that social desirabi lity bias presented a major 

problem affecting turnout calculations. After comparing claims of sel f-reported voting 

to actual voting records across four elections, Silver et af found between 20% to 30% 

of respondents mis-reported having voted when in fact they had not done so. Like 

Tittle & Hill ,  Silver et af concluded that this mis-reporting was due to social 

desirabi lity bias. Further analysis revealed this bias bore no consistent relationship 

to respondents' demographic characteristics. Since mis-reporters did not appear to 

have similar traits, apart from their mis-reporting, Silver e/ af examined the context 

within which the interviews occurred and found that a reduction in mis-reporting 

occurred when a knowledgeable third party, such as a spouse, was present. However, 

this effect was not strong; thus although the presence of another person had some 

effect on the responses given, these effects were not sufficiently predictive 'of 

respondents' propensity to mis-report to enable the researchers to draw firm 

conclusions. Moreover, ensuring a knowledgeable third party presence during 

interviews presents researchers with some not inconsiderable practical difficulties.  

While social desirability bias acts to i nflate estimates of electoral partiCipation, 

Adamany & Dubois ( 1 973) documented a related but antithetical problem: under-

1 3 1  



reporting. This phenomenon, which occurs during multiple elections, appears 

u niquely American. In essence, it posits that respondents who have voted in a 

presidential election may "forget" that, at the same time, they also voted· i n  a Supreme 

Court election, supposedly because the latter has less salience. Since these situations 

do not arise in New Zealand elections, under-reporting appears unl ikely to represent 

a serious source of error. 

It is difficult to assess the extent to which social desirability bias may have inflated 

reports of past voting or esti mates of future voting in this study. Since turnout at 

New Zealand General Elections tends to range between 80% to 90%, the potent ial for 

this bias to affect the estimates appears less than in the United States, where turnout 

can fal l  as low as 50%, depending on the election held. Overal l ,  social desirabi lity 

bias may have affected the turnout estimates reported in  Chapter 7, but, although i ts 

direction is predictable, its effects are less so. The past pattern of electoral behaviour 

in New Zealand suggests that social desirabili ty bias is unl ikely to have seriously 

biased the turnout estimates, but empirical evidence to prove or disprove this 

hypothesis remains elusive. 

Researchers have also identi fied a specific form of social desirabil ity bias which 

particularly affects polling and post-election polls: bandwagon effects. The following 

section explores this effect in more depth. 

6.5.3 Bandwagon Effects 

Several decades ago Payne ( 1 95 1 )  stated that: "False assertions are made by voters 

and 'lOn-voters alike abolit having supported the candidate who won" (p. 1 86; 

however, see also Ceci & Kain, 1 982). Bandwagon effects recognise that people 

generally prefer to associate themselves with success rather than failure. In turn, this 

implies that some respondents will mis-report their own behaviour, rather than 

associate themselves with a " loser", 

However, although more specific research i nto this phenomenon has occurred in recent 

years, researchers differ over the extent to which bandwagon effects bias poll 

estimates. Bradburn & Sudman ( 1 988) suggested bandwagon effects should logically 

preponderate when one candidate has a substantial lead over others. Nevertheless, 
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they argued that. even in these circumstances. some respondents would "counter

bandwagon" to reduce the magni tude of any mandate candidates may believe voters 

have given them. Overal l. Bradburn & Sudman concluded that the countervail ing 

forces within electorates. and the closeness of many elections. have generated few 

strong bandwagon effects. 

The polls taken around this election all suggested the Nat ional Party enjoyed a healthy 

lead over other contenders. However. the fi nal election result remained unclear for 

several weeks as vote recounts took place to ascertain whether any one party had a 

clear mandate. The closeness of the final results suggest that bandwagon effects 

should have prompted few. if any. respondents to misreport their behaviour. Thus, 

according to Bradburn & Sudman's ( 1 988) logic. the st imulus to mis-report should 

have been noticeably absent from this election. Yet whi le logic can suggest an 

expected outcome. there remains a pauci ty of empirical research to support this. 

These sections have exami ned how internal factors might prejudice respondents' 

answers. Unfortunately. several external factors consti tute other sources of error: the 

following section examines some of these and their effects. 

6.5.4 Effects of Interviewing and Poll Publication on Subsequent Behaviour 

Many studies predicting either turnout and party or candidate support appear to 

assu me that the act of interviewing is a neutral process which leaves respondents 

u nchanged by the experience. However. recent studies have suggested that this may 

not be the case. and there is growing evidence to suggest that people interviewed in 

pre-election studies have a higher probabi lity of voting than those who are not. Thus 

Bogart ( 1967) asserted: "The paradox of scientific method is that we change 

phenomena by measuring them" (p. 335). I n  addition. researchers have suggested 

that the mere publication of poll results influences people's voting behaviour. a claim 

that has prompted widespread discussion about whether polls should be banned during 

the period immediately prior to an election (see Brudney. 1 982; Skalaban. 1988;  West. 

1 994). This section reviews the research relating to these. and other. claims about the 

potentially biasing effects of pre-election surveys. 

Two decades ago Yalch ( 1 976) asserted that people interviewed in pre-election polls 
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"Calll/ot be considered equivalel/t to those I/ot interviewed no matter how carefully the 

sample is selected" (p. 33 1 ;  see also Clausen, 1 968). He argued that the experience 

of being interviewed altered respondents' perceptions and knowledge and, 

consequently, influenced their subsequent behaviour. Kraut & McConahay ( 1 973) had 

earlier argued that groups interviewed prior to an election had a much higher turnout 

rate (48%) than a matched control group (2 1 %). Yalch sought to extend these 

findings by exploring whether these effects were observed across other elections, and 

by examining possible reasons for the di fference. He also found that pre-election 

interviews stimulated turnout, but that the effect of this decayed rapidly, leading him 

to conclude that the interviews enhanced respondents' interest in and knowledge about 

the election. thus prompting their increased part icipation in the process. 

While this explanation remains speculative, subsequent research by Greenwald, 

Carnot . Beach & Young ( 1 987) generally confirmed Yalch's and Kraut & 

McConahay's conclusions. Greenwald el (II investigated Sherman's ( 1 963) notion that 

people will act in accordance with their predicted behaviour. even when these 

predictions grossly overestimate their initial l ikelihood of performi ng that behaviour. 

They tested this idea by interviewing students who had not yet registered to vote in 

an up-coming election. asking half whether they intended to register, and comparing 

their behaviour to that of the control group. Although the probabi lity of registering 

to vote was much higher among the test group. actual registration was not 

significant ly greater than that displayed by the control group. (See also Morwiti, 

Johnson & Schmittlein ( 1993) who, after examini ng Sherman's theory, reached the 

same conclusions.) 

Bolstein ( 199 1 )  also addressed this question by comparing the voting likelihood of 

pre-election poll respondents and non-respondents, and concluded that survey 

respondents and refusers both had a significantly higher probability of voting than did 

members of the group who could not be contacted. TItis latter group, i n  turn, was 

more likely to vote than those sample members who did not have a phone. These 

findings thus confirmed those advanced previously, though they also raise the 

possibility that even the opportunity to be interviewed may relate to people's turnout 

behaviour. 
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In summary, there appears to be a clear view emerging that people are affected by an 

interview experience. However, the exact process whereby this effect occurs, together 

with its precise consequences, is less clear. What is clear, though, is the possibili ty 

that bias may occur, especial ly in turnout estimates, which appear particularly 

vulnerable to the effects of interviewing. 

Just as interviewing may affect respondents' behaviour, so too may its consequences, 

namely the publication of poll results. It is not within the scope of this thesis to detai l 

the effects of outside sources on voters' behaviour. However, several European 

countries already ban the publ icat ion of poll results during the campaign run-up period 

and such restrict ions have also been recent ly mooted in the United States, United 

Kingdom and New Zealand. The remai nder of this section briefly overviews the key 

elements of this debate. 

Ceci & Kain ( 1 982) devised an elaborate experiment in which a sample of students 

was divided into di fferent treatment groups, each of which was given differing poll 

informat ion before details of group members' l ikely voting behaviour were elici ted. 

Although they noted substantial shi fts in opinion among those groups given 

inconsistent information, Ceci & Kain argued that these shifts were less a consequence 

of respondents modifying their original position than a movement away from the 

dominant candidate, whoever that was reported to be. However, these shifts were less 

marked among respondents who had earl ier expressed strong preferences, leaving Ceci 

& Kai n to conclude that weakly decided and undecided voters were most affected by 

external information (see also Shaiko, Dwyre, O'Gorman, Stonecash & Vike, 1 99 1 ). 

Although Ceci & Kain's Original hypotheses concerned the effect of early televised 

results (a problem in countries with more than one time zone), Bowden ( 1 987) took 

a broader view and clai med: "The application of statistics to human affairs is in many 

insta1lces compou1lded by the possibility that one is estimating parameters whose 

values may ill tIlm depelld Oil the published estimate. perhaps negating that estimate" 

(p. 476) . He argued that  the publication of poll results was analogous to Heisenberg's 

u ncertainty principle: that i n  observing a system, that system becomes changed. TIlls 

suggests an ongoing spiral of change, where every est imate effectively invalidates 

itself once published (See also Skalaban, 1 988; West, 1994). 
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Major challenges thus exist to the view of polls as unbiasing either i n  their 

construction or their ulti mate effects. However, the extent to which these factors 

affect respondents remains di fficult to generalise, and researchers are not yet in a 

position to est imate either the precise effects of an i nterview or the consequences of 

publication of poll results on respondents. 

These errors also prove di fficult  to quantify in terms of this research, although 

Bradburn & Sudman's ( 1 988) comments on countervailing forces raise the possibi lity 

that, for every u ndecided respondent who decides to support the party leading the 

polls, another opts to support an underdog. While perhaps it may be too opti mistic 

to bel ieve a complete neutral ising occurs, i t  is nevertheless possible that this source 

of error may be less serious than some studies have suggested. Examination of the 

extent to which respondents i nterviewed several months prior to the election did not 

act in accordance with their i ntentions compared to those interviewed during the 

campaign period may olTer some insights i nto the effects poll publication and other 

campaign activities may have had.38 

6.5.5 Non-Response Error 

The problem of non-response affects all survey types and has received detailed 

attention in the literature; clearly, any survey that achieves less than a 1 00% response 

rate may produce esti mates affected by non-response error. While researchers have 

noted differences between early and late responders to a survey, the implications of 

these differences have been less obvious. The more important question, of the effect 

non-responders would have had on the survey estimates, has not received such 

detailed anention. 

Hosie ( 1 995) concluded that a 50% response rate could reasonably be seen as a 

minimum acceptable response rate, although her conclusion requires replication before 

it can be widely accepted. Bradburn ( 1 992) also commented on non-response and 

suggested that its effects may not be as serious as sometimes thought, although it is 

only possible to establish the effects retrospectively, once predictjons of behaviour 

have been compared to actual outcomes. 

However, since more than one source of error may have affected the estimates at any one time, 
extracting the specific effects of these remains difficult. 
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The response rate for this study comfortably exceeded that proposed by Hosie as a 

minimum, however, since the val idity of her conclusion requires further assessment, 

this fact may mean very l i t t le. Ul ti mately, unti l comparisons between a full sample 

and the sample achieved after the nominated number of cal lbacks is possible, the 

extent of non-response error wil l  remain unknown. For this reason, its effects cannot 

be dismissed in this survey, although, since these cannot be quantified, it is not 

analysed in detai l .  

6.6 Summary 

The chief potential errors affecti ng the research appear to be social desirabi l i ty  bias 

and the effects of interviewing, al though neither of these appears l ikely to have had 

a profound effect on the estimates. The secret bal lot method addresses the former 

problem ; logical ly, if this bias were a serious problems, secret bal lot est imates would 

prove consistently more accurate than those obtained via other methods. Likewise, 

if interviewing did affect respondents in the manner described above, the actual 

turnout among respondents should exceed that of the general population. It is more 

difficult  to determine the effects of interviewing on levels of party support, s ince the 

research has tended to concentrate on turnout behaviour. A more l ikely problem is 

that poll results influenced undecided respondents, though whether this  i nfluence took 

the form of a bandwagon or counter-bandwagon effect remains difficult  to predict. 

However, despite the lack of specific effects to note, the fol lowing chapter attempts 

to recognise and comment on these errors where they appear to have affected the 

est imates. 

In summary, this chapter has outlined and discussed the various decisions made in 

the design and implementation of the research reported in Chapters 7 to 1 0  

decisions ranging from the sample selection procedures t o  the questionnaire design 

and interviewer training. In addition, i t  has noted the potential errors l ikely to have 

affected this research, and exami ned the extent to which they appear l ikely to present 

problems. The fol lowing chapters report on the results of this extensive design and 

implementation process. 
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CHAPTER 7 

TURNOUT PREDICTION: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

7.1 I nt roduction 

TIlis chapter reports the results of the research u ndertaken to i nvestigate turnout 

prediction, and thus addresses the first objective outl ined in Chapter I ,  and re-stated 

i n  Chapter 5 .  

Earlier chapters examined whether poll ing inaccuracies result from pollsters' fai lure 

to differentiate between those respondents likely to cast their vote and those less l ikely 

to do so. Researchers have suggested that estjmates based on samples of the general 

public (rather than on samples of l ikely voters) may be misleading if respondents who 

have a low probability of vot ing also di ffer in their voting i ntentions. Conversely, the 

potential for error would be smal l if both l ikely and unlikely voters shared similar 

intentions. 

Whether error does exist can onl y be determi ned if researchers estimate respondents' 

likelihood of voting. The likelihood est imate can then be used to weight respondents' 

stated voting intention so that the final party support estimates reflect variations in the 

probability that respondents will vote.39 

However, weighting in tills way is only l ikely to improve estimates if the methods of 

predicting turnout are accurate. Although researchers have developed methods of 

modelling turnout, the techniques used are cumbersome, and do not appear to have 

been widely adopted by research companies. The challenge remains, therefore, to 

investigate whether a less complex, but still  accurate, method of predicting voter 

turnout may be developed. The fol lowing sections in tills chapter outline the results 

of one such attempt and discuss the i mplications these have for polling researchers. 

For example, if supporters of Party A had a 90% probability of voting and supporters of Party 
B had a 75% probability of voting, predictions which did not take this variation in voting 
probabilities into account appear likely to be biased. 
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7.2 Turnout Prediction 

Attempts to model and predict turnout have employed a variety of att i tudinal and 

behavioural questions to develop a turnout scale. The resul ts  reported here are based 

on a single question which used a probability scale. the Juster Scale, to estimate the 

overal l  turnout for each electorate. 

The validity of this al ternative method of predicti ng turnout was assessed in t wo ways. 

First, respondents' est imates of their l ikely behaviour were compared to the actual 

outcome for each electorate surveyed. However, si nce this comparison i ntroduces 

sampling error, a subset of the total sample was also examined. lltis subset of data 

contains details  of respondents' predicted behaviour and their subsequent sel f-reported 

behaviour. While this approach elimi nated the problem of sampl ing error which 

affects the first comparisons, it introduced the potential for other errors, such as social 

desirabil i ty bias, to affect the estimates. Neither data set thus provided comparisons 

uncomplicated by other factors. and each is interpreted in the l ight of the problems 

outli ned above. 

First, the Juster Scale turnout estimates from each survey were compared to the actual 

electoral turnout ; these est imates. based on the total samples i nterviewed, are 

contained i n  Table 1 .  
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Table 1 :  Juster Predictions and Actual Turnout 

Electorate Juster Standard Actual Prediction 
Estimate' Errors1 Turnoue Error 

% % % 
Manawatu I (N=6 1 7 )  86.6 \ .75 85.7 +0.9 

M iramar I (N=6 1 4 )  84.4 2.02 88.4 -4.0 

Western Hutt I (n=782) 87. 1 \ .57 88.6 - \ .5 

TOUlI estil1uzled turnouJ" 86. 0 J.24 87. 6  -1.6 

Manawatu 2 (N=73 I ) 89.7 \ .50 85.7 +4.05 

Miramar 2 (N=665) 88.2 1 .65 88.4 -0.2 

Western Hutt 2 (N=753) 88.8 1 .55 88.6 +0.2 

TOUlI estil1uz1ed turnouJ" 88. 9 J.09 87.6 +1.3 

1 .  Estimates calculated across all six questionnaire versions tested within each electorate. 

2 .  The standard errors were calculated using a design effect o f  2 . 8 3 .  Harris ( 1978 ) and Koerner 

( 1 980) suggested the design effect is approximately given \>y: 

Deff. = (1 + (b- I )  p) 

where b = the number of second stage sampling units (households) selected from each primary 

stage sampling unit. 

p = the intra-class correlation co-efficient (rho), which measures the degree of homogeneity 

within primary sampling units, (Harris. p. 1 3 ) .  

p increases a s  the members o f  each cluster become more homogeneous. however, a s  cluster 

size increases, homogeneity usually becomes smaller, leading to a smaller design effect. 

Harris reported rho values of +0.08 and +0.06 associated with voting intentions for the Labour 

and Conservative parties in a pre-election poll which used clusters of 30. However, this study 

used clusters of six adjacent households, suggesting that rho is likely to be greater than the 

values Harris reported. Alsagoff, Esslemont & Gendall ( 1 986) reported rho of 0.366 and a 

design effect of 2.60 associated with average cluster sizes of just over five. Further, they noted 

that rho virtually halved as the cluster size doubled. Harris' results, although they relate 

specifically to voting intention, appear less relevant to this situation because of the large 

differences in cluster size. Although Alsagoff et a1 examined the design effects associated with 

income variables, these are assumed to be analogous to voting intention variables for the 

purposes of calculating the design effect. Thus: 

Deff. = ( I  + (b- l )  p) 

= ( 1 + (5 .. 0.366) 

= 2.83, giving a design factor of 1 .68. 

The standard errors reported in Tables 1 to 4 were calculated using the adjusted sample si;z.es 

i.e., the original sample/design effect. 

3 .  Details o f  actual turnout were obtained from The General Election and Electoral Referendum 

1993, published by the Department of Justice. 

4. These estimates were produced by combining the overall probability of voting from each 

electorate and then comparing this to the total turnout across all electorates. 

5.  Probability of accepting the null  hypothesis when it is false exceeds 5%. 
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Most of the estimates i n  Table 1 were within one standard error of the actual turnout 

and only one of the differences between estimated and actual turnout was significant 

at the 5% level . That is, the prohahi l i ty of accepti ng the null  hypothesis (that the 

Juster Scale is not a good predictor of turnout) when i t  is false, is less than 5%.40 

Two estimates had prediction errors of 4%, which were considerahly larger than the 

other errors recorded. That these predict ion errors occurred in di fferent electorates, 

in di fferent ti me periods, and in di fferent directions, suggests they are more l ikely 

random occurrences than the result of a part icular bias. Further evidence of t his 

appears in  the aggregate est imates (in ital ics) which suggest the i ndividual prediction 

errors effectively cancel each other out .  In other words, the Juster estjmates showed 

no evidence of either a positive or a negatjve bias. TI1e two overall estimates had 

prediction errors of around 1 .5% and both estimates included the population value 

within their 95% confidence intervals. Overal l ,  therefore, this t able suggests that the 

Juster Scale has produced some very accurate esti mates of turnout .  

A possible explanat ion of the larger prediction errors observed for two estimates in  

Table 1 is sampling error. That is ,  differences between the samples on which the 

Juster predictions were made and the composition (and voting behaviour) of the total 

electorate. Thus Table 2 represents an alternative method of assesSing the accuracy 

of the turnout est imates and compares respondents' predicted and sel f-reported 

behaviour. 

More explicitly, the null hypothesis and the alternative hypothesis are as follows: 

Ho The difference between the Juster Scale based estimates of turnout and actual or self
reported turnout is not zero . 

HI The difference between the Juster Scale based estimates of turnout and actual or self
reported turnout is zero. 
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Table 2: Predicted and Self-Reported Turnout Behaviourl 

Electorate Predicted Standard Self-Reported Prediction 
Behaviour Error Behaviour Error 

% % % 
ManawaLU 1 (n=300) 87.9 2.4 90.0 +2. 1 
Miramar 1 (n=258) 86.6 2.7 89.9 +3.2 
Western Huu 1 (n=458) 88.2 2.0 93.9 +4.7 

Manawatu 2 (n=384) 9 1 .5 1 .8 94.0 +2.5 
Miramar 2 (n=296) 89. 1  2.2 93.2 +4. 1  

Western Hull 2 (n=450) 90.3 1 .8 9 3 . 1  +2.8 

I .  Estimales based on a sub-sample of respondems who participaled in both a pre

election inlerview, which oblained delails of their predicled behaviour, and a POSI
election survey, which explored Iheir reporled voting behaviour. S ince no means of 
verifying respondents' claimed behaviour exist, the dala are presenled as respondents' 

self-reported behaviour rather than as their actuaL behaviour. 

Table 2 also suggests that, when compared to reports of respondents' sel f-reported 

behaviour, the Juster Scale based estimates are reliable predictors. In only one case 

did the 95%confidence interval around an estimate of turnout not include the turnout 

figure based on respondents' self-reported behaviour. (In other words, the probability 

of accepting the null hypothesis when it was false exceeded 5% for this estimate.) All 

other errors lay between 2% to 4% and were within the estimated confidence intervals. 

The overall consistency between respondents' predicted and reported behaviour 

suggests that Juster Scale based estimates of what respondents say they will do bear 

a strong relaHonship to their self-reported behaviour. 

Closer examinaHon of the error reveals a much clearer trend as, unlike the errors 

displayed i n  Table 1, the errors contained i n  Table 2 occurred in  one direcHon only. 

Such a consistent pattern suggests the presence of a uniform bias, rather than the 

effects of random error fluctuations, which could reasonably be expected to cancel out. 

Although the literature contains reports of many biases, social desirability bias seems 

most likely to have affected estimates of this variable for reasons explored more fully 

in  section 7.3.2. 

The estimates contained in Tables 1 and 2 were based on the total samples 
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interviewed or re-interviewed in each electorate. As wel l as examining the Juster 

Scale's abi l i ty to predict behaviour within each electorate. trus research also explored 

whether the di fferent quest ionnaire versions had any effect on the accuracy of the 

turnou t  estimates. Juster's ini t ial work suggested that respondents wi l l  give more 

accurate predict ions of their l ikely purchases of certain i tems if they first answer 

questions relating to their financial sit uation and current ownership or use of the goods 

under i nvestigation. For this reason. the turnou t  resu l ts  were also analysed according 

to whether the turnout question had been preceded by contextual quest ions, analogous 

to those Juster used when investigat i ng purchases of consu mer durables. In addition 

to tills dist inction, the resul ts  from versions 5 and 6 of the questionnaire are also 

presented separately to test whether more extensive experience with the probabi l i ty 

scale enabled respondents to project their turnout behaviour more accurately4 1 . Table 

3 contai ns these resul ts as they relate to the total sample. 

Versions 5 and 6 of the questionnaire used the Juster Scale to elicit respondents' probability 
of voting for each of the parties represented before using it to obtain their overall probability 
of voting. Thus respondents administered either of these versions would have had more 
extensive experience of the Juster Scale before they declared their probability of voting (see 
Appendix C for copies of the questionnaires). 
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Table 3: Context Effects on Turnout Predictions 

Context Predicted Standard Actual Prediction 

Turnout Errors Turnout' Error 

% % % 
Contextual 
q uestions (N= 1 392) 87.8 1 . 1 6 87.6 +0.2 

No contextual 
questions (N= 1 399) 86.6 1 . 1 8  87.6 - 1 .0 

Contextual and Juster 

questions (N=690) 88.6 1 .54 87.6 + 1 .0 

No contextual but Juster 
questions (N=678) 88 . 1  1 .57 87.6 +0.5 

I .  Since these predictions cover all  Ulree electorates, Ule actual turnout figure represents 
the sum of the total number of votes cast in each electorate divided by the sum of the 
total number of eligible voters in each electorate: 

I (votes cast in each electorate) 

I (eligible voters in each electorate) 

As Table 3 shows, all estimates were within one standard error of the esHmated 

turnout value. However, while the accuracy of the estimates was obvious, the effects 

of the different questionnaire versions were less immediately apparent. Although, as 

expected, the quesHonnaire version with the fewest contextual quesHons had the 

highest error, so too did the version with the greatest number of contextual questions. 

(However, since none of the differences between the turnout esHmates was greater 

than one standard error, there is no evidence that the differences resulted from 

anything other than random sampli ng error.) 

This suggests that neither the contextual questions nor additional experience with the 

Juster Scale enhanced respondents' ability to project their behaviour accurately. This 

finding is not consistent with the question wording l iterature, which suggests that 

contextual questions and greater experience with the scale should i mprove the 

accuracy of the estimates. However, research exploring contextual questions i n  

opinion polls has noted that their effects may b e  more ambiguous than researchers 

have previously thought (see Crespi, 1 988). Other factors which might explain this 
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apparent anomaly are discussed below. 

First, the two questions exploring respondents' voting registration and past voting 

behaviour, which preceded the voting intention and t urnout questions, even in the non

contextual versions, may have provided a context which enhanced respondents' 

predictions. That is, even those versions designed to have virtually no preliminary 

questions preceding the voHng intention question may, in fact .  have developed a 

sufficient context to dilute the effect of the test. 

As noted, the questions preceding the voHng intention question in the non-contextual 

versions both explored aspects of respondents' voting behaviour: their voting 

registrat ion status and their past vot ing hehaviour. These two quesHons were 

apparently sufficient to create similar results to the fu ll  contextual versions. 

UWmately this finding suggests that questions relati ng to respondents' previous 

behaviour and their abi lity to perform the hehaviour in quest ion. may be just as 

effective at developing a context as the series of opi nion and al1itudinal questions 

included in the contextual versions. A more expl iCit comparison of the effects of 

contextual questions would thus have employed a quesHonnaire beginning directly 

with the voHng turnout question. However, · si nce the literature has clearly 

documented the higher refusal rates associated with questionnaires that open with 

sensitive questions, this option was not explored. 

The explanaHons offered above remai n speculative, and can only be detemlined by 

further experimentation. The main conclusion that may be drawn from Table 3 is that 

the Juster Scale provided consistently accurate predictions, irrespective of its posiHon 

within the different questionnaires. However, since a l arge proportion of the New 

Zealand population do vote, it is important to balance this conclusion against the fact 

that the potential for error was smal l .  

In addition t o  comparing the various predictions elicited via the different 

questionnaires to actual turnout, the effect of the di fferent contexts on respondents' 

self-reported behaviour was also explored, and can be seen in Table 4. 
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Table 4:  Context Effects on Predicted and Self-Reported Turnout 

Behaviour 

Context Predicted Standard Self-Reported Error 
Behaviour Errors Behaviour 

% % % 
Contextual 
q uestions (N=7 1 6) 88.7 1 .52 9 1 .3 +2.6 

No contextual 
questions (N=7 1 5) 87.7 1 .57 92.2 +4.51 

Contextual and 
Juster questions (N=360) 9 1 .4 1 .78 95.0 +3.61 

No contextual but 
Juster questions (N=355) 89.6 1 .98 93.8 +4.21 

l .  Probabil i ty of acceptjng Ule null hypoUlesis when i t  i s  false exceeds 5%.  

Like Table 3,  the lowest error in Table 4 was also associated with the version 

containing contextual questions, and only the Juster Scale turnout question. The 

questionnajres contai ning several Juster Scale quesHons had similar error levels, while 

the version with no contextual quesHons had the highest error. 

Looking at both Tables 3 and 4, the lowest errors were associated with the 

quesHonnaire version containing attitudinal and opinion based contextual questions. 

This suggests the use of a context may have had some effect. 

The two questionnaires which employed several Juster Scale questions displayed the 

same pattern: the version with the greatest number of contextual questions had the 

lowest error. However, if contextual questions i mproved the accuracy of turnout 

predictions, i t  would be logical for the version which contained both contextual and 

Juster Scale questions to have the lowest error. These results did not support this 

expectation. The questionnaire version which should, according to this reasoning, 

have provided the most accurate estimates actually resulted in an esHmate which was 

more than two standard errors less than respondents' self-reported behaviour. For both 

this version, and the two non-contextual questionnaire versions, the probabil i ty of 

accepting the null hypothesis when it was false exceeded 5%. 

146 



This finding suggests contextual questions have a more ambiguous effect than first 

thought. In other words, having answered a number of questions about their 

l ikelihood of vot ing for various parties, respondents may have been less able, rather 

than more able, to correctly predict their likelihood of actual ly voting. Why t his 

should be so is difficul t  to discern from these resul ts, although i t  is possible that some 

respondents fel t  they could not allocate a lower probabi l i ty to their overall l i kelihood 

of voting than they had allocated to the party questions that preceded this question. 

While the effects of the first i nterview on responses to the second require further 

exploration, it is equal ly possible that social desirabi l i ty bias contributed to the error 

pat terns observed. Like Table 2, the errors in Table 4 also show that respondents 

consistently underest imated their reported behaviour. Although difficult  to ascertain 

the exact source of this error, the li terature suggests the "real"  error is l ikely to be 

lower than the figures reported in both Tables 2 and 4 because of  the effects of social 

desirabili ty bias, discussed further in sect ion 7.3.2.  

Overall, Table 4 also suggests that neither the inclusion of contextual questions nor 

i ncreased exposure to and use of the Juster Scale appears to have improved 

respondents' predictions of their turnout behaviour. Yet, although neither Table 3 nor 

Table 4 shows a clear association between the use of contextual quest ions and 

i mproved accuracy, they both suggest that the more l imited the range of contextual 

questions used, the greater the corresponding error level. However, the lack of c lear 

difference between the estimates resul ti ng from the di fferent treatments means that, 

while the Juster Scale itself has produced accurate turnout est imates, the best context 

in which to embed the turnout question remains more ambiguous. 

7.3 Relationship  with the Literature 

The results reported i n  this chapter raise two issues: the accuracy and reliability of the 

Juster Scale as a predictor of turnout and, related to this, the effects of bias on the 

results. The fol lowing sub-sections examine the relationship between these issues and 

the research fi ndings discussed in earlier chapters. 
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7.3.1 Accuracy of the Juster Scale 

For several decades researchers have acknowledged the importance of predicting 

turnout and, more specifically. of identifying those respondents l ikely to cast a vote. 

More recently. several British researchers have implicated pollsters' failure to predict 

turnout accurately as a causal factor in  their fai lure to predict the overall election 

outcome (see Collins. 1988; Jowell et ai, 1 993). 

The turnout scales proposed by Perry ( 1 979) and developed further by Traugott & 

Tucker ( 1 984) appear to have provided accurate estimates of turnout. but both require 

the construction of an index based on up to nine variables. Thus neither of these 

methodologies combi nes simplicity. parsimony and accuracy. 

The Juster Scale esti mates presented in the preceding sections meet al l three criteria; 

the scale therefore appears to provide both a viable alternative to methods previously 

proposed and an easily administered option for researchers not currently addressing 

this problem. However. it is also important to note that. in New Zealand at least. the 

great majority of the voting age population do turn out to vote. thus the potential for 

error is much lower than if the predictions were for behaviours performed by a smaller 

proportion of the population. 

Clawson ( 197 1 )  had earlier noted that the higher the level of prediction. the lower the 

error associated with that estimate. Likewise Gruber ( 1 970) had suggested that 

probability scales may be of greatest value where the proportion of non-intenders is 

large. Testing the accuracy of the Juster Scale as a predictor of voting behaviour in 

New Zealand may not. therefore. constitute a particularly rigorous test of its accuracy. 

A more compelling test would occur if it was used to predict turnout in a situation 

which typically recorded lower levels of voter participation. such as referenda. Given 

the range of elections that occur in the United States, and the variation i n  participation 

i n  these, a series of experiments conducted during a sample of these elections would 

provide a beuer insight into the accuracy of the Juster Scale as a predictor of voter 

turnout. 

While the aggregate estimates of turnout are accurate, comparison of respondents' 

Juster scores and self-reported behaviour reveals a consistent pattern of 
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u nderestimation which merits closer scrutiny. Figure I shows the allocation of Juster 

probabilities given by respondents who reported having cast their vote. 

Figure 6: 
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Figure 6 shows a clear trend across the probabilities:  as the probabi lity of voting given 

by respondents increased, so too did the proportion of respondents who reported 

voting. For example, 70% of those who voted gave a Juster probability of 1 0, around 

8% gave a value of 9, 5% gave a value of 8, and so on. Tltis finding is consistent 

with those reported by Juster ( 1 966); Gabor & Granger ( 1 972), and Pickering & 

Isherwood ( 1974). 

Because so many eligible voters do go on to vote, the shape of the overall curve is 

more like a true "1" than the i nverse "J" Juster described. However, since this 

difference arises simply from the behaviour examined (rather than from some 

characteristic of the scale itself) it is not discussed further here. 

Juster ( 1966) had also noted that estimates from his scale tended to be biased 

downward, though, in  this study, the social desirabil i ty bias, alluded to earlier, may 

have exaggerated any latent tendency the scale has toward underestimation. 

Examination of the pattern of respondents' voting behaviour by their Juster 

probabilities provides further evidence of underestimation, as Figure 7 shows. 
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Figure 7: 

(J) a: w 
o 
> 
o W I
a: 
!2 w 
a: ..:. ...J 
w 
(J) 
IL o Z o � a: 
� 
o 
a: 

Proportion of Respondents Nominating each Juster Value by Self

Reported Behaviour 

0.. 1 

o 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  
JUSTER SCAlE VAlUES 

This figure suggests that. with the exception of those respondents who allocated a 1 0  

to their likelihood o f  voting. all other groups underestimated their l ikelihood of casting 

a vote. For example. 92% of those who gave a Juster value of 9 actually voted (or 

said they did).42 However. since the overall proportion of respondents who allocated 

a score lower than 9 to their probability of voting was only approximately 20%. the 

potential for this underestimation to create a large error is low (as the small 

differences between predicted and actual or self-reported turnout confirm). Several 

earlier researchers had commented on this pattern of underestimation (see Juster. 1966; 

Gabor & Granger. 1 972). However. the reasons advanced (difficulty in confining 

predictions to a particular time period. Pickering & Isherwood. 1 974; changes in 

personal circumstances. Pickering. 1 975) do not appear as relevant i n  this context 

While these results suggest a trend of under-estimation (i.e . •  a greater number of respondents 
voted than was predicted). it is also possible that social desirability bias prompted respondents 
to over-report their voting behaviour. In other words. it is possible that the scale over
estimated respondents' behaviour. but that social desirability bias masked the effects of this. 
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Juster argued that fluctuations i n  individuals' scores were unimportant since the 

est imates sought related to aggregate behaviour, and variations between what 

i ndividuals said and did would cancel out. Comparison of the predicted and actual 

or self-reported estimates in this study supports Juster's assertion. 

Whi le these findings confirm earlier experiences with the Juster Scale, they also raise 

questions which must be addressed before the Juster Scale can be widely 

recommended as a turnout prediction instrument. The first, and most important of 

these is repl icaUon, since before any research fi nding can be generalised, it must first 

be tested, and proven, in a variety of situaUons. Clearly the Juster Scale has provided 

very accurate estimates of turnout in this study and has done so in fi ve out of six 

distinct tests (see Table I ) . Yet all test situations, or electorates, were characterised 

by high turnout,  thus reducing the potenUal for error. Only tests of the scale i n  more 

di verse electoral environments will fully ascertai n its rel iability. 

The second question also relates to assessment of the scale's accuracy. The results 

reported here exami ned accuracy by comparing the estimates either to the actual 

population value (where this was known) or to estimates of respondents' self-reported 

behaviour. While both of these comparisons show that the Juster Scale generally 

provided very accurate estimates, comparisons against the latter outcome variable 

suggest social desirabi lity bias affected respondents' reported voting behaviour. Both 

Tables 2 and 4 show that self-reports consistently exceeded respondents' predicted 

behaviour. The presence of social desirability bias will exaggerate the level of 

u nderesti mation, though the extent to which this might have occurred cannot be 

determined precisely from these data. The following section explores this problem in 

greater detail .  

7.3.2 Effects of Social Desirability Bias 

For some time, researchers have noted that respondents may not provide true reports 

of their own behaviour when asked what they did in a given situation. Such mis

reporting is particularly apparent if the behaviour in question is in some way socially 

desirable. All the research evidence relating to social desirability bias suggests that 

it ac:.s to i nflate the est imates of "approved" behaviours while decreasing the 

proportion of people who admit to performing certain misdemeanours. Sudman & 

Bradburn ( 1974) described this phenomenon as a conflict between being a good 
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respondent and tell ing the truth, and appearing to the interviewer to have behaved in  

a socially desirable or  responsible way. Ultimately, researchers can only determine 

the extent of this bias by comparing respondents' self-reported behaviour to a known 

value. Unfortunately, comparisons such as this are not possible in New Zealand. As 

a consequence, this research relied on self-reported behaviour estimates, and, in so 

doing, almost certainly introduced social desirabi lity bias. 

The li terature records several instances where respondents have over-reported their 

actual voting behaviour, and researchers have noted that reports of electoral 

participation appear especially vul nerable to the effects of social desirability bias (see 

Parry & Crossley, 1 950; Bradburn el at, 1978; KaHan & Schuman, 1 982, for 

example). The findings reponed here appear consistent with these earlier repons. In 

every case, respondents' sel f-reponed behaviour exceeded both their predicted turnout 

and the actual turnout figures. The prObability of all six esHmates (in Table 2) or all  

four estimates (in Table 4) being over-estimates are .0 1 56 and .0625, respecti vely. 

Si nce the election around which these interviews occurred had an extremely close 

result, it is possible that respondents were more suscept ible to social desirability bias 

than would have been the case had the elecHon had a more clear-cut outcome. 1his 

may provide an additional motive for over-reporting actual turnout, but it does not 

help quantify the effects of the bias. However, it seems reasonable to propose that 

respondents' actual behaviour is almost certainly lower than their self-reported turnout, 

and consequently that the Juster Scale estimates are more accurate than the errors in  

Tables 2 and 4 suggest .  

Despite evidence in  the l iterature that developing of a rapport with respondents, via 

contextual questions, may reduce any perceived need on respondents' part to appear 

to have acted in a socially desirable manner, these results suggest the effects of 

contextual questions are more ambiguous. Smith ( 1992) acknowledged that rapport 

developing questions could have contradictory effects. He noted that while they may 

help respondents to provide more accurate estimates, they m ay also stimulate 

respondents' interest in the topic and thus lead them to exaggerate their behaviour.43 

While it is not possible from these results alone to determine how social desirability 

Crespi ( 1980) also noted pollsters' ambivalent views on the effects of contextual questions. 
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might have worked, or even whether i t  affected these estimates, the phenomenon 

Smith described could have affected the est imates derived from the two luster-based 

questjonnaires. Other trungs being equal , these questionnaires should have produced 

estimates at least as accurate as the traditional contextual versions. That the estimates 

of turnout increased as the nu mber of contextual questions increased suggests 

respondents' interest in the topic may have been st imulated by earlier questions.44 

However, these interpretations remain speculative. 

Overall ,  social desirabi l i ty bias appears to have led respondents to inflate their 

reported vot ing behaviour. Consequent ly, the "real" errors associated with the 

est i mates in Tables 2 and 4 are l ikely to be lower than those reported. However, in 

the absence of actual voting records, the precise level of bias remruns unknown. 

7.4 Summary 

The previous sect ions have exami ned the accuracy of the Juster Scale when used to 

predict voter turnout .  When compared to either the actual electorate turnout or to 

respondents' sel f-reported behaviour, the Juster Scale-based predictions were 

consistently accurate. However, since turnout is traditional ly rugh in New Zealand, 

the task of estimat ing the proportion of respondents likely to vote is more 

strrughtforward than where the behaviour of interest is performed by a smaller 

proportion of the population. For tills reason, the luster Scale should also undergo 

testing in contexts where turnout is much lower than 80% of the eligible electorate. 

Examination of the effects of the various questionnrure contexts on turnout estimates 

suggested that those versions with fewer contextual questions resulted in the highest 

error level. Among those versions associated with lower error levels, no consistent 

pattern pointing to the superior accuracy of one version appeared. Thus it  seems 

l ikely that al l versions created a context of varying length and detail ,  and that the 

comparisons made were consequently between contexts of varying lengths rather than 

between the presence and absence of a context. 

Both Tables 3 and 4 showed tJle questionnaire version which produced the highest turnout 
estimate contained both Juster and contextual questions. The next highest estimate was 
associated with tJle Juster version, men me direct contextual version, and, finally, me non
contextual version . 
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All tables based on respondents' self-reported behaviour suggested evidence of bias. 

If, as suggested, this bias arises from social desirability pressures, i t  appears l ikely to 

have exaggerated the difference between respondents' predicted and actual behaviour, 

and thus i nflated the errors associated with these estimates. 

Overall ,  these results suggest that the Juster Scale can provide accurate turnout 

estimates without the more cumbersome analyses associated with other methods. 

However, although these results represent six discrete tests of the Juster Scale, the 

behaviour examined may well have lent i tsel f  to more straightforward prediction. The 

following sections, which examine predictions of party support thus constitute a more 

rigorous test of the Juster Scale's performance. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONTEXT EFFECTS ON PREDICTED VOTING BEHAVIOUR: 

8.1  I ntroduction 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

As well as predicting which respondents will vote, researchers must also predict the 

party for whom these respondents wi l l  vote. Chapter 2 discussed some of the 

explanations put forward to account for discrepancies between predicted and actual 

election outcomes, and noted the increasi ng emphasis placed on undecided 

respondents. Many possible explanations for undecided responses exist. Recently 

researchers have explored the effects of ques(jonnaire design and question wording on 

respondents' predicted behaviour, with the ai m of assessi ng how survey instruments 

may assist respondents to clarify their l i kely behaviour. lltis work has examined 

issues such as respondents' understanding of the survey questions, their fami l iarity 

with the behaviour explored, and their overall knowledge of the topic u nder 

investigation. In  general , this l ine of enquiry has pointed to the importance of 

establishing a relationship with respondents and has highlighted the role of 

questionnaire design in this process. More specifically, researchers have noted the 

i mportance of the number and sequence of questions within a questionnaire, and have 

suggested that these may provide a context which helps respondents to recall events 

or circumstances that, i n  tum, enhance their abi lity to predict their own behaviour. 
. -

While this argument has an i ntuitive logic, the effects of contextual questions remain 

more ambiguous. Crespi ( 1 988) and Smith ( 1 992), among others, have pointed out 

that stimuli designed to aid respondents' recall may also i ncrease their interest i n  the 

topic and so may introduce bias i nto the estimates. 

The results reported i n  this chapter relate to the two questionnaire versions designed 

as a test of contextual effects. First, the resul ts themselves are presented; the 

following sections then discuss these results i n  the context of previous work before 

suggesting how pollsters might i ncorporate the findings i n  their own work. 
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8.2 Context Effects on Voting I ntention Estimates 

All treatments43 explored in this study were tested with and without an extensive set 

of contextual questions preceding the voting intention questions. 1l1e purpose of this 

was twofold. First. it tested whether providing a series of contextual questions 

lowered the proportion of respondents giving u ndecided responses. Second. since a 

reduction in the proportion of u ndecided respondents is only of value i f  it i mproves 

the accuracy of the esti mates. this approach also allowed a comparison of respondents' 

predicted behaviour with either the overall electorate behaviour or with their self

reported behaviour. 

Table 5 contains the aggregate voting intention esti mates for the contextual and non

context u al questionnaire versions in all six surveys. As both questionnaire versions 

resulted in a proportion of u ndecided and non-voting responses. this table contains two 

sets of estimates. First. it shows the raw percentages. including u ndecided 

respondents. non-voters and refusals) . Second, it  contains the percentages resulting 

after these groups had been re-al located proportionately across the parties.44 

That is. the three treatments outlined in Chapter 6: the "vote yesterday" question administered 
directly; the same question administered via a secret ballot, and the luster-based party 

probability questions. The results in this chapter are based on the two questionnaire versions 
which examined only the effects of contextual questions. 

Although many methods of dealing with undecided respondents exist (see Chapter 2 for a more 
detailed discussion of these). Crespi ( 1988) noted that the majority of pollsters employ 

proportional allocation. 
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Table 5: Context Effects on Voting Intention Estimates 

Party Support Raw 

Estimates 

Alliance 

Labour 

National 

NZ First 

Other 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 

% 

8.4 

3 1 .7 

3 1 .8 

6.2 

1 .4 

6.7 

13 .0" 

0.8 

100.0 

Contextual Questionnaire Version (N=7 1 3)1 

Undecideds Actual Error 
A llocated Resultl 

% % % 

1 0.6 (1 .9)3 1 7.5 -6.9 

39.9 (3. 1 )  39.6 +0.3 

40.0 (3. 1 )  36.0 +4.0 

7.8 (1. 7)3 4.3 +3.5 

1 .7 (0.8) 2.6 -0.9 

100.0 100.0 

Raw 
Estimates 

% 

10.2 

27.0 

25 .6 

4.3 

0.3 

7.5 

2 .2 

100.0 

Non-Contextual Questionnaire Version (N=7 1 W  

Undecideds Actual Error 
A llocated Resultl 

% % % 
1 5 . 1  (2.2)3 1 7 .5 -2.4 

40.0 (3. 1 )  39.6 +0.4 

37 .9 (3. 1 )  36.0 + 1 .9 

6.4 ( l . 5) 4.3  +2. 1 

0.4 (. 001) 2.6 -2.2 

100.0 100.0 

1 .  Because examining th e  results i n  the context of each electorate would have resulted in small cell counts, these results are aggregated across the six surveys and represent the total number of responses elicited 
using versions 1 and 2 of the questionnaire. 

2. The actual results were calculated by summing the actual vote distributions across all three electorates; because no interviewing was conducted in Whitby. part of the Western Hutt electorate. the results 
from polling booths located within Whitby were excluded from this aggregation (see Chapter 6 for further discussion of this). The standard errors associated with each estimate are in parentheses. 

3 .  Differences between the estimates and the actual results were significant at  p <:0.05. 

4. Difference between the two proportions of undecided respondents significant at p <0.00 I .  

5. Mean absolute error. 



Looking first at the effect of the two questionnaire versions on the number of 

undecided respondents, the contextual version clearly resulted in  significantly fewer 

undecided responses (p < .00 I ). However, this reduction in  the number of u ndecided 

respondents did not translate into a higher level of accuracy. Instead, these results 

suggest the questionnaire version which included a set of rapport bui lding questions 

prior to the voting intention question resulted in a higher overall error level than the 

version which began more directly (3 . 1 % compared to 1 .8%). 

The non-contextual version correctly predicted that Labour would receive the highest 

proportion of the votes while the contextual version suggested the race was reall y  too 

close to suggest a clear outcome. Given the error margins associated with the 

estimates, both versions provided accurate predictions of the party that would win the 

greatest share of the vote. 

While i n  most cases the probability of accepting a false null hypothesis did not exceed 

5%, some of the errors observed were non-trivial, particularly those relati ng to the 

contextual version. By contrast, the non-contextual version resulted i n  smaller errors 

and consequently was more accurate. 

This fi nding is contrary to the research hypothesis which posited that the provision of 

contextual questions would lead respondents to provide more accurate esHmates. 

However, since the results presented in Table 5 are aggregate reSUlts, it is possible that 

the combined data obscure differences that might otherwise have emerged. For this 

reason, Table 6 contains the mean absolute errors relaHng to each i ndividual 

electorate. (Appendix E contains the ful l  tables from which these errors were 

calculated.) 
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Table 6: Context Effects on Mean Absolute Errors: Electorate Level 

Electorate Contextual Version Non-Contextual Version 

N Mean Abs. Error N Mean Abs. Error 

Manawatu 1 1 02 5.5 1 1 2 4.9 
Miramar 1 1 1 6 3 .4 1 1 2 l .9 
Western Hutt 1 1 34 3.3 1 32 l .8 

Manawatu 2 1 28 5.5 1 26 3.8 
M iramar 2 102 6.2 1 10 4.3 
Western Hull  2 1 24 2.9 1 29 2.4 

Table 6 shows that. in every electorate. administration of the non-contextual 

questionnaire version resulted in a lower overal l  error than the version which included 

contextual questions. Although the small cell counts effectively preclude testi ng for 

statistical ly  significant di fferences. the chance of finding lower errors consistently 

associated with the same version of the questionnaire in all six electorates is low 

(p<. 1 ).45 

Yet despite the lower mean absolute errors associated with the non-contextual version, 

the predictions based on the non-contextual questionnaires did not always put the 

party that won each electorate ahead in the polls (see Appendix E). Nor did the non

contextual version display a superior predictive abil ity; both versions correctly 

predicted some outcomes, but failed to predict others. Because the cell counts relating 

to these analyses are small, the mean absolute errors are used as the basis of 

comparisons. 

Not unexpectedly, the results from Table 6 confirm the overall findings reported in 

Table 5 .  Although i n  each electorate the contextual questionnaire produced fewer 

The test used to establish this was: 

n 
b (x, n, p) = (x) pX qIH 

= n !  
_ ___________ pX qlH 

x ! (n-x) ! 

Where: n = total number of trials 

x = the number of "successes" observed during n trials 
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undecided respondents, it also produced higher mean absolute errors. This fi nding is 

contrary to the research hypothesis and much of the literature outl ined in  earlier 

chapters, which posited that the contextual questions would lead respondents to 

provide more accurate predictions. Whi le the contextual questions reduced the 

proportion of undecided responses, they did not necessarily help respondents to predict 

their behaviour correct ly. These results do not, therefore, support the assumption that 

a reduction in the proportion of undecided respondents will lead to an improvement 

in the accuracy of the esti mates. 

As noted in Chapter 7, it is possible that the voter registration and past voting 

behaviour questions which preceded the voting intention question (and which were 

i nitially thought to provide a non-contextual introduction) in  fact created a context 

which helped respondents to clarify their l ikely behaviour. However, it  is more 

difficult to explain why this minimal context should have produced more accurate 

estimates than did the detailed context .  Sect ion 8.4 explores possible explanations in 

greater detail. 

Overall,  Tables 5 and 6 provide strong evidence to support the hypothesis that 

contextual questions reduce the proporHon of undecided responses given. However, 

although the expected reduction in undecided respondents occurred, the anticipated 

i ncrease in the accuracy of the estimates did not, and neither table supported the view 

that reducing the number of undecided respondents would result in more accurate 

esti mates. 

An alternative approach to assessing the effects the two questionnaires had is to 

compare respondents' predicted and self-reported behaviour. Chapter 7 noted the 

problems caused by social desirability bias, though this would seem less l ikely to 

affect party support estimates. However, it  is possible that other i nfluences, such as 

a bandwagon effect ,  noted in Chapters 2 and 6, may have biased these results. 

Accordingly, neither set of results can be argued as presenting a clear or unbiased 

view of respondents' actual behaviour. 

Table 7 contains details of respondents' predicted and self-reported behaviour. 
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Table 7: Context Effects on Voting Intention: Predicted versus Self-Reported Behaviour 

C O N T E X T U A L  V E R S I O N  (Nz329) 

Predicted Voting Alliance Labour National NZ Fint Other 

% % % % % 
Alliaoce (0=3 1 )  77.4 19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Labour (0=1 1 1) 7.2 78.4 9.0 0.9 0.9 
Natiooal (0= 1 1 1) 3.6 9.9 77.5 0.9 1 .8 
NZ First (0=19) 2 1 . 1  2 1 . 1  0.0 52.6 0.0 
Other (0=4) 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 75.0 
None (0= 16) 12.5 3 1 .3 3 1 .3 0.0 6.3 
Doo't Know (n=37) 1 8 .9 2 1 .6 29.7 8 . 1  5 .4 

PROPORTION CORRECTLY PREDICTED: 76.1%' 

N O N · C O N T E X T U A L V E R S I O N  (N=326) 

Predicted Voting Alliance Labour National NZ Fint Other 

% % % % % 
Alliance (n=3.5) 60.0 22.9 5.7 2.9 0.0 
Labour (n=77) 5.2 84.4 6.5 0.0 3.9 
National (n=97) 8.2 8.2 74.2 1 .0 0.0 
NZ First (0=15) 20.0 20.0 20.0 33.3 0.0 
Other (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
None (n=19) 1 5 .8 26.3 42. 1 0.0 0.0 
Don't Know (n=83) 1 8. 1  42.2 28.9 2.4 2 .4 

PROPORTION CORRECTLY PREDICTED: 72.8%' 

None 

% 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1 2.5 
0.0 

None 

% 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
6.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Don't Know 

% 
3.2 
3 .6 
6.3 
5.32  
0.0 
6.32 
16.22 

Don't Know 

% 
8.5 
0.0 
8.2'  
0.0 
0.0 
1 5 .8  
6.0 

1 .  The proportion cotTectly predicted was calculated by establishing the proportion of respondents who predicted they would vote for one of the four major parties a nd  who did so. 
2. Table may contain small rounding errors. 
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Table 7 suggests that the contextual version resulted in more accurate estimates than 

the non-contextual version, though the proportion of respondents whose voting 

behaviour was correct ly predicted did not differ Signi ficantly between questionnaires. 

Examination of specific party support estimates shows both versions produced more 

accurate estimates of support for the Labour and National parties, which both have 

well established electoral histories. The contextual version produced more accurate 

estimates for the two new parties (Alliance and NZ First), which suggests that 

contextual questions may be of greater value when respondents need to consider 

comparatively unfamiliar options, (though the small cel J  counts make this suggestion 

rather tentative). 

Very few of the respondents who said they would not vote for any of the parties in  

fact reported not voting.46 This lends support to the view that respondents may 

declare themselves non-voters or undecided to protect the privacy of their opinions. 

Equally, it is possible that social desirabi l i ty bias affected these est imates, as 

respondents may not have wished to admit to non-voting. 

For both versions, the pattern of party support reported by respondents who predicted 

they would vote for none of the parties was similar to the overal l pattern of predicted 

voting. That is, allocating the declared non-voters proportionately would not have 

affected the predicted voting estimates. However, the undecided respondents' pattern 

of voting was less similar to the overall predicted pattern, suggesting that proportional 

allocation of this group may reduce the accuracy of the overall estimates. Since the 

cell counts relaHng to the declared non-voting and undecided groups were small ,  this 

conclusion also remains speculative. 

Overall ,  these results do not confirm the earlier impression that the non-contextual 

version produced more accurate estimates; i nstead they suggest there were no real 

differences between the estimates produced by the two questionnaire versions. Further 

Respondents who said they would not vol.e for any party actually had the following 
probabilit ies of voting: 

Probability of Voting 

57.5% Contextual version (n= 1 6) 
Non-contextual version (n= 1 9) 53.7% 
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evidence of this comes from the results relating to each individual electorate. 

Analogous to Table 6, Table 8 presents the results of respondents' predicted and self

reported behaviour in each electorate. The cell counts here are clearly small and the 

purpose of the table is simply to examine the pattern of errors, in particular to assess 

whether these occurred in the same direction as that noted in Table 7 .  

Table 8 :  

Electorate 

Manawatu 1 

Miramar 1 

Western Hutt I 

Manawatu 2 

Miramar 2 

Western H utt 2 

Context Effects of Mean A bsolute Errors: Predicted versus Self

Reported Behaviour - Electorate Level 

Contextual Versions Non-Contextual Version 

N Mean Aos. Error N Mean Abs. Enur 

45 2 . 1  45 4.4 

38 2 .6 35 1 6 .7 

73 2.8 74 1 .9 

56 4.6 65 5 . 8  
4 5  5 . 3  4 2  3 .5 

7 2  3 . 1  66 3.0 

As a subset of the data presented in Table 7, not surprisingly Table 8 also suggests 

there are, on average, no differences between the two versions. Al though in some 

instances the contextual version resul ted in lower errors, this was not always so, and 

the results did not reveal a consistent pattern. 

Tables 5 and 7 reveal that the only estimates that consistently exceeded respondents' 

reported behaviour related to the National Party. Bandwagon effects suggest 

respondents associate themselves with "winners" and distance themselves from 

"losers". Technically, the National Party won the election insofar as it remained in 

government. However, some would argue this victory was pyrrhic, since the balance 

of power remained in doubt for some weeks after the election. Given this scenario, 

some National Party voters may have distanced themselves from a rather disappointing 

outcome by mis-reporting their behaviour. Without recourse to actual voting records, 

this explanation remains speculative, however, it highlights the ambiguity associated 

with both sets of results. 

The pattern of error in Tables 5 and 6 pointed to the superior accuracy of the oon-
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contextual version and supports the view that pollsters should avoid the use of 

contextual questions and proportionately allocate undecided respondents. Although 

the results in Tables 7 and 8 do not contradict this conclusion, they suggest that the 

difference between versions was minimal and that pollsters would, on average, obtain 

simi lar error levels regardless of whether they used contextual questions. 

8.3 Effects of Weighting Procedures 

All the estimates presented thus far have been based on unweighted data. Common 

practice among researchers is to weight the data to correspond to known population 

parameters. Demographic variables, such as age and gender are typical ly used for 

weighting, although there is no strong evidence pointing to a relationship between 

these variables and voting behaviour (see Murphy, 1 975 or Crespi , 1 988, for a 

discussion of this). Nevertheless, to enable an assessment of this practice, these data 

were also weighted so the age-gender groups matched those found in the three 

electorates. I n  addi tion. the data were separately weighted so respondents' reported 

voting behaviour i n  the 1 990 election matched the actual electorate results. Final ly. 

the data were also separately weighted by respondents' overall l ikelihood of voting. 

Table 9 contains the mean absolute errors that resulted after these various weighting 

procedures were implemented. (Full Tables, together with specific details of the 

weighting procedures, appear in Appendix H.)  
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Table 9: Effects of Weighting Procedures on Mean Absolute Errors -Contextual Effects 

Electorate Contextual Contextual Contextual Contextual Non-Contextual Non-contextual Non-Contextual Non-Contextual 
Unweighted DemographiC! Probability Weighted by Unweighted Demographic Probability Weighted by 

Weighted Weighted Past voting Weighted Weighted Past Voting 

Manawatu 1 5.5 6.4 4.6 3.6 4.9 5 . 1  5 . 1  4.7 

Miramar 1 3.4 3.9 3 . 1  3.4 1 .9 2.8 2.7 4.2 

Weltern Hutt 1 3.3 2.7 3.0 3.5 1 .8 3.0 1 .9 1 .4 

Manawatu 2 5.5 6.0 6. 1 5.0 3 .8  5.5 3.6 4.7 

Miramar 2 6.2 6.4 6.1  5.8 4.3 4.9 3.8 2.6 

Western Hutt 2 2.9 3.6 4.0 2.2 2.4 2. 1 2.0 1 .8 

Overall Mean 
Absolute Error 4.5 4.8 4.5 3.9 3.2 3.9 3.2 3.2 



Ironical ly, Table 9 reveals that weighting by demographic characteristics actually 

increased the mean absolute error over that obtained from the unweighted data in ten 

of the twelve comparisons. Overal l ,  weighting respondents' predictions by their 

probability of voting resulted in the same error levels, while weighting the data to 

reflect previous electoral results produced si mi lar or lower error levels. Since this 

election saw the entry of two new political groups, weighting by past voting behaviour 

may have failed to incorporate the volati lity brought about by this increased choice, 

and may prove even more effecHve in a more stable political environment. 

Whi le the effects of these weighti ng procedures need to be examined i n  other 

contexts, this table suggests researchers might consider other weighting variables when 

exploring how to improve the accuracy of their estimates. In part icular, it would seem 

useful to investigate further the effects of weighting by past voting behaviour (once 

mainstream electoral choice has stabi lised) and by respondents' probabili ty of voting. 

8.4 Relationship with the Li terature 

Research discussed in Chapter 3 concurred that quesUonnaires contai ni ng few or no 

channel ling questions to lead respondents through to questions on future voUng 

behaviour general ly  resulted in higher proportions of undecided respondents. The 

allocation of these undecided respondents to parues i n  the same proportions as 

respondents who had expressed an opinion has been the commonest way of dealing 

with this problem. However, if these undecided respondents did not subsequently 

behave in the same way as those who expressed an opinion, the estimates made would 

be biased. Clearly, the larger proporuon of undecided respondents, the greater the 

potential for bias would be. 

To address this problem more directly, many researchers have used contextual 

questions which enable respondents to develop some familiarity and confidence with 

the survey topiC. Labaw ( 1980), for example, suggested researchers develop a set of 

atti tudinal and opinion questions, together with questions eliciting details of 

respondents' past behaviour, on the grounds that the former would provide a context 

for questions relating to future behaviour, while the latter would be the best predictor 

of this behaviour. Sudman & Bradburn ( 1982) also recommended beginning 

questionnaires with general, non-threatening questions, and then moving from these 

to more specific questions which addressed the behavioural issues directly. 
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In addWon to discussing general structural issues of questionnaire design, numerous 

researchers have commented on problems which stem from respondents' understanding 

of the question or survey topic. Many have dwelt on the problems caused by 

respondents who believe they know little about the research topic, or who feel it bears 

little relevance to them personally. and who may subsequent ly give more uncertain 

and less accurate responses than more interested or knowledgeable respondents. In  

addressing this problem, Sudman & Bradburn ( 1 982) commented on the provision of 

contextual questions and concluded that these may increase the saliency of a particular 

topic and clarify the issues explored in a survey. Their finding reflected earlier work 

by D1akensrup ( 1 943) and Sigelman ( 1 98 1 ), both of whom concluded that hjgher 

levels of indecision resulted when key questions, were placed early in a quest ionnaire 

than when they appeared later in the questionnaire. The tindings reported here 

confirm these conclusions and lend support to Strack's ( 1 992) view that provision of 

contextual questions primes respondents and increases the proport ion who express a 

definite response. 

However, as noted, al though the proportion of respondents offering a prediction 

certainly increased, the accuracy of those predictions did not .  The quest ionnaire 

version containing a more detai led introduct ion to the questions of i nterest produced 

less accurate estimates (when compared to the actual election results) than the versions 

which began more directly. This panern was consistent across all electorates. 

Husbands ( 1 987) earlier hinted at the mixed blessing brought about by contextual 

questions when he outlined both sides of the "warm start/cold start" debate. More 

recently, Smith ( 1 992) noted that contextual questions may resul t  in biased estimates. 

Crespi ( 1 988) also discussed the error associated wi th contextual questions. He noted 

that several pollsters did not precede the voting intention questions they used with 

contextual questions on the grounds that these could shape respondents' perceptual 

environment and introduce error into their responses. Thus while it is difficult to 

explain why the expected pattern of resul ts did not appear, it is clear that others have 

also sought to explain similarly anomalous results. This suggests that the issue of 

rapport development may be more ambiguous than first thought. 

Although the contextual versions of the questionnaire contained a set of questions 

designed to create a channel leading to the core behavioural questions, the non-
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contextual version was not devoid of preliminary questions. lhis raises the possibility 

that the questions exploring respondents' voting registration status and past voting 

behaviour may have formed a sufficient context to enable respondents to clarify their 

l ikely future behaviour. 

These resulls also raise the question of whether a more detailed context may have 

confused respondents and confounded their choice instead of clarifying their behaviour 

(as Crespi , 1 988 implici tly suggested). In other words, consideration of a range of 

electoral and party support issues may have clouded respondents' judgement and led 

them to provide less accurate predictions. By contrast, the two behaviourally oriented 

questions (i nvest igating respondents' voting registration status and past voting 

behaviour) used in the non-contextual version may have honed respondents' 

judgement, thereby improving the accuracy of their responses. 

However, this explanation does not fit well with the accumulated evidence about 

general questionnaire design effects. Moreover, it would appear logical for any 

confusion to be manifested in an increased proportion of undecided responses, and the 

results show quite clearly that this did not occur. While it is possible that, instead of 

simply confounding respondents' choice (an effect likely to lead to an i ncrease in the 

proportion of undecided responses), the more detailed context actual ly biased 

respondents' predictions, these data do not show how or why this occurred. 

An alternative explanation is that events occurring between the interview and the 

elec tion date affected the accuracy of respondents' predictions, a problem noted by 

several researchers (see Worcester, 1 984; or Crespi , 1 988, for example). Though. i f  

this were so, the observed errors should have been randomly distributed. Since the 

l ikelihood that the observed pattern of errors occurred by chance is very low, this 

explanation seems unlikely. Furthermore, if unanticipated events had intervened to 

affect respondents' predicted behaviour. it would seem logical that the estimates 

resul t ing from the first round of i nterviewing would have greater errors than those 

produced by the later round. Table 6 shows this was not the case (only two of the 

mean absolute errors declined in  the second round of i nterviews), thus raising 
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additional questions about the l ikely influence of unanticipated event.s.47 

Crespi ( 1 988) noted that a number of US (X>llsters deliberately did not precede the 

voting intention question with contextual questions because they thought i t  would 

introduce error into the voting intention estimates. If this is so, another explanation 

for these results may be that res(X>ndents use (X>I1s to send messages to (X>liticians. 

That is, instead of acting simply as passive conveyers of information to interviewers, 

res(X>ndents may manipulate the information they provide so as to convey a signal to 

(X>litical parties. Anecdotal evidence suggests this behaviour occurs already, though 

the extent to which i t  affects (X>I1 estimates is difficult to quantify.48 However, it is 

(X>ssible that res(X>ndents who first considered a range of (X>licy issues may have fel t  

more aggrieved by perceived failings on the part of some parties and so allocated 

what amounted to a protest vote. which reflected (heir attitude, but not their likely 

behaviour. 

The public have become i ncreasingly aware of the weight (X>liticians place on (X>litical 

(X>lls (despite their stated views to the contrary), thus registering dissatisfaction with 

a party or parties' performance via a (X>ll has become an effective means for the public 

to communicate with (X>liticians. In comparison, res(X>ndents asked to recall  only 

whether they had confirmed their voting registration and to state their voting 

behaviour at the l ast General Election may be less li kely to have considered the same 

range of (X>licy issues prior to i ndicating their l ikely behaviour. Their res(X>nses are 

therefore l ikely to have been shaped more by their previous behaviour than by their 

views on the i nadequacies or otherwise of different parties' (X>licies. 

TIlis explanation has an intuitive appeal and some sup(X>rt from other details gathered 

in the fol low-up telephone survey. In addition to exploring whether res(X>ndents voted 

and for whom they cast their vote, the (X>st-election survey also i nvestigated when 

Although it must be acknowledged that the campaign period, during which the second round 
of interviewing took place, may have introduced additional volatility and perhaps explains why 
the expected decrease in error did not eventuate. 

Letters to the editor and talk-back radio suggested the public recognised that political parties 
used opinion polls to shape, rather than to reflect. public opinion. Indeed, some people 

claimed to have countered politicians' efforts by providing deliberately m isleading information 
to interviewers. 
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respondents decided upon the party or candidate they would support in the General 

Election. Interestingly, those people who predicted they would vote for one of the 

minor part ies gave signi ficantly less accurate predictions than those who stated they 

planned to support either of the two major parties.49 Again, this supports the 

suggestion that some respondents may have del iberately mis-reported their views or 

likely behaviour. 

Notwithstanding these explanations, Tables 7 and 8, which examined respondents' 

predicted and self-reported behaviour, suggest that sampling error may also have 

affected the results presented in the preceding tables, although the data do not enable 

an assessment of the specific effect sampling error may have had. Overall, the 

contextual version of the questionnaire did not perform as well as originally 

hypothesised. 

Some researchers have noted that occasionally respondents develop an excessive 

rapport wi th interviewers. In these instances, respondents who have volunteered 

opinions which appear to indicate support for a certain party may feel that to declare 

an intention to vote for another party would be inconsistent with their earlier 

responses. Rather than risk appearing fickle, they may align their responses even if  

this means their answers no longer reflect their l ikely behaviour (see Bradburn & 

Sudman, 1 988, and Smith, 1992). Thus an alternative explanation for some of the 

i nconsistencies apparent in these results may be respondents' desire to present 

themselves as thoughtful, intelligent and consistent providers of information. 

By contrast, another effect of an excessive rapport is  respondent fatigue, and Herzog 

& Bachman ( 1 98 1 )  noted a phenomenon they described as straight-li ne responding. 

When this occurs, respondents nominate the same option to a set of questions, 

irrespective of their own views on the questions put to them. 

While it is not possible to ascertain which, if any, of these explanations may be most 

relevant, other researchers have also noted that contextual questions may not 

Two thirds of those who said they would have voted for the Alliance in fact reported having 
done so compared to 80% of Labour and National supporters, and only a third of NZ First 
supporters. 

1 70 



necessari ly improve the accuracy of resulting estimates. Although these resul ts appear 

to contribute to the ambiguity already surrounding this issue, this i n  i tself may prove 

a suhstantive finding. The fact that neither quesHonnaire version produced 

dramatically different results, and that most of the population values fel l  within the 

confidence intervals surrounding the estimates, raises the hopeful possibility that the 

estimates may be more robust than hitherto thought. However, this possibility 

depends on the rigorous calculation of confidence intervals, as Coll ins ( 1 988) and 

lowell et at ( 1 993) have already noted. 

8.5 Summary 

In spite of a strong research tradition pointing to the beneficial effects of contextual 

questions, this research did not confirm the posited link between contextual quesHons 

and an increased accuracy in the resulting estimates. Several explanaHons for this 

apparent anomaly have heen advanced, although the data do not allow identification 

of the most l ikely explanation. 

Overall, this research suggests that, while provision of contextual quesHons reduces 

the proportion of undecided respondents, this reduction does not necessarily mean the 

resuWng esHmates are more accurate. Inclusion of rapport developing questions 

therefore had l i t tle discernible effect on the overall accuracy of the estimates, although 

there was some very tentative evidence to suggest it helped supporters of recently 

formed poli tical parties clarify their preferences. 

As far as pollsters are concerned, these results represent ambivalent outcomes. While 

neither questionnaire version consistently produced more accurate estimates, this may 

indicate that the est imates are robust and are independent of variations in the question 

context. However, before any firmer conclusions can be drawn, it is important to 

examine the effects of contextual questions when combined with other treatments. 

Chapters 9 and 10 present the results of this further investigation. 
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Chapter 9 

SECRET BALLOT EFFECTS: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

9.2 Introduction 

Asking respondents who they plan to vote for represents, to some at least, a potential 

invasion of their privately held political views. Rather than reveal their opinions or 

likely behaviour to a comparative stranger, these respondents may declare they are 

undecided, state that they do not plan to vote, or refuse to answer the survey. 

Although contextual questions reduce the proportion of undecided respondents to 

between 1 0% to 1 5 %  of the total sample, a group of this size may still introduce error 

if the behaviour of its members deviates dramatically from that of respondents who 

did express an opinion or intention. That an u ndecided group of this size remains 

even after contextual questions are employed, suggests indecision may arise for a 

number of reasons, not all of which were addressed by the question sequence 

examined in the previous chapter. Whether respondents' indecision stems from a 

genuine inability to choose between the different parties or candidates, or whether it 

arises from a desire to maintain the privacy of their beliefs, is difficult to discern from 

the data presented thus far. 

The research reported in  this chapter investigated the extent to which the undecided 

group comprises privacy-conscious individuals. Respondents were administered the 

voting i ntention questions using a secret ballot which allowed them to express their 

voting intentions independently of the interviewer. As in Chapter 8, the research 

explores first how this treatment affected the size of the undecided group, before 

turning to examine its effects on the accuracy of the estimates produced. TIle chapter 

then compares the secret ballot results to the literature documenting confidentiality 

treatments, and outlines some implications for researchers. 

9.2 Effects of Secret Bal lots on Voting In tention Estimates 

Two versions of the questionnaire used a secret ballot to collect respondents' answers 

to the voting intention question. When administering this question, interviewers gave 

respondents the equivalent of a ballot paper, which they marked and placed in a secret 

ballot box independently of the interviewer. The secret papers differed from authentic 

ballot papers in that they only specified party options, rather than party and candidate 
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details, as real bal lot papers do. I n  addition, they made no provision for undecided 

responses or for people who did not plan to vote for any party, although respondents 

could volunteer these options if they wished. Whi le this latter di fference may have 

made it more difficul t  for undecided or non-voting respondents to express their 

intentions, structuring the ballot paper in this way closely simulated actual voting 

behaviour. 

The two questionnaire versions used to explore this treatment differed according to 

whether contextual questions preceded the voting intention questions and presentation 

of the secret ballot. In this way, these questionnaires paralleled those discussed in the 

preceding chapter and di ffered only in the admjnistration of the voting intention 

quest jon. Table 10 presents the overall results produced by these questionnaires, and 

contains both the raw percentages and those result ing from the re-al location of 

undecided and non-voting respondents. 
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Table 10: Effects of a Secret Ballot on Voting Intention Estimates 

Contextual Questionnaire Version (N=679)' Non-Contextual Questionnaire Version (N=683)' 

Party Support Raw Undecldeds Actual Error Raw Undecldeds Actual Error 
Estimates A llocated Result1 Estimates Allocated Resule 

% % % % % % % % 

Alliance 1 2. 1  1 2 .8 (2.2) 1 7 .5 _4.73 1 3 .2 1 4. 6  (2.3) 1 7 .5 -2 .9 

Labour 40.5 42.7 (3.2) 39.6 +3. 1 3 5 . 1  3 8 . 8  (3. 1) 39.6 -0.8 

National 33.6 3 5 .5 (3.1)  36.0 -0.5 32. 1 35 .4  (3. 1)  36.0 -0.6 

NZ First 7.5 7.9 (1 .7) 4.3 +3 .63 8 .3  9.3 (1 .9) 4.3 +5.03 

Other 1 .0 J . I  (0. 7) 2.6 - 1 .5 1 .8 1 .9 (0.9) 2.6 -0.7 

None 2.4 4 . 1  

Undecided 1 .94 4.24 

Refused 1 .0 1 .2 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 100.0 2.75 100.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 2.0� 

1 .  Because examining the results in the context o f  each electorate would have resulted i n  very small cell counts these results are aggregated across the six surveys and represent the total number of responses 

elicited using versions 3 and 4 of the questionnaire. 
2. The actual results were calculated by summing the actual vote distributions across all three electorates ; because no interviewing was conducted in Whitby, part of the Western Hut! electorate, the results 

from polling booths located within Whitby were excluded from this aggregation (see Chapter 6 for further discussion of this). 

3. Probability of accepting the null hypothesis when it is false exceeds S%. 
4. Difference between undecided groups significant at p <0.05. 
S. Mean absolute error. 



Table 1 0  shows quite clearly the dramatic reduction in  the undecided group that 

resulted from the use of a secret ballot. While Table 5 showed undecided groups of 

1 3% and 22.8%, these decli ned to 1 .9% and 4.2%, respectively, when the secret bal lot 

was used. Whether this reduction was because of the secret ballot, or because of the 

omission of an explicit undecided response option, is difficult to determine. However, 

the contextual version of the secret ballot questionnaire elicited a significantly lower 

proportion of undecided respondents than the non-contextual version. This suggests 

that context effects continued to have some effect on the number of undecided 

respondents even when the overall proportions of undecideds were very low. 

However, the decl ine in the proport ion of undecided respondents was not paralleled 

by an increase in the accuracy of the estimates obtained (al though both correctly 

predicted that the Labour Party would gain  the highest share of vote). Neither of the 

secret ballot versions had a significantly lower error than their more directly 

administered counterparts and, in some cases, the error was slightly higher. This 

suggests that respondents who might otherwise have declared themselves undecided 

did provide a response. Yet the use of a secret ballot to reduce the proportion of 

u ndecided responses provided estimates that were no more accurate than those 

result ing from proportional allocation of undecided respondents (as shown in Table 

5). 

Within Table 10, the contextual version again resulted in a higher overall error than 

did the non-contextual version, affirming the pattern noted in Table 5. Some possible 

explanations for this unexpected finding have been explored in section 8.4, and Table 

1 0  sheds no new l ight on why the contextual version did not elicit more accurate 

predictions. Closer examination of Table 10 suggests the largest errors tend to be 

associated with the new parties, perhaps pointing to the difficulty of predicting 

behaviours never before undertaken (such as voting for a party that had not previously 

contested a General Election), despite the provision of contextual or confidentiality 

devices. 

The probability of accepting the nul l  hypothesis (that the difference between the 

estimates and the actual results was zero) when it was false, was less the 5% i n  all but 

three cases. However, despite falling within the 5% acceptance level, some errors 

remained quite large (around 3%) and, i f  the secret ballot methodology is to gain 
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acceptance, these estimates should ideally be much smaller. 

Examination of the refusals in Tables 5 and 10 shows al l treatments resulted i n  a 

similar sized group of respondents who refused to answer the voting intention 

question. That the proportion of refusals remained consistent in both Tables 5 and 1 0, 

suggests the existence of a small hard-core group whose members do not wish to 

reveal their views, irrespective of the level of confidentiality offered to them. 

Fortunately, the size of this group is small, therefore it appears unlikely to have had 

any substantive effect on the estimates. 

Overal l ,  these results confirm that dramat ic reductions in the size of the undecided 

group are possible when the confidentiality associated with respondents' answers is 

i ncreased. However, none of the treatments examined thus far has resulted in  more 

accurate estimates than direct administration of the voting intention question. In order 

to examine whether this pattern occurred uniformly across the resul ts, Table 1 1  

presents the mean absolute errors relating to each electorate. (Appendix F contains 

full tables.) 

Table 1 1 :  Secret Ballot Effects on Mean Absolute Errors - Electorate Level 

Electorate Contextual Version Non-Contextual Version 

N Mean Abs. Error N Mean Abs. Error 

Manawatu 1 101  5 .9 1 04  4.3 

Miramar 1 96 1 .9 97 3.0 

Western Hutt 1 1 3 1  3.9 1 28 3.7 

Manawatu 2 1 1 7 6.2 1 19 4.4 

Miramar 2 1 10 3.6 1 10 4.4 

Western Hull 2 1 24 3.3 1 25 3 .4 

Unlike Table 6, which showed a consistently higher level of error associated with the 
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contextual version of the questionnaire, Table 1 1  shows a more random error pattern, 

wi th neither version consistently superior to the other. This suggests that researchers 

could employ either secret ballot treatment without affecting the overall level of error 

associated with their estimates. 

The secret ballot error levels exceeded those resul ting from the directly administered 

non-contextual treatment. In  fact, this laner treatment produced lower mean absolute 

errors in every electorate. Thus, whi le the differences between the overall mean 

absolute errors shown in Tables 6 and I I  were not Signi ficant, it is unl i kely that the 

direct non-contextual version would produce smaller errors in every electorate by 

chance alone (p < .00(3). 

Furthermore, Appendix F reveals that the estimates from either questionnaire version 

only sporadically predicted the winning party. Although the small cell counts increase 

the error associated with those estimates, the secret ballot estimates often deviated 

Sharply from the actual resul ts. 

Once again, these results suggest that a reduction in  the size of the undecided group 

does not increase the accuracy of the sample estimates. On the contrary, the results 

presented here and in Table 6 show that reductions in the proportion of undecided 

respondents are paral leled by decreases in the accuracy of the survey estimates. While 

it is difficult to argue that a causal relationship between the number of u ndecided 

respondents and the accuracy of the estimates exists, these results do raise some 

important questions. In particular, they suggest that the use of contextual questions, 

or the addition of a more sophisticated confidential i ty device, such as a secret ballot, 

may effectively coerce respondents into providing an answer. If  respondents do feel 

pressured in  this way, they may provide any answer, simply to comply with the 

request made of them. This does not imply that these respondents deliberately mis

report their behaviour, but instead suggests that the treatments tested thus far may be 

less helpful than initially thought. Section 9.4 explores these ideas further. 

The errors arising from the second round of interviewing were again greater than those 

associated with the earlier surveys. This finding also queries the view that, as the 

time lag between the interview date and the election date decreases, the estimates' 

accuracy wil l  increase. Thus if unanticipated events were responsible for the errors 

1 77 



noted, it would seem logical for the errors to decrease as the time between the 

interview and the election decreased. I n  neither Table 6 nor Table 1 1  are the results 

reported consistent with this expectation. While unanticipated events may have 

affected the accuracy of respondents' predictions, the tables suggest other factors 

contributed more to the errors they contain. 

Overal l ,  Table 1 1  confirms the conclusions drawn from Tables 5,  6 and 1 0, namely 

that neither of the treatments (contextual questions nor the use of a secret ballot) 

appears to have improved the accuracy of the sample estimates. However, these tables 

al l compared respondents' predicted behaviour to the actual electorate's behaviour. As 

noted earlier, this measure of accuracy is not perfect, thus the following tables 

examine a sub-sample of respondents and compare their predicted and self-reported 

behaviour. Table 1 2  contains the first results pertaining to this analysis. 
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C O N T E X T U A L V E R S I O N  

Self-Reported Behaviour 

Predicted Votinc Allian<'t L8bour National NZ Flnt Other None Don't Know 

% % % % % % % 
Alliance (n=43) 62.8 23.3 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.cr 
Labour (n=1 25) 8.0 69.6 16.8 1 .6 0.8 0.0 3 .2 
National (n= 1 15) 3.5 9.6 74.8 0.9 3.5 0.0 7.92 
NZ First (n=25) 12.0 28.0 28.0 20.0 4.0 0.0 8.0 
Other (n=5) 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 
None (n=6) 0.0 33.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 6.7 
Don't Know (n=6) 50.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33 .3  

PROPORTION CORRECTLY PREDICTED: 66.6%1 

N O N - C O N T E X T U A L  V E R S I O N  

Self-Reported Behaviour 

Predicted Votinc Allian<'t Labour National NZ Fint Other None Don't Know 

% % % % % % % 
Alliance (n=44) 56.8 25.0 2.3 6.8 2.3 0.0 6.8 
Labour (n=1 23) 6.5 78.0 8.9 1 .6 0.8 0.8 3 .32 
National (n=I08) 6.5 12 .0 7 1 .3 0.9 1 .9 0.0 7.4 
NZ First (n=23) 2 1 .7 30.4 8.7 26.1 4.3 0.0 8.72 
Other (n=8) 25.0 0.0 1 2.5 12.5 25.0 0.0 25.0 
None (n=1 0) 30.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 
Don't Know (n= 1 6) 25.0 50.0 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 1 2.52 

PROPORTION CORRECTLY PREDICTED: 68.5% 

1 .  The proportion correctly predicted was calculated by establishing the proportion of respondents who predicted they would vote for one of the four major parties who in fact went 
on to vote for the party they had earlier specified. 

2 .  Table may contain small rounding errors. 



Table 1 2  suggests that the non-contextual version elicited slightly more accurate 

predictions from respondents, although the difference between the two treatments is 

not statisticalIy significant. Closer examination of the accuracy of the voting i ntention 

predictions suggests that both versions produced more accurate estimates for the 

Labour and National parties, although the AlIiance estimate produced by the 

contextual version was also similar to these. Neither version produced accurate 

predictions for the New Zealand First party, and the non-contextual version was 

especially poor in this resPect. These results support the tentative hypothesis 

advanced earlier, that the inclusion of contextual quest ions may help respondents to 

clarify their behaviour with respect to new options. However, these results, and those 

presented in Table 7, suggest that although the contextual versions may result in  more 

accurate estimates of minor party support, the level of accuracy still has considerable 

room for improvement. 

Table 1 2  has several paral lels with Table 7. First, all versions of the questionnaire 

examined thus far have produced more accurate estimates for the two major parties 

than for the new parties contesting the election. Again, this finding points to the 

difficulty of predicting new behaviour patterns. 

Although the proportion of respondents declaring themselves undecided, or claiming 

to have no intention of voting was very small ,  both of these groups showed a different 

pattern of voting behaviour compared to those who had earlier stated an intention. 

These resul ts raise the possibility that routine proportional allocation of these groups 

may introduce error into the estimates. 

Ex�ination of the proportion of respondents correctly classified shows that both 

secret ballot versions resulted in a lower level of accuracy than the equivalent 

questionnaires employing a more direct method of administering the voting intention 

questions. This finding further supports the idea that a reduction i n  the proportion of 

undecided respondents is not necessarily followed by an increase in the accuracy of 

the resulting estimates. 

To i nvestigate further the pattern of errors detected, Table 1 3  presents the mean 

absolute errors relating to respondents' predicted and self-reported behaviour across 

each electorate. The cell counts involved are very small, thus the results in Table 1 3  
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are interpreted cautiously. 

Table 13: Secret Ballot Effects on Mean Absolute Errors: Predicted versus 

Self-Reported Behaviour 

Electorate Contextual Version Non-Contextual Version 

N Mean Abs. Error N Mean Abs. Error 

Manawalu 1 47 2.5 40 6.4 

Miramar 1 4 1  2.6 45 9.3 

WeSlern Hutt 1 67 4.7 70 2. 1 

Manawalu 2 56 7 .6 58 4.8 

Miramar 2 49 6.3 45 3.6 

Weslern Hull 2 65 6.5 75 4.7 

Table 1 3  suggests errors at the electorate level are randomly distributed as neither 

version of the questionnaire emerged as consistently more accurate. Overall ,  the table 

confirms that there was no evidence to support a superior performance by the 

contextual questionnaire version. Furthermore, the level of accuracy does not appear 

to improve as the interviewing moves closer to the actual election date. Again, this 

is inconsistent with Crespi's ( 1 988) view that predictions increase in accuracy as the 

time lag between the interviews and the election date decreases. Conversely, as 

acknowledged earlier, i t  is also possible that electoral volatil i ty increases as the 

election date draws nearer. 

In summary, the tables presented in this section show that use of a secret ballot 

technique dramatically reduces the proportion of undecided responses given. 

However, it remains unclear whether this reduction occurred as a consequence of the 

increased confidentiality provided by the secret ballot or because respondents had no 

explicit undecided option presented to them. Although respondents administered the 

question directly also had no explicit undecided option presented to them, it is 

possible that the more tangible depiction of voting options on the ballot slip may have 
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i nhibited at least some respondents from classifying themselves as undecided. 

However, the net consequence of this reduction was not the hypothesised improvement 

in the accuracy of the voting intention estimates. Moreover, the contextual questions, 

designed to clarify respondents' decision making, appear to have had the opposite 

effect. Possible explanations of these findings are advanced in section 9.4. 

9.3 Effects of Weighti ng Procedures 

As in Chapter 8 ,  the esHmates presented in  Tables 1 0  to 1 3  are based on unweighted 

data. This section explores the effects of the weighting procedures described in 

Chapter 8 on the responses to these quesHonnaire versions. Table 1 4  contains the 

mean absolute errors which resulted from the application of the various weighting 

factors. (Appendix H contains the full tables from which these mean absolute errors 

were calculated.) 
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Table 14: Effects of Weighting Procedures on Mean Absolute Errors - Secret Ballot Effects 

Electorate Contextual Contextual Contextual Contextual Non-Contextual Non-contextual Non-Contextual Non-Contextual 
Unweighted Demographics Probability Weighted by Unweighted Demographic Probability Weighted by 

Weighted Weighted Past Voting Weighted Weighted Past Voting 

Manawatu I 5.9 6.4 6.2 5.9 4.3 5 .3  4 .2 4 . 1  

Miramar I 1 .9 3.0 1 .7 1 .9 3.0 4.5 2.6 3.0 

Western Hutt I 3.9 4.6 3.5 3.9 3.7 5 . 1  3 .6 3.7 

Manawatu 2 6.2 7.0 6.3 6.2 4.4 4.8 4.3 4.4 

Miramar 2 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.3 4.4 4 .8  4.6 4.3 

Western Hutt 2 3.3 2.7 3 . 1  3.3 3.4 3.2 3 .4 3.4 

Overall Mean 
Absolute Error 4.1  4.6 4. 1 4. 1 3.9 4.6 3 .8  3.8 



Table 14 reveals exactly the same pattern of results as that found in Table 9. That is, 

weighting to correct age-gender imbalances in the sample increased the mean absolute 

error in nine of the twelve comparisons. That Table 1 4  confirms this pattern raises 

serious doubts about the effectiveness of weighting based on these two demographic 

variables, in this specific context. Neither of the other two weighting variables 

(respondents' overall probability of voting or the voting distribution recorded in the 

last general election) significantly decreased the error when compared to the error 

associated with the unweighted estimates. However, weighting by respondents' 

probability of voting resulted in small decreases in the mean absolute errors (see 

Appendix H), and this procedure, together with weighting the sample to reflect the 

most recent election's voting distributions, appears to merit closer scrutiny once the 

newer parties become better established. 

Overall, however, Table 14  shows that weighting generally did not improve the 

accuracy of the estimates, and since, weighHng increases the margin of error 

associated with the estimates, it seems logical to dispense with it until it is clearly 

associated with a decrease in error levels. 

9.4 Relationsh ip  with the Literature 

Earlier chapters documented and discussed the belief that increases in the 

confidentiality associated with respondents' answers would lead many of those who 

might otherwise have given an undecided response to provide a more accurate 

description of their views or likely behaviour (see Perry, 1979; Brusati, 1987; Crespi, 

1988). As noted in the literature, the secret ballot method dramatically reduced the 

proportion of undecided respondents, and the use of contextual questions saw the 

group decrease in size further sml. 

However, despite reducing the proportion of people declaring themselves undecided, 

or who gave a false report of intended non-voting, the secret ballot method did not 

improve the overall accuracy of the estimates in this study (as the mean absolute 

errors reported in Tables 5 and 1 0  show). Perry ( 1 979) clearly recognised this 

possibility when he noted that changes in the party support distributions were often 

greater than the reduction in size of the undecided group. However, despite this, he 

argued that only a tiny proportion of respondents would give invalid responses. It is 

difficult to tell, from his published work, whether Perry meant few respondents would 
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deliberately mis-report their intended behaviour, or whether he thought the level of 

accuracy would improve greatly. The data presented in this chapter provide no way 

of ascertaining whether respondents deliberately mis-reported their behaviour, though 

they show quite clearly that the expected improvement in the accuracy of the estimates 

did not come about. 

Perry ( 1 979) also commented on where questions employing a secret ballot device 

should appear in a questionnaire. In particular, he noted that the use of secret ballots 

later in an interview, after i nterviewers had establ ished a rapport with respondents, 

resulted in more accurate estimates than when the ballot questions were presented 

earlier. 

However, the results reported here show no di fference in the proportions of 

respondents refuSing to complete the secret ballot slip, regardless of where it appeared 

i n  the questionnaire. Unlike Perry, who noted a higher level of refusal when the 

secret ballot was introduced early in the questionnaire, these results suggest that, 

irrespective of i ts position in the questionnaire, the secret ballot version resulted in 

only around I % of respondents refusing to state their voting intentions. Since Table 

5 shows that neither of the direct methods of administering the voting intention 

question resulted in more than a 2% refusal rate, this problem, at least, seems u nlikely 

to affect the final estimates greatly, whatever approach is used. 

Nor does Perry's argument that interview behaviour which simulates actual voting 

behaviour, will produce more accurate estimates, appear to be supported by these 

results. Given the apparent similarity between the secret ballot procedure and casting 

a vote, this finding is difficul t  to explai n. One possibility, which further research 

could explore, is whether respondents' perceive secret ballot polling to be analogous 

to actual voting behaviour, since it is possible that the assumed relationship exists only 

in the minds of researchers. 

If respondents who state they do not plan to vote for any party are regarded not as 

intending non-voters, but as polite refusers, the effects of a secret ballot are more 

pronounced. Comparison of Tables 5 and 10  shows a decline of 4.3% (6.7% to 2.4%; 

p < .05) when a secret ballot was used in conjunction with rapport developing 

questions, and 3.6% (7.5% to 4. 1 %; P < .05) when it was administered directly. 
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Overal l, the reductions in the size of the u ndecided group, of 1 1 . 1  % (from 1 3% to 

1 .9%) i n  the contextual versions, and 1 8 .6% (from 22.8% to 4.2%), in the non

contextual versions are quite unambiguous, and are clearly consistent with the 

expected pattern. Yet regardless of these effects, the fact remains that reducing the 

number of undecided respondents to a negl igible proportion of the sample did not 

improve the accuracy of the resul ting estimates. The remainder of this section 

explores why the hypothesised results did not eventuate. 

Recent work conducted by Sanchez & Morchio ( 1992) may provide some i nsights into 

these apparently discrepant resul ts. Their work investigated the effects of detailed 

probing, used to ascertain the direction in which declared undecided respondents might 

lean. While noting that probing might prompt some individuals to voice an opinion, 

or state their intention, they also concluded that respondents' choice, in these 

circumstances, i nvolved a substantial degree of guesswork. 

Al though Sanchez & Morchio's work examined these effects as they occurred in  

telephone interviewing. i t  i s  possible that contextual questions, or  the secret bal lot 

method, or the combined effect of these, created an effect analogous to extensive 

probing. Interviewers administering the voting intention question via a secret ballot 

did not probe undecided respondents, since they did not know how respondents had 

completed their ballot paper. However, while interviewers could not probe, the ballot 

paper may have performed this task since i t  contained neither a non-voting nor an 

undecided option. Though speculative, it is possible that the lack of these options 

pressured respondents into selecting one of the parties named as the party for whom 

they planned to vote. 

Respondents could have stated that they were undecided, or that they did not intend 

to vote, by ticking the "other" option and nominating an alternative i ntention. 

However, in  the context of the ballot slip, the "other" category was clearly designed 

to enable respondents who planned to vote for a minor party to i nclude their 

preferences. Using this option to specify not an alternative voting intention, but a lack 

of voting intenHon, or complete indecision, may have appeared t,O violate the norms 

of helpful respondent behaviour. While defining these norms is difficult, it seems 

likely that respondents could perceive that writing something other than the name of 

another party not already listed, would not meet the interviewer's, or the researcher's 
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expectations. In order to remain co-operative, respondents may have specified a 

voting intention, even though this may have been only vaguely formed in  their mind. 

As with the explanations advanced in Chapter 8,  this reasoning is speculative, and 

there is no way of veri fying what respondents had in their mind as they completed the 

survey. Nor does the comparatively thin body of li terature on confidential ity measures 

offer an obvious, or even a plausible. explanation. While Singer's work suggests 

confidentiality assurances may improve responses where the data sought are sensitive, 

she did not explore secret ballots specifically. Even the work on conversational logic 

which might be brought to bear here, remains at a rudimentary state (see Schwarz et 

al 1 99 1 ;  Gendal l ,  Carmichael & Hoek. under review), and cannot be applied readily 

to this situation. 

Overall, these data do not allow a more precise definition of the extent to which the 

problem Sanchez & Morchio discussed affected these estimates, if it affected them at 

all. Irrespective of the possible explanations advanced, the fundamental problem of 

whether reducing the size of the undecided group will  improve the accuracy of the 

predictions obtai ned has not been solved by the use of a secret ballot technique. 

Unless the results obtained using the secret ballot teChnique are significantly more 

accurate than those elicited via more direct quesHoning, the technique remains 

cumbersome and expensive to adminjster, disadvantages which do not appear to be 

outweighed by improvements in the accuracy of the estimates. 

AltemaHvely, it is possible that a secret ballot was not an appropriate way of 

increasing the confidentiality associated with the interview. However, even if other 

measures, such as a more lengthy verbal assurance, were employed, the research 

suggests these measures have only minor effects and, in some cases, are counter

productive (Singer et ai, 1 992; Singer et ai, 1 995). 

In the light of the results reported in Chapters 8 and 9, i t  seems prudent to examine 

whether the treatments examined thus far are the most sensible options to pursue. An 

additional explanation therefore, is that neither contextual effects nor secret ballots 

will improve respondents' predictions if the voting intention question itself is unable 

to capture the complexity of respondents' answers. That is, requiring an absolute 
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choice of respondents may not be the optimal method of eliciting voting intentions. 

Chapter 10 examines this question, and a method of addressing it, in more detail .  

9.5 Summary 

This chapter examined whether the use of a secret ballot would reduce the size of the 

undecided group and, i n  so doing, improve the accuracy of the estimates produced. 

While there was no doubt that the secret ballot methodology resulted in  significant 

reducHons in the u ndecided group, (when compared to estimates resuWng from direct 

administration of the voting intention question) the data again provided no evidence 

to suggest this was followed by a decrease in the errors associated with the resuWng 

voting intention est imates. This finding corroborated the conclusion put forward in  

Chapter 8 and suggests these treatments have more ambiguous effects than have 

hitherto been recognised. 

Although potenHal explanations of these results were outlined, the data provide no 

firm evidence to support the hypothesis that the equivalent of extensive probing may 

have led respondents to guess at their l ikely intentions, thereby diminishing the 

accuracy of these resulting esHmates. However, they do confirm Singer et aI's ( 1 995) 

findings that assurances of confidentiality may have l ittle overall effect, even where 

the data sought are sensit ive. 

Overall, the secret ballot methodology would appear to have l ittle to offer pollsters. 

Reliant on face-to-face interviewing for its administration, the secret ballot i ncurs high 

fieldwork costs which are not repaid in terms of improved estimates. Based on these 

results, employing a secret ballot technique in  this context would appear unlikely to 

resul t  i n  any demonstrable advantages for pollsters. 
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CHAPTER 10 

RELATIVE PROBA BILITIES :  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

1 0. 1  Introduction 

Previous chapters have documented two attempts to reduce the proportion of 

undecided respondents. The first explored the effects caused by contextual questions, 

which aimed to enhance respondents' recall and help them to consolidate their 

i ntentions. The second attempted to increase the confidentiality associated with 

respondents' answers to achieve the same end. While these treatments, whether 

administered singly or i n  u nison, Signi ficantly lowered the proportion of undecided 

respondents when compared to the direct, non-contextual questionnaire, none i ncreased 

the accuracy of the resul ting estimates. 

Given that these findings are inconsistent with the dominant views expressed in the 

literature, i t  seems timely to turn to examine a more fundamental issue, such as 

whether the question i tself contributes to the inaccuracies noted. If  this is so, reducing 

the proportion of undecided respondents by using contextual or confidentiality devices 

may make no greater contribution than guesswork WOUld, and may even detract from 

the estimates' accuracy. 

Although simple proportional allocation of undecided and non-voting respondents has 

produced the most accurate estimates to date, this procedure has, i n  other 

circumstances, resulted i n  quite inaccurate predictions. Even if  these inaccuracies had 

not occurred, both pollsters and researchers would presumably prefer a method which 

eliminated the need to reallocate these groups, and which simultaneously improved 

their predictions. Since neither changes i n  the context surrounding the questions, nor 

. the means by which i nterviewers administer the questions, appear to have achieved 

this end, logic suggests that the question format itself may be flawed. 

As phrased, the voting i ntention question requires respondents to make an absolute 

choice, a fact which appears likely to contribute to the proportion of undecided 

respondents. An alternative to reducing this group by either providing a more helpful 

route to the key behavioural questions, or a more sophisticated confidentiality 

mechanism, is therefore to change the question from one requiring an absolute answer, 

to one which enables respondents to express their l ikely behaviour i n  relative terms. 
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'This chapter therefore explores the effect a probability scale had on respondents' 

ability to predict their behaviour. The chapter begins by comparing respondents' 

predicted behaviour to the actual electorates' behaviour before examini ng the sub

samples' predicted and self-reported behaviour. Next, the effects of weighting are 

discussed before the chapter turns to explore these findings i n  the context of earlier 

work. 

1 0.2 Effects of a Probability Scale on Voting I ntention Est imates 

The questionnaires used to explore the effects of a probability scale on respondents' 

estimates collected details of respondents' probability of voting for each of the major 

parties represented within the electorates surveyed. Thus instead of nominating the 

party for whom they would have voted. had the election been held yesterday, 

respondents used the Juster Scale to indicate the chance that they would have voted 

for each of the parties contesting the election. had the election been held yesterday.49 

The sum of the probabilities respondents al located to each party should have equalled 

their overall probability of voting. However. in many cases the sum of respondents' 

party probabilities was greater than one (a logical impossibil i ty). The estimates have 

therefore been re-calculated to ensure the overall electorate estimates did not exceed 

100%. (Table 1 9. presented in section 10.3, i ncludes a specific re-calculation of the 

estimates weighted by respondents' overall probabi lity of casting a vote.) 

The two questionnaire versions tested differed according to the placement of 

contextual questions. and so replicated the treatment discussed in Chapters 8 and 9. 

Table 1 5  contains the aggregate results relating to these questionnaires. Because this 

method effectively eliminated the undecided group. the format of Table 1 5  varies from 

that of the corresponding tables presented in Chapters 8 and 9. 

The order in which the parties were presented to respondents was rotated to avoid item-order 

bias. 
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Table 15:  Effects of a Probability Scale on Voting Estimates 

Contextual Questionnaire Version (N=679)1  Non-Contextual Questionnaire Version (N=678)1 

Party Support Raw Re-A llocated Actual Error Raw Re-Allocated Actual Error 
Est imates to 1 00 %  base Resule Estimates to 100% base Resultl 

% % % % % % % % 
Alliance 1 9.6 1 6.6 (1. 7) 1 7 .5 -0.9 1 9 . 1  1 6.7 (1. 7) 1 7 .5 -0.8 

Labour 42.5 35.9 (2.2) 39.6 -3.7 4 1 .2 35.9 (2.2) 39.6 -3.7 

National 34.9 29.4 (2.3) 36.0 -6.6) 3 3 .6 29.3 (2.3) 36.0 -6.7) 

NZ First 1 5 .6 1 3 .2 (1.6) 4.3 +8.9) 1 4 .6 1 2.7 (1 .6) 4.3 +8.4) 

Other 5.8 4.9 (1.0) 2.6 +2.3) 6.2 5 .4 (1 .0) 2.6 +2.8) 

TOTAL 1 18.4 100.0 100.0 4.5� 1 1 4.7 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.5� 

I .  Because examining the results i n  th e  context of each electorate would have resulted in very small cell counts, these results are aggregated across the six surveys and represent the total number of responses 
elicited using versions 5 and 6 of the questionnaire. The figures in parentheses are the standard errors associated with the estimates. 

2. The actual results were calculated by summing the actual vote distributions across all three electorates; because no interviewing was conducted in Whitby. part of the Western Hull electorate, the results 
from polling booths located within Whitby were excluded from this aggregation (see OJapter 6 for further discussion of this). 

3. Probability of accepting the null hypothesis when it was false exceeds 5%. 
4. Mean absolute error. 



Table 1 5  shows how sinti lar the results from the contextual and non-contextual 

versions of the questionnaire are. The fact that both have the same mean absolute 

error suggests that the contextual questions had no obvious effect on the accuracy of 

the estimates. Both also correctly predicted that the Labour Party would gain  highest 

proportion of the votes cast . 

The mean absolute errors (both 4.5%) suggest this method was less accurate than the 

other treatments tested. More detailed examination of the error patterns shows that , 

unl ike the other questionnai res, the Juster Scale questionnaires provided very accurate 

esHmates of the Alliance's share of vote. However, both Juster Scale questionnaires 

underesti mated the incumbent National government vote whi le overestimating that of 

i ts phjlosophical counterpart , the NZ First Party. The methods also underestimated 

the main  Labour opposition's share of vote, while overestimating that which ntinor 

parties would receive. The probability of accepting the null hypothesis (that the 

di fference between the estimates and the actual results was zero) when it was false 

exceeded 5% for several of these estimates. As a consequence, the mean absolute 

error associated with these versions is considerably higher than that found in  Tables 

5 and 1 0. 

The data themselves do not reveal why these errors occurred, though i t  is possible that 

this method made it easier for respondents to express anti-incumbent feelings. That 

is, by allocating probabilities greater than zero to the minor parties, respondents may 

have vented their frustration with government in  general , a quite different task to 

expressing their probabi lit ies of voting for the various parties. Although speculative, 

these, and other possibili ties, are explored further in section 1 0.4. 

Table 1 6, below, examines the extent to which this pattern of under-estimation of the 

major parties and over-estimation of minor parties was manifested i n  individual 

electorates. (Appendix G contains the full tables from which the mean absolute errors 

i n  Table 16 were taken.) 
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Table 16:  

Electorate 

Manawatu 1 

Miramar 1 

Western HUll I 

Manawatu 2 

Miramar 2 

Western HUll 2 

Effects of a Probability Scale on Mean A bsolute Errors -
Electorate Level 

Contextual Version Non-Contextual Version 

N Mean Abs. Error N Mean Abs. Error 

1 05 6.5 97 6.9 

98 6.6 96 5.9 

1 26 5.0 1 3 1  4 . 4  

1 24 5 . 1  1 1 6 4 . 2  

1 1 2 6.9 1 1 2 5 . 5  

1 25 4.7 1 26 4 .6 

Table 16 confirms that the mean absolute errors presented in Table 15 were not a 

consequence of a varied pattern of error in the different electorates. In virtually every 

i nstance (three exceptions were noted i n  the twenty four comparisons; p < .00(3), the 

estimates produced using the Juster Scale were less accurate than those elicited via the 

absolute choice question (irrespective of its position in the questionnaire or its method 

of administration). This suggests that the relative choice question based on the Juster. 

Scale was signi ficantly less accurate than the absolute choice questions discussed in  

Chapters 8 and 9. However, despite the higher error levels, Appendix G reveals that 

for all but one prediction each, the Juster Scale questionnaires correctly predicted the 

party that would win each electorate, even if the magnitude of the win was not 

accurately estimated. 

ExaminaHon of the detailed electorate results (contained i n  Appendix G) revealed a 

similar pattern i n  virtually every electorate: over-esHmation of the minor parties, in  

particular the NZ First Party, and corresponding under-estimaHon of the major parties, 

especially the National Party. This pattern of error differs from that affecting the 

other treatments, which was more randomly distributed, and suggests this method of 

predicting voting behaviour may contain a bias working against the major parties in 

favour of the minor parties, which was not detected during the piloting work. 
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However, the i ndividual electorate data also contained a point of similarity with the 

other treatments. The data lent further support to the idea that, in this situation at  

least, contextual questions do not improve the accuracy of estimates. I ndeed, five of 

the six estimates resul ting from the contextual questionnaire were less accurate than 

those resul t ing from the non-contextual version. Although no one electorate result  is  

significantly less accurate, the chance that five of  the s ix  errors would be i n  the same 

direction approaches significance (p = .094). 

In contrast to the results reported in earlier chapters, these results suggest that the 

timing of the i nterview may have had some effect on the accuracy of the est imates 

within the di fferent electorates. Three of the six errors decreased slightly and two 

recorded a sharp decrease between the rounds of i nterviewing. While this in itself 

does not constitute strong support for the role pl ayed by unant icipated events, it does 

represent a variation from the previousl y reported findings. 

As expected, the results in Table 1 6  confirm those contained in Tabl e  1 5 :  both 

suggest the relati ve choice question has not provided the increase in accuracy 

hypothesised. However, it is possible that sampl ing error contributed to the observed 

errors. Though difficul t  to quantify the precise effects of sampling error, the 

following tables, which examine respondents' self-reported behaviour, provide an 

alternative assessment of the questionnai res' accuracy. Because respondents did not 

provide a single stated i ntention, as they did i n  response to the questionnai res 

discussed i n  Chapters 8 and 9, Table 1 7  examines the mean absolute errors associated 

with respondents' predicted and self-reported behaviour. For comparative purposes, 

the mean absolute errors are examined together with those associated with Tables 7 

and 1 2. 
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Table 1 7 :  Effects o f  a Probability Scale on Voting Intention: Predicted versus Self
Reported Behaviour 

Prt'dicted Voting 

Alliance 

Labour 

National 

NZ First 

Other 

TOTAL 

Predicted Voting 

All iance 

Labour 

National 

NZ First 

Other 

TOTA L 

C O N  T E X T  V A L V E R S I O N  (N=342) 

Prt'dicted Sclf-Rt'portt'd Error 

% % % 
1 6.9 (2.5) 1 8. 2  - 1 . 3 
33.6 (3.0) 39.2 -5.5 
32.3 (3.3) 37.7 -5.5 
1 2.8  (2.2) 3.4 +9.4' 

4.4 (1.3) 1 .5 +2.9' 

100.00 100.00 4.9 

N O N  - C O N  T E X T  V A L V E R S I O N  (N=.U3) 

IJr .. dicled Sdf-Rt'port('d Error 

% % % 
1 7.2 (2.5) 1 9.2 -2. 1 
35.0 (3.2) 37.7 -2.7 

30.5 (3.3) 37.3 -6.8 

1 2. 8  (2.3) 3.6 +9.2' 

4.4 (1.2) 1 .9 +2.4' 

1 00_0' 1 00.01 4.6 

1 .  Probability of accepting the null  hypotllesis when il was false exceeds 5%. 
2. Table may contain small rounding errors. 

This table shows a similar overal l error pattern to that noted earlier: the parties which 

attracted a higher proportion of the vote are consistently under-estimated while those 

with lower levels of support are over-estimated. This pattern is identjcal in both sets 

of results, suggesting that the contextual questions did li ttle to correct or reduce this 

bias_ 

Looking more specifically at the individual party estimates and the associated 

prediction errors, Table 1 7  shows both versions predicted the Alliance and Labour 

share of vote quite accurately_ The non-contextual version also predicted Labour's 

share of vote accurately, but neither version provided accurate predictions for the other 

parties. 
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Unlike Tables 7 and 1 2, the estimates for the two major parties were not more 

accurate than the estimates for other parties. This suggests that factors other than the 

recognised difficulty of predicting new behaviours were responsible for these errors. 

Both Juster quest ionnaire versions resulted in greater mean absolute errors than did 

the other treatments, thus adding weight to the overal l conclusion that these 

questionnaires resulted in less accurate est imates than the other questionnaires.5o 

To investigate further the distribution of errors, Table 1 8  contains the mean absolute 

errors that resulted after respondents' predicted and sel f-reported behaviour in  each 

electorate were compared. Again, as can be seen from Table 1 8, the cel l  counts are 

very small ,  and the results are only presented to assess whether a particu lar pattern of 

error is apparent . 

Table 18 Effects of a Probahil i ty Scale Measures on Mean A bsolute Errors: 

Predicted versus Self-Reported Behaviour 

Electorate Contextual Non-Contextual 

N Mean Abs. Error N Mean Abs. Error 

Manawatu I 47 4.4 46 5 .0 
Miramar 1 39 6.0 34 6.5 
West Hutt I 75 8.0 7 1  4.0 

Manawatu 2 64 4 .2  62 5.2 
Miramar 2 49 7.9 46 8.0 
West Hutt 2 68 5. 1 74 5 .4 

Although the errors resulting from both the contextual and non-contextual versions 

were similar, the contextual version, with one notable exception, tended to result in 

The contextual version errors from Ole direct and secret ballot questionnaires were 2.5% and 

2.6% compared to Ole 4.9% reported here, while Ole errors from Ole non-contextual versions 
of Olese questionnaires were 4.0% and 3.0% compared to Ole 4.6% reported here. 
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lower mean absolute errors. Again, this pattern of results approaches signi ficance (p 

= .094). 

Comparison of the errors from the first and second rounds of interviewing suggested 

that most errors increased. some considerably. Overal l .  there was no evidence to 

suggest that the later round of interviewing resulted in more accurate est imates. 111is 

conflicts with the trend apparent in Table 1 6, but is more consistent with the results 

reported in Chapters 8 and 9. 

In  summary, the tables presented thus far provide strong evidence that the relative 

probabi lity questions have elicited less accurate predictions. The remi nder of this 

section examines possible explanations for this result .  

The esti mates presented in Tables 15 to 1 9  were not weighted in  any way. If  

respondents who al located a high probabil i ty of voting for a new party had a lower 

than average l ikelihood of casting their vote. the estimates would over-state minor 

parties' share of the vote. Weighting respondents' party support estimates by their 

probabi l i ty of voting would address this problem and section 10.3. which examines 

weighting procedures. explores this idea in greater detail .  

Second, respondents may not have made the trade-offs the question implicitly required 

of them. Instead of providing probabi l i ties for each party which summed to their 

overal l probabili ty of voting, many respondents al located party probabilities that 

summed to well over one. 111is suggests using a constant-sum technique to administer 

this question (for example, requiring respondents to al locate counters among the 

various parties i nstead of simply assigning verbal probabilities) would provide a more 

effecti ve means of ensuring such a trade-off occurred. 

The l ack  of consistency between respondents' party probabilities and their overall 

probability of voting suggests that instead of providing their probability of voting for 

the various parties, respondents may have answered a different (unintended) question, 

perhaps relating to their support for the various parties' policies. Although this 

explanation remains speculative and unproven. it would account for the over-estimates 

of support for the minor parties, which almost certainly have some appealing policies 

or characteristics, and the under-estimation of support for the incumbent opposition 
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and government, about whom respondents may have felt  jaded. 

An addi tional explanation may be the sympathy often extended to individuals or 

groups seen as underdogs. Thus respondents, perhaps reasonably certain of their 

l ikely voting behaviour, saw no harm in al locating a greater than zero probabili ty to 

some of the minor parties. Al though there is no substantive evidence to suggest this 

occurred in  this research,  the literature has idenHfied an "underdog" phenomenon (see 

Ceci & Kai n, 1 982) . Clearly if  this behaviour had occurred, the consequence of a 

cumulative set of greater than zero probabil ities al located to minor parties would be 

an overestimation of their actual support. Again,  while speculative, this explanation 

nevertheless accounts for the pattern of results observed and fits well with previously 

reported findings. This explanat ion also suggests respondents are not making the 

specific trade-offs between parties required of them al though this could also be 

remedied through use of a constant sum procedure. 

Overall ,  the Juster Scale based method resulted i n  the highest error levels with an 

apparent bias toward over-estimation of minor parties. Of the various explanations 

put forward to explain this finding, differing probabi lities of voting amongst 

supporters of the various parties appears most plausible. The fol lowing section 

explores the effect of weighting the sum of each respondents' party probabilities by 

their overall probabil i ty of voting. 

10.3 Effects of Weighting Procedures 

As noted. the data presented i n  Tables 1 5  to 1 8  were unweighted. Table 1 9  compares 

the effects of three different weighting procedures to the unweighted mean absolute 

errors. Appendix H contains full details of the weighting procedures. 
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Table 19: Effects of Weighting Procedures on Mean Absolute Errors - Probability Scale Effects 

Electorate Contextual Contextual Contextual Contextual Non-Contextual Non-Contextual Non-Contextual Non-Contextual 

Unweighted Demographics Probability Weighted by Unweighted Demographic Probability Weighted by 

Weighted Weighted Past voting Weighted Weighted Past Voting 

Manawatu 1 6.5 6.8 6.2 6.5 6.9 6.7 5.8 5.0 

Miramar 1 6.6 6.6 4.6 5 .4 5 .9 6.4 4 . 1  3 . 8  

Western Hutt 1 5 .0 5.0 3 .8 3 .4 4.4 3.8 3 .0 4 .2  

Manawatu 2 5 . 1  5 . 1  4.7 3.2 4.2 4.5 4.0 2.4 

M iramar 2 6.9 6.8 4.9 5 . 1  5 .5 5 .8 3 .8 3 .4 

Western Hutt 2 4.7 4.9 2.7 2. 1 4.6 4.8 2.9 3 . 6  

Overall 

Mean 5.8 5 .9  4.5 4.3 5.3 5 .3  3 .9 3 . 7  



Table 1 9  contains similar results to Tables 9 and 1 4. First, the errors resulting from 

demographiC weighting are either the same as, or higher than, those associated with 

the unweighted estimates. That al l three treatments have shown this trend suggests 

that weighting voting intention data to conform to a population's age-gender ratio may 

introduce more error than it removes. 

Not surprisingly, weighting respondents' predictions by their overall probability of 

voting decreased the mean absolute errors, especially in the non-contextual version. 

Since many respondents al located party probabilities which summed to more than one 

(or, more accurately, to more than their probability of voting) and the scaling 

mechanism employed in Tables 1 5  to 1 8  was crude, this fi ndi ng was predictable. 

Weighting the data to reflect the pattern of voting at the 1990 General Election also 

decreased the mean absolute errors. Overall, the findings re-i terate the patterns and 

conclusions advanced earlier: weight ing the data to conform to age-gender ratios is 

not supported by these fi ndings, however, weighting by more behavioural measures, 

such as respondents' l ikel ihood of voting, or their past voting behaviour, appears to 

offer more promise and merits more detailed investigation. 

The remainder of this chapter explores the impl icatiOns of these results in the l ight of 

earlier research, summarised and discussed in Chapters 2 and 4. 

10.4 Relationship  with the Literature 

When Bogart ( 1 967) argued that people may hold incongruent and i nconsistent 

opinions simultaneously and that undecided responses may result from respondents' 

inability to rank order their preferences or opinions, he highlighted an i nherent 

weakness of most voting intention questions. Although his idea does not appear to 

have been explored specifically in the context of voting behaviour, i t  provides a very 

plausible explanation of why undecided responses have plagued polling research. 

Further, Bogart's argument relates to a more methodological issue over which 

researchers have disagreed: whether intention or probabil ity scales provide the most 

accurate estimates of future behaviour. Since voting intention questions are analogous 

to dichotomous intention questions, they arguably compound respondents' difficulty 

in ranking the various behaviours they might perform. Despite the popularity of 
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i ntention scales i n  the past, therefore, more recently researchers have queried the 

posited intent ion-behaviour l ink, and have instead argued that intention may bear only 

a tenuous relation to subsequent behaviour (Foxall ,  1 982). lltis challenge implies that 

the intention based questions tradi tionally used by pollsters may be fundamentally 

flawed. 

However, irrespective of the arguments advanced, or the available empirical evidence, 

these results show clearly that respondents' probabilities were not more accurate than 

the intentions data collected using other versions of the questionnaire. The results 

presented in  Tables 1 5  to 1 8  reveal a consistent over-estimation of the smaller parties 

at the expense of the larger parties. This suggests the scale employed may contai n a 

bias which contributes to the errors noted. The remainder of t his section explores this 

issue further and suggests measures which may ameliorate its effects. 

Juster ( 1 966) noted a tendency for his scale to under-esti mate actual purchase, though 

his work concentrated on one behaviour (such as the purchase of a car) rather than on 

a series of related but mutually exclusive behaviours (such as voting for political 

parties). In Juster's work, therefore, under-estimation of car purchases did not 

necessarily result i n  over-estimation of washing machine purchases, whereas under

estimation of support for one poli t ical party necessari ly means over-estimation of 

support for another. That is, when using the Juster Scale to predict their l ikel ihood 

of voting for a particular party, respondents must weigh this up against their chances 

of voting for all other parties represented. The pattern of error noted suggests some 

respondents, at least, did not compare their l ikelihoods i n  this way. A constant-sum 

approach would make this implied trade-off more explicit and remains an option for 

remedying this problem. 

Examination of the probability scores allocated by respondents shows many people 

gave probabilities which summed to more than one, or to more than respondents' 

stated probability of voti ng. Clearly, respondents' probability of vot ing for each of the 

parties should sum to their overall probability of voting. That it so often did not, 

raises several issues. 

First, respondents may have found it too difficult to allocate probabilities, an issue 
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debated by Hogarth ( 1975) and Seymour et al ( 1 994), among others. The task 

required of them may have been too taxing and the inaccuracies in the results may 

therefore represent the inabi l i ty of some respondents to come to terms with the scale 

itself. However. whi le it is possible that some respondents experienced difficult ies, 

no interviewers reported more than tri fling problems adrrtinistering the scale. 

Furthermore, Justers' work. as well as that conducted more recent ly by Day et al 

( 1 99 1 )  and Brennan el al ( 1 994), suggests the scale provides more accurate estimates 

than i ntention scales. If a sizeable proportion of respondents struggled to interpret and 

use the scale as required, it seems unlikely that replication studies would continue to 

confirm its predictive superiority over intention scales. 

The second issue is the possibi lity that respondents answered a di fferent question to 

the one the interviewer administered. Instead of recording their l ikely voting 

behaviour. respondents may have given some indication of their relative support for 

different parties and their policies. Although no qualitat ive work was conducted to 

test this view, i t  is pl ausible that respondents did not adequately trade-off the di fferent 

competing behaviours. Respondents who had a high probabili ty of voting for Party 

A, but who also supported some of Party B's policies, may have allocated it a greater 

than zero probabi l i ty to reflect this support, even if their actual probability of voting 

for Party B was zero. 

TIlis explanation also recognises that respondents may use polls to send messages of 

approval or disapproval to the parties contesting the election. The data show that the 

party consistently over-supported was the New Zealand First party, and that this 

support came at the expense of the National Party. Since the New Zealand First party 

evolved because of disaffection with the National government, expression for support 

for it would represent an obvious way of registering disapproval of the government. 

Again, although this interpretation was not explored empirically, it is consistent with 

the patterns that emerged consistently in the results. 

An additional explanation arises from comments Juster ( 1 966) and Pickering & 

Isherwood ( 1974) made about the accuracy of probability scales when used to explore 

behaviours occurring withi n  a compressed time frame. They suggested respondents 

may have provided inaccurate est imates because of difficulties in confining their 
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predictions to the specified time period. However, collecting predictions of 

consumers' l ikely purchase behaviours differs from likely voti ng behaviour as the 

former has only a loose time frame compared to the latter, where the behaviour 

explored can only occur on a speci fic day. Thus it seems unl ikely that respondents 

i n  this survey would have experienced similar difficulties in envisaging the time-frame 

within which their behaviour would occur. Furthermore, the question posed 

i nvestigated voting behaviour retrospecti vely, thus reducing the likely effects any 

problem of envisaging the relevant t ime period may have had. 

All researchers involved in the development and refinement of probability scales 

acknowledge the problems caused by unanticipated events, which occur between the 

interview and the time at whkh the behaviour explored is expected to occur. 

However, the majority of the results presented in this and previous chapters have 

shown that the earl ier estimates were typically more accurate than those taken closer 

to the election date. Whi le this does not elimi nate the infl uence of unanticipated 

events, it does sugest that the relationship between these and the accuracy of the 

estimates maybe more complex than previously thought . 

The question of whether unanticipated events i ntervene between the interview and the 

predicted behaviour again raises the question of whether polls provide "snapshots in  

time" or whether they attempt to predict specific outcomes. luster's original argument 

in support of his scale depended not on the scale's ability to predict individuals' 

behaviour, but on the accuracy of the aggregate estimates it produced. If the effects 

caused by unanticipated events occur randomly, they could be expected to disrupt 

certain i ndividual's predictions (Le., those speci fical ly affected by the events), but 

those effects should average out across the entire sample, leaving the aggregate 

estimate of behaviour u naffected. However, if the effects caused by unanticipated 

events do not occur randomly, such averaging cannot be expected. I n  the case of 

election campaigns, political advertising and policy promulgation i ntensifies during 

the official campaign periOd, however, the similarity of the estimates obtained prior 

to and during this campaign period suggests this actjvity had l i tt le real effect on 

respondents' behaviour. While unanticipated events cannot, therefore. be ruled out as 

sources of error. their l ikely effect appears quite l imited, providing further support for 

the view that polls. l ike other surveys exploring behaviour. are concerned with 

predicting certain outcomes. 
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Gabor & Granger ( 1972) suggested that the object of the behaviour (whether rugh or 

low ownersrup) may also explain inaccuracies in the estimates. Although respondents 

do not have ownersrup of polit ical parties in the same way as they own consumer 

durables. they nevertheless have patterns of behaviour associated with political parties 

and these are arguably analogous to their behaviour patterns with respect to consumer 

durables. Gabor & Granger found that the estimates associated with rugh ownersrup 

items were more accurate than those associated with low ownersrup i tems. However. 

while respondents gave quite accurate probabil ities of voting Labour. their estimates 

of voting for the other well established and dominant party. the National Party. were 

less accurate. The frequency with wruch respondents have performed a particular 

behaviour does not. therefore. appear to account for al l the error observed. 

More recent research (see Day el ai. 199 1 ;  Brennan et ai, 1 994) has also noted that 

the Juster Scale has a tendency to over-est imate actual purchases. especially where the 

brands explored are not well established. Again. this is analogous to the results 

reported here. wruch showed consistent over-estimation of the minor parties contesting 

the election for the first t ime. Roshwalb ( 1 975) (in rus discussion of the heuristics 

Tversky & Kahneman. 1 973  & 1974. suggested people adopt to simpl ify the task of 

assesSing the likelihood of uncertain events occurring) noted that people overestimated 

events with a low probahility of happening and underestimated those with a high 

probabi lity of occurring. Why thls should occur, Roshwalb did not hypothesise. 

however, rus discussion encapsulates comments made i ndependently by Juster ( 1 966). 

Gabor & Granger ( 1 972) and Pickering & Isherwood ( 1974). and helps explain the 

pattern of results observed in trus study. 

Wrule many researchers have noted similar error patterns to those observed i n  this 

study, few have actively researched means of remedying these. The most obvious 

solution, a constant-sum approach, has been examined by Hamilton-Gibbs et a1 ( 199 1 )  

who reported i t  produced more accurate estimates than the direct question method of 

administering the Juster Scale. That trus was so is unsurprising, since a constant-sum 

approach forces a direct trade-off between co"mpeting alternatives. Panagakis 

(discussed i n  Crespi, 1988) also experimented with a constant-sum treatment. though 

rus work attempted to measure respondents' attitudes rather than their behaviour, and 

he does not appear to have validated his estimates by comparing them to behavioural 
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data. 

Given the range of explanations put forward to explain the larger than expected errors 

i n  the Juster Scale based esti mates, a constant-sum approach appears to provide a 

means of resolving the potential problems noted, if indeed these were responsible for 

the errors. 

Overal l ,  the results reported here display similar characteristics and patterns to those 

noted in earlier research investigating purchase behaviour. Whi le the mean absolute 

errors were greater than hypothesised, some explanations for this emerged. The final 

table presented suggests that two weight ing procedures improved the accuracy of the 

estimates conSiderably, and brought the mean absolute errors in to l ine with those 

associated with the contextual and confidential ity treatments. Before dismiSSing this 

method of predicting voti ng behaviour, it would seem logical and prudent to explore 

further the constant-sum method of administering the question. Further exploration 

of weighting variables based on respondents' behaviour also merits close attention. 

10.5 Summary 

Although several arguments pointed to failings in  the voting i ntention question, the 

alternative explored and reported on i n  this chapter provided significantly less accurate 

estimates than the treatments documented earlier. Of the explanations examined, 

failure to weight respondents' estimates by their probabil i ty of voting clearly 

accounted for a considerable proportion of the error noted. In addition, the method 

of administering the probability questions may have provided respondents with an 

opportunity to report somethi ng other than their probability of voting for a particular 

party. 

Given its generally strong performance when used to predict other behaviours, the 

Juster Scale would appear to merit further consideration before being rejected as a 

potential tool in  political opinion polling. In particular, future research could explore 

its administration using a constant-sum technique. 

,. 
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1 1.1 Conclusions 

CHAPTER 1 1  

CONCLUSIONS 

nus research explored a new method of estimating voter turnout and examined how 

three methods of asking or administering voting intention questions affected the 

proportion of undecided respondents and the resulting survey estimates. 

The first research objective was to explore whether an eleven-point purchase 

probability scale, the Juster Scale, could provide accurate estimates of voter turnout. 

Irrespective of the measure used to assess accuracy, the results show that the Juster 

Scale provided consistently accurate estimates of turnout. However, since a high 

proportion of New Zealanders do vote, the situation in which the scale was tested may 

not have provided a rigorous test of its accuracy. Clearly, where a high proportion 

of a sample perform a behaviour, the potential for error when esHmating this 

proportion is likely to be lower than when estimating the proportion performing a low 

incidence behaviour. Consequently, although the Juster Scale performed well in this 

context, its predictive ability will be better established in situations where turnout is 

lower than 80%. Though there is need for replication research, these findings are 

promising and offer the potential for improving turnout estimates. 

The remainder of the thesis explored the related difficulty of predicting people's voting 

behaviour. In particular, the research examined whether various question wording or 

administration treatments, designed to reduce the proportion of undecided 

respondents, would produce more accurate estimates. 

The first of these treatments involved the use of contextual questions. Although the 

general question wording l iterature suggests that contextual questions improve 

respondents' ability to answer subsequent questions, the literature dealing specifically 

with voting i ntention questions is more ambivalent. At least some political polling 

researchers have noted that contextual questions may lead respondents to provide less 

accurate answers than they would otherwise have done. 

The results reported here confirm that contextual, or rapport-developing, questions will 

significantly reduce the proportion of undecided respondents. However, respondents 
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asked to discuss their i nterest in politics and their views on various policy issues prior 

to stating their voting intention consistently provided less accurate voting i ntention 

estimates. Instead, the questionnaire versions containing a mini mal context - two 

behavioural quest ions - produced more accurate voting intention est imates. However, 

rather than avoiding the use of contextual questions completely, pollsters could 

consider using questions designed to explore pre-cursor or historical behaviours (such 

as respondents' registration status, or their past voting behaviour) before eliciting 

respondents' voting intentions, since these produced the most accurate estimates i n  this 

study. Overal l ,  therefore, while contextual questions had a dramatic effect on the 

proportion of undecided respondents, they did not improve the accuracy of the 

estimates obtained. 

The second research objective was to examine whether enhancing the confidentiality 

associated with respondents' answers would reduce the proportion of undecided 

respondents and improve the accuracy of the resulting estimates. Evidence presented 

in the l iterature suggested that the improved confident iality offered by secret ballots 

would reassure privacy-conscious individuals who might otherwise refuse to answer 

the question or declare themselves undecided. The results in Chapter 9 confirm that 

secret ballots can reduce the number of undecided respondents to a negligible 

proportion of the sample, especially when used in conjunction with contextual 

questions. However, despite this reduction in the size of the undecided group, the 

accuracy of the voting intention estimates did not improve. Consequently, the third 

research hypothesis, that the accuracy of voting intention estimates elicited using a 

secret ballot would be greater than those elicited by more direct questions, was 

rejected. 

The final research objective explored whether analysing respondents' probability of 

voting for each party would produce more accurate estimates than analysis of their 

voting i ntentions. The Juster Scale was used to elicit these probabilities because of 

i ts superior performance in estimating consumers' purchase behaviour. This method 

allowed respondents to express their behaviour in relative terms and so eliminated the 

undecided group completely. Because of this total elimination of the undecided 

group, this method was expected to produce the most accurate estimates. 

However, contrary to expectations, the Juster Scale estimates had the highest mean 

207 



absolute errors. 11lis failure to predict voting behaviour accurately appeared to be due 

to an inherent bias in the question which resulted in the consistent over-estimation of 

minor party support and a corresponding under-estimation of the major parties, 

especially the incumbent National party. One explanation of this bias is that 

respondents answered a broader question, relating to overall party support, instead of 

addreSSing the specific issue of their l ikely behaviour that the question was designed 

to explore. However, this is only a tentative interpretation of these results ,  not a 

substantive conclusion, and the results provide further support for the conclusion that 

elimination of the undecided group wi l l  not necessarily result in  more accurate 

estimates. 

As well as analysing the unweighted estimates, the research also explored the effects 

on the data of various weighting procedures. In almost every case, weighting to 

ensure the samples matched the age-gender distribution of the electorate from which 

they were drawn decreased the accuracy of the resulting estimates. However, 

weighting the data by respondents' probability of voting, or weighting to ensure the 

past voting behaviour of the sample reflected the previous election result, produced 

similar or more accurate estimates. Given that this pattern appeared i n  all six surveys 

conducted, it would seem logical to defer the use of age-gender weights until their 

relationShip with voting behaviour is more apparent. However, these results suggest 

that the use of more behaviourally-oriented weighting procedures merits further 

i nvestigation. 

Overall, the results show that the expected relationShip between a reduction in the 

proportion of u ndecided respondents and an improvement i n  the accuracy of the 

survey estimates did not eventuate. Further explanations of why the expected pattern 

did not appear are discussed in sections 1 1 .2 and 1 1 .3. 

1 1.2 Limitations of the Research 

The l imitations of this research fal l  i nto three general categories: the adequacy of the 

test, potential sources of error, and the design of the treatments, all of which are 

examined in detail below. 
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1 1 .2.1 Adequacy of the Test 

Whether the testing of a hypothesis is adequate depends largely on the rigour of the 

test employed. In the case of predicting voter turnout, the test was less rigorous than 

desirahle because a high proportion of the New Zealand population votes in each 

General Election. As noted in earlier chapters, the reliability of the Juster Scale as a 

predictor of turnout requires further exploration i n  situations characterised by lower 

turnout ratios. 

However, these findings provide strong support for such replication research and offer 

some promise, despite their l imitations. Furthermore, the research tested the Juster 

Scale on six independent data sets, and so goes some way towards satisfying 

Ehrenberg & Bound's ( 1 993) criterion that conclusions should be based on results 

evidenced across many sets of data as opposed to those ariSing from a si ngle set. Of 

the six turnout esti mates, only one was sufficiently different to the actual turnout to 

raise the probability of accept ing the null hypothesis (that the Juster Scale was a poor 

method of predicti ng turnout) when it was false above 5%.  

The second reservation about the adequacy of  the test applied affects a l l  four research 

objectives. Ideally, respondents' estimated behaviour would have been compared to 

their actual behaviour, for only this comparison would have enabled a true assessment 

of the various treatments' effects. Since access to this i nformation was denied, the 

only remaini ng options were to compare the survey estimates to the actual electorate 

results, and to compare respondents' predicted behaviour to their self-reported 

behaviour. Unfortunately, neither of these comparisons is completely adequate. 

While the former necessaril y  entails some consideration of sampling error, the latter 

measure is prone to social desirability bias and bandwagon effects, the possible 

consequences of which are discussed below. 

11 .2.2 Sources of Error 

Numerous researchers have documented the effects of social desirabil ity bias, which 

occurs when respondents over-report behaviours such as voting (and u nder-report 

behaviours such as drinking or smoking). Chapter 7 included a discussion of this 

problem, which appears to have exaggerated the error in tables comparing respondents' 

predicted turnout to their self-reported behaviour. Although the net effect of social 

desirability bias is that the turnout estimates may be more accurate than the tables 
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suggest, the data do not allow a precise calculation of the effects social desirability 

bias may have had. 

Some respondents may fail  to provide truthful responses because of a phenomenon 

known as the bandwagon effect,  wh.ich is manifested in more people claiming to have 

supported successful candidates than actual ly voted for them. However, the literature 

concerning these effects is rather ambivalent, and there was no strong evidence of 

bandwagon effects having influenced these results. 

A more intractable l i mitation is the effect the experience of being interviewed had on 

respondents' subsequent behaviour. Several researchers have argued that Heisenberg's 

Uncertainty PrinCiple may also apply to survey research. In other words, that the very 

measurement process may change the phenomena being measured. 

Although the mai n reported effect of interviewing has been to increase respondents' 

turnout behaviour, there was no evidence that respondents interviewed in this study 

were, as a consequence, more likely to cast a vote. The resul ts presented in Table 1 

show a random pattern of error. These resul ts are not surprising, si nce it seems 

logical that this problem will be greatest where turnout is traditionally low and the 

potential to affect respondents' behaviour is correspondingly greater. 

Since respondents' actual voting behaviour is unknown, it is not possible to assess how 

their i nterview experience affected their actual party support behaviour. However, as 

there is no evidence to suggest it affected their turnout behaviour, i t  seems reasonable 

to conclude that any effect on their party support behaviour would be slight. 

Another potential source of error is the response rate to the face-to-face survey. 

Fewer than 60% of those respondents originally sought or contacted actually 

participated in the survey, a fact which raises the possibility that non-response error 

distorted the survey estimates. Without contacting and i nterviewing the 40% of 

people who could not, or would not, partiCipate, the true extent of non-response error 

will remain unknown. However, Gendall & Davis ( 1 993), and more recently Hosie 

( 1 995), have suggested that estimates based on a 50% response rate do not change 

significantly when the remaining respondents' views are i ncluded in the estimates. 

The implication of these findings is that with the 60% response rate achieved, it is 
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unlikely that the estimates reported would be seriously affected by non-response error. 

11.2.3 Design of the Research 

The remaining research limitation is endemic to methodological research of this type 

and relates to the selection of the test variables. The question wording variations 

explored in this research were chosen after an extensive perusal of the l iterature. 

However, all methodological research must address the question of whether alternative 

variables or treatments might have provided more interesti ng results. It is not possible 

to establish a priori whether the contextual questions chosen were the most 

appropriate ones, although their widespread use in analogous questionnaires suggests 

other researchers believe them suitable. Similarly, there were a number of alternatives 

to secret ballots which could have enhanced the confidentiality of respondents' 

answers. Final ly, the Juster Scale can also be administered in di fferent ways. Thus 

at each stage of the research, the selection of certain treatment variables necessarily 

precluded others. Whi le all researchers must establish some boundaries by deciding 

which specific variables to test, these decisions always contain some subjective 

elements. Consequently, the conclusions reported here relate to one interpretation and 

expression of specific treatments, and further research is required to investigate 

variations on the themes explored here. Section 1 1 .3 develops these future research 

directions more fully. 

1 1.3 Future Research 

Replication research designed to investigate the Juster Scale's accuracy as a predictor 

of turnout has already been discussed in sections 1 1 . 1  and 1 1 .2. The remainder of this 

section therefore examines how future research might extend knowledge of the 

relationship between question wording, the proportion of undecided respondents, and 

the accuracy of voting i ntention estimates. 

Chapter 8 revealed that, when only specific behavioural questions preceded the voting 

intention questions, the resulting estimates were more accurate than when a mixture 

of attitudinal and behavioural questions preceded the voting intention question. Aside 

from further corroboration of this finding. future research could explore the effects 

additional questions about antecedent behaviours would have on the estimates. For 

example. more specific details of respondents' voting history and party affiliation 
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could be sought. 

It is always possible that the particular attitude and opinion questions used to provide 

a context for the behavioural questions contained flaws that ultimately produced the 

errors observed. Although the widespread use of these questions suggests other 

researchers have not found this to be so, subsequent research could also investigate 

whether employing other attitudinal questions produces more accurate fi nal estimates. 

Despite the dramatic reduction in the proportion of undecided respondents when it  was 

used, the secret ballot clid not produce more accurate voting intention estimates. TIlis 

naturally raises the question of whether it is the most appropriate means of increasing 

the confidentiality of a poll .  Although this interview method is most directly 

analogous to the behaviour investigated, it may have forced respondents to state an 

intention where one did not exist. For this reason, further research could explore 

alternative confidentiality devices, such as the more extensive reassurances Singer and 

her COlleagues have reported using. Variations of the secret bal lot slip, such as 

including a specific  undecided category on it, could also be explored. Future research 

could also amalgamate aspects of direct and secret ballot administration of the 

questions, by using a secret ballot only with respondents who declared themselves 

u ndecided when administered the voting intention question directly.  

An alternative possibility is that respondents did not view the secret ballot interview 

as analogous to voting. Future research could employ cognitive laboratories as a 

means of identifying interview characteristics which respondents believe closely mirror 

the actual voting situation. 

Although this research did not establish the superior predictive abi lity of a probability

based method of predicting voting behaviour, the possible explanations provided for 

this are plausible and also merit further investigation. Further research could therefore 

explore the use of a constant-sum approach and, in  particular, could extend Brennan 

et ai's work which examined a constant sum method of collecting probabilities by 

telephone interview. Further refinement to the question itself, to make it explicit that 

the question seeks respondents' l ikely behaviour and not their philosophical 

sympathies, would also seem useful .  In addition, the temporal setting of the question 
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could be varied to allow comparison of retrospective and projected behavioural 

estimates. 

Al though pursuing all these lines of enquiry would be i nterest i ng. further exploration 

of al ternati ve questions. especially Juster Scale-based questions appears to offer most 

potential. However. until these are consistently and empirically established as 

constituti ng a superior prediction method. researchers should continue to use intention 

questions in conjunction with behavioural contextual questions and undecided 

respondents should be allocated proportionately. 

1 1 .4 Summary 

The results presented in earlier chapters suggest that the Juster Scale can provide 

accurate turnout estimates. However, the results did not support the hypothesised 

relationship between the proportion of undecided respondents and the accuracy of the 

estimates. In fact , the questionnaire whkh resulted i n  the highest proportion of 

undecided respondents also had the lowest mean absolute error. 

The use of specific behavioural questions prior to the voting intention questions was 

associated with more accurate results than the use of more wide-ranging contextual 

questions. Neither a secret ballot questionnaire nor a Juster Scale-based questionnaire 

resulted in  more accurate estimates. 

Several potential errors were discussed; of those whose effects can be gauged, none 

appeared to have seriously affected the estimates reported. The chapter then presented 

further l ines of enquiry and placed particular emphasis on further experimentation with 

question wording. 

lbis thesis has made two contributions to election prediction knowledge. First, it has 

identified a promising means of estimating turnout which is less complex and more 

parsimonious than other methods proposed. Second, the comprehensive review of 

factors thought to be related to the proportion of undecided respondents has confirmed 

the existence of these relationships, but has queried their effect on the accuracy of the 

resulting estimates. While the posited relationship between the level of u ndecided 

respondents and the accuracy of the estimates was not confirmed, the research 

identified a number of contributing factors which merit more detailed examination. 
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Further i nvestigation of these, as well as replication of this study i n  different 

circumstances, wi l l  continue to add to knowledge of the factors affecti ng poll ing 

accuracy and may, in time, lead to the development of " the psepllOlogical equivaleflt 

of laws of behaviour" (p. 256) for which lowell et at ( 1 993) called. 
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Background 

Massey U ni versity 
DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING 

Voting Research 

I NTER VIEWING N OTES· 

This interviewing is being conducted as part of m y  PhD research, which aims to test and compare 
different methods of measuring people's voting behaviour. For this reason, there are several versions 
of the questionnaire, although these share many common characterist ics, they do di ffer in important 
ways. 

The purpose of this training i s  to  ensure you are confident about interviewing, and that you arc 
familiar with, and u nderstand, the quesHonnaires. 

I nterviewing 

Although i nterviewi ng may seem a<; though i t's nothing more than asking people some simple 
questions, many people see interviewers as strangers asking them answcrs to qucstions in which they 
may have no special intcrest ,  for a purpose they fi nd obscure and on behal f of an organisation thcy 
may not know existed. Looking at survey research from this point of view makes it clear that 

i nterviewers play a vital role i n  obtaining and maintaining resrx)ndent s' co-operation and, ulHmately ,  
the quality of the data wi l l  also depend largely o n  the skill  and conscient iousness of the i nterviewers 
who collect i t .  

When to Interview 

1 .  Try to plan your i nterviews for Wednesday and Thursday eveni ng (from 5.00pm to 7.30pm); 
Friday and Saturday. Some people object to being i nterviewed on Sunday; if this appears to 
be the case, apologise for disturbing them and ask if you could conduct the i nterview o n  
Monday i nstead. 

2.  Try to complete your evening i nterviewing by 7 .30pm so that you will nor inconvenience 
respondents b y  cal l ing at a late hour. However, you should  not interview after dark u nless 
you feel com fortable doing so. 

3 .  Make all your call backs after 5.00pm unless you have an appointment a t  another t ime which 
would better suit your respondent. 

4. Plan your work ahead. S tart your i nterviews as soon as you can. 

These notes are based heavi ly on Hoinvil le & lowell's ( 1 978) advice. 
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Where to I nterview 

1 .  You will have several starting addresses set out i n  your interviewing kit .  Go to the first of 
these. (They have been arranged so as to minimise the amount of travell ing you have to do.) 

2. Stand i n  front of the starting address (wi th your back to it) then turn ri�ht and start your 
i nterviews, beginning with the first occupied dwel l i ng next to the startjng address. 

3.  Proceed around the block, making right turns and attempt additional i nterviews at every 
adjacen t  dwell ing u ntil you have completed s ix  i nterviews around that starting address. 
Within each cluster, you must ensure that three i nterviews arc conducted with a female and 
three with a m ale. 

4. An interview m ust be attempted at each occupied dwelling i ndicated by the selection system. 
However, if the dwelling selected is  u noccupied, is a commercial property or an i nstitution 
(e.g. a school or a hospital),  you should continue around the block until  you reach the next 
occupied dwel l ing and attempt an interview there. 

5 .  Where two o r  more dwel l i ngs occupy the same section (e.g. townhouse or tlats) you should 
treat each flat or unit as a separate dwell i ng .  ( In  other words, if the street numbers you are 
following are get t ing bigger, flat 2 would fol low flat 1 ;  whereas if the numbers you are 
fol lowing are getting smaller, nat 2 would come before nat I . ) 

6. You must fol low a route of all right hand turns and thi s  "right hand rule" should be followed 
regardless of where you are i nterviewing. 

7 .  If you work an ent i re block and you find i t  does not contain enough dwellings for you to 
attempt six i nterviews, proceed to the dwell ing on the opposite side of  the street which is 
nearest the dwell ing where you attempted your first i nterview. Treat the address across the 
street as the next occupied dwel ling and continue around that block using the "right hand 
rule" . 

8 .  If  there are no dwellings on the street o r  road opposite the dwell ing where y o u  attempted your 
first interview, walk direct ly across the street from where you attempted your first i nterview 
and circle that block i n  a clockwise direction (following the "ri ght hand rule") unti l  you come 

to an occupied dwel l i ng.  Attempt your next i nterview there. 

9. If you are still  not able to attempt the necessary six in terviews after circling the adjacent block 
described i n  point 8 above, take the nex t  block found, following a clockwise direction. 

1 0. If the designated respondent i s  not available o n  your first attempt, you should make two call 
backs (return visits) before you abandon that household. Each questionnai re has a section 
following the introduction where you can record details of  when to  call back. Try to make 
a specific time to  i nterview someone who is u navailable when you first call. 

1 1 . I f  you are refused an interview, or i f  you have made three calls  a t  the same dwell ing (your 
original call plus two call backs) and have not obtained an interview with the appropriate 
person, you should abandon that household.  Likewise, if  you need to i nterview a male and 
you call at a household where there are no males, (and vice versa) you should abandon that 
address. 

1 2. I f  you are, for the above reasons, u nable to i nterview the appropriate person, you must record 
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the outcome details  on the questionnaire (see below for these) and you must substi tute that 

person by conducting another i nterview at the end of that cluster of i nterviews. You must 

record the detail s  of the u nsuccessfu l  contact at the top of the questi onnaire. That is ,  write 

the address and "refu sed" or " no males" or whatever is appropri ate and continue to use that 

questionnaire unti l  you have a successfu l  i nterview. You have a pack of replacement 

questionnaires; if necessary use one of these to conduct the successful i nterview (use 

replacements where you fccl the detai l s  will not be obvious because you have had to contact 

a number of people before obtai ni ng a res[Xmdent ). TIle replacements do not have I D  

numbers ; I wil l  al l ocate these l ater. 

Recording A d d resses a n d  Calls 

1 .  Details of each interview you attempt should be recorded on the questionnaire. 

2. At the first occupied dwel li ng (next to the start ing address),  before you knock or ri ng the door 
bel l ,  rccord tJle address, i ncl udi ng the street , street number and nat or u nit nu mber. 

3. For each attempted i nterview, you should record the outcome in the fol lo wing way: 

1 == successfu l  i nterview at tlrst attempt 

2 ::;: successfu l  interview at second attempt 

3 == successfu l  i nterview at thi rcl attempt 
4 == refu sal 
5 ::;: u nable to make contact with res[X)ndent after three attempts 

6 ::;: no respondent of required gender 

7 ::;: other (savage dog prevented access; locked gate; people would 
not answer the cloor; no-one spoke English etc.) 

Select i n2. Respondents 

1 .  A t  each dwel ling explain to the person who answers the door, that you would l ike to interview 
someone (specify the gender of the person you ncccl to i nterview) currently living in the 
household who i s  1 8  years or older. Explain that this includes t he person you are tal king to 

( if  they are of the requi red gencler) and any borders or lodgers, but it does not i nclude people 
who are away at school or u ni versity, away on long trips, or otherwise not l iv ing at home. 

2. If there is more than one person of the speci fied gencler available, ask to speak to the man or 

woman whose birthday is due next. This is  the person who you should i nterview in this 
household. 

3. If the selected person is not available, make a time and clay when i t  woul d  be convenient to 
call back and i nterview herlhim. Record this on the questionnaire. Ask for the selected 

person's name and record this so you will remember who to ask for when you call back. 

t If the person who answers the door cloes not know whose birthday is clue next (this is possible 
in a 11at where occupants are not member of the same famil y), i nterview the person who 

answered the door (i f they are of the gender you require), otherwise i nterview a person of the 

required gender who is at home you cal l .  However, do not resort to this u ntil  you have made 

a genuine effort to establish the selected respondent. 
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5 .  I f  more than one person i n  a dwell i ng quali fies t o  be i nterviewed as a resul t o f  the " next 

birthday" test (that is,  two people of the required gender have their hirthdays on the same 
day) choose the one to be i nterviewed by tossi ng a coi n. 

6 .  Only one person i n  a household should b e  interviewed and only t h e  selected person shoul d  

be i nterviewed; n o  subst i tu t ions should b e  made. You should make up t o  three calls to a 

selected dwel l i ng i n  an e ffort to locate and i nterview a respondent . 

Your A pproach to the I nterv iew 

I .  First i mpreSSions arc crucial .  I ntroducing yourself and persuading t he respondent to give the 

i nterview i s  probabl y one of the most critical and diffi cult  parts of the interview. Your job 

i s  more than just making cal ls  and conduct ing interviews; i t  is  sel l ing people on bei ng 
i nterviewed when there m ight be some resi st ance. 

2.  Most resistance is d u e  t o  two reasons: 

Misu nderstanding :  People may think thai t llis is nol reall y  a survey or they may 

suspect thai i i 's a sales pilCll. 

Can ' t  be bot hered : People are 100 bu sy. or they see i l  as an invasion of Iheir privacy. 

You need to be able to overcome these objections by convi nci ng I he respondent that: 

You arc cal l ing for a legit imate and reputable organi sation. 
You are engaged in i m portant and wOl1 l1whi le research. 

ll1e respo ndent's partici pation is vital to the success of the project. 

At the start, you need to explain who you are, why you arc there and who you are working 

for (who is  conducting the survey and why). I f  respondents arc not  sure about these detai ls ,  

they may see you as someone t rying to sel l  them something, or. worse, as someone trying to 
steal somethi ng from them. You have in your i nterview kit an identification badge which 

clearly l inks you to the University, please make sure you wear it while you are i nterviewi ng, 

You also have a letter of authenticity. written by the Head o f  the Marketi ng Department, 

which establishes you as a bona fide i nterviewer engaged in research conducted withi n the 

Department. Each questionnaire has a standard i ntroduction which covers these fX)ints . Please 

m ake sure that you are fami l i ar with i t .  However, please make sure that you always state your 

i n troduction in an i nteresting and conl1dent manner so that i t  does not sound l i ke a t ired and 
dreary reci tal .  

3 .  Your voice, words and your appearance must convey your credibility.  Your m anner must help 
people feel at ease, and must also convey confidence and competence. In other words, if you 

seem hesitant about obtai ni ng an i nterview, chances are t h at resfX)ndents will  hesitate i n  giving 
you one, On the other hand. the overbeari ng exuberance of an encyclopedi a salesperson may 

not be the answer either ! !  Ideall y, try to be neutral i n  your appearance, clothing and speech. 

4. Approach people as if they are friendly and i nterested. Assume that they are wil l ing to give 

you an i nterview. However, do ensure that you do not suggest to resfX)ndents that they are 
u nder a n  obligation to participate i n  the survey. That is ,  i mplying that they somehow should, 
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or must,  participate i s  u nethical and must not happen. On the other hand, please do not deter 
respondents. I n  practice, most people are happy to be i nterviewed, a nd, as I have mentioned, 

their decision to parti cipate wi l l  depend heavi ly  on how you have approached them. Make 

sure that your nametag is  clearl y visible and be prepared to answer questions about M assey, 
the Marketing Department , or the survey i t self  (you can give respondents my work number, 

356 9099 ext 8525 i f  they would l i ke to talk to me about the study). 

) .  A s  mentioned above, some people may want reassurance about particular pOi nts before they 

agrcc to participate. Some people think that surveys arc an invasion of their privacy and you 

may nccd to explai n  that the aim of the survey is  worthwllile,  that their answers will be 

confidential , and that no-one wi l l  be able to trace the details t hey provide back to them. TIle 

explanatory letter you have deals wi th these issues as wel l .  

1 .  Some respondents m a y  also wonder how they came to b e  selected for the study, and how we 

obtai ned their address .  TIle answer to this quest ion is the electoral rol l .  I selected start ing 

addresses randomly from t hi s  and their address i s  one of s ix  that wil l  be randomly i nterviewed 

around that s t arti ng poi nt .  TIle birthday t est , which you wi l l  have ment ioned to the firs t  person 

you spoke to at the household, attempts to randomly identi fy a respondent wi thin a household. 

Some respondents may also query the purpose of the survey. Y ou should be prepared to 

discuss this with them, but, at the same t i me, please do not say anything that could prejudice 

respondents '  repl ies, or that would give them the idea that the t opic was not something they 
would l i ke to discuss. If you appear ignorant of the survey's purpose, or u ninterested i n  i t s  
aims, res{X)ndents wi l l  be less wil l i ng to participate. 

s .  Duri ng the i nterview, some people m a y  ask why a particular question has bccn i ncluded. I 
wi l l  try to cover the purpose of each questio n  as we discuss the quest ionnaires l ater i n  t he day, 

but if you have any queries, please let me know. 

). Some people wi l l  state that they are too busy to be i nterviewed. It  is true that you cannot 

always call a t  the most convenient t ime, so ask if  you can make a definite t ime at which they 
would be able to be i nterviewed (maki ng a defi nite time is much bctter than some vague time, 

l ike later this afternoon). I f  someone asks you how l ong the i nterview wil l  take, tell her or 

him that it will take between 5 to 10  minutes. do not attempt to deceive them. 

lO. Above all .  talk to people, not at them. If they believe you are real l y  i nterested i n  them, they 

are more likely to partiCipate. 

I I . I f  you fi nd that you are getti ng repeated refu sals, something i s  probably wrong w i th your 

i nterviewing approach, and you should contact me i mmediately to discuss the problem. 
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The I n terview and Your Role i n  I t  

I .  As an i nterviewer, i t  i s  important that you are aware of the vi tal role you are playing i n  this 
survey. You are t he l i nk hetween me (the researcher) and the respondents.  The qu al i t y  o f  the 
fi nal resul t s  depends on your ahi l i t y  to el ic i t  t he i n formaUon needed fro m  respondents.  

2.  You should think of yoursel f  as a communicator. The questjonnai re is  your tool for 
com municat i ng to respondents what I would l i ke to know. D u t ,  un less you u se it correctly,  
your i nterviews wil l  not  he producti ve. 

� .  Remcmhcr that responclents have n o t  heen t rai ned for lileir role. a nd t hat t hey m a y  need some 
hel p. However, at t he same t i me, remem her that it is  vital l y  i mportant that you do not hi  as 
or pre-empt their responses. Help respondents to real i se that t hey are not taking part in some 
sort of test , and that t here are no right or wrong a nswers; i t 's just t heir own opinions that we 
are real l y  i nterested i n .  Make sure that you m runtru n  some eye contact with respondents (hut 
don't try to stare t hem ou t !  ! ) .  I t  i s  orten i mport ant to look at responde nt s  after you have 
asked them a quest ion, so t llat you can pick up signs of confusion or worry. 

L It i s  very i mport ant to mai ntai n respondents'  i nterest and goodwi l l  t hroughout t he i nterview. 
Lucki l y ,  most people are s t i l l  qu i te will i ng t o  discuss their pOl i t ical views. You must ensure 
t11at the pace of t1le i n terview suits respo ndents. While some people answer qu ickly and want 
t o  get on with tile i nterview as fast as possihle, ot hers need more t i me to thi n k  and shoul d  he 
al lowed t i me to consider t heir answers. We wi l l  practise pacing i nterviews l ater in the day. 

J .  You must record respo ndents' answers i n  such a way that they make sense to t hose who have 
to enter and anal yse the resul ts .  111is means you have to report completely, fil ling i n  
somethi ng for every quest ion,  (unless i t  was a skip question). A nd you MUST write legibly. 

n terviewi ng Style 

When you ask respondents questions,  i t  is vi tal l y  i mportant that you use the exact words 

pri nted i n  the quest ionnaire al) even mi nor and apparently trivial changes can a ffect 
respondents' perceptions o f  what they are bei ng al) ked , and so m ay affect their responses. If 
a respondent appears to have misu nderstood a question,  ti rst  repeat i t  slowly. DO NOT TRY 
TO EXPLA I N  IT I N  DIFFERENT WORDS, as these may hias her or his response. I f  a 

respondent asks you what a quest ion means, try to ti n d  out  what s/he believes i t  means; i f  the 
respondent's interpretation i s  correct, tell  her or hi m ;  i f  it i s  wrong, try to guide her or him 
to the correct meaning, without deviat i ng fro m  t he origi nal wordi ng. If  tills sounds very 
d i fficult, don't worry, we'l l have some practice before t he end of the day. 

Sometimes, i t  i s  d i fficult to keep respondents to the poi n t  (this can be a particular problem 
with political surveys). I f  a respondent starts to answer one question by giv i ng i n formation 
that is needed i n  a l ater question,  you will need to stop her or him ,  and expla i n  that that po i n t  
occurs l ater. Even i f  the respondent appears to b e  making a ful l  response to the l ater question, 
do not record it as i n tervening questions may aftect her or his reply, or m ay remind her or him 
of other aspects of the topic. It i s  VITAL that you DO NOT alter t he sequence of questions 
(si nce the versions d iffer according to this), so when you come to the question a respondent 
appears to have answered earlier, you can preface i t  by saying '' I'd just l i ke to check". If a 
respondent wishes to go back and change an answer to a question, please note tills i n  wri t i ng 
beside the question. 
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3.  Al though you can add some l i nk phrases (such as "Now, I ' l l  move on (0 the next  question") 
t o  move from one question to the next ,  it i s  vi tal that t hese have no bearing o n  the answers 
respondents give and so cannot b ias the results. 

4. I t  i s  i m portant to realise that  many thi ngs can b ia<; respondents' answers. I have tried t o  
desig n  questionnaires which I hope wil l  be easy and straightforward for y o u  t o  admi nister and 
for respondents to answer, however, i nterviewers can llave a profound effect on how 
respondents answer questions, and you should do your best to mi nimise any pre-empli ng that 
may bia<; respondents' answers. 

I n te rv iewing Technique 

1 .  In normal conversation, people orten b i as t heir answers accorcii ng to what they believe another 
person expects or wants to hear. While this may be a good idea in social  rel ationships , it is 
a real danger i n  survey research. You M UST avoid g i v i ng respondents any cues as t o  what 
you expect t hem to say, or any feedbac k on what t hey have said ,  unt i l  the interview has 
concluded. Even your answers to Si mple quest ions such as vv'hat you do or where you l ive 
may l ead respondents to mod i fy tlleir  answers. 

If respondents are unsure what to say, t hey m ay ask you what you think. Again, try to turn 
the quest ion around so that you encourage the respondent s to talk about t hemsel ves and their 
views. 

\ .  You must be sure to as k all questions in a neutral and straight forward way. A note of surprise 
or an over-sympathetic reaction may eas i l y  affect a respondent's subsequent answers. You 
m u st m ake a strong effort to show a u ni form, pol i te and consi stent i nterest in respondents' 
answers. Even apparen t l y  very tri vial comments such as "good" can seriously bias subsequent 
answers. 

If a respondent seems fl ippant a nd appears not to be taki ng t he i n terview seriously, the best 
thing is to break off interviewing and remind the person that the survey is serious and to ask 
again for their co-operation. I f  it  i s  clear that you are serioUS, and that you take your job 
seriously ,  only a very determined and troubl esome respondent wi l l  persevere w i th fli ppancy. 
However, i f  you feel a respondent hali not been giving you hel pfu l  or truthful answers, please 
m ak e  a note of this on the questionnaire (i t  might be t actfu l  if you do this discretel y ! ). 

There may be t i mes when respondents appear to have gi ven you i nconsistent answers. This 
may be because they have misunderstood the question, or you m a y  have misunderstood their 
answer. If you notice a clear contradiction in a mailer of fact ,  tactful ly  draw the respondent's 
attention to i t .  However, if the i nconsistency is to do with a matter of opinion, then leave it ,  
as m any people do hold i nconsistent views (especi al l y  with respect to poli tics). 

Sometimes i t  m ay be necessary to probe respondents' reaclions i n  order to help them give an 
answer. Probing can be both verbal and non-verbal . For example, an expectant glance or a 
"mmmm" can probe just as direct questions such as " tell me more abo u t  that" can. All the 
questions i n  this study are pre-coded, b u t  even then probing m ay be necessary. For example, 
suppose you had just asked someo ne how i nterested they were in this year's election. The 
answer may be " I  couldn't reall y  say". This answer doesn't usuall y  mean that  the respondent 
has no views, but rather that slhe is hesi tating between the categories offered. I n  such cases, 
you could ask "Which comes closest to your views?", and repeat the question. Man y  of the 
questions i n  this survey contain a "don't know" category, but only use this as a l as t  resort. 
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We wi l l  di scuss this i n  more detai l  l ater. 

7 .  O n  the questionnai re the questions which you are to ask are printed i n  capi t al s  and lower 
case, l i ke t hese notes. However, the i nstructions to you are printed i n  capi t al s  LIKE THIS. 
I n  some quest i ons al l you need to do i s  read the question, you do not need t o  read the reply 

options. H owever, other questions do require you to read the optio ns, and some quest ions 
i n vol ve tlle use o f  a showcard. llle i nstructi o ns beside each question make this  clear a nd we 
wil l discuss t he questionnai res in detai l  later i n  the day. 

R .  For most quest ions al\ you have to d o  i s  circle the appropriate nu mber; however, someti mes 
you may have to write an answer. Please e nsure you usc a blue bal l point pen (NOT BLACK 
o r  a fou n t a i n  pe n). I f  you make a mistake in circl i ng a n  answer, put two di agonal l i nes (1/) 
through the i ncorrect answer and then circle t he correct respo nse. 

9. A l l  questions have "Don'( know" ; "None" etc categories to use where appropriate. However, 

if you come to a question where respondents s impl y  cannot use o ne of the opt i ons avai lable, 

please wri te t heir response i n  and I will  deal with i t  when I check the quest i onnaires . 

1 O. Make sure that you record the answers as t he i nterview proceeds. If you t ry to remember t he 
answers and complete t he questionnaire afl erwards, you nearl y al ways i ntroduce error through 
i ncorrect or i ncomplete recol l ect ion of the actual answers. 

1 1 . I f  t he interview presents any special difl1 cult ies ( for example, i f  t he respondent has a hearing 
or sight di sab i l i ty and t he usual metho(1 of quest i oning has to be changed, or if there arc any 
l anguage difficulties) please make sure you note this at the end o f  t he questi onnaire. 

1 2. Some questlons contain skip i nstructions which look l ike this GO TO Q4. 111ese arc 

i nstructions about which quest ion you should go t o  next. I f  there i s  no skip i nstruction beside 
the a nswer g i ven b y  a respondent , you should conti nue to t he next question.  

1 3 . Your set of m aterials also cont ai ns a set o f  showcards. You are to use these cards whenever 

there is an i nstruction on t he quest ionnai re t el l i ng you to SHOWCARD - . (Each card i s  
identi fied b y  a lei ter o r  a ti t l e.) A t  that ti me i n  the i nterview you are to show that particu l ar 
card to the respondent as an aid i n  answering the question.  

1 4. Occasionally. respondents ask i f  t hey m ay have access t o  the results o f  the survey, or j f  they 

m ay retai n a copy of the questionnaire. I f  this happens, g i ve the respondent my n a me a nd 

Massey phone number (356  9099 ext 8525) and ask them t o  get i n  touch directly with me. 

(Alternati vely. tell them that you wil l  ensure that t he i r  name i s  passed o nto me so that I can 
get in  direct contact with them.)  

1 5 .  Before leavi ng. check quickly t hrough the questionn ai re t o  ensure that all relevant questions 
have been askecl and the questlons correct l y  recorded. G ive respondents a last chance to ask 
questions and thank them for thei r  participation and help so that they are left thi nki ng that the 
i nterview has been worthwhile. 

1 6. I have discussed the way i n  which you are to select households, but you must a lways ensure 
that your own safety i s  paramount.  That is, i f  you come to a household. that appears i n  any 
way dangerous. o r  to a respondent who alarms you for whatever reason ,  DO NOT 
PROCEED WITH THE I NTERVIEW. 
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1 7. The i nterviews you conduct wil l  be audited. I f  there is A NY evidence that the procedures 
outlined i n  this document have not been complied with, PA YMENT WILL B E  

FORFEITED. 
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THE Q UESTIONNAI RES 

There arc two basic versions of the questionnaire, and these arc spl i t  further to make a total of eight 

versions.  I've set out the characteristics of these below. 

Tradi t ional Quest ion n ai re Version A 

This begins with a question asking people their interest i n  t hi s  year's election. There is a showcard 

that you must g i ve them, then, when respondents have i ndicated which statement best describes t heir 

i nteres t ,  code the number in the column.  I f  someone says that no statement reall y  describes his or her 

i nterest. ask her or hi m which one is closest, or seems nearest to how she or he feels.  

Over the page there is  a set of  quest ions which ask people t heir views on some key issues. Questions 

2A to 2 D  all use a table primed beneath quest ion 2D. Each row in this table corresponds to a question 

and,  once respondents have told you which party they think has the best policies relati ng t o  a specific 

issue,  c ircle the number in that row which corresponds with t he party t hey have mentioned. 

Questio n  3 asks  respondents about their party identi lleat ion.  Read the l i st of part ies start i ng at the 

lL<;terisked party h u t  do not read the opt ions i n  the shaded hox, and circle the number correspond i ng 
to Ule party they feel most afl1n i ty  with.  Try to get respondents to make a cl10ice, hut  i f  they say they 

cannot choose, or that they do not feel an affinity with any party ,  then code either " do n' t  know" or 

" none "  in the shaded box. I f  you code ei ti1er "don't know" or "none" t11en  turn the page and move to 

question S. 

If respondents have identi fied a part y, then move to quest ion 4 and ask them how s trongly (Alliance! 

Labour! National! NZ First! or other party,  depending on who t hey st ated in question 3) they fecI .  
Read the options to respondents and code the one that hest applies. There shoul d  b e  no problem with 

o ne o f  the opUons not  applying to respondents. 

Quest ion 5 lL<;ks whether respondents belong to a pol itical party .  If they answer yes, move to quest ion 

5B. I f  they say " no", refu se to tel l  you , or say that  they "don't know", move to question 6A. Question 

5B lL<;k s  those respondents who i ndicated that they do belong to  a poli tical party to specify that party. 

Question 6A asks if respondents arc e nrolled to vote;  t hat i s ,  whether they have registered on the 

electoral roIL If  they answer yes, ask t he m  in which electorate t hey have registered and record the 

answer in the space provided. 

Questions 6B to 6C all relate to the table printed heneath question 6C. Question 6B asks how 

respondents voted in the 1 990 General Election. If they voted for a party not listed in the table, code 
other and write the name of the party i n  the space proved in question 6B. Question 6C asks 
respondents which party they would have voted for, if this year's General Election had heen held 

yesterday. Code their response to  this question in row Q6C. It is  important in all these questions that 
you DO NOT prompt respondents. That is ,  do not read out the names of the parties to them, but let 

them tell you unaided. 

Question 8 uses a showcard with the Juster Scale. This is a prohahility scale and is used to enable 
respondents to project the likelihood or chance that they will do something. There is a detailed 
i ntroduction to this question, make sure that you read it carefully and understand i t. Give respondents 
Showcard B and allow them a l i ttle time to read this. Then ask respondents to use the scale to tell you 
how likely it is that they will eat out at a restaurant during the next month. This is an introductory 
question designed to give respondents practice in using the scale. Do not code the response to this 
question. Next ask respondents to use the scale to tell you how likely it is that they will vote i n  this 
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year's General Elect i o n .  111CY m ay say probable, i n  which case you shoul d  answcr " What number i s  
t hat '?" ; t h e n ,  o nce t hey have told y o u ,  repeat the Ju ster number as a clleck before cod i ng i t  in t he 
colu m n  pro v ided . 

The rem ai nder o f  t h i s  ques t io nnaire collects demographic detai ls .  first,  as k  respond en ts i n  which ycar 
t hey were born and wri t e  down t he l ast t wo digi ts ( i . e . ,  i f  someone s ai d  1 95 8 ,  you would write down 

5 8 ). Question ] () ask s  respondent s about their educ at ion l evel . G ive respondents Showcard C and ask 
t hem t o  tel l  you which statement best  descri bes tlleir  h ighest l evel o f  educat ion .  Fi nal l y, note their 
gender (you should only need to as k this i n  real ly  cxcept ional circumst ances � � ) 

TRA DITIONA L Version 2 

Thi s  qucstjonnaire i s  the same as versi o n  L e xcept t he quest i o ns are asked i n  a di fferen t order. You 

now beg i n  with t he quest i o n  ask i ng respondents  i f  t hey are enrol led and, i f  so, i n  which electorate. 
You then move onto t he questjons about the l ast elect ion a nd t his  elect i o n  (see the pre vious sect i o n  

for det ai l s  on these). Over t he page arc t he quest ions rd at i ng t o  respondent s'  i n terest i n  t h e  elect i o n  
and t he i r  v ie ws o n  key elect i o n  i ssues. A t  the bo! loIJ) i s  t h e  quest i o n  o n  party i dent i fi cat i o n  a n d  o n  
page 3 t he strength or this i dent jllcat ion.  111en fol low t he questi o ns o n  party membership a nd 111C 

Just er Scale questi o n  i nvest igat ing respondents'  probah i l i t y  of voti ng.  11le demograph ic  ques t i on s  are 
t he same and appear in t he same o rder. 

TRADITIONA L Versi o n  :I 

1111S questionnaire is the same as version 1 a nd t he qucst i o ns appear i n  t he same order as vcrs ion I 
except i nstead of as ki ng respondents d irect l y  who t hey pl an to vote for in thi s  year's General Election. 
you will i nstead ask them to i ndicate thi s o n  a ballot paper which t hcy w i l l  pl ace i nto a Secret B al lot 
Box. The idea of this is that respondents w i l l  associate a h i gher level of secrecy with their responses 

and so those who may otherwise decl are t hemselves to he u ndecided because t hcy do not wish to tell 
an i nterviewer their planned voti ng behaviour may be w i l l i ng 10 express t h i s  i f  offered a "secret" way 
of dOing so. It i s  VITA L that you not e  the number of the bal lot  paper you g ive a respondent on the 
questionnaire that you u sed to record t he rest o f  her or h is  a nswers. Use t he space provi ded b y  

question 6C. 

TRA DITI ONA L Versi o n  4 

This version is the same as version 2. but i t  also uses the secret ballot method i nstead o f  the direct 
question. 

J USTER Version 1 

The Juster questionnaires make greater use of the Juster Scale than the tradi tional versions do. Version 
A begins with the same interest question used in the tradi tional questionnaj res a nd u ses exactly the 

same format u ntil question 7 .  Here. i nstead of aski ng respondents directly who they plan to vote for 

and have them tell us or i ndi cate their choice on a ballot paper, you wi l l  i nstead use the Juster Scale 
Showcard t o  ask respondents their probabil i ty of voti ng for each of the parties shown in the table 
below question 7. Again the probabil i ty is written down the l eft hand side of the page and the parties 

are wri tten along the top. One of the parties will have an asterisk by it ; start by aski ng respondents 

about this party. Thus i n  this example, you woul d  s tart by asking "How l i kel y is i t  that you wil l  vote 

for the New Zealand First candidate i n  this year's General Election?" Then ask "How l i kely is it that 
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you will vote for the Alliance candidate i n  this year's General election?";  then " How l i kely is it that 

you will  vote for the Labour candidate i n  thi s  year's General election ? " ;  then " How l i kely i s  i t  that you 
will vote for the N ational candidate i n  this year's General election?";  fi nal l y  " A nd how l i kely is it that 
you wil l  vole for a c andidate from anot her party i n  this year's General Elect i on?".  In each case check 
respondents" answer by repeat i ng t h e  n u meric probahi l i t y . A t ypical conversati o n  might be as foll ows: 

You: How l i kely is it that  you will vote for t he Lahour Candidate in t hi s  year's 
General Election '? 

Responden t :  O h ,  there 's a fai r  poss ihi l i ty .  

You: What ntl fnher is tll a t ?  

Respond e n t :  Four. 

You : You mean there's a four i n  ten chance Owt you' l l  vote for the Labour 

candidate in this year 's General El ect ion?  

Respondent : Yes, t h at's r ight .  

You : Now, how l i ke l y  is i t  t hat you'll  vot e for t he Nat ional  candidat e i n  this year's General 
Elect i o n ?  

Responden t :  I ' d  say t here's n o  chance of th is  happe n i ng. 

You: What nu m ber i s  that? 

Responden t :  Zero. 

You : So there's a 1 i n  100 chance t ha t  you'l l  vote for the National candidate i n  this year's 
General elect ion? 

Respondent :  Yes. 

Once you have worked t hrough the part ies, always endi ng with the quest i o n  about the other 
candidates, ask respondents to use the same card to i ndicate the chance that t hey will cast a vote i n  
this year's General Election. Code the answer t o  this question i n  the col u m n  o n  the far right l abelled 
"Vote", 

The demographic questions are identical to those used in the trad it io nal questionnaires. 

J USTER Version 2 

This uses exactly the same questions as the Juster version 1 .  but reverses the order of them. Please 
read throu g h  the questionnaire c arefully and then check the question details given i n  version 1 above. 

You will have an opport u ni t y  to role play each of these question n ai re versions duri ng today's session ,  
I t  i s  really important that you ask questions if you canno t  fol low any aspect of the questionnaires. 
as you must be sure you u nderstand the questionnaires before you can hope to i nterview somebody. 
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APPENDIX C: 

S U RVEY Q UESTIONNAI RES 
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SURVEY Q UESTIONNAI RES 

TIle s u rvey ques t ionnai res reproduced here are discllssed i n  det ai l  i n  Chapter 6. I n terviewers were 

i nstructed to complete one vers i on of each quest ionnaire i n  each c luster. l11e order in which the 

questionnaires were presented was rot ated in each cluster.  
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Mnssey Univcl'sity 
DEPA RTM ENT OF M A R KETING 

TRADITIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE A 

RECORD ADDRESS ON BACK PA GE OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

ID _______ 1 .4 
OUTCOME 5 

S U RVEY 6 
VERSION 7 

Hello, m y  name i s  , and I'm a researcher from M assey University ( i n  Palmerston North). 
We're conducting a very short survey as part of an important research project about this year's General Election; 

il wi l l  only take 5 to 10 minutes. Could I speak to tlJe male/female in  the household who is 18 years or older 
and whose birtlJday comes next please. Are you that person? 

IF YES, SA Y: Thank you. EverytlJing you tell me wil l  he strict ly confidential and, if we come to allY question 
you'd rather not answer, please tell me and I'll move onto the next one. We're very interested in your ideas and 
opinions and, as I said, these wil l  be held in the strictest confidence. 

IF NO, ASK IF YOU CAN SPEAK TO THA T PERSON. IF UNA VAILABLE, ARRANGE A SUITABLE TIME 
FOR A REINTERVIEW. 

Name: __________ _ Time: ___________ Date: _________ _ 

Address: ________________________________________ __ 

IF A NEW PERSON COMES TO THE DOOR, SA Y: 

I 'm a rese,u'cher from Massey University (in Palmerston North) and we're conducting a short survey about the 
General Election; it wil l  only take about 5 mi nutes of your time.  Everything you tel l  me wi l l  be strictly 
confidential and, i f  we come to any question you'd rather not answer, please tell  me and I ' l l  move onto tlJe next 
one. We're very interested in your ideas and opinions, and, as I said, tlJese wi l l  be held in the strictest 
confidence. 

1 .  First of al l ,  please read this card ami tel l  me which statement hest descrihes your interest in this year's 
General Election. 

SHOWCARD A AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

I run very interested in this  year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
I have some interest in this year's e lection . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
I don't real ly feel interested in this year's eleclion . . . . . . .  3 
1 am completely uninlerested in this year's election . . . . . . 4 
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TIlere have been several issues affect ing New Zealanders discussed in the news recent ly, I 'd like lO ask you now 
which parlY you tllink has the besl policies for dealing with some of Illese issues. 

2A. First, which parly do you mink has tIle besl healthcare policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2A BEWW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE _________ _ 

2B. And which parlY do you Illink has Ille beSl education policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE _________ _ 

2e. Now, which pruty do you think has tIle hesl policies for deal ing willl unemployment? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2C BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE _________ _ 

2D. And which parly do you tll ink has Ille best. policies for deal ing with crime and violence? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2D DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE __________ _ 

Alliance Lahour Nat ional New Zealand First Olhel' None Don' t  Know 

Q2A. HeaIthcare 
Q2ll. Education . . .  
Q2C. Unemployment . .  
Q2D. Crime & Violence 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
7 
7 
7 

3. Now, I'd l ike to ask you some questions aboul your feelings towards tIle polilical pall ies. Generally 
speaking, do you think of yoursel f  as heing . . . . .  rSTART READING AT *J or what? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW. DO NOT READ SHADED BOX 

Alliance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Lahour . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
National . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
New Zealand FirSl . . . . . . .  4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

4. And how strongly ____ (PARTY CODED IN Q3) do you feel?  

READ A ND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

Very strongly  . . . . 1 
Reasonahly strongly . . . .  2 
Not very strongly . . . .  3 
NOl at al l  strongly . . .  .4 
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SA.  Are you ClllTentJy a member of a poli t ical party? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 

Yes . . . . . .  . 1  --- > GO TO Q5B 
No . . . . . .  .2 
Refused 
Don't Know 

. . . . . . .  3 --- > GO TO Q6A 

. . . . . .  .4 

5B .  Which party are you a memher of? 

NOTE PARrY HERE ____________ _ 

6A. Are you enrolled to vote in this year's General Election? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

Yes . .  1 ----> 
No . . 2 
Don't Know . . 3 

Which electorate. _____ _ 

6B . Now, tJlinking hack to the 1 990 General Election, which party did you vote for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 6B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY PARTY HERE ______________ _ 

6C. I f  Illis year's General Eleclion had been held yestenJay, which pru'ly would you have vOled for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 6C BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY PA RTY HERE ______________ _ 

All iance Lahllur National New Zealand First Other None Don' t  Know 

Q6n. 1 990 Voting . . . . . .  2 3 4 
Q6C. Vote Yestenlay . .  . .  . . . .  2 3 4 

5 6 
5 6 

7 
7 
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I A  

8. Now, please look at this card. It descrihes a series of chances, or l ikelihoods, that you might do something. 
It  works l ike this. I f  I asked you how likely i t  is that you wi l l  eat out at a restaurant i n  the nex t  month, 
and you were certain, or practical ly certain you wil l  do this, you would answer 1 0. On the other hand, i f  
you tllOught there was n o  chance, or almost n o  chance, o f  this happening, you would answer O .  I f  you are 
uncertain about doing tllis, you would choose another answer as close to 0 or 10 as you Ulink i t  should be. 

Please take a moment to read this scale. 

SHOWCARD B 

Now, using tllis scale, please tell me how likely it is that you wil l  eat out at a restaurant during the next 
month? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A JVORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T'? 
DO NOT CIRCLE THIS IS A TEST QUESTION ONLY. 

Sti l l  using Ulis card, please tel l  me how l ikely you are to vOle in this year's General election. 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T  NUMBER IS THA T'? 
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOlV. REPEA TJUSTER NUMBER TO RESPONDENT AS A CHECK. 

Vote 

Certain, practically certain (99/1 00) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0  
Almost sure (9/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
Very probahle (8/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Probable (7/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Good possihi l i ty (6/ 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Fairly good possihi l i ty (5/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Fair possihil i ty (4/ 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Some possibi l i ty (311 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
S l ight possibi l i ty (2110) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Very sl ight possibility ( I / l 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
No chance, almost no chance ( 1 / 100) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Now could I collect a few details ahout you so we can make sure our sample is representat ive. Please rememher 
Umt everything you tell me wi l l  be treated as strict ly  confident ial .  

9 .  First, in what year were you horn? 1 9  __ 

IF REFUSED, MAKE A GUESS A T  A GE AND ENTER THIS WITH A QUESTION MARK 

1 0. Which of Ulese hest descrihes your h ighest level of education? 

SHOW CARD C CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

No secondary schooling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
Less Ulan 3 years secondary . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2 
School Certificate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
6Ul Form CertilicarelUE/13 ursary . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Technical or trade certificate . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Teacher's Certi ficate or Diploma . . . . . . . .  . .  .6 
University Degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 

252 



A 

1 1 . Gender (FROM OBSERVA TION ONLY) 

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Just so my supervisor can audit my work, could you tell me your name and telephone number please. 

Name: ___________ _ Phone: ______ _ 

Address: ______________________________ _ 

Thank you very much for your help, I appreciate your assistance very much. 

I certify Ulat tllis is a true and accurate record of tile interview conducted by me, i n  ful l  accordance with my 
i nstructions. 

I NTERVIEWER'S S IGNATURE: _________ DATE: ________ _ 

TIME: ______ _ DURATION: ______ _ 

SUPERVISOR'S CHECK : ________ _ 
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Massey University 
DEPARTMENT OF M A R KETING 

TRADITIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE n 

RECORD ADDRESS ON BA CK PA GE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

1 D  ______ 1-4 
OUTCOME 5 

SURVEY 6 
VERSION 7 

Hello, my name is , WId I'm a researcher from Massey University in Palmerslon North 
We're conducting a very short survey as part of an important research project about \llis year's General Election; 
it wi l l  only take 5 to 10 minules. Could I speak to Ule male/female in \lIe household who is 1 8  years or older 
and whose birUlday comes next please? Are YOll \ lInt person? 

IF YES, SAY: Thank you. Everytll ing you lel l me wil l  be sl1"icLly confident ial and, i f  we come to any question 
you'd rather not answer, please tell me and I ' l l  move on 10 Llle next one. We're very inleresled in your ideas and 
opinions and, as I said, Ulese wil l  be held in Ille striclest confidence. 

IF NO, ASK IF YOU CAN SPEAK TO THA T PERSON. IF UNA VAILABLE, ARRANGE A SUITABLE TIME 
FOR A REINTER VIE W. 

Name: _________ _ Time: _____ _ Dale: _________ _ 

Address: __________________________________ _ 

IF A NEW PERSON COMES TO THE DOOR, SA Y: I 'm a researcher from Massey University (in Palmerslon 
North) and we're conducling a short survey about the General election; i t  wi l l  only take about 5 minules of your 
l ime. Everything you lel l me will be slricl ly confidenlial and, if we come to any queslion you'd ralller not 
answer, please tel l  me and I 'll move on to Ihe nex t  one. We're very in leresled in your ideas and opinions, and, 
as I said, I hese wil l  be held in Ihe slriclest confidence. 

1 .  Are you enrolled to VOle in Ihis year's General Eleclion? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 - - -> Which eleclorale __________ _ 

No . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Don't Know . . . . . . 3 

2A Now, Ihinking back 10 Ihe 1 990 Genera l Elcclion, which pany did you VOle for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2A BELOW. DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY PA RTY HERE ______________ _ 

213.  I f  Illis year's General Elcclion had been held yeslerday, which parly would you have vOlecl for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2B IJELOW. DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY PA RTY /JERE _______________ _ 

Alliance LahollJ' National New Zeahllld First Othet' None Don't Know 

Q2A 1 990 Voting 
Q2R V (lte Yestenlay 

TRAD B 

. . . . . .  2 

. . . . . .  2 
3 4 
3 4 

5 6 
5 6 

7 
7 
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3 .  Now please read this card aJld tel l  me which statement best describes your interest in  this year's General 
Election. 

SHOWCA RD A AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

I am very interested in Lllis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

I have some interest i n  Lll is year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

I don't really feel  interested in Lllis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

I am completely uninterested in this year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

There have been several issues affecting New Zealanders discussed in Llle news recently, I'd l ike to ask 

you now which party you think has tJle best policies for deal ing wiLll some of these issues. 

4A. First, which party do you tJl ink has the best healthcare pOlicies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 4A BELOlV. D O  NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE 

40.  And which p:u·ty tlo you think has the best ecillcalion (X)licies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 4B BELOW. DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE 

4C. Now, which party do you think has Llle best policies for deal ing with unemployment? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 4C BELOW. DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE 

40. And which party do you tJl ink has tJle best policies for deal ing with crime and violence? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 4D BELOW. DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ______________ _ 

Alliance Labour National New Zealand First Other None Don't K now 

Q4A Healthcare 2 
Q4ll Education 2 
Q4C Unemployment 2 
Q4D Crime & Violence 2 

3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
7 
7 
7 

5. Now, I'tI l ike to ask you some questions ab.out your feel ings towards the pol it ical pru1ies. General ly 

speaking, do you tll ink of yourself as being . . . [START READING AT *] or what? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW DO NOT READ SHADED BOX 

All iance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Labour . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
National . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
New Zealand First . . . . . . .  4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 Specify 
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6. And how strongly ____ (PA Rn' CODED IN Q5) do you feel? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

Very slfongly . . .  . l  
Reasonably slfongly . . . .  2 
Not very slfongly . . . .  3 
Not at al l  s lfongly . . ..4 

7. Are you currenlly a member of a political party? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 

Yes . . . . .  1 --- > 
No . . . . .  2 ) 
Refused . . . .  .3 )--> 
Don't Know . . . .  .4 ) 

8. Which party are YOll a member of? 

GO TO Q8 

GO TO Q9 

NOTE PARTY HERE __________ _ 

9. Now, please look at this card . I I  describes a series of chances, or l i kelihoods, UUlt you might do something. 
It works l ike iliis. If I asked you how l ikely i t  is Ulat you will eat out at a restaurant in Ule next monili and 

you were certain ,  or practically cel1ain you will do lllis, you would answer 1 0. On the other hand, if you 
lllOught lllere was no chance, or almost no chance of this happening, you would answer O. If  you are 
uncertain about  doing lllis, you would choose another answer as close to 0 or 10  as you think it should be. 
Please take a moment to read this scale. 

SHOH'CARD B 

Now, using this scale, please tell me how l ikely it. is thal. you wil l  eat out at a restaurant during ilie next 
month? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A JVORD DESCRIPTION, ASK " WHA T NUMBER IS THA T?" 
DO NOT CIRCLE. THIS IS A TEST QUESTION ONLY. 

St i l l  using Ulis cru'd, please tell me how l ikely you are 10 vote in Ihis year's General election. 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, A SK " WHA T NUMBER IS THA T?" 
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW. REPEA T JUSTER NUMBER TO RESPONDENT AS CHECK. 

VOle 
Certain, practically certain (99/1 00) . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0  
AI most sure (9/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Very probable (811 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Probable (7/10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Good possibili ty (61 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Fairly good possihi l i ty Cill O) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Fair possibi l i ly (41 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Some possibi l i ty (31 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Sl ight possibility (21 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Very s l ight possibi l i ty ( 1 / 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
No chance, almost no chance ( 1 1 1 00) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
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Now could I collecL a few details aboul you so we can make sure our sample is represent<'lIive. Please 

remember LhaL everything you tell me wil l  be treated as strictly confidential. 

1 0. First, in what year were you born? 

1 9  __ 

IF REFUSED, MAKE A G UESS A T  A GE AND ENTER THIS WITH A QUESTION MARK 

1 1 .  Which of Ulese besL describes your h ighest level of education? 

SHOW CARD C CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

No secondary schooling . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
Less tJlan 3 years secondary . . . . . . . . . . . .2 
School Certificate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .3 
6tJl Fonn CerLificate/UE/D ursary . . . . . . . . .4 
Technical or trade certificate . .  . . . . . . . . .  5 
Teacher's Certificate or Diploma . . . . . . . .  6 
University Degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0  

1 2. Gender (FROM OBSERVA TION ONLY) 

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Female . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

JuSL so my supervisor can audiL my work, could you tell me your name and telephone number please. 

Name: ___________ _ Phone: ______ _ 

Address: ______________________________ _ 

Thank you very much for your help, I appreciate your assistance very much. 

I ce11 ify thal this is a true and accurate record of the interview conducted by me, in fu l l  accordance with my 
instruct ions. 

I NTERVIEWER'S S IGNATURE: ________ _ DATE: ________ _ 

TrME:. ______ _ DURATION: ______ _ 

SUPERVISOR'S CHECK : ________ _ 
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M assey U nivel'sity 
DEPARTMENT OF M A RKETING 

TUADITIONAL QUESTIONNAI RE C 

RECORD ADDRESS ON BACK PAGE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

1 D  _______ 1.4 
OUTCOME 5 

SURVEY 6 
VERSION 7 

Hello, my name is , and I'm a resenrcher from Massey Univcrsily (in Palmerslon NorUl). 
We're conducling a very short survey as part of an important research project about this year's General Election; 
it will only take 5 to 10 minutes. Could I speak to Ule male/female in tile household who is 18 years or older 
and whose birthday comes next please? Are you thnt person? 

IF YES, SA Y: Thank you. EveryUling you tel l me will be strictly confidelllial and, if  we come to any question 
you'd rather not answer, please lell me nnd I ' l l  move on 10 Ihe next one. We're very interested in your ideas and 
opinions and, as I said, these will  be held in the strictest confidence. 

IF NO, ASK IF YOU CAN SPEAK TO THA T PERSON. IF UNA VAILABLE, ARRANGE A SUITABLE TIME 
FOR A REINTER VIEW. 

Nrune: __________ _ Time: ___________ Dme: _________ _ 

Address: ________________________________ _ 

IF A NEW PERSON COMES TO THE DOOR, SA Y: 
I'm a researcher from Massey Universily, (in Palmerston North) nnd we're conducl ing a Sh011 survey about the 
General Election; i t  will on ly lake nhout 5 miuu les of your time. Everylhing you tell me will be Slliclly 
confidential and, if  we come to nny quesl ion you'd ralher not answer, please tell me and I ' l l  move onto Ule next 
one. We're very inleresled in your ideas and opinions, nnd, as I said, these will be held in tile strictest 
confidence. 

1 .  First of all, please rend Ulis card and tell me which slatement best describes your in lerest i n  tllis year's 
General Eleclion. 

SHOWCARD A AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOJV 

I am very inleresled in Ihis year's election . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

I Iwve some inlerest in Ulis year's eleclion . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
I don't real ly feel inleresled in Ihis year's eleclion . . . . . . .  3 
I am completely unintereSled in Ihis yenr's eleclion . . . . . .  4 
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There have been several issues affecting New Zealanders discussed in the news recently, I'd like to ask you now 
which party you tllink has U1e best policies for dealing with some of these issues. 

2A. First, which party do you tllink has the best healthcare policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2A BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ___________ _ 

2B. And which party do you tllink has tlle best education policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE _____________ _ 

2C. Now, which pal1y do you think has tlle best policies for dealing WiUl unemployment? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2C BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE _____________ _ 

20. And which party do you ulink has ule best policies for dea ling with crime amI violence? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2D BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE _____________ _ 

A lliance Lahour National New Zealand First Other None Don' t  Know 

Q2A. 
Q2D. 
Q2C. 
Q2D. 

Healthcare 
Educa tion . . 

Unemployment 
Cl'ime & V iolence 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

3 .  Now, I 'd like to ask you some questions about your feelings towards the pol i t ical pal1ics. Gcneral ly 
speaking, do you ulink of yourself as being. . . . .  [START READING AT *] or what? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW. 1)0 NOT READ SHADED BOX 

Alliance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Labo� . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
National . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
New Zealand First . . . . . . .  4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

4. And how strongly ____ (PARTY CODED IN Q3) do you feel? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

Very strongly . . . . 1 
Reasonably strongly . . . .  2 
Not very strongly . . . .  3 
Not at al l  strongly . . .  .4 
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5. Are you cUiTently a member of a political party? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 
Yes 
No 
Refused 
Don't Know 

. . . . . . .  1 --- > GO TO Q5B 

. . . . . . .  2 

. . . . . . .  3 ---> GO TO Q6A 

. . . . . .  .4 

5B. Which party are you a member of? 

NOTE PARTY HERE ____________ _ 

6A. Are you enrolled to vote in this year's General Election? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -> Which electorate __________ _ 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . 3 

6B . Now, thinking back to the 1 990 General Election, which party did you vote for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 6B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY PARTY HERE _____________ _ 

Alliance Lahour Natiomll New Zealand Fi.·st Other None DOll ' t  Know 

Q6n. 1 990 Voting . . . .  1 . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . . . .  4 . . . . . . . .  5 . . . 6 . . . . . 7 

6C. Please take this bal lOl paper and place a tick beside the pany you would have voted for if Ulis year's 
General Election had been held yesterday. Once you have done [his, please fold your ballot paper and 
place it inside Ulis box . 

GIVE RESPONDENT A BALLOT PAPER. 

NOTE THE NUMBER ON THE BALLOT PA PER HERE _______ _ 

HOLD THE BA LLOT BOX FOR RESPONDHNT TO PLACE HER/HI.S· PA PER IN. 
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8. Now, please look a t  this card. I L  describes a series of chances, or l ikelihoods, that you might do sometJling. 
It works l ike Ulis. If I asked you how l ikely it is Ulal you will eat out at a restaurant in  the next month and 
you were certain, or practically certain, you wi l l  do Ulis, you would answer 1 0. On the oUler hand, if you 
thought Ulere was no chance, or almost no chance, of this happening, you would answer O. If you are 
uncertain ahout doing tJlis, you would choose another answer as close to 0 or 1 0  as you tJl ink i t  should he. 
Please take a moment to read this scale. 

SHOWCARD B. 

Now, using Ulis scale, please tell me how l ikely it is that you wil l  eat out at a restaurant during tile next 
monUl? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T'? 
DO NOT CIRCLE. THIS IS A TEST QUESTION ONLY. 

Sti l l  using tilis card, please tel l me how l ikely you are to vote in this year's General election. 

IF RESPONDENT ANSJJlERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T'? 
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW. REPEA T JUSTER NUMBER TO RESPONDENT AS CHECK. 

Vote 

Certain, practkally certain (99/1 00) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10  
Almost sure (9/1 0)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Very prohahle (8110) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Prohahle (7/10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Good possihility (6/10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Fairly good possihility (5/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Fair possihil ity (411 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Some possihi l i ty (3/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
S l ight possihility (2110) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Very slight possihi l i ty ( 1 1 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
No chance, almost no chance ( 1 1 1 00) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Now could I collect a few details about you so we can make sure our sample is representm.ive. Please remember 
Owt everything you tel l  me wi l l  be u·eated as strict ly confidential. 

9. First, in what year were you horn? 1 9  __ 

IF REFUSED, MAKE A GUESS A T  A GE AND ENTER THIS WITH A QUeSTION MARK 

1 0. Which of Ulese best describes your h ighest level of education? 

SHOW CARD C CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

No secondary school ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
Less tJlan 3 years secondary . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 
School Certificate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
6Ul Form CertificatelUE/I3ursary . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Technical or trode cert ificate . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Teacher's Certificate or Diploma . . . . . . . . . .  .6 
University Degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0  
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1 1 .  Gender (FROM OBSERVA TION ONLY) 

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 
Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

JUSl so my supervisor can audil my work, could you tell me your name and telephone number please. 

Name: ___________ _ Phone: ______ _ 

Address: ______________________________ _ 

Thank you very much for your help, I appreciate your assistance very much. 

I certify Ulal tll is is a lrue and accurate record of Ule interview conducted by me, in  ful l  accordance WiUl my 
inSlructions. 

INTERVJEWER'S SIGNATURE: _________ DATE: ________ _ 

TIME: ______ _ DURATION: ______ _ 

SUPERVISOR'S CHECK : ________ _ 

/ 
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Massey U niversity 
DEPAUTMENT OF M A UKETING 

TRADITIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE 0 

RECORD ADDRESS ON BACK PA GE OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

ID ______ 1 -4 
OUTCOME 5 

S URVEY 6 
VERSION 7 

I lel lo, my name is , and I 'm a researcher from Massey University (in Palmerston North). 

We're conducting a very short survey as part of an important research project about this year's General Election; 
it wil l  only take 5 to 10 minutes. Could I speak to the male/female in Ille household who is 18 years or older 
and whose hirthday comes next please? Are you that person? 

IF YES, SA Y: Thank you . Everything you t.ell me will  he strictly confidentia l  and, i f  I come to any question 

you'd ralller lIot answer, please tel l  me and I ' l l  move on to the next one . We're very interested in your ideas and 

opin ions and, as I said, Illese wil l  he held in Ille strictest confidence. 

IF NO, ASK IF YOU CAN SPEAK TO THA T PERSON. IF UNA VAILABLE, ARRANGE A SUITABLE TIME 
FOR A REINTERVlEW. 

Nwne: _________ _ Time: _____ _ Date: _________ _ 

Address: __________________________________ _ 

IF A NEW PERSON COMES TO THE DOOR, SA Y: I'm a resew'cher from Massey University, (in Palmerston 

North) and we're conducting a short survey ahout the General Election; it wil l  onl y  take about 5 minutes of your 

time. Everything you tell me wil l he s trictly confidential and, if we corne to any question you'd ralller not 
answer, please tel l  me and I ' l l  move on to the next one. We're very interested in your ideas and opinions, and, 

as I said, these wil l  he held in the strictest confidence. 

1 .  Are YOIl enrolled to vote in this year's General Election? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

Yes . . . . . . . . .  1 - - -> Which electorate __________ _ 

No . . . . . . . . .  2 
Don't Know . . .  3 

2. Now, thinking hack to the 1990 General Election, which party did you vote for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IJELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

All iance . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Lahour . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
National . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
New Zealand First 4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 Specify _________ _ 

None . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . 7 

3 .  Please take this hal lot paper and place a t ick heside the party you would have voted for i f  this year's General 
Election had been held yesterday. Once yOll have done this, please fold your ballot paper and place i t  
inside this hox. 

GIVE RESPONDENT A BALLOT l'A PliR. 

NOTl�' TIlE NUMBER ON TilE BA Ll,OT PA PER IIWlH __________ _ 

HOLD THE BALLOT IJOX FOR RESPONDENT TO PLA CE HERIJiIS PAPER IN. 
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4. Now please read Ulis card and tell  me which statement. hest descrihes your interest i n  this year's General 
Election. 

SHOWCA RD A A NI) CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 

J am very interested in Ulis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

I have some int.erest in Ulis  year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
I don't really  feel interested in Ulis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
I am completely uninterested in Ulis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

There have been several issues affecting New Zealanders discussed in the news recently, I 'd l ike to ask 
you now which party you Ulink has the best policies for deal ing with some of these issues. 

SA. First, which party do you Ulink has the best healt hcare policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW SA BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTI-mn, SPECn'y I-mnE 

SD . And which pany do you think has thc hest edtlcCltion pol icies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 5B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE 

sc. Now, which paI1y do you think has the best policies for deal ing with t1nemrloymenl? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 5C BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY /JERE 

SD. And, which party do you Ihink has the hest policies for deal ing WitJl crime and violence? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 5D BELOJV DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ______________ _ 

Alliance Labour National New Zealand li'irst Other None Don't Know 

QSA HeaIthcare 
Qsn Education . . . . . .  

QSC Unempl()yment . .  

QSD Crime & Vi()lence 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

· . 

· . 

· . 

. . 

. . 

4 
4 
4 
4 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. .  

. .  

. . 

S 
S 
S 
S 

6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
7 
7 
7 

6. Now, I'd l ike to ask you some qucstions about your fcel ings towru-ds Ule polit ical parties. General ly 
speaking, do you Ulink of yoursclf as being . . .  [START READING A T  *J or what? 

READ A ND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BE/,OlV 1)0 NOT READ SHADED BOX 

Alliance . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
Labour . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
National . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
New Zealand first . . . . . . .  4 

5 
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7. And how strongly ____ (PARTY CODED IN Q6) do you feel? 

READ ANI) CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

Very strongly . . . .  1 
Reasonably strongly . . . .  2 
Not very strongly .. . .3 
Not at al l  slrongly .. . .4 

8 .  Are you currenlly a member of a pol i lical parly? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 
Yes . . . . .  1 ... > 
No . . . . .  2 ) 
Refused . . . . .  3 )--> 
Don't Know . . . .  .4 ) 

9. Which party are you a member of? 

GO TO Q9 

GO TO QIO 

NOTE PARTY HERE ____________ _ 

1 0. Now, please look at Ihis card. I t  describes a series of chances, or l ikelihoods, Ihat you might do somelll ing. 
It  works like Ihis. I f  I asked you how l ikely it is that you wi l l  eat out a t  a reSlaurant in  the nex t  month, 
and you were cerIa in, or praclically cerlain, you wil l  do Ih is, you wou ld answer 1 0. On the other hand, 
if you tJlOught there was no chancc, or a imosl no chnnce, of Ihis hnppcning, you would answer O. If you 
are uncertain about doing UJis, you would choose another answer as close 10 0 or 10 as you UJink it should 
be. Please lake a momenl 10 read Ihis scale. 

SHOWCARD B 

Now, using Ihis scale, please lell me how l ikely il is thaI you wi l l  cal out al a restauranl during Ihe next 
monlh? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T?" 
DO NOT CIRCLE. THIS IS A TEST QUESTION ONLY. 

S li l l  using Ihis card, please lell me how l ikely you are 10 VOle in Ihis year's General eleclion? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSIJIERS WITH A I JIORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T?" 
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW. REPEA T JUSTER NUMBER TO RESPONDENTS AS A CHECK. 

VOle 

Certain, praclically certain (99/1 00) . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  1 0  
Almost sure (9/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Very probahle (811 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Probnble (711 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Good possihi li ly (6110) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Fnirly good possihi l i ty (51 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Fair possibilily (41 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

. Some possihi l i ly (3/ 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
S l ight possibili ly (2110) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Very slight possibi l i ly ( l / 1O )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
No chance, almost. no chance ( 1 11 (0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
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Now could I collecl a few detai ls  ahout you so we can make sure our sample is representative. Please 
remember that everything you tell me wi l l  be treated as strictly confidential. 

14. First, in what year were you born? 

1 9  

IF REFUSED, MAKE A GUESS A T  A GE AND ENTER THIS WITH A QUESTION MARK 

1 5. Which of Ulese best descrihes your highest level of education? 

SHOW CARD C CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

No secondary schooling . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
Less Ulan 3 years secondary . . . . . . . . . . .  .2 
School Ceru licate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .3 
6Ul Form Certi ficatefUElI3 ursary . . . . . . . .  .4 
Technical or trade certi ficate . . . .  . . . . . . .  5 
Teacher's Certificate or Diploma . . . . . . . . 6 
University Degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Don'l Know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0  

1 6. Gender (FROM OBSERVA TION ONL Y) 

Male . . . . . . . . .  I 
Female . . . . . . . 2 

J ust so my supervisor can audit my work, could you tel l me your name and telephone number please. 

Name: ___________ _ Ph 0 ne: ______ _ 

Address: ______________________________ _ 

Thank you very much for your help, I appreciate your assistance very much. 

I cert i fy Ulat Ulis is a true and accurate record of the interview conducted by me, in  fu l l  acconJance with my 
instructions. 

INTERVIEWER'S SIGNATURE: ________ _ DATE: ________ _ 

TIME: ______ _ DURATION : ______ _ 

SUPERVISOR'S Ci-IECK : ________ _ 
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M assey University 

DEPA RTM ENT OF M A n K ETING 

J USTER QUESTrONNAIR E A 

I D  _______ 1-4 

OUTCOM E  5 
V ERSION 6 

S URVEY 7 

RECORD ADDRESS ON }JACK PA GE OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

Hello, my name is , and I 'm a researcher from Massey University (in Palmerston North). 
We're conducting a very short survey as part of an impOrL:1nt research projecl aboul this year's General Election; 
il will only lake 5 to 1 0  minutes. Could I speak to the male/female in the household who is 18 years or older 
and whose birtllelay comes next please. Are you that person? 

IF YES, SA Y: Thank you. Everything you tel l  me wi l l  be stricLly confidential and, i f  we come to any question 
you'd ralller not answer, please tel l  me and I ' l l  move on to Ille nexl one. We're very interested in your ideas and 
opinions, and, as I said, tllese wi l l  be held in the su·ictest confidence. 

IF NO, ASK IF YOU CAN SPEAK TO THA T PERSON. IF UNA VAILABLE, ARRANGE A SUITABLE TIME 
FOR A REINTER VIEW. 

Name: __________ _ Time: __________ _ Date: __________ _ 

Address: __________________________________ _ 

IF DIFFERENT PERSON COMES TO THE DOOR, SA Y: 
I 'm a researcher from Massey University (in Palmerslon North) and we're conducling a short survey about tlle 
General Election; it wi l l  only L:'ike abOUl  5 minutes of your t ime. Everytlling you tell me wil l  be stJiclly 
confidential and, i f  we come to any quest ion you'd rather not answer, please tell me anel I ' l l move onto the next 
one. We're very interested in your ideas and opinions, and, as I said, Ulese wi l l  be held in the strictest 
confidence. 

1 .  First of al l ,  please read Illis  card and tel l  me which statemenl besl describes your interesl in Illis year's 
General Elect jon. 

SHOWCARD A AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW 

JUST A 

I am very interested in this year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
I have some interest in this year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
I don't real ly feel inlerested in this year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
I am completely uninterested in this year's electioll . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
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There have been several issues affecting New Zealanders discussed in the news recenl iy, I 'd like to ask you now 
which party you lhink has the besl policies for dealing wi lll some of 1l1ese issues. 

2A. First, which party do you 1l1ink has Ihe best healthcare policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2A BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ___________ _ 

2B.  And which party do you 1l1ink has the hest education policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ___________ _ 

2e. Now, which party do you 1l1ink has 1l1e best policies for deal ing willl unemployment? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 2C BELOJV DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ____________ _ 

2D. And which party do you Ulink has the best policies for dealing with crime and violence? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROJ" 2D BELOJV DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ____________ _ 

Allia nce Labour National New Zealand l' irst Other None Don't Know 

Q2A Healthca " e 
Q2B Education . . . . . .  

Q2C Unemployment  . .  

Q2D Crime & Violence 

· . .  
· . .  

· . 

· . 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
;\ 

· . 

· . 

· . 

· . 

4 
4 
4 
4 . . 

· . 

· . 

· . 

· . 

· . .  

· . . 

· . .  

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
7 
7 
7 

3. Now, I 'd l ike to ask you some questjons about your fee lings towards the pol i t ical parties. Generally 
speaking, do you tJlink of yoursel f  as being . . . . .  [START READING AT *] or what? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW DO NOT READ SHA DED BOX 

Alliance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
LabOllr . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
National . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
New Zealand Firsl . . . . . . . 4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

4. And how strongly ____ (PARTY CODED IN Q3) do you feel? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOIV 

Very sU'ongly . . . . . . . .  1 
Reasonably strongly . . .  2 
Not very strongly . . . . . 3 
NOI at a J i  strongly . . . . 4 
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5. Are you currenLly a member of a political party? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 

Yes . .  
No . . 

Refused 

· . 

· . 
· . 

Don't Know 

· . .  

· . .  

· . .  

. .  

· . 

· . 

· . 

· . 

1 
2 

3 
4 

---> 
) 
)---> 
) 

5 B .  Which party are you a member of? 

GO TO Q5JJ 

GO TO Q6A 

NOTE PARTY HERE _________ _ 

6A. Are you enrolled to vOle in Lllis year's General Election? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 ---> In which electorale? _________ :;:: 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Don't Know . . . . . . . 3 

6B . Now, thinking hack to the 1990 General Election, which party did you vote for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROJV 6B BELOJV DO NOT PROMPT 

IF O THER, NOTE PA RTY HERE ______________ _ 

Alliance Labour National New Zealand First Other None Don' t  Know 

Q68 1 990 Voting . . . . .  1 . . . . . .  2 . . . . . .  3 . . . . . . . . . 4 . . . . . . . .  5 . . .  6 . . . . .  7 
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7 .  Now, please look a t  ulis card. I t  descrihcs a series of  chances, or l ikelihoods, that you might do  something. 
It works like ulis. If I asked you how l ikely i l  is that you wil l  eat ou t  at a restaurant in Ule next monili, 
and you were certain, or practically certain you will do Ulis, you would answer 10 .  On ilie oilier hand, 
if you thought Ulere was no chance, or almost no chance, of Ulis happening, you would answer O. If you 
are uncertHin about doing ulis, you would choose anOUler answer as close to 0 or 10 as you iliink it should 
be.  Please lake a moment to read iliis scale. 

SHOWCARD B 

Now, using ulis scale, please tel l me how likely it is Ulat you wil l  eat out at a restaurant during ilie next 
month? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK ''WHA T NUMBER IS THA T'? 
DO NOT CIRCLE. THIS IS A TEST QUESTION ONLY. 

S til l  using Ulis card, if this year's General election had been held yesterday, please tell me how likely i t  is 
that you would have voted for the (START A T  ASTERISKED PARTY) candidate? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T'? 
CIRCLE APPROPRIA TE NUMBER IN ASTERISKED COLUMN AND REPEA T QUESTION FOR 
REMAINING PARTIES WORKING TO THE RIGHT OF THE ASTERISK. ALWAYS ASK OTHER 
lAST. REPEA T JUSTER NUMBER TO RESPONDENT AS A CHECK. 

A ll iance Labour National New Zealand First Ot her Vote 

Certain/practically certain (99/ 1 00) . . . . . .  10 . . . . . . .  1 0  . . . .  10 . . . . . . . . . .  \ 0 . . . . . . . . .  1 0 . . . .  10 

Almost sure (9/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 . . . . . . .  9 9 . . . . . . . . . .  9 . . . . . . . . . .  9 . . . . .  9 

Very probable (8/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 . . . . . . .  8 8 . . . . . . . . . , 8 . . . . . . . . . .  8 . . . . .  8 

Probable (7/ 1 0 )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 . . . . . . . . . .  7 . . . . . . . . . .  7 . . . . .  7 7 7 
Good possibil ity (6/10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 . . . . . . . . . .  6 . . . . . . . . . . 6 . . . . .  6 6 6 

Fairly good possibility (5/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . .  5 . . . . . . . . . .  5 . . . . . . . . . .  5 . . . . .  5 5 5 
Fair possibility (4/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 . . . . . . . . . .  4 . . . . . . . . . .  4 . . . . .  4 4 4 

Some possibility (3/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . . . . .  3 . . . . . . . . . .  3 . . . . .  3 3 3 
Sl ight possibil i ty (2/ 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . 2 2 2 

I Very slight possihility ( 1/ 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  I 
No chance, atmost no chance ( \ / 1 00) . . . . .  . 0 0 o . . . . . . . . .  , 0 . . . . . . . . . .  0 . . . . .  0 

8. Now, stil l using this card, please tell me how likely you are to vote in this year's General Election. 

ClUCLE IN VOTE COLUMN A BOVE FOLLOlV SAME INSTRUCTIONS A S  FOR Q7. 

Now could I collect a few details ahout you so wc can make sure our srunple is representative. Please remember 
that everything you tel l me will he lJ'eated as strictly confidcnt ial. 

1 0 .  Firs" in what year were you horn? 1 9  __ 

IF REFUSED, MAKE A GUESS A T  A GE AND ENTER THIS WITH A QUESTION MARK 
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1 1 .  Which of these best descrihes your high�st level of educmion? 

SHOWCAR D  C. CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

No secondary schooling . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Less tllan 3 years secondary . . . . . . . . .  2 
School Certi ficate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
6lh Fonn CertificatelUE/D ursary . . . . . .  4 
Technical or trade certificate . . . . . . . . 5 
Teacher's Certificate or Diploma . . . . . .  6 
University Degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
OilIer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0  

1 5 .  Gender (FROM OBSERVA TION ONLY) 

Male . . . . . .  1 
Female . . . . . . 2 

Just so my supervisor can CHECK my work, could you tell me your name and telephone number please. 

Name: ___________ _ Phone: ___________ _ 

Address : ______________________________ _ 

Thank you very much for your help, I appreciate your assistance very much. 

I certify 1l1at this is a true and accurate record of the interview conducted by me, in fu l l  accordance with my 
instructions. 

INTERVIEWER'S SIGNATURE: ________ _ DATE: __________ _ 

TIME: ______ _ DURATION: __________ _ 

SUPERVISOR'S CHECK: ________ _ 
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Massey Univel'sity 
DEPARTMENT OF M A RKETING 

J USTER Q UESTIONNAIRE n 

RECORD A DDRESS ON BACK PA GE OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

ID ____ 1 -4 

OUTCOM E 5 

SURVEY 6 

VERSION 7 

Hello, my name is , and I 'm a researcher from Massey University (in Palmerston NorUl). 

We're conducting a very short survey as pan of an important research project  about Ulis year's General Election; 
it wi l l  only take 5 to 1 0  minutes. Could I speak to the male/female in the household who is 1 8  years or older 
and whose birUlday comes next please. Are you that person? 

IF YES, SAY: Thank you .  EveryUling you say will  be strict ly confidential and, if we come to any question you'd 
rather not answer, please tell me and I ' l l  move on to tlle nex t  one. We're very interested in your ideas and 
opinions, and as I said, Ulese wil l  be held in the strictest confidence. 

IF NO, A SK IF YOU CAN SPEAK TO THA T PERSON. IF UNA VAILABLE, A RRANGE A SUITABLE TIME 
FOR A REINTERVIEW. 

Name: __________ _ Time: ___________ Date: _________ _ 

Address: __________________________________ _ 

IF DIFFERENT PERSON COMES TO THE DOOR, SA Y: 
I'm a researcher from Massey University, (in Palmerston North) and we're conduct ing a ShOll survey about the 
General Election; it wi l l  only l<1.ke about 5 minu tes of your time. Everything you tell me will be SlJicUy 
confidential and, if  we come to any question you'd rather not answer, please tell me and I ' l l  move onto Ule nex t 
one. We're very interested in your ideas and opinions, and, as J saiLl , these will  be held in the strictest 
confidence. 

1 .  Are you enrolled to vote in this year's General Elect ion? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

Yes . . . . . . .  . - - -> Which electorate ___________ _ 

No . . . . . . . . . 2 
Don't Know . .  3 
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2. Thinking back to the 1 990 General Election, which parry did you vote for? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

Alliance . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
Labour . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
National . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
New Zealand First . . . . . . .  4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Specify _______ _ 

3. Now, please look at 1l1is card It describes a series of chances, or l ikel ihoods, 1l1aL you might do somellling. 
It works l ike Olis. If 1 asked you how l ikely it is 1l1at you will eat out at a restaurant in 1l1e next monrn, 
and you were certain, or practically  certain you will do this, you would answer 1 0. On tlle other hand, i f  
you thought tllere was no  chance, or almost no  chance, of  1l1is happening, you would answer O. If you 
are uncertain ahout doing this, you would choose another answer as close to 0 or 1 0  as you tllink it should 
be. Please take a moment to read tllis scale. 

SHOWCARD B 

Now, using tJlis scale, please tel l  me how l ikely it is that YOll wil l  eat. out at a restaurant during the next 
monUl? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T?" 
DO NOT CIRCLE. THIS IS A TEST QUESTION ONL Y. 

Sti l l  using tllis card, if  this year's General Election lwd been held yesterclay, please tell me how l ikely it is 
Olat you would have voted for the (START AT ASTERISKED PARTY) candidate? 

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH A WORD DESCRIPTION, ASK "WHA T NUMBER IS THA T?" 
CIRCLE APPROPRIA TE NUMBER IN ASTERISKED COLUMN AND REPEA T QUESTION FOR 

REMAINING PARTIES WORKING TO THE RIGHT OF THE ASTERISK. A L WA YS ASK OTHER LAST. 
REPEA T JUSTER NUMBER TO RESPONDENT AS A CHECK. 

All iance Lahou,' National New Zealand FiJ'st Other Vote 

Certain/pract ical ly cerrain (9911 00) . . . .  1 0  
Almost sure (9/ 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  <) 
Very probable (8/ 10) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Probable (7/ 1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Good possibility (61 10) . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Fairly good possibi l ity (5/1 0) . . . . . . .  5 
Fair possibility (4/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Some possibi l i ty (3/1 0) . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Sl ight possihi l i ty (21 10) . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Very sl ight possibil i ty ( 1 / 1 0) . . . . . . " I 
No chance, almost no chance ( 1 1 00) . .  0 

. . .  " 1 0  . . . .  1 0  . . . . . . .  , 10  . . . . . . . .  1 0  . . .  10 
9 . . . . .  <) 
8 . . . . .  8 
7 . . . . .  7 
6 . . . . .  6 
5 . . . . .  5 
4 . . . . .  4 
3 . . . . .  3 
2 . . . . . 2 

9 . . . . . . . .  . 

8 
7 
6 
5 

· . . . . . . . .  4 
· . . . . . . . .  3 
· . . . . . . . .  2 

1 . . . . . I . . . . . . . . .  1 
o . . . . .  0 . . . . . . . . .  0 

<) • . • .  9 
8 . . . . 8 
7 . . . .  7 
6 . . . .  6 
5 . . . . 5 
4 . . . .  4 
3 . . . .  3 
2 . . . .  2 
1 . . . .  1 
o . . . .  0 

3A. Now, sli l l  using tll is card, please tel l me how l ikely you are to VOle in this year's General e lection? 

CIRCLE IN VOTE COLUMN A BO VE FOLLOW SAME INSTRUCTIONS AS FOR Q2 
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4. Now, please read Ulis card and tell  me which statement besL describes your interest in Ulis year's General 
Elec tion? 

SHOWCARD A AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 

I am very interested in Ulis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
I have some interest in Ulis year's election . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

I don't really  feel interested in this year's elect jon . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
I am completely uninterested in this year's elect jon . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

There have been several issues affecting New Zealanders discussed in the news recent ly, I 'd l ike to ask you now 
which party you Ulink has Ille beSL policies for deal ing wi tll some of Ulese issues. 

5A. first, which party do you think has the best henlt hcare policies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW SA BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTJlER, SPECIFY JlERE __________ _ 

5ll.  And which party d o  you t h ink  has the best education pol icies? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 5B BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ___________ _ 

5C. Now, which paJ1y do you think has Ille best policies for dealing wi lll unemployment? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 5C BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ____________ _ 

5D. And which p,u·ty tlo you think has tlle hest pol icies for dealing wi th crime and violence? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN ROW 5D BELOW DO NOT PROMPT 

IF OTHER, SPECIFY HERE ____________ _ 

Alliance Labour National New Zealmul First Othe." None Don' t  Know 

Q5A Healthcare 

Q5B Education . . . . . .  

Q5C Unemployment . .  

Q5D Crime & Violence 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 

3 
3 
3 

. . 

. . 

· . 

· . 

· . 

· . 

4 
4 
4 
4 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . .  

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 7 
6 7 

6 7 
6 7 
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6 .  Now, l 'd like to ask you some quest ions about your feel ings towards the pol it ical pru1ies. General ly 
speaking, do you think of yoursel f  as being . . . . .  [START READING AT *J or what? 

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOW. DO NOT READ SHADED BOX 

All iance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 
Labour . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Natjonal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
New Zealand First . . . . . . . 4 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 --> Specify 

7 .  And how strongly ____ (PARTY CODED IN Q6) do you feel ?  

READ AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER BELOlV 

Very strongly . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Rcnsonahly strongly . . . . . 2 
Not very strongly . . . . . . .  3 
Not fit al l  strongly . . . . . . . 4 

8 .  Are you cllnently a memher o f  a pol i t ical party? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 

Yes . . 
No 
Refused . . 
Don't Know . .  

. . 

. . 

1 
2 
3 
4 

---> 
) 
)---> 
) 

9 .  Which party are YOIl a memher of'! 

GO TO Q9 

GO TO QIO 

NOTE PARTY flERE __________ _ 

Now could I col lect a few deta ils ahout you so I can make slIre my sample is representative. Please remember 
that everything you tel l  me wil l  he treated :L� strict ly conlidcn tial .  

10 .  First, in what year were you horn? 19 __ 

IF REFUSED, MAKE A GUESS A T  A GE AND ENTER THIS WITH A QUESTION MARK 
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T B  

1 1 . Which of ulese best describes your highest level of education? 

SHOWCARD C CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY 

No secondary school ing . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Less Ulan 3 years secondary . . . . . . . . .  2 
School Certificate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
6t1l Form Certi ficatelUElB ursary . . . . . .  4 
Technical or trade certificate . . . . . . . . 5 
Teacher's Certificate or Diploma . . . . . .  6 
University Degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Olller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Don't Know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0  

1 2. Gender (FROM OBSERVA TION ONLY) 

M ale . . . . . . . 1 
Female . . . . .  2 

J ust so my supervisor can audit  my work, could you tel l me your name and telephone number please. 

Nrune: _____________________ _ Phone: ______ _ 

Address: ______________________________ _ 

Thank you very much for your help, I appreciate your assistance very much. 

I certify that this is a tme and accurate record of Ule interview conducted by me, in fu l l  accord.'lnce with m y  
i nstruct ions. 

I NTERVIEWER'S S IGNA TURE: ________ _ DATE: _____ _ 

TIME: ______ _ DURATfON: ____ _ 

SUPERVI SOR'S CHECK: ________ _ 
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1 7 862 1 6 42 1 9404 73 1 3  8 6  395 1 98 8 6  236 1 4  3 40 1 3  8 4 . 6 7  60.69 0. 4 4  
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1 9 494 1 7 70 2 1 264 78 10 88 6 1 5 2 1 86 8  24730 348 1 2  8 8 . 4 3  3 8. 99 0. 4 1 
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1 9 905 1 6 7 8  2 1 6 8 3  1 1 5 1 3  1 2 8  284 2 1 995 26045 33280 8 7 . 8 2  5 3 . 7 7  0. 59 
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Table E.1 :  Contextual Effect o n  Voting I n tention Estimates - Electorate Level Results 

Raw Raw 
Estimates Error Est imates 

1 1 .8 - 1 1 .0 

33.3 45.3 33 .4 + 1 1 .9 1 9 .6 

4 .9 6.5 4 .6 + 1 .9 2.8 

1 .3 1 .9 -0.6 

2 1 .6 34.6 

1 00.0 100.0 1 00.0 5.5 ' 1 00.0 

Raw �ctual Raw 
Estimates Re-Allocated esu its Error Est imates 

3 .5 4 .7 1 1 .6 -6.9 8 .0 

46 .4 +3 .0 30.4 

27 .0 36.5 34 .8  - 1 .7 21 .4 

6 . 1  8 . 2  4 .3 +3 .9 5 .4 

1 .2 

1 0.4 8 .0 

1 .7 4.5 

TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 3 .4 ' 1 00.0 

Re-Allocated Error 

27.5 - 1 2 .0 

36.2 33.4 +2.8 

+8.8 

5 . 2 4.6 +0.6 

I .  1 .9 ·0.2 

1 00 .0 1 00 .0 4.9' 

Re-Allocated Error 

1 2 .3 1 1 .6 +0.7 

46 .6 46.4 

3 2 .9 34 .8 - 1 .9 

8 .2 4.3 + 3 .9 

-2.9 

1 00.0 1 00.0 1 .9' 



Table E.1 :  continued 

Raw Actual Raw 
Est imates Re-Allocated Results Error Est imates Re-Allocated Error 

6.0 7 .3 1 3 .6 -6.3 8 .3  1 2 .5 1 3 .6 - 1 . 1  

37.9 37 .9 

29.5 44.3 4 1 .6 +2.7 

8.2 +6.2 2 .3 .4 

2.2 2 .7 3 . 1  -0.4 0.0 3 . 1  -3 . 1  

5 .2 1 1 .4 

Refused 0.0 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00 .0 1 00 .0 3.3 1 1 00.0 1 00 .0 1 00 .0 1 .8 1 

Raw h:ct ual Raw h:ctual 
Est imates Re-Allocated esults Error Est imates Re-Allocated esults Error 

1 0.9 27.5 -5 .  

42.7 3 3 .4 +9 .3 22.2 3 1 . 1  3 3 .4 -2 .3  

28.9 32.6 +7.4 

5 6.8 4.6 +2.2  4 .8  6 .7  4.6 . I  
0.8 1 .0 1 .9 -0.9 0.0 0.0 1 .9 - 1 .9 

1 0.9 

Undecided 8.6 23.8 

Refused 0.0 0.8 

TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00 .0 1 00.0 5.52 100.0 100.0 1 00 .0 3 .8 1 



r 

Table E.1 :  continued 

Raw �ctual  Raw 
Estimates Re-Allocated es ults Est imates Re-Allocatcd Error 

10 .0 1 2 .2 1 1 .6 +0.6 8 .3 1 2 .2 3 .6 

46.4 

38.2 46.7 34.8 + 1 1 .9 1 8 .3  27 .0 34.8 -7 .8 

6 .7 

1 .8 2 . 2  2 . 9  -0.7 0.0 0.0 2 .9 -2.9 

5 .5 6 .4 

1 1 .8 22.9 

0.9 

1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 6 .2 1 1 00 .0 100.0 1 00 .0 4.3 1 

Party Raw 
Estimates Re-Allocated 

�ct ual  
es ults Error 

Raw Est imates Re-A llocated �ctual  
csu lts Error 

All  + 

Labour 26.6 3 1 .7 37.9 -6.2 27 . 1  35 .4 3 7 .9 -2.5 

National - 1 .2 

6.5 7 .7 3 .8 +3 .9 6 .2  8 . 1  3 .8 +4.3 

1 .6 1 .9 3 . 1  - 1 .2 0.8 1 .0 3 . 1  - 2 . 1  

1 1 .3 1 5 .5 

1 .6 .8  

TOTAL 1 00.0 100.0 1 00.0 2.9 1 1 00.0 100.0 100.0 2.4 1 

� I .  Mean absolute error '" 



Table E2: Contextual Effects on Voting Intention Estimates: Predicted by Self-Reported Behaviour 

Er Error 
- 1 .7 1 6.7 +2. 1 

-6.4 

28 .3  +3.0 45 .8  

5 . 1 + 1 . 1  0.0 -2.4 

1 00.0 2 . 1 1 1 00.0 4.41 

+2.8 25 .0 

37 .  36.4 + 1 .5 54.2 30.3 +23.9 

6.9 +0.9 1 2 .5 

1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 6.7 1 2 

Error Predicted 

1 6  

4 1 .5 + 1 .8 34.0 

36.8 + 1 .7 46.0 .3 

1 0.8  4.0 6.0 -2.0 

1 00.0 1 00.0 2.8 1 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 .9 1 

.. 



� 1 .  

Table E.2 continued 

N at io 
Other 

TOTAL 

Mean absolute error. 

34 

1 0.8  

1 00.0 

1 00.0 

1 00.0 

29. 1 

7.3 

1 00.0 

4 1 .8 

9 

1 00.0 

2. The only resul t  to show evidence of a possible bandwagon effect. 

- 1 .2 

+3 .5 

4.6' 

Error 

- 1 0.5 

+5.2 

+3 .3  

5 .3 ' 

Error 

-0.4 

+4.4 

3 . 1 ' 

- .4 

22.9 -3 .3  

8 .3  4 .6  +3 .7 

1 00.0 1 00.0 5 .8 ' 

Non-Contextual 

Predicted Self-re Error 

7.4 1 2 .2 -4.8 

66.7 6 1 .0 +5.7 

3.7 2.4 + 1 . 3 

1 00.0 1 00.0 3.5 ' 

Error 

3 1 .4 37.3 -5 .9 

4 1 .2 38 .9 +2.3 

9 .8  6 .8 +3.0 

1 00.0 1 00.0 3.0 ' 
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Table 11'. 1 :  t..ll eClS 0 1  Ul�rt:a.st:U \.,OIlUUt:uualll)' 0 1 1  " Ollll); C.� l l l l lcllt:;, - C.'C \.. lVl elle ... c ;,  ... . .  " 

Party Eaw 
Est imates 

Alliance 1 1 .9 1 3 .6 27.5 - 1 3 .9 1 5 .4 

Labour .6 .4 +7.0 29.8 

3 3 .7 38.2 32.6 +5 .6 

NZ First 5 .9 4.6 +2 . 1  1 1 .5 

1 .0 1 . 1  1 .9 -0.8 

6.7 

5 .9 6.7 

1 00.0 1 00 .0 1 00.0 5.9'  1 00.0 

naw 
Es lmates Re-Al located 

.tct� esu Error es 
1 3 .5 1 4.9 1 1 .6 +3.3 1 2.4 

39.6 37. 

34.5 34.8 -0.3 32.0 

5.2 5.7 4.3 .4 9.3 

2.9 - 1 .8 2 . 1  

7 .3  3 . 1  

2 . 1  

Refused 2 . 1  

TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 .9'  1 00.0 

Re-Allocated Error 
1 27 

34.8 33 .4 + 1 .4 

1 3 .5 4.6 +8.9 

1 . 1  1 .9 -0.8 

1 00.0 1 00.0 4. 1 '  

He-A llocated Error 
1 3 .3 + 1 .7 

40.0 46.4 -6.4 

34.4 34.8 -0.4 

l O .O 4.3 +5.7 

2.3 

1 00.0 1 00 .0 3 .0' 



Table F.l:  continued 

�aw 
Estimates Re-Allocated 

h;ctuft) 
esu ts 

1 3 .0 1 3.3 1 3 .6 

34.4 35.2 4 1 .6 

0.0 3 . 1  

0.8 

0.0 

TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 

" " , ��p 
Conu:xtual (N = 1 17) 

Party naw 
Es lmates Re-Allocated .tct�l esu ts 

Al l iance 1 2.8 1 3 .9 27.5 

Labour 36.8 39.4 3 3 .4 

National 36.8 32.4 3 2.6 

NZ First 6.8 7.3 4 .6 

Other 0.0 0.0 1 .9 

None 3,4 · -

Undecided 2.6 · . 

n .". ... 0.9 · -

TOTAL 1 00.0 100.0 1 00.0 

Error Raw 
Estimates Re-Allocated 

-OJ 9.4 1 0.9 1 3 .6 -2.7 

.0 
-6.4 30.5 3 5 .5 4 1 .6 

- 3 . 1  2 .3  2.7 3 1 

4.7 

0.8 

3 .9 1 J oo .O 1 00 .0 1 00.0 3 .7 1 

.J; :L'-'''':;� i ·  . < ;  
..... , " ." .  , . : . '.;:.:: ; , / ,  �ollnd 2 Inth • •  v .d < :.' " >  . , " <> . ,. · :·'··" ··" ·' \ > . > / i 

Non-Contextual (N = 1 19) 

Error �aw 
Es Imates Re-Allocated .tct�1 esu ts Error 

· 1 3 .6 1 5 . 1  1 6.5  27.5  - 1 1 .0 

+6.0 36. 1 3 3 .6 3 3 .4 -+:6.0 

+6 .8 3 3 .6 36.} 3 2.6 +4 . 1  

+2.7 4.2 4.6 4.6 0.0 

1 .9 2.5 2.8 1 .9 +0.9 
- 3 .4 . - -

- 3 .4 - - -
- 1 .7 - -

6.2 1 1 00.0 1 00 .0 1 00 .0 4.21 



• 

Table Fl: continued 

Party llaw 
Estimates Re·Allocated ttctunl 

esu ts Error E.aw 
Estimates Re·Allocated �ct� 1 

esu ts Error 
Alliance 1 2.7 l 3 .0 1 l .6 + 1 .4 1 1 .8 1 2.5 1 l .6 +0.9 

Labour 46.4 +0.8 34.5 36.5 46.4 -9.9 

26.9 34.8 -7.9 34.8 

NZ First 10.9 1 0.9 1 1 .6 4.3 +7.3 

Other 1 l .9 2.9 - 1 .0 1 1 .9 2 - 1 .  

None 0.9 3 .6 

Undecided 0.9 

0.0 1 .8 

1 00.0 100.0 100.0 3 .61 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.41 

Niaw 
Es Imates Re·Allocated 

.tct� esu Error �aw 
Es imates He- A l located Error 

.9 1 3  

40. 1  37.9 +2.2 37.6 40.5 37.9 +2.6 

9.8 3.8 +6.0 6 .4 6.9 3 .8 + 3 . 1  

2.4 2.6 3 . 1  -0.5 0.8 3 . 1  

3 .2 

Undecided .2 

Refused 0.8 0.8 
TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00 .0 3 .3 1  1 00.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 3 .4 1  

IV 
00 1 .  Mean absolute error 00 



� \0 

Table F2: Effects of Increased Confidentiality on Votin g  Intention Esti mates - Electorate Results 

. 1  +4.0 

40.5 45.5 

7 . 1  6.8 +0.3 1 3 .5 7.7 +5.8 

100.0 1 00.0 2.5 1 00.0 100.0 6.4 

+0.3 30.2 23.3 
5.7 +4. 8 1 4 .0 6.9 

1 00.0 2 .6 1 00.0 1 00.0 

Error 

- 1 .2 

+8.0 +2.2 

National 34.8 -5 .8  32.9 35.9 

Other 6. 1 + 1 .4 9.8  7 .8  +2.0 

100.0 4.7 1 00.0 1 00.0 2 . 1 
A 



Table F.2 continued 

38.2 3 1 .5 

5.6 + 1 .6 

1 00.0 1 00.0 4.8 

Predicted 

45 .3  

+5. 1 3 3 . 3  30.0 +3.3  

+3 9 .5 +2 

6 .3  1 00.0 1 00.0 3 .6 

TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00.0 6.5 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.7 



APPENDIX G 

PROB A B ILITY M EASU RES : 

S UPPLEM ENTA RY TABLES 

29 1 



� N 

Table G.t : Effect of Probabi lity Measures on Voting Intention Estimates Electorate Level 

Party Raw Actual Raw Actual 
Estimates Results Error Estimates Results 

Alliance 1 7.2 27.5 - t o.3 24.2 27.5 

Labour 39.3 33.4 +5 .9 29.0 33.4 

National 26.6 32.6 -6.0 23.0 32.6 

NZ First 1 1 .9 4.6 +7.3 1 9 . 1  4.6 

Other 5 .0 1 .9 +3. 1  4.7 l .9 

TOTAL 1 DO.0 1 DO.O 6.5 1 1 DO.O 1 DO.O 

Party Raw Actual Raw Actual 
Estimates Results Error Estimates Results 

Alliance 15 .2 1 1 .6 +3.6 14. 1  1 l .6 

Labour 40.4 46.4 -6.0 36.6 46.4 

National 24.3 34.8 - 10.5 29.9 34.8 

NZ First 1 3.0 4.3 +8.7 1 1 .8  4.3 

Other 7 . 1  2.9 +4.2 7.6 2 .9 

TOTAL 1DO.0 1 DO.0 6.61 1 DO.O 1 DO.a 

Error 

-3.3 

-4.4 

-9.6 

+ 1 4.5 

+2.8 

6.91 

Error 

+2.5 

-9.8 

-4.9 

+7.5 

+4.7 

5 .91 



Table G.t continued 

Party Raw Actual Raw Actual 
Estimates Results Error Estimates Results Error 

Alliance 14.4 1 3.6 +0.8 1 5 .2 1 3.6 + 1 .6 

Labour 35.3 37.9 -2.6 36.5 37.9 - 1 .4 

National 3 1 .8 4 1 .6 -9.8 32. 1 4 1 .6 -9.5 

NZ First 14.8 3 .8 + 1 1 .0 1 1 .9 3.8 +8. 1 

Other 3.7 3 . 1  +0.6 4.3 3 . 1  + 1 .2 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 5 .01 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.41 



Table G.! continued 

Party Raw Actual Raw Actual 
Estimates Results Error Estimates Results Error 

Alliance 15 .7 1 1 .6 +4. 1 1 3.8 1 1 .6 +2.2 

Labour 33.6 46.4 - 1 2 .8  42.6 46.4 -3.8 

National 30.3 34.8 -4.5 24.9 34.8 -9.9 

NZ First 14.6 4.3 + 10.3 1 1 .9 4.3 +7.6 

Other 5.8 2.9 +2.9 6.8 2 .9 +3.9 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 6 .9 1 1 00.0 1 00.0 5.5 1 

Party Raw Actual Raw Actual 
Estimates Results Error Estimates Results Error 

Alliance 16.5 1 3.6 +2.9 1 5 .3 1 3 .6 + 1 .7 

Labour 32.5 37.9 -5 .4 35 . 1  37.9 -2.8 

National 35.3 4 1 .6 -6.3 32.9 4 1 .6 -8.7 

NZ First 10.9 3.8 +7. 1 1 1 .8 3.8 +8.0 

Other 4.8 3 . 1  + 1 .7 4.9 3 . 1  + 1 . 8  

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 4.71 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.61 

� 
1 .  Mean absolute errors . 



� 

Table G.2: Effect of Probability Measures on Voting Intention Estimates : Predicted by Self Reported Behaviour 

Predicted Error Predicted Self·Re orted Error 

Alliance 19.6 24.4 -4.8 24.4 3 1 .0 -6.6 

Labour 37.8 40.0 -2.2 26.4 26.2 +0.2 

National 28.0 28.9 -0.9 22.8 28.6 -5 .8 

NZ First 1 1 . 1  0.0 + 1 1 . 1  23. 1 1 1 .9 + 1 1 .2 

Other 3.5 6.7 -3.2 3.3 2.3 + 1 .0 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 4.41 1 00.0 100.0 5 .0 1 

Pa Predicted rted Error Predicted Error 

Alliance 1 3. 1  1 6.7 -3.6 1 2.9 l 7.2 -4.3 

Labour 4 1 .3 52.8 - 1 1 .5 36.3 48.3 - 1 2.0 

National 25.8 25.0 +0.8 34.5 34.5 0.0 

NZ First 1 3.8 5 .5 +8.3 10.9 0.0 + 1 0.9 

Other 6.0 0.0 +6.0 5 .4 0.0 +5.4 

TOTAL 1 00.0 1 00.0 6.01 1 00.0 100.0 6.5 1 



• 

Table G.2 continued 

Non-Contextual N=7 1)  

Predicted Error Predicted Self- Error 

Alliance 1 6.6 1 1 .9 +4.7 IS . 8  12.S +3.3 

Labour 33.3 40.3 -7.0 37. 1 42.2 -S . l  

National 3 1 .7 44.8 - 1 3 . 1 32.7 37.S -4.8 

NZ First 14.8 1 .S + 1 3 . 3  1 1 .0 4.7 +6.3 

Other 3.6 1 .S +2. 1 3.4 3 . 1  +0.3 

TOTAL 1 00.0 100.0 8.01 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.01 

Predicted Error Predicted Error 

Alliance 19.6 30.2 - 1 0.6 1 9 .8  2S.4 -S .6 

Labour 3 1 .3 30.2 + 1 . 1  3 1 .7 28.8 +2.9 

National 3 1 .9 3 1 .7 +0.2 3S .0 42.4 -7.4 

NZ First 1 3.0 6.3 +6.7 1 0.3 1 .7 +8.6 

Other 4.2 1 .6 +2.6 3.2 1 .7 + 1 .S 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 4.2 1 1 00.0 1 00.0 S .2 1 
N 
� 



Table G.2 continued 

Predicted Error Predicted Error 

Alliance 17 .3  14.9 +2.4 14.7 16.7 -2.0 

Labour 32.2 46.8 - 1 4.6 42.6 57. 1 - 1 4.5 

National 3 1 .0 36.2 -5 .2 22.8 26.2 -3 .4 

NZ First 12 .8  2. 1 + 1 0.7 12.2 0.0 + 1 2.2 

Other 6.7 0.0 +6.7 7.7 0.0 +7.7 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 7 .91 100.0 100.0 8 .01 

Predicted Error Predicted Error 

Alliance 14.5 12. 1 +2.4 1 5 .6 1 5 .5 +0. 1 

Labour 29.5 33 .4 -3.9 35.7 32.4 +3.3 

National 4 1 .2 50.0 -8.8 33.0 46.5 - 1 3.5 

NZ First 1 1 . 3  4.5 +6.8 1 1 .4 2 .8  +8.6 

Other 3 .5 0.0 +3.5 4.3 2.8 + 1 .5 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 5 . 1 1 1 00.0 100.0 5 .41 

� 
-...I 1 .  Mean absolute errors 

• 
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WEIGHTING PROCEDURES A ND CALCULATIONS 

Demographic Weighting 

As the estimates reported in  political opinion polls  have usual ly been weighted to 

ensure the sample corresponds to the population's age and gender sub-groups, these 

data were also weighted to ensure no demographic sub-sample was over-or under

represented. Details of the demographic composition of each electorate were obtained 

from the 1 99 1  Census. and are contained in the table below. 

Table H.l Age and Gender Distributions i n  the Manawatu, Miramar and 

Western Hutt Electorates 

Age Group 

< 5  5 - 1 4  1 5- 1 9  20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ 

Manawatu (N=34,302) 
Male 4.3 7 . 1  5 .9 9.9 7.5 5.7 3 .7 5 .4 
Female 4 . 1  6.8 5 .7 9.5 7.6 5.8 3.8 7 .2 

Miramar (N=36,060) 
Male 3 .5  5 .7 3 .4 10.9 8.5 6.2 4 .6 6.6 
Female 3 . 1  5 .2 3 .6 1 1 .2 8.5 6.0 4.3 8 .7 

Western Hull (N=34, 1 55)  
Male 4.3 7.0 4.2 8.6 8.9 7.4 4 .3  5 . 1  
Female 4 .0 6.9 4 . 1  8.9 8.8 7 .0 4.0 6.5 

The weights used for each questionnaire version in each electorate are detailed in 

Table N .2, below. 
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Table H.2 Demographic Weighting Factors 

Age Group 

Electorate 1 8-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ 

Manawatu - Round I 
Version I Male 1 .60 0.83 0.64 2.60 1 . 14 

Female 1 . 1 3  0.9 1 0.93 0.92 0.86 
Version 2 Male 1 .54 0.8 1 1 .08 0.62 1 . 1 8  

Female 0.93 0.96 1 .26 1 . 1 5  0.83 
Version 3 Male 2 . 19  0.56 0.68 1 .30 0.7 1 

Female 1 . 1 9  1 .08 0.64 2 .70 1 .28 
Version 4 Male 2.25 0.58 1 .05 1 .08 0.73 

Female 1 . 1 5  0.58 4.32 0.93 1 .05 
Version 5 Male 1 .20 0.65 0.65 l AO 1 .60 

Female 1 .50 1 . 1 0  0.95 0.57 1 . 1 0  
Version 6 Male 1 .30 0.94 1 . 1 0 2.50 0.50 

Female 1 .20 0.74 0.66 1 .70 1 .60 

Miramar - Round I 
Version I Male 1 .64 0.96 0.9 1 0.68 0.74 

Female 0.93 l AO 1 .26 0.79 0.97 
Version 2 Male 1 .03 0.76 0.63 1 .3 1  1 .05 

Female 1 .30 2.02 0.96 1 .53  0.68 
Version 3 Male 0.94 0.94 0.84 l AO 0.50 

Female 1 .4 1  1 .49 1 .35 2.62 1 .06 
Version 4 Male 1 .69 0.70 0.77 1 .44 0.58 

Female 1 .04 1 .06 2A8 5 .50 0.67 
Version 5 Male 1 .50 0.70 0.60 0.97 1 .20 

Female 1 .76 0.97 1 .08 0.67 0.90 
Version 6 Male 1 .50 1 . 1 5  1 .50 1 .90 1 .30 

Female 1 . 1 0  0.62 0.74 0.66 0.75 

Western Hull - Round I 
Version I Male 1 .60 0.88 1 . 1 4  1 .70 0.87 

Female 0.90 1 . 1 0  1 .2 1  0.93 1 .0 1  
Version 2 Male 2. 1 2  0.97 0.80 1 . 1 5  0.86 

Female 1 .5 1  0.95 0.82 1 .24 0.63 
Version 3 Male 1 .52 1 . 1 6  0.75 0.88 0.66 

Female 1 .48 0.80 1 .43 0.66 1 . 1 8  
Version 4 Male 1 .4 1  0.69 0.73 1 .97 1 .82 

Female 1 . 1 1 1 . 1 3  0.70 1 .02 1 .30 
Version 5 Male l AO 1 .20 0.93 0.86 1 . 1 3  

Female 1 .70 0.90 0.83 0.71 0.72 
Version 6 Male 1 .03 1 .24 0.89 0.66 0.9 1 

Female 1 .90 0.79 1 .4 1  0.80 0.90 

3{)(J 



Table H.2 Continued 

Age Group 

Electorate 1 8·29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ 

Manawalu - Round 2 
Version 1 Male 1 .59 0.80 0.74 0.83 1 .64 

Female l . 1 8  1 .37  0.80 0.86 0.65 
Version 2 Male 2 . 1 9  1 .50 1 .69 0.66 0.57 

Female 1 .6 1  0.79 0.74 0.96 1 .06 
Version 3 Male 1 .56 0.62 1 .05 0.68 0.56 

Female 1 .2 1  0.89 1 .6 1  2.08 1 .07 
Version 4 Male 1 .47 0.84 1 .2 1  0.88 0.76 

Female 1 .4 1  0.7 1 1 .22 0.8 1 0.80 
Version 5 Male 1 .80 0.66 0.77 0.80 0.87 

Female 1 . 14 1 .02 1 . 12  0.96 1 .04 
Version 6 Male 1 .70 1 .03 0.62 1 .53  0.69 

Female 1 .60 0.88 1 .58 0.48 0.83 

Miramar - Round 2 
Version 1 Male 0.97 0.67 1 .25 0.94 0.93 

Female 2.00 0.76 1 .07 1 .02 1 .02 
Version 2 Male l . 1 5  0.74 0.79 0.54 1 .3 1  

Female 2.22 1 .00 0.7 1 1 .00 l . 1 0  
Version 3 Male 1 .57  1 . 1 9  1 .23 0.8 1 0.66 

Female 0.99 1 .20 0.7 1 1 .22 0.76 
Version 4 Male 1 .57 0.92 1 .23 0.72 0.77 

Female 1 . 1 2  0.70 0.94 1 .5 3  1 .0 1  
Version 5 Male 1 .60 0.86 0.89 0.83 0.72 

Female 1 .80 1 . 1 0  1 .08 0.77 0.68 
Version 6 Male 1 .26 1 .2 1  1 . 1 1 1 .64 0.55 

Female 1 .07 0.94 0.87 0.62 1 .38 

Western Hutt  - Round 2 
Version 1 Male l . 19 1 .29 0.85 1 .27 0.73 

Female 0.97 1 . 1 7  0.94 1 .40 0.8 1 
Version 2 Male 1 . 1 3  1 .47 0.74 0.72 0.70 

Female 1 .59 0.88 1 .06 1 .8 1  0.83 
Version 3 Male 1 .27 0.9 1 0.9 1 0.84 0.88 

Female 1 .66 0.90 1 .02 0.77 1 .02 
Version 4 Male 1 .37 0.97 1 .4 1  1 .09 0.80 

Female 1 .66 0.85 0.59 1 .00 1 .02 
Version 5 Male 1 .64 0.7 1 0.99 1 .9 1  0.68 

Female 1 .32  0.77 1 .03 1 .40 1 .03 
Version 6 Male 0.82 1 .2 1  1 .30 1 .09 0.75 

Female 1 .56 0.86 1 . 1 4  1 . 1 7  0.76 
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Weighting by Probability of Voting 

Since all respondents i ndicated their probabi l i ty of voting. these estimates were used 

to weight their voting intention. Thus respondents' weighted voting i ntention was 

calculated as follows: 

Party A support = «Voting i ntention * voting probabi li ty) /101)  

Or a mulLiple of 10. 

Adjusting the data i n  this way meant that the voting intention estimates now summed 

to the overall probability of vot ing (for either the whole sample or the i ndividual 

electorates). thus the estimates were re-calculated to form percentages. Tables H .n  to 

H.n  contain both the original weighted intentions and the re-calculated percentages. 

The cell counts in these tables are lower than the original data because respondents 

who stated there was a 0 probahil i ty that they would cast their vote were dropped 

during the weight ing process. . 
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Weighting by Past Voting Behaviour 

The fi nal weighting procedure attempted to balance the samples so they reflected the 

party support distributions resulting from the 1 990 General Election. The 1 990 results 

were as follows: 

Table H_l:  1 990 General Election Results 

Party Manawatu Miramar Western Hull 

% % % 
Alliancel 1 1 .902 14.59 1 0.94 
Labour 35. 30 40.76 42.06 
National 50.97 43.49 45.54 
Other 1 .83  1 . 1 6  1 .47 

1 .  Although it was not possible for voters to have cast a vote for a n  Alliance 
party in 1990, they could have voted for one of the consti tuent parties that 
later joi ned together under the Alliance rubric. Consequently, the Alliance 
percentages reflect the proportion of voters who supported the New Labour, 
Green or Democrat parties in the 1 990 General Election. 

2. Because the candidate who contested the Manawatu electorate as an Alliance 
candidate was originally elected as a National Party MP, the Manawatu results 
were adjusted slightly to reflect the personal following that the MP had 
developed. This adjustment increased the Alliance share of vote to 1 6.90% 
and decreased the National vote to 45.97%. While this is clearly an arbitrary 
re-al locat ion of support, it does attempt to recognise and address the more 
complex electoral history associated with the Manawatu electorate. 

Since respondents could not have voted for the NZ First Party i n  any antecedent form 

during the 1 990 General election, this party was allocated a weight of one. Likewise, 

i f  respondents stated that they did not vote during the 1 990 General Election, they 

were also allocated a weight of one to ensure that those people too young to vote were 

not excluded from the weighted results. Those people who refused to state the party 
for which they vote i n  1 990, or those who declared they could not remember which 

party they had voted for were not allocated weights and so were dropped from the · 

fi nal estimates. The sample sizes shown i n  the Tables H.5 to H. I 3  vary from the 

original data because of the weighting factors used. The weights associated with each 

electorate are detailed i n  Table H.4 below. 
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Table H.4 1990 Voting Behaviour Weighting Factors 

Party 

Electorate All iance Lanour National Other 

Manawatu - Round I 

Version 1 2.6 1 0.8 1 0.94 0.38 

Version 2 2.03 0.87 0.92 0.44 

Version 3 2.46 0.80 0.98 0.36 

Version 4 1 .75 0.88 0.96 0.36 

Version 5 2 .09 1 .03 1 .45 0.96 

Version 6 3 .84 1 . 1 8  1 .4 1  0.86 

Miramar - Round 1 

Version 1 2 .47 0.84 1 .01 0.48 

Version 2 1 .04 0.77 1 . 37 0.92 

Version 3 2.03 0.9 1 0.94 0.73 

Version 4 1 .05 0.95 1 .08 0.4 1 

Version 5 3 .60 1 .00 1 .40 0.40 

Version 6 2.30 1 .20 1 .30 1 . 1 0  

Western Hutt - Round 1 

Version 1 1 .56 1 .04 0.87 1 .00 

Version 2 1 .88 1 .07 0.91  0.3 1 

Version 3 1 .45 0.97 0.95 1 .50 

Version 4 1 .58 0.78 1 .28 0.43 

Version 5 4.50 1 .3 0  1 . 10 0.90 

Version 6 2 .90 1 .3 0  1 .00 0.60 
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Table H.4 Continued 

Party 

Electorate All iance Laoour National Other 

Manawatu - Round 2 

Version I 5 .48 0.86 0.80 0.45 

Version 2 3 .84 0.80 0.85 0.95 

Version 3 1 9.9 1 0.83 0.77 0.56 

Version 4 2.92 0.82 0.85 1 .64 

Version 5 3 .00 0.96 1 .20 0.40 

Version 6 4 .60 1 .00 1 . 20 1 .00 

Miramar - Round 2 

Version 1 3 .3 2  0.98 0.84 0.50 

Version 2 6.63 0.76 1 . 2 1  0. 1 4  

Version 3 2 . 6 1 0.89 0.94 0.50 

Version 4 1 .02 0.93 I .  1 8  0.23 

Version 5 1 .80 1 .20 I .  t o  1 .20 

Version 6 1 .50 1 . t 0  1 .40 0.60 

Western Hut! - Round 2 

Version 1 2 . 1 8  1 .00 0.88 1 .50 

Version 2 2.79 0.82 1 . 1 2  0.39 

Version 3 1 .54 1 . t 3  0.88 0.38 

Version 4 1 .20 0.9 1 1 . 15 0.30 

Version 5 2.70 1 .20 1 .00 0.94 

Version 6 4 .50 1 . 1 3  1 . 19 1 .8 8  
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Table H.5: Contextual and Non-Contextual Results Weighted by Demographic Variables 

Party 
Elnitial tlma es 

Alliance 1 1 . 1  

Labour 35.7 

National 2 1 .0 

NZ First 4. 1 

Other 0.8 

None 5 . 1  

Undecided 22.2 

Refused 0.0 

TOTAL 100.0 

Party Initial Estimates 
Alliance 2.9 

Labour 35.0 

National 27.9 

NZ First 5.9 

Other 1 . 1 

None 1 1 .5 

Undecided 14.4 

Refused 1 .3 

TOTAL 100.0 

Contextual (N = 104) 

Re- Allocated Actual Results 
15.8 27.5 

48.7 33.4 

28.9 32.6 

5.3 4.6 

1 .3 1 .9 

100.0 100.0 

Contextual (N = 1 15) 

Re- Allocated Actual Results 
3.6 1 1 .6 

48.2 46.4 

38.6 34.8 

8.4 4.3 

1 .2 2.9 

100.0 100.0 

Error 
- 1 1 .7 

+1 5.3 

-3.7 

+0.7 

-0.6 

6.41 

Error 
-8.0 

+ 1 .8 

+3.8 

+4. 1  

- 1 .7 

3 .91 

Initial Estimates 
8 .2 

19 .7 

24.0 

3 . 1  

0.8 

9.0 

32.3 

3 .0 

100.0 

Initial EstImates 
6.6 

30.7 

20.5 

6.3 

0.0 

8.9 

22.2 

5 .0 

100.0 

Contextual (N = 107) 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
1 5.0 27 .5 - 12.5 

35 .0 33.4 + 1 .6 

43.3 32.6 +10.7 

5.0 4.6 +0.4 

1 .7 1 .9 -0.2 

100.0 100.0 5 . 1 1 

Contextual (N = 1 12) 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
9.9 1 1 .6 - 1 .7 

47.9 46.4 + 1 .5 

32.4 34.8 -2.4 

9.8 4.3 +5.5 

0.0 2.9 -2.9 

100.0 100.0 2.81 



Table H.s continued 

Contextual (N = 152 

Party 
Initial 

Estlma es Re-Allocated Actual Results 

Alliance 6.4 8 . 1  1 3 .6 

Labour 3 1 .8 38.7 37.9 

National 32.6 40.3 4 1 .6 

NZ First 8.0 9.7 3 .8 

Other 2.7 3.2 3 . 1  

None 6.0 

Undecided 12.4 

Refused 0.0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Initial 
Estimates Re-Allocated Actual 

Alliance 10.9 1 3 .3 27.5 

Labour 32.5 .4 

National 3 1 .7 32.6 

NZ First 6.7 4.6 

1 .0 1 .9 

1 1 . 1  

7 .4 

Refused 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 

w 0 -...I 

Error 

-5.5 

+0.8 

- 1 .3 

+5.9 

+0. 1 

- 14 .2 

+6.6 

+6.4 

+2. 1  

6.0' 

Initial 
Estimates 

6.7 

26. 1 

28.8 

1 .8 

0.0 

1 0.8 

24.4 

1 .5 

1 00.0 

13 . 1  

2 1 . 1  

3 1 .0 

4.8 

0.0 

24.2 

1 . 1  

100.0 

Non-Contextual (N = 135) 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 

10.6 13.6 -3 .0 

4 1 .2 37.9 +3.3 

45.9 4 1 .6 +4.3 

2.3 3.8 - 1 .5 

0.0 3 . 1  -3. 1  

1 00.0 100.0 

Re-Allocated 

19.0 27 .5 

30.0 33 -3.4 

44.0 32.6 +1 1 .4 

7.0 4.6 +2.4 

1 .9 

100.0 100.0 5.5 ' 



Table HoS continued 

Contextual (N = 1 1 1) 

Party Elnltlal 
ttma es Re-Allocated Actual Results 

Alliance 9.2 1 1 .2 1 1 .6 

Labour 25.8 3 1 .5 46.4 

National 39.3 48.3 34.8 

NZ First 5.2 6.7 4.3 

Other 1 .7 2.3 2.9 

None 5.0 

Undecided 12.9 

Refused 0.9 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 100.0 

Initial 
Esttmates Re-Allocated Actual Results 

9. 1 1 1  1 3 .6 

26.6 32.4 37.9 

47.6 4 1 .6 

6.7 3 .8 

1 .9 3 . 1  

12. 1  

1 .8 

TOTAL 100.0 100 .0 100.0 
� 

i --� 

I .  Mean absolute error 

Error 

-0.4 

- 14.9 

+1 3.5 

+2.4 

-0.6 

6.4' 

Error 

-2.2 

-5.5 

+6.0 

+2.9 

3.6' 

Initial 
Estimates 

6.5 

36.5 

18 . 1  

5 .8 

0.0 

5 . 1  

25.5 

2.6 

1 00.0 

Iqitial 
Estimates 

1 1 .8 

26.6 

3 1 .7 

5.9 

0.6 

1 

1 .2 

1 00.0 

Contextual (N = 1 10) 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 

9.6 1 1 .6 -2.0 

54.8 46.4 +8.4 

27.4 34.8 -7.4 

8.2 4.3 +3.9 

0.0 2.9 -2.9 

100.0 1 00.0 4.9' 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 

14.9 1 .6 +1 .3 

34.7 37 .9 -3.2 

4 1 .6 4 1 .6 0.0 

7.8 3 .8 

3 . 1  

100.0 100.0 2.1 2 



Table H.6: Contextual and Non-Contextual Results Weighted by Voting Probability 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Re- Error 

1 3  14.6 27.5 - 12.9 

40 44.0 33.4 + 10.6 32 36.0 33.4 +2.6 

29 3 1 .9 32.6 -0.7 38 42.7 32.6 +10 . 1  

5 4 4.6 

1 . 1  1 .9 2 2.2 1 .9 +0.3 

TOTAL 9 1  1 00.0 100.0 89 100.0 100.0 

Initial 
Estimates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 

Initial 
Estimates Re-Allocated Error 

5 5.7 -5.9 12  1 .6 

44 50.0 38 43.2 46.4 -3.2 

32 30 34. 1  34.8 -0.7 

6 8 9 . 1  4.3 +4.8 

1 1 2.9 0 0.0 2.9 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 88 100.0 100.0 3 . 1 2 88 1 00.0 1 00.0 2.72 
� 
� 



Table H.6 continued 
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Non-Contextual (N = 109) Non-Contextual (N = 88) 

Party 
Initial Es Ima es Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-Allocated .tct�1 esu ts Error 

Alliance 6 6.5 13 .6 -7 . 1  12  1 2.6 1 3 .6 - 1 .0 

Labour 36 39.1 37.9 + 1 .2 38 40.0 37.9 +2. 1  

National 38 4 1 .3 4 1 .6 -0.3 42 44.2 4 1 .6 +2.6 

NZ First 9 9.8 3.8 +6.0 3 3 .2 3.8 -0.6 

Other 3 3 .3 3 . 1  +0.2 0 0.0 3 . 1  -3. 1 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 92 1 00.0 100.0 95 100.0 100.0 

Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Error 

12  27 - 14.6 2 1  22.6 27.5 

40 33.4 +9.6 29 3 l .2 33.4 -2.2 

34 32.6 +4.0 37 39.8 32.6 +7.2 

4.6 + 1 .6 6 6.4 4.6 + 1 .8 

1 . 1  1 .9 -0.8 0 1 .9 - 1 .9 

Refused 

TOTAL 93 100.0 100.0 
. 

93 100.0 1 00.0 



Table H.6 continued 

Re-Allocated 
1 1  12 . 1  1 1  1 2  

30 33.0 46.4 - 13 47 

42 46. 1  34.8 +1 1 .3 26 

+3.4 7 

0 

TOTAL 9 1  100.0 100.0 92 

Contextual {N = 104} 

Party 
Iuitial Est mates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Ir,itial Estimates 

Alliance 10 10.8 13 .6 -2.8 14 

Labour 29 3 1 .6 37.9 -6.3 33 

National 44 47.8 4 1 .6 +<>.2 39 

NZ First 7 7.6 3.8 +3.8 7 

Other 2 2.2 3 . 1  -0.9 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 92 100.0 100.0 94 

I. The smaller sub-sample sizes result from the exclusion of all declared non-voters and undecided respondents from the calculations 
L Mean absolute errors 

Re-Allocated 
13 .0 1 1  +1 .4 

5 1 . 1  46.4 

34.8 -6.5 

7 .6 +3.3 

0.0 2.9 

100.0 100.0 

Non-Contextual (N = 99) 

Re-Allocated .t:ctunl 
esu ts Error 

14.9 1 3 .6 + 1 .3 

35 . 1  37.9 -2.8 

4 1 .5 4 1 .6 -0.1 

7 .4 3.8 +3.6 

1 . 1  3 . 1  -2.0 

100.0 100.0 



Table H.7: Contextual and Non-Contextual Results Weighted by 1990 Voting Patterns 

Initial EStimates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Error 
14 . 1  8 .8  17 .6 27.5 -9.9 

39.2 33.4 +5.8 1 8 .  33.4 + 1 .9 

27.3 +2.5 2 1 .9 4 1 .2 32.6 +8.6 

4.6 +0.8 4 .6 + 1 .3 

0.8 1 .9 0.5 0.0 1 .9 - 1  

0.9 

100.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 3.6 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-allocated Error 
1 1 .6 -6.8 8 .3 12.5 1 1 .6 +0.9 

36.4 -7.5 

38.6 34.8 +3.8 27.8 40.3 34.8 +5.5 

+4.0 

1 .2 2.9 1 .7 0.0 2.9 -2 

9.9 8 . 1  

22.4 

0.9 

TOTAL 92 1 00.0 1 00.0 3 .4 1 1 00.0 100.0 1 00.0 4.21 



• 

Table H.7 continued 

E
IQitial shma es Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-allocated Error 

-6.0 10.4 14.9 + 1 .3 
37.9 

4 1 .6 28.5 4 1 .4 4 1 .6 -0.2 

8.5 2.4 3.5 
2.8 3 . 1  

4.8 1 1 . 1  

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1 00.0 

Initial Estimates Re-allocated Error 
1 8 .5 24.5 27.5 
20.7 33.4 -6.8 

32.6 32.6 42.5 32.6 +9.9 

4.9 6.4 4.6 + 1 .8 

0.4 1 .9 - 1  

3 .5 

19 .7 

.0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 5 .01 1 00.0 100.0 100.0 4.71 

� 
-� 



Table H.7 continued 

2.9 

10 . 1  

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Contextual (N = 122) 

Party E Initial s ima es Re-allocated Actual Results 
Alliance 1 1 .0 12.6 1 3.6 

Labour 28.2 33 .0 37 .9 

National 37.6 44.7 4 1 .6 

NZ First 6.6 7.8 3 .8 

Other 1 .6 1 .9 3 . 1  

None 4.2 

Undecided 10.8 

Refused 0.0 

l TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
. 

1 .  Mean absolute errors 

Error 
+2.4 

Error 
- 1 .0 

-4.9 

+3 . 1  

+4.0 

- 1 .2 

Initial Estima es 
6.3 

32.3 

20.7 

3.9 

1 0.6 

25.5 

100.0 

Initial Estima es 
1 0.7 
28.2 

33 .5 

6.0 

0.7 

6.3 

14.0 

0.7 

1 00.0 

Re-Allocated 
10.3 1 1 .6 

5 1 .4 46.4 +5.0 

5 .9 4.3 + 1 .6 

100.0 100.0 

Non-Contextual (N = 122) 

Re-allocated rtct::ru 
esu Error 

1 3 .5 1 3 .6 -OJ 
35 .4 37 .9 -2.5 

42.7 4 1 .6 + 1 . 1  

7.3 3 .8 +3.5 

1 . 1  3 . 1  -2.0 

100.0 100.0 



Table H.8: Secret Ballot Results weighted by Demographic Variables 

Contextual (N = 101) 

Party Elnlt'al lma es Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
Alliance 1 1 . 1  1 2.3 27.5 - 1 5.2 

Labour 36.7 4 1 .6 33.4 +8.2 

National 32.6 37 . 1  32.6 +4 .5 

NZ First 7 .0 7.9 4.6 +3.3 

Other 0.6 1 . 1  1 .9 -0.8 

None 2.7 

Undecided 5.6 

Refused 3.6 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 6.4 1 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
16.7 1 1 .6 +5.1  

-4.2 

34.8 .5 

6.7 4.3 +2.4 

2.9 

1 .0 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 100.0 3 .01 

In itial Es lma{es 
16 . 1  

26. 1  

3 1 .3 

12 .7 

0.6 

6.5 

6.8 

0.0 

100.0 

Initial Es 1ma es 

17 .0 

30.0 

1 .7 

2 

2.5 

100.0 

Non-Contextual (N - 104) 

Re-Allocated tct� esu Error 
1 8 .7 27.5 -8.8 

29.7 33 .4 -3.7 

36.3 32.6 +3 .7 

14.2 4.6 +9.6 
1 . 1  1 .9 -0.8 

100.0 100.0 5.31 

Re-Allocated Error 
18 .5 +6.9 

46.4 -7.3 

3 1 .5 34.8 -3.3 

8 4.3 +4.4 

2.2 -0.7 

100.0 100.0 4.51 



Table H.8 continued 

Contextual (N = 132) 

Part} Elnitial tama es Re-allocated Actual Results 
Alliance 1 2.2 1 2.3 1 3 .6 

Labour 46.8 47.7 37 .9 

National 34. 1  34.6 4 1 .6 

NZ First 5.0 5 .4 3.8 

Other 0.0 0.0 3 . 1  

None 0.5 

Undecided 1 .4 

Refused 0.0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 1 00.0 

Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Actual Results 
Alliance 1 1 .4 

Labour 36.6 

National 39.2 

NZ First 4.6 

Other 1 .9 

2.8 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 1 00.0 

Error 
- 1 .3 

+9.8 

-7.0 

+ 1 .6 

-3 . 1  

Error 

+9.2 

+2.7 

- 1 .9 

7 .01 

Initial Estimates 
9.9 

38 .6 

26.9 

8 .4 

2.6 

4.7 

8 . 1  

0.9 

100.0 

Initial Estimates 
15 .0 

3.3 

3.1 

3.7 

2.6 

1 .4 

100.0 

Non-Contextual (N = 130) 

Re-Allocated tt��::r� 
1 1 .6 1 3 .6 

44.6 37.9 

3 1 .3 4 1 .6 

9.8 3.8 

2.7 3 . 1  

100.0 1 00.0 

Re-Allocated ttctufl l esu ts 
16.4 27.5 

33.4 

3.6 1 .9 

100.0 100.0 

Error 
-2.0 

+6.7 

- 10.3 

+6.0 

-0.4 

Error 
-ILl 

- 1 .0 

+1 .7 

4.81 



Table H.8 continued 

Initial Eshma es Re-Allocated Actual 
1 1 .2 1 1 .6 -0.4 

49.5 

27.6 28.0 34.8 -6.8 

1 4.3 +6.0 

2 

1 .4 

TOTAL 100.0 1 00.0 100.0 3 .6'  

Non-Contextual (N = 126) 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
8 . 1  1 3 .6 -5.5 

37.9 37.9 0.0 

4 1 . 1  4 1 .6 -0.5 

10.5 3.8 +6.7 

2 .4 3 . 1  -0.7 

100.0 100.0 2.7' 

Il}itial Estimates 
1 1 . 1  

33 .9 

10 . 1  

1 .7 

0.0 

1 .6 

100.0 

Il}itial Estimates 
15 .3 

37 . 1  

33 .5 

6.6 

0.6 

3 .0 

3 . 1  

0.8 

100.0 

Re-Allocated Error 
1 1 .5 1 1 .6 -0. 1  

35.6 46.4 - 10.8 

34.8 +5.6 

10.6 4.3 +6.3 

1 .9 2.9 - 1 .0 

100.0 100.0 4.8' 

Non-Contextual (N = 127) 

Re-Allocated h:ctufll 
esu ts Error 

16.2 13 .6 +2.6 

40.2 37.9 +2.3 

35.9 4 1 .6 -5.7 

6.8 3 .8 +3.0 

0.9 3 . 1  -2.2 

100.0 100.0 3.2' 



Table H.9: Secret Ballot Results weighted by Voting Probability 

Contextual (N = 89) Non-Contextual (N = 89) 

Party E Initial stlmates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-Allocated h;ct�1 esu ts Error 
Alliance 1 1  12.8 27.5 - 14.7 16 1 7.8 27.5 -9.7 

Labour 34 39.5 33.4 +6. 1  3 1  34.4 33.4 + 1 .0 

National 34 39.5 32.6 +6.9 30 33.3 32.6 +0.7 

NZ First 06 7.0 4.6 +2.4 12 1 3 .3 4.6 +8.7 

Other 0 1  1 .2 1 .9 -0.7 01 1 .2 1 .9 -0.7 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 86 1 00.0 100.0 90 100.0 100.0 

EInltial stlmates Error Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Error 
12  + 1 .9 10 1 1 .9 1 1 .6 +0.3 

4 1  -0.3 35 4 1 .7 46.4 -4.7 

32.6 34.8 -2.2 30 35.7 34.8 

6.7 08 9.5 

1 1 . 1  1 .2 - 1 .7 

TOTAL 89 100.0 100.0 84 100.0 1 00.0 
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Table H.9 continued 

Contextual (N = 128) Non-Contextual (N = 1 10) 

Party Initial Es Imates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-Allocated tt;ctufll esu ts Error 
Alliance 12  1 3.2 1 3.6 -0.4 9 10 . 1  13 .6 -3.5 
Labour 40 44.0 37.9 +6. 1  38 42.7 37.9 +4.8 
National 33 36.3 4 1 .6 -5.3 32 36.0 41 .6 -5.6 

NZ First 6 6.5 3 .8 +2.7 7 7 .9 3 .8 +4.1  

Other 0 0.0 3 . 1  -3.1 3 3.3 3 . 1  +0.2 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 9 1  100.0 100.0 3.5 1 89 100.0 100.0 3 .61 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Error 
Alliance 13  - 13 .8 16 17 .0 27.5 - 10.5 

Labour 4 1 .0 33.4 +7.6 36 .3 33 .4 

36 37.9 32.6 +5.3 36 38.3 32.6 +5.7 

7 7 .4 4.6 +2.8 4 4.3 4.6 -0.3 

1 - 1  2 2. 1 .9 +0.2 

Refused 

TOTAL 95 100.0 100.0 6.3 1 94 100.0 100.0 4.3 1 



Table H.9 continued 

Contextual (N = 1 08) Non-Contextual (N = 104) 

Party EInitial stlma es Re-Allocated Actual Results Error Illitial Estimates Re-Allocated 1tctufll esu ts Error 
Alliance 1 3  14 .2 1 1 .6 +2.6 12  13 .3 1 1 .6 + 1 .7 

Labour 42 46.2 46.4 -0.2 33 36.7 46.4 -9.7 

National 24 26.4 34.8 -8.4 35 38.9 34.8 +4. 1  

NZ First 10  1 1 .0 4.3 +6.7 9 t o.O 4.3 +5.7 

Other 2 2.2 2.9 -0.7 1 . 1  2.9 - 1 .8 

None 

Undecided 

Refused 

TOTAL 9 1  100.0 100.0 90 100.0 100.0 

Initial Estimates 
Illitial Estimates 

8 8.8 15 16.5 13 .6 

37 40.6 37.9 +2.7 

36 4 1 .6 -2.0 32 35.2 4 1 .6 -6.4 

NZ First 8 3 .8 +5.0 6 6.6 3.8 +2.8 

Other 2.2 3 . 1  -0.9 1 . 1  3 . 1  

None 

TOTAL 9 1  100.0 100.0 91 100.0 100.0 

Ul 

� 
____ ____ 1 .  Mean absolute errors 



Table H.10: Secret Ballot Results weighted by 1990 Voting Patterns 

Contextual (N = 101) 

Party Initial Estimates Re-Allocated Actual Results 
Alliance 1 1 .9 1 3 .5 27.5 

Labour 35.6 40.4 33.4 
National 33.7 38.2 32 .6 
NZ First 5 .9 6.7 4 .6 
Other 1 .0 1 .2 1 .9 
None 2.0 

Undecided 5.9 
Refused 4.0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Re-Allocated Actual Results 
14.9 1 1 .6 

Labour 43.7 46.4 
34.5 34.8 

5 .2 5.7 4.3 

1 .0 

None 7 .3 

Undecided 

1 .0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Vl N 
.... 

Error 
- 14.0 

+7 .0 

+5.6 
+2. 1 
-0.7 

5 .9' 

Error 
+3 .3 

-2.7 
-OJ 

1 .9' 

Initial Estimates 
1 5 .4 
29.8 

27.9 
1 1 .5 

1 .0 

6.7 
7.7 

100.0 

Initial Estimates 
12 .4 
37 . 1  
32.0 
9 03 

2 . 1  

100.0 

Non-Contextual (N = 104) 

Re-Allocated tctun l esu ts Error 
1 8.0 27.5 -903 
34.8 33 .4 + 1 .4 
32.6 32.6 0.0 

1 3.5 4.6 +8.9 
1 . 1  1 .9 -0.8 

100.0 100.0 4 . 1 ' 

Error 
+ 1 .7 

46.4 -6.4 
34.4 34.8 -0.4 
10.0 4.3 +5.7 

2.9 -0.6 

100.0 100.0 3 .0' 



Table H.I0 continued 

Party Elnltlal Ima es 

Alliance 14.7 
Labour 43. 1  
National 33 .3 

NZ First 6.6 
Other 0.0 

None 0.8 

Undecided 1 .5 

Refused 0.0 

TOTAL 100.0 

Initial Estimates 
9.7 

47.5 

2.0 
0.7 

TOTAL 100.0 

Contextual (N = 1 28) Non-Contextual (N = 121) 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
1 5 . 1  1 3 .6 + 1 .5 
43.7 37 .9 +5.8 
34. 1  41 .6 -7.5 

7 . 1  3.8 +3 .3 
0.0 3 . 1  -3. 1  

100.0 100.0 4.2 1 

Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
10.3 27 .5 - 17.2 
50.4 33.4 +17 .0 

32.6 -0.8 

7.5 4.6 +2.9 
0.0 1 .9 - 1 .9 

1 00.0 100.0 8.01 

Initial Estimates 
9. 1  

3 1 .4 
33.7 
9. 1  
1 .2 
5.0 
9.7 
0.8 

100.0 

Initial Estimates 
19.5 
32.6 
34. 1 

5. l  
2.4 
3 .3 

100.0 

Re-Allocated itctun l esu ts 
10.8 1 3 .6 
37.3 37 .9 
40.2 4 1 .6 
10.8 3 .8 
0.9 3. l  

100.0 100.0 

Re-Allocated 
2 l .0 27.5 
34.3 33.4 
36.2 
5 .7 4.6 
2.8 1 .9 

100.0 1 00.0 

Error 
-2.8 

-0.6 
- 1 .4 
+7.0 

-2.2 

2.8 1 

Error 
-6.5 

+3 .6 
+ 1 . 1  
+0.9 

2.61 



Table H.I0 continued 

Error 
+6.0 

25.1 34.8 -9.8 

1 1 .0 1 1 . 1  4.3 +6.8 

1 .7 - 1 .0 

0.0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 5. 1 1 

Contextual (N = 122) 

Party EInitial stlmates Re-Allocated Actual Results Error 
Alliance 9 . 1  9.3 1 3.6 -4.3 

Labour 4 1 .3 42.0 37.9 +4. 1  

National 35.5 36.2 4 1 .6 -5.4 

NZ First 9.8 10.0 3.8 +6.2 

Other 2.7 2.5 3 . 1  -0.6 

None 0.8 

Undecided 0.0 

Refused 0.7 

TOTAL 1 00.0 100.0 100.0 4 . 1 1 

w N W 1 .  Mean absolute error 

Initial Estimates 
1 1 . 1  

36.0 

10. 1 

0.9 

0.0 

1 .0 

100.0 

Initial Estimates 
1 2.2 

38. 1  

36.0 

6.3 

0.9 

2.9 

2.6 

1 .0 

100.0 

Re-Allocated 
1 2.2 1 1 .6 +<>.6 

37.8 46.4 

38.8 34.8 +4.0 

10.2 

1 .0 2.9 - 1 .9 

100.0 100.0 4.21 

Non-Contextual (N = 1 1 5) 

Re-Allocated �ctuftl esu ts Error 
13 . 1  1 3 .6 -0.5 

4 1 . 1  37.9 +3.2 

38.3 4 1 .6 -3.3 

6.5 3 .8 +2.7 

1 .0 3 . 1  -2. 1 

100.0 1 00.0 2.41 



Table H.1 1 :  Juster Questionnaire Results Weighted by Demographic Variables 

Party Initial Actual Initial 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates 

Alliance 20.5 17.3 27.5 - 1 0.2 28.7 

Labour 46.0 38.7 33.4 +5 .3 33 .4 

National 30.6 25.8 32.6 -6.8 24.4 

NZ First 15. 1 12.7 4.6 +8. 1  20.9 

Other 6.5 5.5 1.9 +3.6 5 .3 

TOTAL 1 18.7 100.0 1 00.0 6.8 1 1 1 2.7 

Party Initial Actual I nitial 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Esti mates 

Alliance 17. 1  1 3.9 1 1 .6 +2.3 1 7 . 3  

Labour 50.0 40. 8  46.4 -5.6 4 1 .3 

National 29.3 23.9 34.8 - 1 0.9 33.6 

NZ First 16.8 13.7 4.3 +9.4 1 4.5 

Other 9.4 7.7 2.9 +4.8 8.5 

TOTAL 122.6 100.0 100.0 6.61 1 1 5 .2 

A ctual 
Re-Allocated Results Error 

25.5 27.5 -2.0 

29.6 33 .4 -3.8 

2 1 .6 32.6 - 1 1 .0 

1 8 .6 4 .6 + 1 4.0 

4.7 1 .9 +2.8 

100.0 1 00.0 6Y 

Actual 
Re-Allocated Results Error 

1 5 .0 1 1 .6 +3.4 

35.9 46.4 - 1 0.5 

29.2 34.8 -5.6 

1 2.5 4.3 +8.2 

7 .4 2.9 +4.5 

100.0 1 00.0 6.41 
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Table H.l l continued 

Party Initial Actual Initial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 16.3 1 3 .6 1 3 .6 0 1 5 .0 14.5 1 3 .6 +0.9 

Labour 42.4 35.4 37.9 -2.5 37.5 36.3 37 .9 - 1 .6 

National 37.8 3 1 .6 4 1 .6 - 1 0.0 34.7 33.7 4 1 .6 -7.9 

NZ First 1 8.0 1 5.0 3 .8 + 1 1 .2 1 1 .8  1 1 .4 3 . 8  +7.6 

Other 5.3 4.4 3 . 1  + 1 .3 4.2 4. 1 3. 1 + 1 .0 

TOTAL 1 19.8 1 00.0 1 00.0 5 .0
1 

1 03.2 100.0 100.0 3 .8 1 

Party Initial Actual Initial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 23. 1 20.5 27.5 -7.0 2 1 .8 17.7 27.5 -9.8  

Labour 40.7 36. 1 33.4 +2.7 44. 2  36.0 33.4 +2.6 

National 30.3 26.9 32.6 -5 .7 38.2 3 1 . 1  32.6 - 1 .5 

NZ First 1 5.0 1 3 . 3  4.6 +8.7 1 2.5 10.2 4.6 +5.6 

Other 3.6 3.2 1 .9 + 1 .3 6. 1 5.0 1 .9 +3 . 1  

TOTAL 1 1 2.7 1 00.0 1 00.0 5. 1 1 1 22.8 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.51 

W N VI 



Table H.l l continued 

Party Initial Actual Initial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Esti mates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 8.6 1 5.0 1 1 .6 +3.4 16.9 1 4.2 1 1 .6 +2.6 

Labour 40.5 32.7 46.4 - 1 3 .7 49.5 4 1 .6 46.4 -4.8 

National 39.0 3 1 .5 34.8 -3.3 30.0 25.2 34.8 -9.6 

NZ First 1 8.2 1 4.7 4.3 + 1 0.4 1 3 .6 1 1 .4 4.3 +7 . 1  

Other 7.5 6. 1 2.9 +3.2 9.0 7 .6 2.9 +4.7 

TOTAL 1 23.8 1 00.0 1 00.0 6.8 1 1 1 9.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 5 .8
1 

Party Initial Actual Initial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated ' Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Resul ts Error 

Alliance 19.2 1 6.4 1 3 .6 +2.8 17 .5 1 4.7 1 3 .6 + 1 . 1  

Labour 36.6 3 1 .2 37.9 -6.7 42.4 35.7 37.9 -2.2 

National 42. 1  36.0 4 1 .6 -5.6 37.9 3 1 .9 4 1 .6 -9.7 

NZ First 1 3.4 1 1 .4 3.8 +7 .6 14.4 12 . 1 3 . 8  +8.3 

Other 5.8 5.0 3 . 1  + 1 .9 6.7 5.6 3 . 1 +2.5 

TOTAL 1 17 . 1  1 00.0 1 00.0 4.91 1 1 8.9 1 00.0 1 00.0 4.81 

U) t-:I iii 1. Mean absolute errors 
, • ... 



Table H.12: Juster Questionnaire Results Weighted by Probability of Voting 

Party Initial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 14 15 .6 27.5 - 1 1 .9 2 1  23 .3  27.5 -4.2 

Labour 37 4 1 . 1  33.4 +7.7 28  3 1 . 1  33.4 -2.3 

National 26 28.9 32.6 -3.7 22 24.5 32.6 -8 . 1 

NZ First 9 1 0.0 4.6 +5 .4 1 5  1 6.7 4.6 + 1 2 . 1  

Other 4 4.4 1 .9 +2.5 4 4.4 1 .9 +2.5 

TOTAL 90 1 00.0 100.0 6.2 1 90 1 00.0 100.0 5 .8 1 

Party I nitial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 1  1 2.5 1 1 .6 +0.9 1 1  1 2.8  1 1 .6 + 1 .2 

Labour 39 43.8 46.4 -2.6 32 37.2 46.4 -9.2 

National 23 25.8 34.8 -9.0 29 3 3.7 34.8 - 1 . 1  

NZ First 10  1 1 .2 4.3 +6.9 9 1 0.5 4.3 +6.2 

Other 6 6.7 2.9 +3.8 5 5 .8  2.9 +2.9 

TOTAL 89 100.0 1 00.0 4.61 86 1 00.0 1 00.0 4 . 1 1 

� N � 



Table H.12 continued 

Party Initial Actual I nit ial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 2  1 3 .3 1 3.6 -0.3 12 1 3 .6 1 3.6 0 

Labour 33 36.7 37.9 - 1 .2 34 38.6 37.9 +0.7 

National 3 1  34.4 4 1 .6 -7.2 30 34.2 4 1 .6 -7.4 

NZ First 1 2  1 3 .3 3 .8 +9.5 9 1 0.2 3.8 +6.4 

Other 2 2.3 3. 1 -0.8 3 3.4 3 . 1  +0.3 

TOTAL 90 100.0 100.0 3 .8 1 88 1 00.0 100.0 3 .01 

Party Initial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-A llocated Results Error 

Alliance 19  20.9 27.5 -6.6 1 6  1 7.6 27.5 -9.9 

Labour 34 37.3 33.4 +3 .9 34 37.3 33.4 +3.9 

National 25 27.5 32.6 -5 . 1  30 33.0 32.6 +0.4 

NZ First 1 1  12. 1  4.6 +7.5 8 8 .8  4.6 +4.2 

Other 2 2.2 1 .9 +0.3 3 3 .3  1 .9 + 1 .4 

TOTAL 9 1  100.0 100.0 4.7 1 91  1 00.0 100.0 4.01 



Table H.12 continued 

Party Initial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 3  14.4 1 1 .6 +2.8 1 1  12 .0 1 1 .6 +0.4 

Labour 32 35.7 46.4 - 10.7 4 1  44.6 46.4 - 1 .8 

National 30 33.3 34.8 - 1 .5 25 27.2 34.8 -7.6 

NZ First 1 1  12.2 4.3 +7.9 1 0  1 0.8  4.3 +6.5 

Other 4 4.4 2.9 + 1 .5 5 5 .4 2.9 +2.5 

TOTAL 90 1 00.0 100.0 4.91 92 100.0 1 00.0 3 .8 1 

Party Initial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 3  14.7 1 3.6 + 1 . 1  1 3  14.4 1 3.6 +0.8 

Labour 29 33.0 37.9 -4.9 32 35 .6 37.9 -2.3 

National 35 39.8 4 1 .6 - 1 .8 33 36.7 4 1 .6 -4.9 

NZ First 8 9. l 3.8 +5.3 9 1 0.0 3 .8 +6.2 

Other 3 3 .4 3 . 1  +0.3 3 3 .3  3 . 1  +0.2 

TOTAL 88 1 00.0 100.0 2.7 1 90 100.0 1 00.0 2 .91 

1 .  Mean absolute errors 

� 
� 



Table H.13: Juster Questionnaire Results Weighted by 1990 Voting Behaviour 

Contextual Non-Contextual = 108) 

Party Initial Actual I nit ial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Esti mates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 5  1 5 .3  27.5 - 12 .2 2 1  23.6 27.5 -3.9 

Labour 43 43.9 33.4 + 10.5 28 3 1 .5 33.4 - 1 .9 

National 28 28.6 32.6 -4.0 23 25.8 32.6 -6.8 

NZ First 9 9.2 4.6 +4.6 1 3  14.6 4.6 + 10.0 

Other 3 3.0 1 .9 + 1 . 1  4 4.5 1 .9 +2.6 

TOTAL 98 100.0 100 6.5 1 89 100.0 100.0 5 .01 

'Contextual Non-Contextual 

Party I nitial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Est imates Re-A llocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 2  1 3.3 1 1 .6 + 1 .7 12  14. 1 1 1 .6 +2.5 

Labour 37  4 1 . 1  46.4 -5 .3 33 38.9 46.4 -7.5 

National 24 26.7 34.8 -8 . 1  28 32.9 34.8 - 1 .9 

NZ First 1 0  1 1 . 1  4.3 +6.8 8 9.4 4.3 +5. 1  

Other 7 7.8 2.9 +4.9 4 4.7 2.9 + 1 .8 

TOTAL 90 100.0 100.0 5 .4 1 85 100.0 1 00.0 3 .8 '  



Table H.13 continued 

Party Initial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-A llocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 2  1 3 .5 1 3.6 -0. 1 14  15 .6 1 3 .6 +2.0 

Labour 33 37. 1 37.9 -0.8 36 40.0 37.9 +2. 1  

National 3 1  34.8 41 .6 -6.8 28 3 1 . 1  4 1 .6 - 10.5 

NZ First 1 1  1 2.4 3.8 +8.6 9 1 0.0 3.8 +6.2 

Other 2 2.2 3. 1 -0.9 3 3 .3  3 . 1  +0.2 

TOTAL 89 100.0 100.0 3.41 90 100.0 1 00.0 4.2 1 

Party Initial Actual Initial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error 

Alliance 2 1  22.3 27.5 -5.2 2 1  22.6 27.5 -4.9 

Labour 32 34.0 33.4 +0.6 30 32.3 33 .4 - 1 . 1  

National 28  29.9 32.6 -2.7 3 1  33.3 32.6 +0.7 

NZ First 1 1  1 1 .7 4.6 +7. 1 8 8.6 4.6 +4.0 

Other 2 2 . 1  1 .9 +0.2 3 3.2 1 .9 + 1 .3 

TOTAL 94 1 00.0 1 00.0 3 .2 1 93 1 00.0 1 00.0 2.41 

VJ 
VJ 
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Table H.13 continued 

Party Initial Actual Initial Actual 
Estimates Re-Allocated Results Error Estimates Re-allocated Results Error 

Alliance 14  15 .2 1 1 .6 +3.6 1 1  12.0 1 1 .6 +0.4 

Labour 33  35.9 46.4 - 1 0.5 40 43.5 46.4 -2.9 

National 30 32.6 34.8 -2.2 27 29.3 34. 8 -5 .5 

NZ First 1 1  12.0 4.3 +7.7 9 9.8 4.3 +5.5 

Other 4 4.3 2.9 + 1 .4 5 5 .4 2.9 +2.5 

TOTAL 92 100.0 1 00.0 5 . 1 1 92 100.0 100.0 3.41 

Party Initial Actual I nitial Actual 
Estimates Re-allocated Results Error Estimates Re-A II ocated Results Error 

Alliance 1 2  14. 1 1 3 .6 +0.5 1 6  1 7 .6 1 3 .6 +4.0 

Labour 29 34. 1 37.9 -3 .8 32 35.2 37.9 -2.7 

National 34 40. 1  4 1 .6 - 1 .5 32 35.2 4 1 .6 -6.4 

NZ First 7 8.2 3.8 +4.4 8 8.8 3.8 +5.0 

Other 3 3.5 3 . 1  +0.4 3 3.2 3 . 1  +0. 1 

TOTAL 85 1 00.0 1 00.0 2. 1 1 9 1  1 00.0 100.0 3.6 1 
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