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Dana on individual variations from one election 1o e pext s fundamental in the study of
political behuviour, and should. ideally, be collected through panel studies in which the same
people are interviewed at two or more or elections. This method s, however, costly and time
copsuming, and maost analvses of this tvpe are therefore based on recall i, in which e
volers report their chodces in the current election and also in previows elections, The accurac
of reeall data is discussed. based on dawa From the Norwegian Programme of Election Besearch
in the perod 1977-97, Analvses show that one must expect. using this tvpe of data. that about
one in four voters will give incorrect information shout their voting behuviour at the previeous
election. Erroncous recull of previons voting can be expliined by varinions in the vorgrs
altilimion to the partics. Whereas stable voters who remain winthothe same pany normally report
their voting ¢orrectly, crrongous recall varies around 40 percent for pany changors and rises
Lo 70 pereent dimeng previous non-vorers, There is. however, oo umform underlving patier m
erromeous recall during differemt periods, which implics that 1t s difficult o predict exactly
how erroneous recall will affect the securacy of recall data inone particular election.

Introduction

Changes in voting behaviour represent an intriguing field of study where
the need Tor data on individual variations from one election 1o the next is
Fundamental. Ideally. such data should be collected through panel studics in
which the sume people are interviewed at two or more elections. This
method is, however, costly and time consuming. and is therelore rarely
used. Most analyses ol this type, therefore. are based on data in which the
volers report their choices in the current election and also in previous
clections. Rescarch from many countrics, our own from Norway in the
1960 included, shows, however, that many people give incorrect inform-
ation sbout therr previous voting (Weir 19750 Van der Egk & Niemoller
1978 Himmelweit et al, 1978 Waldahl & Aardal, 19820 1995: Granberg &
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Holmberg 1986). This means that the validity of recall data is rather low,
and we argue that dependence on human recollection of previous voling
behaviour gives inaccurate results,

Earlier research on the accuracy of recall data has shown that:

¢ Voling stability is crucial for the quality of recall data. Voters who change
their voting behaviour from one election to the next are much more liable
to report erroncously on their voting than voters who behave consistently
at bothelections.

¢ Social background, political interest, and party identification are of hitle
or no significance for voters’ erroneous recall.

Since the completion of our former study of this prablem there has been
increasing individual mobility between the parties in many Western coun-
tries. In Norway the percentage of the voters who have changed party from
one ¢lection o the next has mecreased from about 25 percent in the 1960s,
to about 30 percent in the 1970s and the first hall of the 1980%, and 10 more
than 40 percent in the 1990s. With this increasing volatihity in the electorate,
it is reasonable 1o expect that the quality of recall dawa is decreasing. and
our first question in this article is:

# How is the extent of erroneous recall changing in a period of increasing
voling volatility?

Information on people’s earlier voting behaviour is today used to a great
extent by commercial opinion pollsters in many countries 1o correct for bias
in their samples (Dalen 1981; Hellevik 1989), This procedure may weaken
the quality of their results, and our second question is:

o What will be the possible consequences of using recall data as an
indicator of voling patterns?

Our analyses of these two questions is based on data from surveys by
the Norwegian Programme of Election Research from all parliamentary
{Storting) elections in the period 1977-97 (Valen & Aardal 1994),

How to Explain Erroneous Recall

Earlier research on this issue and general knowledge of human behaviour
give three main explanatory perspectives for erroncous recall of previous
voting,

First a consistency perspective, showing that people have a conscious or
subconscious wish 1o act in accordance with earlier behaviour (Eagly &
Chaiken 1993, 455 78). According 1o this perspective, the voters end 1o
report that they voted for the same party in the previous election as in the
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present one. The explanation may be that they are dissatisfied with their
previous voting and wish to forget about it. However, it can also be that
they wish to show that their present attitude is consistent. This is especially
s¢ among voters who have changed their voting behaviour since the
previous election, and the result is a higher level of erroneous recall among
unstable than among stable voters. The increasing level of party shifts rom
one election to the next may, however, have affected the individual psycho-
logical need 1o appear consistent in this group of voters (Aardal 1999),

Second a memory perspective, showing that erroneous recall 15 a con-
sequence of the lack of ability to remember. or of interest in remembering.
previous behaviour. A lot of voters have low interest in politics, lintle knowl-
cdge about political matters, and no afliliation o any political party. Quite
a few of these volers postpone their voting decision 1o a few davs before elec-
tion day, and their choices may be of little importance to them. 11 is. however.,
easier Lo remember correctly when there has been no change in one’s voting
behaviour, and erroncous recall will, according to this perspective. be more
frequent among unstable voters than among stable voters.

Third a citizen’s duty perspective, showing that many voters feel obliged
Lo take part in elections in order to act as a responsible citizen and 1o
contribute to maintaining the legitimacy of the political system (Hernes &
Martinussen 1980; Aldrich 1993). This perspective naturally occurs more
often as an explanation among voters who did not vote in the previous
clection. Admittedly the political involvement ol such voters 1s often low,
but voting is recognised as an important civic duty by most people in
Weslern democracies. It s, therefore. reasonable o think that many non-
volers feel that there is a positive value in voling and want 1o create an
image of responsibility by saying that they voted in the last election.

An additional complication when comparing party choice and individual
turnout in parliamentary elections in Norway are the intermediate provinee
and municipal elections. which take place at the same date midway between
parliamentary elections. This contextual macro factor obviously supple-
ments the above mentioned individual (micro) explanations, Henee. recall
ol previous voting in parhamentary elections may be contaminated by the
individual's voting in the preceding local elections. This makes the use of
recall data more complicated 0 Norway than o countries where all
clections take place at the same tme, An evaluation of what this Norwegian
particularity means for the amount of erroncous recall will thus throw some
additional light on the quality of recall data.

Data and Methods

The Norwegian Programme of Electoral Rescarch interviewed a representa-
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tive sample of Norwegian voters at all parliamentary elections in the period
197797 (Valen & Aardal 1994). The interviews were conducted during a
four-week period after the elections, which take place in the first hall of
September. The surveys were organised as a rolling panel in which nearly
hall” of the respondents in one election were also interviewed at the sub-
sequent election. so that about hall of the sample was replaced at ecach
clection.

The response rate in the five panels varied between 73,7 percent and
80.1 percent.' This is 3-4 percentage points higher than among those who
were contacted for the first time (Stortingsvalget 1981, 1985 Valen et al.
1990: Aardal et al. 1995, 1999).

In all elections, the respondents reported their party choice and indi-
vidual turnout in the current election and in the previous parliamentary
election. The respondent’s answer on this question was checked against the
official census list. which shows whether the person actually voted. All in-
correct information is corrected, which means that our data on whether or
not people vored is reliable and accurate, Thus, we have two independent
reports of the respondents’ party choice and individual turnout at each
election: one answer given immediately after the election and one given lour
vears later. A comparison of these two answers shows the extent 1o which
we can trust the latter (the recall data), provided the former is correct. This
may of course not be the case. but it is reasonable 1o suppose that it is
{Granberg & Holmberg 1988, 198).

Voting requires two decisions: whether one 15 going 1o vole or not, and
il one is, for which party, These are two different questions involving dif-
ferent mental processes. It is. however, impossible in a discussion of recall
data to separate the two questions. The accuracy of the data is influenced
both by voters who say that they voled for another party ut the previous
clection than the one they really voled for, and by votlers who make an
incorrect statement aboul voting or not. Excluding one of the two decisions
from the analvsis will give an incomplete picture of the accuracy of recall
data. This means that there will be altogether five different relevant voting
patierns in two consecutive parliamentary clections, and our analysis will
include the Tollowing five groups of volers:

e Stable voters: those who voted Tor the same party in both elections.

o Party changers: those who voted for different partics in the two
elections,

o Previous non-voters: those who did not vote in the first ¢election, bul
did in the second.

s Present non-valers: those whao vated m the first election, but not in the
secondd,

e Stable non-voters: those who did not vote in either of the elections.
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Erronecous Recall and Voter Stability

As shown in Figure 1, there was 15 percent erroneous recall of previous
voting in the Norwegian electorate in the two election periods we studied
around 1970 (Waldahl & Aardal 1982).° This percentage increased slightly
during the four election periods between 1977 and 1993, and then jumped to
nearly 30 percent in the last period.

Yarty lovalty among Norwegian voters has decreased noticeably between
1977 and 1997, and more people change party from one election 1o the next
now than 20 vears azo (Aardal & Valen 1993; Aardal 1999), Knowing thiat
erroneous recall occurs more often among unstable voters than among
stable ones, one would expect erroncous recall o have increased more in
this period than is shown in Figure 2. It s diflicult to explain that erroneous
recall remained more or less stable at around 20 percent in the period
between 1977 and 1993, when the stability of the voters dropped from about
70 percent o below 60 percent, and then increased by more than five
percentage points between 1993 and 1997, when there was no change in
voter volatility, One explanation may. however. be the EU referendum held
in 1994 (lenssen et al. 1998), The EU question put many voters under

Figure 1. Percentage of Erromeous Rocall, 1965497,
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Figuree 2, Percentage of Accurate Recall and Percentage of Stable Voters,
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Table 1. Percentage of Respondents Who Erroneously Recall Their Choice at the Previous
Parliamentary Election, by Period and Type of Voter

Stable Pary Previows Present Stable

volers changers  nom=volers  non-volers  nomsvoters  All voters
1977-£1 3 4 37 2 ] I8
1981 -85 3 42 57 23 32 &
1985-%9 3 w i) o ig 20
1989493 7 H 67 1 3 nd|
199397 7 k3! 15 i3 07 n
N 32492 90-213 3980 32.72 21-39 T3 800

cross-pressure and many changed party because they disagreed with their
wsually preferred party on Norwegian EU policy. This situation may have
created a subconscious wish among some voters to forget their lormer vote
and show loyalty to their present political affiliation.

To explain why erroncous recall has not increased in a period with
increasing changes in people’s voting behaviour, we have 10 look into the
extent of erroncous recall in different groups of voters. Table 1 shows that
voters who voted for the same party at both elections are, as expected. much
more correct in their recall of earlier voting than other voters. In this group
all our explanatory perspectives point lowards low erroncous recall. Their
behaviour is consistent and therefore easy to remember. and they have
fulfilled their duty as citizens. This group does not show any significant
changes through the period. but erroneous recall 15 slightly higher towards
the end.

Also voters who voted in the first of two consecutive elections but not in
the second (present non-voters) are comparatively less inclined 1o recall
erroneously, They have Tulfilled their duty as cinizens, and even though their
behaviour is not consistent, it does not become more consistent through
erroneous recall. Stll. in this group the level of erroneous recall was stable
at just above 20 percent in the first four periods. increasing to 33 percent in
the kast. The main explanation for the erroncous recall in this group is quite
certainly bad memory. The memory perspective is. therefore. the most im-
mediate explanation of the extent of erroncous recall both among stable
volers and among present non-voters. The difference between the groups
thus conlirms that erroneous recall due to Gailing memory is more prevalem
among politically uninvolved voters with sporadic participation in political
life than among stable voiers.

The memory perspective is certainly also important among stable non-
volers who did not vote incither ol the elections, in the sense that they bave
Forgotten that they “had no time o vote”. The eitizen’s duty perspective is.
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however. also a probable explanation among these voters, and the more
than 30 percent erroneous recall in this group indicates that some voters
reported that they had voted even if they had not, from a feeling that they
have an obligation to vote. In the last period the amount of erroneous recall
in this group surprisingly doubled to nearly 70 percent. The most reasonable
explanation is that this is an abnormal increase caused by uninvolved voters
who confused the EU referendum in 1994 with the 1993 parliamentary
election. Many voters who normally do not vote at general elections voled
in the EU referendum. in which the turnout was almost 90 percent, com-
pared to about 75 percent in the 19493 election.

The citizen’s duty perspective is also important among previous non-
volers who voled i the present election but not in the previous one, who
may have a subconscious need to appear 1o be more regular voters than
they actually are. The consistency perspective can. however, also explain
this group’s incorrect claim that they voted in the previous election. I is
worlh noticing that this group shows the lnghest level of erroneous recall
and that the percentage reporting wrongly steadily increased from the first
to the last election period in our study.

The party changers also have good reason to recall their previous voting
erroneously. First, this group probably has the best reason Lo leel pressure
to appear consistent in their relationship with the parties. Secondly, 1t is
easy 1o forger earlier voting when it differs from one’s present voling.
Together, these two lactors result inoa rather high degree of erroneous
recall. We note, however, that i this group the level ol erroneous recall was
higher at the beginning of our period than at the end. This trend is opposite
to that ol all the other groups, in which we find the highest erroncous recall
towards the end of the period. Thus, the party changers are most accurate
in their recall of earbier vouing when their numbers are highest, We have
analvsed whether this may be due to a change in character of the party
changers as a group, but no systematic tendencies support such an assump-
tion, The explanation, then, may be that the need 10 act politically con-
sistently decreases when 1t becomes more common to change one’s party,

According 1o the consistency perspective. erroncous recall should take
place in favour of the voters™ present purly choice. Table 2 shows that this
was Lthe ease For about 70 pereent ol the erroncous recall of the party chan-
gers. but this tendency decreased somewhat towards the end of our period.
For previous non-volers the results are unstable, but the average level is
about the same. Thus, the results suggest that about two-thirds of the towl
extent of erroneous recall in these two groups can be ascribed 1o o conscious
or subconscious wish of the voters to behave consistently in relation to the
parties. For the party changers the remaining erroneous recall would then
be due 1o Tuiling memory, while previous non=voters are also influenced by
their wish to Fulfil their dutics as citizens,
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Table 2. Percentuge of Volers Who Recall Their Vowe in the Previeus Election Errencously
o Mateh Their Voting in the Present Election

Percent ervor in fvour of party

chosen in the present election 1977-81  1981-83 98559 J9h9-43 (993497
Party changers i T3 75 i 6l
IPrevious non-volers 57 w7 Gl T G4

N JE28 4530 6339 0% 16 T4 60

The results presented in Table 2 show that there are three different levels
ol erroneous recall. The lowest level is found among the stable voters, and
the highest among previous non-voters (in the last period alse among the
stable non-voters). while the other groups have an miermediate position,
This gives us a rather consistent pattern (more 30 in the last period than in
the previous ones). There is very little erroneous recall in the group to which
none of our explianatory perspectives applies. more erroncous recall in the
groups Lo which one or two of the perspectives apply. and most in the
groups where erroneous recall should be expected according 1o all three
explanatory perspectives. In other words, our data support the civie duy
perspective in so far that we find the highest amount of erroncous recall
among those volers who did not vote in the previous ¢lection,

We can therefore conclude that each of the three explanaiory perspectives
provides part of the explanation for erroneous recall:

o The consistency perspective 15 an important explanation for groups
whose voting in the previous election is different from that in the present
o,

o The citizens” duty perspective is important among voters who did not
vole in the previous election.

¢ The memory perspective 15 of signilicanee in all groups, but more so
for unstable voters than for stable voters.

However, the results do not el us anvihing abou the relative significinee
ol the three explanatory perspectives. which are obviously closely mer-
woven, Thus we can see that the memory perspective induces less erroneous
recall among politically involved vorers with clear-cut voung behaviour
than among uninvelved voters who have o less orderly reliationship with the

partes.

The Importance of Intermediate Elections

The analysis above shows that changes in people’s actual voting behaviour
influenee their recall of carlier voting. This means that people’s votmg in
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Table 3. The Significance of Voung in the Intermediae Provinee Election. Percentage of
Voters Who Recall Erroneously, by Type of Voters and Their Votmg m the Intermediate
Provinee Election

1985-89 98993 199397 N
Stable voters
Woned for same party in the provinee 2 2 3 235-285
election
Voted for different party in the provinee 15 0 17 142
election
Dad non vore in the provines election 10 23 13 4071

Party changers

Voted for same party in the provinee 3095) LxTpii) 61 (50 347
election and in the present election
Voued for different paries in the province a5 25 i2 102134

electon and in the present election

The figures in parentheses in the st part of the whle mdicate the pereentage of this category
of voters who report that they voted for the same party in the previows parliamentary election
as they did in the intermediate provinee election,

municipal and province elections may interfere with recall of their voting
in the previous parliamentary election. For the last three periods we also
have data on people’s voting in the provinee elections, gathered by mail
survey immediately after the election. with a response rate of about 80
percent. In this analysis of the voting in province elections as a source of
erroneous recall, we have to confine ourselves to stable voters and party
changers, since there are too few respondents in the other groups.

The first part of Table 3 shows that stable voters who voted for the same
party in the intermediate province election very seldom wrongly recall their
voling in the previous parliamentary election. For people who voted for a
different party or did not vote at all in the province election, crroneous
recall is. however, considerably higher. Thus. somewhat surprisingly. devi-
ations from people’s normal voting behaviour will result in a higher level of
crroncous recall, independently of whether they voled for another party or
stayed at home. The sample does not allow for detailed analysis of the two
groups, but the results support the memory perspective as an important
explanation. Politically active and involved volers who remain with the
same party [or several consecutive elections remember their previous vole
and are able 1o report it correctly on later occasions. Less stable voters, who
from time to time abandon their usually preferred party. are normally less
involved in politics, and appurently also less accurate in their recall of
carlier voling.

Among the party changers the level of erroncous recall is more than 50
percent among those volers who voted for the same party n the province
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clection as in the present election, and more than 80 percent of them voted
in favour of their choice of party in the province election. The level of
erroneous recall among the party changers who voted for another party or
stayed at home in the province election is, however, only half as high. This
indicates that carlier voting is easily forgotten among all voters with an
unstable relationship 1o their parties. An intermediate election obviously
distorts people’s recall ol their earlier voting, and makes people’s memory
of their previous voting more problematic. The difference between the two
groups of party changers shows, however, that party changers are more
inclined to make erroneous recall when their voting is identical in the last
two elections. This means that voters tend to recall the party they voled for
in the last election in which they took part when this indicates that their
behaviour is consistent.

This analysis clearly shows that recall data provide less reliable in-
formation on previous voting when the election in question is not the im-
mediately preceding one. However, the exact significance of an intermediate
election largely depends on the development in voting patterns in the
period. The extent of disturbances in people’s recall due 1o the intermediate
elections will. on the one hand. increase with rising volatility in the elec-
torate. It is. on the other hand. imporiant when the changes between the
parties take place. Large shifts in the electorate before the intermediate
election will give a high level of erroneous recall, because this means i weak
correlation between the two elections. causing confusion. On the contrary.
major shifts in the electorate afier the intermediate election give a low level
of erroncous recall, because this means strong correlation between those
two elections, This means, since the significance of the intermediate election
is not the same for different groups of voters. that it is difficult to assess
exactly which sources of error may arise when people confuse their vote in
the previous parliamentary election with their vole in the intermediate
province election.

Consequences

The rate of erronecus recall among Norwegian voters when asked about
their voting in the previous parliamentary election in our period increased
from just below 20 percent to nearly 30 percent. with the result from the Tast
period being a somewhat deviating figure, Thus recall data give an incorrect
image of prople’s voting in earlier elections. and we shall now evaluate what
the consequences are for the conclusions we normally draw from such
data.

From the first part of Table 4, which shows how erroncous recall is dis-
tributed among the groups of volers, we see that the party changers con-
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Table 4. The Contribution of the Dilterent Groups of Yoters 1o the Towal Erroneous Recall.
Percentages

1977-451 [931-8F  1985-59 98093 w3

1. The contribution of different
groups o wotal errensous recall

Stable vorers 1= 14 13 19 13
Party changers 41 44 47 a7 47
Previaus non-voters 25 26 x 17 0
Present non-voiers 7 ) 7 1M "
Stable nons=volers 0 b 0 7 13
Total 100 1 [N (T} 100
N 1 114 152 156 204
2, The direction of ¢rroneous recil]

Ar Errorin fuvour of stubiliny 4 3 1 a3 43
B: Errorin Favowr of instability I8 14 13 14 I3
C: Constantly unstable Kh 30 in Kk 44
Total JiME 1L [N L] 100k
et error in stabilizing direction il 42 is M4 Ak
A=

tribute almost half of the 1ol quantity of erroneous recall. This group is
followed by previous non-voters, who contribute about one-quarter, and by
stable voters, who add little less than one-lifth, There is, in other words,
no direct imerdependence between the contribution 1o the 1otal level of
erroncous recall from the different groups and the occurrence of erroneous
recall within the groups. This is due w the difTference in size between the
groups. Stable voters give a rather high contribution 1o the overall level of
erroneous recall even i only a few of them make erroneous recall. because
they are numerous. In the same way, present non-volers and stable non-
volers make only o small contribution (o the erroncous recall even il they
have a high level of erroncous recall, because there are few voters in cach ol
these two groups.

The vartations that can be discerned between the five election periods
can be ascribed o two lactors, On the one hand, the gquantity ol erroneous
recall in the different groups varies considerably, as we have shown in
Table 1. from one election period o the next. The extraordinarily high
contribution to the total level of erroncous recall from stable non-volers in
the last periodd can thus be expliined by the fact that the rate ol erroncous
recall doubled in this group between the last two periods. On the other
hand, the relative size of the groups varies between the five periods, This is
an important explunation of the differences we lind between the fourth
period and the other periods with respect 1o previous non-voters and

54



present non-voters. There is a lower percentage of previous non-voters and
a higher percentage of present non-volers in the 1989-93 sample than in the
other samples.” This means that previous non-voters have a lower weight
in this sample than in the others, and that present non-voters have a higher
weight.

Altogether, this shows that various patterns lie behind the overall level
of erroncous recall in different elections. It is thus difficult to assess which
processes are behind the erroneous recall in a given election without exact
data of the kind we are using in this analysis, and it is hardly possible to
solve the problems of using recall dawa by constructing a general correction
model (Hellevik 1989). Any procedure intended 10 adjust the level of erron-
eous recall of which we are aware will necessarily involve a considerable
element of subjective judgement. Differing routines of weighting. each with
its own set of weaknesses, are therefore probably an important explanation
ol the discrepancies that are often found between the monthly party polls
ol different pollsters.

Erroneous recall of earlier voting influences the evaluation of the voters’
shifts between the parties. because it gives inaccurate information about
their purty stability. Seen from this perspective, erroneous recall Talls into
three groups. The first is erroneous recall among stable votlers, These voters
express a party change even il their actual behaviour is stable. and con-
tribute therefore to an artificial increase in the level of change among the
volers, The second is erroncous recall in favour ol the presently preferred
party among the party changers and previous non-voters, These volers
express stability even 1if they actually have changed their voting behaviour.
and contribute therefore 1o an artificially low level of party changing. The
third 15 erroneous recall that does not Gavour the presently preferred pary
among the party changers and previous non=volers. These volers do nol
influence the quantity of changes between the parties because they express
the volatile attitudes they actually have towards the parties. The last part of
Tuble 4 shows that the distribution among the three groups varied some-
what from period to period. Generally, though. between 30 and 40 percent
of erroneous recall does not allect the apparent stability of the voters,
whereas erroncous recall in favour of stbility is considerably higher than
that in favour ol instabilivy.

Thus. recall data create an impression of more stability in the electorate
than 15 actually the case. Party polls, which use adjustment procedures
based on recall data, wall therelore show oo Little support For parties that
are growing in populary, and too nuach support For parties i decline. The
last row ol Table 4 shows that the size of this nusjudgement varies between
25 and 40 percent. This means that when the total amount ol erroncous
recall s above 20 pereent. as in Norway today, recall data will overestimute
the stability of the electorate by 3-8 percent. The great varnation in the tvpe
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of erroneous recall between the election periods means therefore that it is
difficult to make a general assessment of the significance of the errors con-
nected to the use of recall data. To estimate how recall data influence the
prediction of the voters’ shifts between the parties it is necessary 1o know
the accuracy of the data for a given period.

Conclusions

In the election penods covered by our surveys, the volers’ erroneous recall
of their previous voting was about 20 percent, except for the last period, in
which the level increased 1o nearly 30 percent. This means that, using this
type of data, one must expect that about one in four voters gives incorrect
information about his or her voting behaviour at the previous election. IT
this type of information is gathered between two parliamentary elections,
the aggregate accuracy of the data should be greatest just after the first
election and deteriorate therealter. However, any type of recall data will
result in a certain level of erroncous recall due 1o people lacking the ability
or the will 1o recall their previous voting correctly, and such data therefore
cannot fully replace panel data.

Erroncous recall of previous voting essentially finds s explanation in
variations in the voters” affiliation to the parties, While stable voters who
remain with the same party normally report their voting correctly. erron-
eous recall varies around 40 percent for voters who change their party
between the elections in question, and rises 1o 70 percent among previous
non-volters. This main tendency is valid for all election periods in the study,
but there are also differences of consequence lor the structure of the total
erroneous recall. On the one hand, within some groups of voters there is up
to ten percentage points variation between the periods in the proportion
that recalls erroncously. On the other hand, the relative size of the voler
groups varies considerably and thus also their contribution Lo the total
erroneous recall.

In other words, there is no uniform underlying pattern in erroncous recall
during different periods. This implies that it is difficull 1o predict how
erroncous recall will affect the accuracy of recall data. and how Lo make
effective adjustment for erroneous recall, which we know is inherent in such
data. Seen against this buckground it is not surprising that results of party
polls that apply different adjusitment procedures built on recall data will to
some extent deviale from the actual election results. In general. therelore,
there may be good reason to rely less on results from single polls and more
on average results from several polls,

Erroncous recall of previous voting may be related to three different cir-
cumstances: a conscious or subconscious wish 1o appear o be consistent n
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one’s voling behaviour, a lack of ability to remember how one voted in the
previous elections, and a basic belief in the importance of participation in
elections. With our data, it is impossible to estimate the relative significance
of these factors, but clearly the significance varies with people’s voting
patterns. The consistency perspective 15 prevalent among voters who for
some reason or olher want 1o appear to be more stable in their relations to
the parties than they actually are, while the citizens’ duty perspective applies
Lo volers who wish to conceal the fact that they do not always cast a ballow
The memory perspective is important in all groups of voters, even if failing
memory especially affects unstable voters who are more liable 1o forget how
they actually voted in the previous election. Thus there 1s a clear interaction
between the different explanatory perspectives. and the probability of er-
roncous recall of previous voting increases if several of these perspectives
are in foree.

In the election periods we have studied there was a considerable increase
in the voters’ shifts between the parties. Erroneous recall has. however. not
increased at the same pace, even if the increase in the last period s an ex-
ception. The main reason is that erroneous recall among the party changers
showed a steadily decreasing curve during these vears until the last period,
According to our data. this tendency cannot be ascribed to special changes
in the characteristics of the party changers. Therefore, it has seemingly
become more acceptable 10 change one’s party than formerly, and along
with this the underlying motive 1o appear to be consistent in one’s relation-
ship to the parties has become less important.

Social scientists have become increasingly concerned with the analyvsis
of change over time (Ostrom 1978, 5). Thus, diachronic data are pivotal for
many researchers. Unfortunately, however. longitudinal data are diflicult
Lo obtain, not least because the object of study may not have attracted the
attention of previous generations of scholars. Il we wunt 1o persist in
studying simultancous change in multiple variables, the use of recall ques-
tions on previous behaviour or attitudes seems 1o be the onlyv way out,
Apparently this gives us the advantage of time series data. with the extra
bonus of lower cost compared with panels. But, does the use of recall
guestions really make up for the drawback of not having real vime series?

Chur results, showing that a ot of people make erroncous recall of their
previcus voting behaviour, are obviously valid not only for this particular
kind of behaviour. All human recollection of previous behaviour 15 gues-
tionable in so far as we can never trust its vahlidity completely, There will
alwiys be some lack ol ability o remember, or of interest in remembering,
previcus behaviour accurately. Although we have addressed the imph-
cations of using recall duta for opinion polls. the problems are as con-
sequential for other ficlds of social and political research. Electoral research
i which mlormation on previous voting 15 based upon recall questions is

i

Eh



particularly vulnerable to errors of this kind. However, any type of
information based on recollection of former behaviour and attitudes should
be treated with wimaost care, More methodological research on the accuracy
of recall data of different kinds is. therefore. needed before we can be sure
that such data give us valid information.

NOTES

1. The response rate i the pereentage of the panel respondems imerviewed in the first of
the two elections alse interviewed alver the second election. The response rate in cach of
the elections is 7700 (395 out of 7721 m 1977-81: 79.0 (788 outl of W8] (98185
BOCE (R46 out of 1056 in 1985-89; T9.9 (836 0wt of 10460 in 198093 and 737 (796 om
of 121 199397,

e The extent of crroneouws necall in this period is measured in the same way as in the
present stwdy, and e numbers of parties are the same, This means that the resuls sre
comparable.

3 About 3 percent previous nop-voters 1 the 193093 sample compared with 5-10
percent in the other sumples, and about 10 pereent presem non-voters compared with
about 6 pereent.

REFERENCLS

Aardal, B 1999, Feleere § Wegrene, Oslo: NKS-Torlagen.

Aardal. B. & Valen., M. 1995, Kenflik s oy epinien. Oslo: KEKS-Torlager.

Aardal, B, Valen, H. & Berglund. F. 1995 Vefoenefersededien D003, Dk umrentasfousrappor.
Ol Sratistisk sentralbyri,

Aurdal, B Valen, H. & Opheim, [ 19909, Faloundersakelsen J997 Dl miirci las fr s eopgvary,
Osloe Sratsiisk semralbyr,

Aldrich., 1 1993, “Rauonal Choice and Turnout’. American Jovurnal of Poeliticel Scicnce 37,
236-T5.

Daalen, E. 1981, Virkninger av feilerindring pi de politiske partiharometre’, Tiakrifr for
serarfnsferckning 22040, 35300,

Eagly., A, & Chaiken. 5. 1993, Tl Povchielogy of Airindes, Forr Wanh: Harcourt Brice
Jovanovich,
Crranberg. [0 & Holmberg, 5. 19580, “Prior Behovior, Recalled Behavior, and the Prediction
of Subscguent Voting Behavior in Sweden and the USS, Mo Seforione 3020, 135 48
Giranherg. I3, & Holmberg, 5, 1985 The Pefivieed Svsrem Merrers, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press,

Hellgvike O, 19849, “Bereping av partibaremetre’. Felokefn for soamfemaforsbipige 3002),
sl Kb,

Hernes, G & Martinussen, W 19800 femrakratd eg pofiriske resaarser, Oslos Norges offentlige
ulredninger.

Himmelweit, H., Biberian, M. ), & Stockdale, J. 1975, ‘Memory [or Past Vole: Implications
of o Stwdy of Bias in Recadl”, Beirisl feneeaal of Poditecad Scieree 8, 36575,

Jenssen, AT T99E, Far o eer Nop va Joain, Oslo: Scandimavian Universiy Press,

Norges oflisielle stutistikk. 982 Stortimgsvalget 1981, Hefe T Oxle Statistisk sentralbyr.

Norges aflisielle statistikk. 1986, Stertingsvalget 1985, Nelte 1 Oaloc Statistisk semtralbyr.

Chtrom, O, W, Jr. D9TH, Wiene Sertes Defvade: Regeesdon Peelirigees, Quantitalive
Applicetions i the Social Sciences, Sape University Paper 9. London: Sage,

Waden, ML & Aardal, B 194, “The Xorwegian Programme of Electoral Bescarch. Buropae
Seenwenead el Polivieal Researcl 23, 287305,

Vaden, HL. Aardal. B & Yot Co V9N Fudving eg Eentitniies, Sterfingsvaleed Foxe Oslo:
Samiide og okonomiske studier 74, Statistsk sentralbyvn,

KL



particularly vulnerable to errors of this kind. However, any type of
information based on recollection of former behaviour and attitudes should
be treated with wimaost care, More methodological research on the accuracy
of recall data of different kinds is. therefore. needed before we can be sure
that such data give us valid information.

NOTES

1. The response rate i the pereentage of the panel respondems imerviewed in the first of
the two elections alse interviewed alver the second election. The response rate in cach of
the elections is 7700 (395 out of 7721 m 1977-81: 79.0 (788 outl of W8] (98185
BOCE (R46 out of 1056 in 1985-89; T9.9 (836 0wt of 10460 in 198093 and 737 (796 om
of 121 199397,

e The extent of crroneouws necall in this period is measured in the same way as in the
present stwdy, and e numbers of parties are the same, This means that the resuls sre
comparable.

3 About 3 percent previous nop-voters 1 the 193093 sample compared with 5-10
percent in the other sumples, and about 10 pereent presem non-voters compared with
about 6 pereent.

REFERENCLS

Aardal, B 1999, Feleere § Wegrene, Oslo: NKS-Torlagen.

Aardal. B. & Valen., M. 1995, Kenflik s oy epinien. Oslo: KEKS-Torlager.

Aardal, B, Valen, H. & Berglund. F. 1995 Vefoenefersededien D003, Dk umrentasfousrappor.
Ol Sratistisk sentralbyri,

Aurdal, B Valen, H. & Opheim, [ 19909, Faloundersakelsen J997 Dl miirci las fr s eopgvary,
Osloe Sratsiisk semralbyr,

Aldrich., 1 1993, “Rauonal Choice and Turnout’. American Jovurnal of Poeliticel Scicnce 37,
236-T5.

Daalen, E. 1981, Virkninger av feilerindring pi de politiske partiharometre’, Tiakrifr for
serarfnsferckning 22040, 35300,

Eagly., A, & Chaiken. 5. 1993, Tl Povchielogy of Airindes, Forr Wanh: Harcourt Brice
Jovanovich,
Crranberg. [0 & Holmberg, 5. 19580, “Prior Behovior, Recalled Behavior, and the Prediction
of Subscguent Voting Behavior in Sweden and the USS, Mo Seforione 3020, 135 48
Giranherg. I3, & Holmberg, 5, 1985 The Pefivieed Svsrem Merrers, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press,

Hellgvike O, 19849, “Bereping av partibaremetre’. Felokefn for soamfemaforsbipige 3002),
sl Kb,

Hernes, G & Martinussen, W 19800 femrakratd eg pofiriske resaarser, Oslos Norges offentlige
ulredninger.

Himmelweit, H., Biberian, M. ), & Stockdale, J. 1975, ‘Memory [or Past Vole: Implications
of o Stwdy of Bias in Recadl”, Beirisl feneeaal of Poditecad Scieree 8, 36575,

Jenssen, AT T99E, Far o eer Nop va Joain, Oslo: Scandimavian Universiy Press,

Norges oflisielle stutistikk. 982 Stortimgsvalget 1981, Hefe T Oxle Statistisk sentralbyr.

Norges aflisielle statistikk. 1986, Stertingsvalget 1985, Nelte 1 Oaloc Statistisk semtralbyr.

Chtrom, O, W, Jr. D9TH, Wiene Sertes Defvade: Regeesdon Peelirigees, Quantitalive
Applicetions i the Social Sciences, Sape University Paper 9. London: Sage,

Waden, ML & Aardal, B 194, “The Xorwegian Programme of Electoral Bescarch. Buropae
Seenwenead el Polivieal Researcl 23, 287305,

Vaden, HL. Aardal. B & Yot Co V9N Fudving eg Eentitniies, Sterfingsvaleed Foxe Oslo:
Samiide og okonomiske studier 74, Statistsk sentralbyvn,

KL



Van der Eijk. C. & Niemoller, K. 1978, 'Recall’. paper presented o the Dutch National
Workgroup for Election Rescarch.

Waldahl, B, & Aacdal, B 1982, *Can We Trust Recall Data’, Scamdingvine Polirical Sodies
02, 10016,

Waldahl, B, & Aardal, B, 1995 "Pilieligheten il erindringsdma’, Nossk sraesvitenskapeliz
tefaakefr 1 104), 299313,

Weir, B, 1974, 'The Distorion of Yoter Recall’, Americar Jowrnal of Political Science 19,
2362

RhiY



