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Chapterr 2 

Nonresponsee Bias and Stimulus Effects in the Dutch 

Nationall Election Study14 

2.11 Introduction 

Ann important issue in survey research is the way in which results are subjected to bias. 

Roughlyy speaking, one can distinguish three ways in which bias may arise. Firstly, the 

respondentss differ from the nonrespondents with respect to the behaviour that is investigated. 

Secondly,, the behaviour of the respondents changes as a result of their participation in the 

survey.. Thirdly, the respondents misreport their behaviour, intentionally or unintentionally. 

Theree is extensive literature which shows that nonrespondents differ from the 

respondents.respondents. Nonrespondents who refuse to cooperate with the survey tend to have had a 

somewhatt lower education, are mostly older and tend to reside in urban areas. The 

nonrespondentss who could not be reached, are relatively higher educated, younger, more often 

singlee and are overrepresented in urban areas (Brehm, 1993; Couper and Groves, 1996; 

DeMaio,, 1980; Fitzgerald and Fuller, 1982; Groves, 1989; Groves and Couper, 1998; Groves 

andd Lyberg, 1988; Herzog and Rogers, 1988; O'Neil, 1979; Wilcox, 1977). It is important to 

realizee that differences between respondents and nonrespondents on background variables do 

nott automatically mean that these two groups also differ on variables that are of interest. Only 

whenn there is a relationship between the variables of interest and the background variables, 

cann a difference in these variables be expected. However, just as the presence of bias in 

backgroundd variables does not automatically mean that the specific variables are biased too, 

absencee of bias in the background variables does not automatically mean that there is no bias 

inn the specific variables either (Bradburn, 1992; Hawkins, 1975; Lagay, 1969). 

AA possible method to find out whether the respondents differ from the nonrespondents 

onn the variables of interest is to use certain groups of respondents as a substitute for the 

nonrespondents.nonrespondents. Some respondents were less easy to persuade to participate in the survey than 

others;; only after having been contacted a second time, were those people willing to 

participate.. Other respondents were only reached after several attempts by the interviewer. 

144 This chapter was written with Hetty van Kempen and has been published in Quality & Quantity 36, 2002: 325-
345. . 
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Bothh these temporary refusers and these difficult to reach respondents would have been 

nonrespondentss if there had not been any further efforts by the interviewers to recontact them. 

Hence,, we were able to use the temporary refusers as indicators for the final refusers and the 

difficul tt to reach as indicators for the not reached. Despite the fact that this method is not 

withoutt controversy (Ellis et al., 1970; Fitzgerald and Fuller, 1982; Lin and Schaeffer, 1995), 

itt has been used quite regularly for lack of a better method (Armstrong, 1977; Filion, 1975; 

Filion,, 1976; O'Neil, 1979; Pavalko and Lutterman, 1973; Smeets, 1995; Smith, 1983; Smith, 

1984;; Stinchcombe et al., 1981; see also chapter 1). 

Thee second source of bias, respondents who change their behaviour as a consequence 

off  participating in the research, wil l occur especially in panel research, in which the same 

respondentss are interviewed at least twice (Greenwald et al., 1987). This is what is called a 

stimuluss effect (Clausen, 1968; Granberg and Holmberg, 1992; Traugott and Katosh, 1979; 

Yalch,, 1976). Important in estimating the risk of the appearance of stimulus effects is to take 

intoo account the topic of the study and the method of data collection. 

Thee misreporting of behaviour, the third source of bias, can be done on purpose 

(answerr effects) or can be the result of not being able to remember behaviour correctly 

(memoryy effects) (Bethlehem and Kersten, 1986; Swaddle and Heath, 1989). Answer effects 

aree in many cases the result of the inclination of the respondent to give socially desirable 

answers.. This happens particularly in face-to-face interviews. 

Inn this paper, we wil l focus on one specific kind of survey research, i.e. election 

research.. In countries such as the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, Norway, 

Swedenn and the Netherlands, election research is done on a structural basis, every time 

nationall  elections are held. All election studies basically have the same design. First, a 

representativee sample of eligible voters is obtained. All persons in the sample that can be 

contactedd and want to participate, are interviewed at least twice, once before and once after 

electionn day. Because of the design of election research and the fact that voting and 

participatingg in politics is seen, at least in most West European democracies, as socially 

desirablee behaviour, all ingredients are present for nonresponse bias, stimulus effects and 

answerr effects to distort the results of the research. This makes election research very suitable 

forr studying bias. 

Wee will use data from the 1998 Dutch National Election Study (DNES) to try to 

answerr the question to what extent nonresponse bias and stimulus effects influence the results 

off  election research. Unfortunately, the data do not give us the possibility to study answer 

effects:: in order to study these, one should be able to check the answers of respondents against 
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factuall  data. With respect to voting behaviour, the Dutch Electoral Law makes it extremely 

difficult ,, if not impossible, to do this on a national level. 

Wee chose the Dutch National Election Study as our data source for two important 

reasons.. First, the nonresponse level in the Netherlands is higher than in any other western 

countryy (De Heer, 1999). Therefor, if there is a country where nonresponse bias might be 

expectedd to occur, it will be the Netherlands. Second, in the last few years the National 

Electionn Study in the Netherlands has been subjected to a lot of criticism as a consequence of 

thee high nonresponse level in 1989 and 1994 (in both years less than 50 % of the sample 

participated).. This criticism caused a flow of publications about the effect of increasing 

nonresponsee on the results of the Dutch National Election Study (Andeweg, 1997; Andeweg 

andd Van Holsteyn, 1996; Smeets, 1995; Van Goor, 1996; Visscher, 1995; see also chapter 1). 

Wee will start with a description of the 1998 Dutch National Election Study and the 

twoo extra studies that were added to the 1998 DNES with the goal of gathering more 

informationn about the occurrence of possible nonresponse bias and stimulus effects in this 

study.. Then, we will present some of the results of both studies and show whether proof is 

foundd in these studies for the existence of nonresponse bias and stimulus effects. We will 

finishh with some conclusions and recommendations for future research. 

2.22 The 1998 Dutch National Election Study 

2.2.11 The sampling procedure 

Ass a result of the criticism on the low response rates in the 1989 and 1994 DNES, the 

researcherss responsible for the DNES in 1998, decided to change some important aspects of 

thee design and to add two special studies: a nonresponse study and a stimulus effect study. By 

this,, the DNES-researchers hoped to maximize the response, to get more information about 

potentiall  nonresponse bias and to examine the occurrence of stimulus effects (Aarts and Van 

derr Kolk, 1999). 

Onee of the most important differences between the 1998 DNES and previous versions 

off  the DNES was the way in which the sample was obtained. From 1981 on the mail delivery 

addressess had been used as the sampling frame but due to three considerations it was decided 

too use the population register as the sampling frame for the 1998 DNES. Firstly, me 

populationn register includes some personal characteristics (such as age and gender) mat can be 



38 8 

usedd in the analyses of the response and nonresponse. Secondly, the register provides the 

precisee names and addresses of the persons to be interviewed, so that selection in the field was 

noo longer needed. Thirdly, the population register, being the base of the electoral register (by 

selectingg those people from the population who are 18 years or older on election day that have 

thee Dutch nationality), is the theoretically correct sampling frame for a study into electoral 

behaviourr {Aarts, Van der Kolk and Kamp, 1999). 

Thee sampling process itself consisted of two stages. In the first stage municipalities 

weree selected using a stratified clustered procedure, to ensure that the selected municipalities 

wouldd be representative for all of the Dutch municipalities with regard to urbanization level 

andd region. A step procedure was then used to determine which municipality was to be 

includedd in the sample. In order to select individuals, a sample was drawn from the population 

registerr in the selected municipalities. All eligible voters were arranged according to age and 

postcode.. A systematic sample was taken, again by using a step procedure and considering a 

responsee level of 50 %. This led to a gross sample of 4207. A more detailed description of the 

samplingg process can be found in Aarts, Van der Kolk and Kamp (1999). 

2.2.22 The nonresponse study 

Inn the nonresponse study, all first wave nonrespondents, for whom a telephone number was 

known,, were recontacted by telephone to see if it was possible to get them to participate in the 

study15.. The nonrespondents who were recontacted, but whom the interviewers could not 

persuadee to participate (the large majority of the nonrespondents) were asked if they were 

willin gg to answer a few simple questions. With these questions some information was 

obtainedd about their attitude towards politics and their voting behaviour, as well as some 

generall  information, such as education. Furthermore, some demographics were known, since 

thesee features were available from the population register that was used as the sampling-

frame.. By using information that can be linked to me postcode of the sample element's 

addresss (like degree of urbanization, region, the mean level of education or the dominating 

sociall  class in the neighbourhood - data that can be obtained from companies specialized in 

gatheringg data on aggregate levels) it was possible to compare respondents and 

nonrespondentss on a relatively wide range of characteristics. The DNES-researchers hoped 

155 It was unfortunately impossible to recontact the people for which no telephone number was known 
(approximatelyy 15 % of the nonrespondents) because of financial limitations. 



39 9 

thatt the nonresponse study would give them more insight into the extent and nature of 

nonresponsee bias. 

Ann important issue is the difference in the modes used to collect the data. In the 

nonresponsee study the data collection was done by telephone, while the data collection in the 

mainn study of the DNES was done face-to-face. This difference in data collection methods 

raisess the question whether the two studies are comparable. Differences between the results 

foundd in the two studies may be caused by the different data collection methods, instead of by 

thee experimental design. This problem is common to mixed mode surveys. Most research into 

differencess resulting from data collection mode, reported some differences, but most of these 

differencess were relatively small or not statistically significant (De Leeuw, 1992; Groves and 

Kahn,, 1979; Hochstim, 1967; Locander et al., 1976; see also chapter 3). 

Inn those studies, in which significant differences were found between the results in 

face-to-facee and telephone interviews, these interviews most of the time involved social or 

sensitivee topics. In die nonresponse study, apart from the questions concerning some 

backgroundd characteristics, we have only asked the respondents questions about social topics. 

Inn the case of social topics - topics that deal with opinions about society or with participation 

inn society -, the answers of the respondent may be biased because of social desirability. The 

lesss anonymous the mode of data collection is, the stronger this inclination will be. Past 

researchh has revealed that this will lead to more socially desirable answers in face-to-face 

surveyss as compared to telephone surveys. (Saris and Hagenaars, 1997; Sykes and Collins, 

1988). . 

Anotherr fact we have to take into account is that past research also showed that people 

tiiattiiat can not be interviewed by telephone (because of having an unlisted number or not having 

aa telephone) on the average are from a lower social background and are less involved in 

societyy (Collins and Sykes, 1987; Donovan et al., 1997; Perry, 1968; Rich, 1977; Smith, 

1990;; Wolfe, 1979). 

Inn the nonresponse study we were not able to recontact die nonrespondents without a 

telephonee or with an unlisted telephone number. This means we have lost a subgroup of 

nonrespondentss (13.2 % of all nonrespondents) mat is on average less involved in socially 

desirablee behaviour. We have also lost those people who refused to participate in the 

nonresponsee study (23.6 % of all nonrespondents of die main study) or who did not 

participatee in the nonresponse study because of other reasons (19.1 % of all nonrespondents of 

diee main study). It is obvious mat die exclusion of these tiiree groups of nonrespondents from 

diee nonresponse study wil l lead to an even larger overestimation of voter turnout and political 
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interestt in the nonresponse study. This means that the differences that we may find between 

thee levels of voter turnout and political interest in the main study and in the nonresponse study 

wil ll  be the minimum differences. 

Ass we saw above, a possible mode effect will work in a different direction. The 

intervieww mode we have used to question the respondents in the nonresponse study 

(telephone)) may lead to less overreporting of socially desirable behaviour than the interview 

modee that has been used to question the respondents in the main study (face-to-face). This 

modee effect may partly cancel out the overreporting of socially desirable behaviour among the 

respondentss in the nonresponse study as a result of sample and nonresponse effects. In other 

words:: if mode effects as a result of social desirability exist, these mode effects will be less 

strongg in the nonresponse study, that is done by telephone, than in the main study, that is done 

face-to-face.. So differences in the reporting of social desirable behaviour in both studies, that 

aree consequences of the fact that some groups, that are known to be involved less often in 

sociall  desirable behaviour, could not be interviewed in the nonresponse study, will become 

smallerr as a result of this mode effect. 

Ass also the stimulus effect study is done by telephone, the same line of reasoning 

appliess to the stimulus effect study. A possible mode effect may lead to overreporting of 

sociall  desirable behaviour, like voting. The exclusion of those who could not be interviewed 

byy telephone (because of having an unlisted telephone number or not having a telephone at 

all)) may lead to an underrepresentation of people that involve themselves more often in what 

iss considered as social desirable behaviour. As we will explain later, by matching respondents 

fromm the stimulus effect study with respondents from the main study, these possible sources of 

biass will for the most part be neutralized. 

2.2.33 The stimulus effect study 

Thee stimulus effect study was carried out after election day. The aim of the stimulus effect 

studyy was to investigate whether participation in the pre-election questionnaire of the DNES 

ledd to different answers in the post-election questionnaire of the DNES. 

Althoughh the existence of stimulus effects had largely been ignored in the discussion 

aboutt bias in the DNES, which had mainly focused on nonresponse bias, the DNES-

researcherss decided to investigate the occurrence of stimulus effects as well. It is possible that 

people,, by participating in the pre-election questionnaire, are stimulated to vote. Past research 

showedd that asking people for their vote intention lead to a higher turnout among those people 
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(Greenwaldd et al., 1987; Kraut and McConahay, 1973). It is also possible that people are not 

reallyy voting more often as a result of participating in the pre-election questionnaire, but only 

reportt more often to have voted. The goal of the stimulus effect study was to find out whether 

thiss happened in the DNES. If this was the case, higher levels of voter turnout and political 

involvementt would be expected in the main study, in comparison with the stimulus effect 

study. . 

AA new sample of electors was contacted after election day in the same way in which 

thee sample elements were contacted in the DNES (by letter) to ask for their participation in 

researchh concerning the national elections. The only difference between contacting sample 

elementss in the DNES and in the stimulus effect study was that they were approached face-to-

facee in the former, whereas in the latter they were approached by telephone (because of 

financiall  limitations). The sample elements in the stimulus effect study were asked to answer 

aa few questions about their attitude towards politics, their voting behaviour and some general 

characteristics.. By comparing their answers with the answers of a comparable group in the 

DNES,, it should be possible to find out whether the answers of the respondents have changed 

ass a result of participating in the first wave of the DNES. 

22 J. Results 

2.3.11 Nonresponse bias 

Tablee 2.1 shows the response levels for the main study, including the nonresponse study. We 

seee that 49.9 % of all the subjects that were selected for the main study responded. Of the 

nonrespondents,, 44.0 % answered the questions that were asked in the short questionnaire 

whichh was part of the nonresponse study. 

Tablee 2.1 - Response and nonresponse in the 1998 Dutch National Election Study 
NationalNational Election Study, including the nonresponse study 
Respondedd in the main study 
Respondedd in the nonresponse study 
Didd not respond in both main and nonresponse study 
Totall sample 

2101 1 
926 6 

1180 0 
4207 7 

49.9% % 
22.0% % 
28.0% % 

100.0% % 

Wee will start by comparing the respondents and nonrespondents on some background 

variables.. The nonrespondents are split into four different groups: refusers who claim not to 

bee interested in the survey; refusers who mention another reason for their refusal; 
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nonrespondentss who were not able to participate in the survey (because of mental or physical 

illness,, language problems or holidays); and those who were inaccessible. The subdivision 

amongg the refusers was made so we could test whether people who refuse to participate in 

electionn research by reason of not being interested in the topic of the study, will also claim to 

bee not interested in politics, if they are explicitly asked for their political interest (Couper, 

1997). . 

Tablee 2.2 
variables s 

Comparisonn of the respondents and different groups of nonrespondents on some background 

responseresponse not interested refusers not able to no contact total sample 
refusersrefusers because of participate 

otherother reasons 
Age Age 
18-299 yrs 
30-444 yrs 
45-644 yrs 
65+ + 
Total l 
Chi-square: : 

21.0(( 441) 
32.33 ( 679) 
32.00 ( 672) 
14.77 ( 309) 
50.9(2101) ) 

18.9(172) ) 
30.9(281) ) 
31.2(284) ) 
18.9(172) ) 
22.00 (909) 

16.6(127) ) 
26.44 (202) 
32.33 (247) 
24.6(188) ) 
22.00 (764) 

14.11 ( 30) 
16.99 ( 36) 
20.22 ( 43) 
48.8(104) ) 
5.2(213) ) 

32.99 ( 47) 
37.11 ( 53) 
21.77 ( 31) 
8.44 ( 12) 
3.5(143) ) 

19.88 ( 817) 
30.3(1251) ) 
30.9(1277) ) 
19.00 ( 785) 

100.00 (4130) 
197.440,, p=0.00, cc=.2136; Chi-square respondents vs. all nonrespondents:52.127, p=0.00, cc=.1116 

Gender Gender 
malee 49.0(1030) 43.5(397) 48.2(363) 37 .4 (77) 58 .1(79) 47.4(1946) 
femalee 51.0(1071) 56.5(515) 51.8(390) 62.6(129) 41.9 ( 57) 52.6(2162) 
Totall  51.1(2101) 22.2(912) 18.3(753) 5.0(206) 3.3(136) 100.0(4108) 
Chi-square:: 22.425, p=0.00, cc=.0737; Chi-square respondents vs. all nonrespondents:4.715, p=0.03, cc=.0339 

LevelLevel of urbanization 
nott 35.0 ( 735) 34.0(324) 
ratherr 24.0 ( 504) 22.4(213) 
stronglyy 41.0( 862) 43.6(415) 
Totall  49.9(2101) 22.6(952) 
Chi-square:: 29.377, p=0.00, cc=.0838; Chi-square 

DominatingDominating social class in the neighbourhood 
lowerr class 41.3 ( 865) 46.9(445) 
middlee class 8.7 ( 182) 9.2 ( 87) 
higherr class 50.0(1049) 43.9(417) 
Totall  50.0 (2096) 22.6 (949) 
Chi-square:: 51.377, p=0.00, cc=.1100; Chi-square 

ProportionProportion of higher educated in neighbourhood 
feww 39.1 ( 819) 44.5(422) 
averagee 32.7 ( 686) 31.3 (297) 
manyy 28.2 ( 591) 24.2(230) 
Totall  50.0 (2096) 22.6 (949) 

36.33 (285) 
26.11 (205) 
37.66 (295) 
18.77 (785) 

respondentss vs. all 

42.99 (336) 
10.22 ( 80) 
46.99 (367) 
18.77 (783) 

respondentss vs. all 

43.77 (342) 
34.1(267) ) 
22.2(174) ) 
18.77 (783) 

Chi-square:: 25.270, p=0.00, cc=.0774; Chi-square respondents vs. all 

34.88 ( 77) 
24.44 ( 54) 
40.77 ( 90) 

5.33 (221) 
nonrespondents s 

58.88 (127) 
8.33 ( 18) 

32.99 ( 71) 
5.2(216) ) 

18.99 ( 28) 
21.66 ( 32) 
59.55 ( 88) 
3.5(148) ) 

0.685,, p=0.71. 

61.22 ( 90) 
4.11 ( 6) 

34.77 ( 51) 
3.5(147) ) 

nonrespondents:20.172,, p=0.00 

51.4(111) ) 
28.22 ( 61) 
20.44 ( 44) 
5.2(216) ) 

nonrespondents s 

44.22 ( 65) 
31.33 ( 46) 
24.55 ( 36) 
3.55 (147) 

19.139,, p=0.00 

34.44 (1449) 
24.00 (1008) 
41.6(1750) ) 

100.00 (4207) 
cc=.0128 8 

44.5(1863) ) 
8.99 ( 373) 

46.6(1955) ) 
100.0(4191) ) 

,, cc=.0692 

42.0(1759) ) 
32.44 (1357) 
25.77 (1075) 

100.0(4191) ) 
,, cc=.0674 

Tablee 2.2 shows the results of the comparison between respondents and the four different 

groupss of nonrespondents. This comparison is based on data that we found in the population 

registerr and characteristics of the neighbourhood, obtained by combining the postcodes of the 
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areaa where the subjects are living with information provided by Geo-Markt Profiel . In this 

way,, we had data for both the respondents and the nonrespondents at our disposal. 

AA few results attract our attention. For most variables, the respondents differ only 

slightlyy from the total sample. The only fairly large difference is found in age: people of 65 

yearss and older are clearly underrepresented among the respondents. Smaller differences are 

foundd for dominating social class in the neighbourhood (respondents tend to live more in 

neighbourhoodss where the higher social classes dominate and less in neighbourhoods where 

manyy people from the lower social classes live) and educational level in the neighbourhood 

(respondentss more often live in neighbourhoods where people have a relatively high 

education). . 

Largerr differences are found within die several groups of nonrespondents. The two 

groupss of refusers do not differ much with respect to the background variables: females are 

somewhatt overrepresented among refusers that claim to be not interested, as are persons that 

livee outside the neighbourhoods where people with a higher education dominate. Persons that 

givee other reasons for their refusal are generally older and less often from neighbourhoods 

wheree the higher educated live. 

Incapablee nonrespondents only differ on some variables: age (almost half of the 

incapablee nonrespondents are 65 years or older - a result that is not surprising), gender 

(femaless are overrepresented among the incapable), social class (more people from the 

neighbourhoodss where people from the lower social classes are dominant) and education (the 

incapablee are more often living in neighbourhoods with a low educational level). Those not 

reachedd are predominantly found in the age group 18-44, they are male, more than half of 

themm live in the most urbanized areas and they live more often in neighbourhoods where 

peoplee from the lower social classes and a low education level, live. 

Next,, we are interested in possible differences with respect to political attitude and 

votingg behaviour between the respondents and the various groups of nonrespondents. For this, 

thee data of the nonresponse study of the 1998 DNES were used. Unfortunately, but not 

surprisingly,, not all nonrespondents of the 1998 DNES were willing to answer a few 

questionss when they were asked to participate in a short telephone questionnaire. Of die 

166 Geo-Markt Profiel is a commercial business based in the Netherlands, specialized in data collection on 
aggregatee levels. Geo-Markt Profiel gathers its information from different sources and supplements these data by 
interviews.. For each postcode area in Holland two informants are interviewed by phone to ask them about a 
numberr of characteristics of the houses and apartments and of the households in the zipcode area. Every year 
Geo-Marktt Profiel does approximately 100.000 of those interviews, which means that the data about each 
postcodee area are updated once every four year. 
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refuserss who claimed not to be interested or who refused because of an other reason, 

respectivelyy 52 % and 47 % participated in the telephone interview. Of the incapable and 

inaccessiblee nonrespondents, only 15 % participated. We decided to leave the last two groups 

outt of the analysis, because their small number of cases. The 15 % that did participate will 

mostt probably not be representative at all for the complete groups. 

Tablee 2.3 - The comparison of the not interested refusers and the other refusers and of the respondents and the 
refuserss on some political variables. The fourth column (refusers) is the sum of the first and second columns. 

notnot interested refusers because all respondents refusers total 
_ __ refusers of other reasons 
VoteVote intention with regard to the upcoming parliamentary elections 
wil ll  not go voting 13.3(63) 13.3(47) 6.9(145) 13.3(110) 8.7(255) 
wil ll  go voting 77.0(364) 79.0(279) 86.0(1805) 77.8(643) 83.7(2448) 
doess not know yet 9.7 ( 46) 7.6 ( 27) 7.1 ( 150) 8.8 ( 73) 7.6 ( 223) 
Totall  16.2(473) 12.1(353) 71.8(2100) 28.2(826) 2926 
Chi-squaree column 1 and 2: 1.099, p=0.58, cc=.0365; Chi-square column 3 and 4: 34.863, p=0.00, cc=.1085 

VoteVote behavior at at the last local elections 
didd not vote 35.8(168) 34.4(122) 27.4 ( 570) 35.2(290) 29.6 ( 860) 
votedd 64.2(301) 65.6(233) 72.6(1514) 64.8(534) 70.4(2048) 
Totall  16.1(469) 12.2(355) 71.7(2084) 28.3(824) 2908 
Chi-squaree column 1 and 2: .187, p=0.67, cc=.0151; Chi-square column 3 and 4: 17.440, p=0.00, cc=.0772 

InterestInterest in politics 
nott interested 
fairlyy interested 
veryy interested 
Total l 

50.88 (250) 
41.33 (203) 

7.99 ( 39) 
16.77 (492) 

44.4(162) ) 
45.8(167) ) 

9.99 ( 36) 
12.4(365) ) 

25.99 ( 543) 
64.6(1355) ) 

9.44 ( 198) 
71.0(2096) ) 

48.1(412) ) 
43.22 (370) 

8.88 ( 75) 
29.00 (857) 

32.33 ( 955) 
58.4(1725) ) 
9.22 ( 273) 

2953 3 

Chi-squaree column 1 and 2: 3.680, p=0.16, cc=.0654; Chi-square column 3 and 4: 140.766, p=0.00, cc=.2133 

PoliticalPolitical self-confidence: politics is sometimes too compicated 
agreee 63.8(264) 55.5(181) 62.1(1210) 60.1(445) 61.5(1655) 
disagreee 36.2(150) 44.5(145) 37.9(740) 39.9(295) 38.5(1035) 
Totall  15.4(414) 12.1(326) 72.5(1950) 27.5(740) 2690 
Chi-squaree column 1 and 2: 5.174, p=0.02, cc=.0833; Chi-square column 3 and 4: .832, p=0.36, cc=.0176 

PoliticalPolitical efficacy: members of parliament do nol care about the opinion of people like me 
agreee " 63.5(242) 64.0(190) 38.0(726) 63.7(432) 44.7(1158) 
disagreee 36.5(139) 36.0(107) 62.0 ( 246) 36.3(246) 55.3(1430) 
Totall  14.7(381) 11.5(297) 73.8(1910) 26.2(678) 2588 
Chi-squaree column 1 and 2: .002, p=0.97, cc=.0047; Chi-square column 3 and 4: 133.741, p=0.00, cc=.2217 

Tablee 2.3 shows the results of the comparison between respondents and the two remaining 

groupss of refusers, with respect to three political attitude-variables and two voting behaviour 

variables.. The three political attitude-variables indicate political interest, political self-

confidencee (sometimes also labeled as internal political efficacy - measured by asking the 

respondentt if he or she agrees or disagrees with the statement 'Sometimes politics seem to be 

soo complicated that people like me are not able to understand what's really at stake') and 

politicall  efficacy (measured by asking the respondent if he or she disagrees with the statement 
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'Memberss of parliament don't care about the opinions of people like me') . The two voting 

behaviourr variables are the voter turnout at the latest local elections (that took place two 

monthss before the national elections) and the vote intention with regard to the national 

elections. . 

Too start with the comparison between the two groups of refusers (the first two 

columnss of table 3), the only significant difference that is found is that the group that claims 

nott to be interested agrees more often with the statement that politics are too complicated for 

them.. We do not find proof in the data for the hypothesis that refusers who give as the reason 

forr their refusal that they are not interested, will also more often say that they are not 

interestedd in politics, when explicitly asked for their political interest. Among both groups of 

refusers,, at least half of them consider themselves to be somewhat to even very interested in 

politics.. A possible explanation for this result is that people use 'not interested' as an easy 

escape,, as it sounds more reasonable than saying you just have no mind to be interviewed. 

Anotherr explanation is that, when people say that they are not interested, they only mean that 

theyy are not interested in being interviewed (in general), and not that they are not interested in 

thee subject of the interview. 

Differencess between respondents and refusers (the third and fourth column of table 

2.3)) are larger than the differences between the two groups of refusers. More respondents 

havee voted in the local elections and more of them are planning to vote in the upcoming 

nationall  elections (in both cases a difference of around 8 %). The group of people not 

interestedd in politics is nearly twice as small among the respondents as among the 

nonrespondents.. The level of political efficacy is much higher in the group of respondents. 

Withh respect to political self-confidence, respondents do not differ from the particular group 

off  not interested refusers. Respondents do differ from persons who refused for other reasons. 

Comparedd to this group, respondents have a lower level of political self-confidence. At first 

sightt this might seem unexpected, but when we are discussing the results of the research on 

stimuluss effects, we will present a possible explanation for this outcome. 

177 In the nonresponse study only one question each was asked to indicate political self-confidence and political 
efficacy,, instead of respectively the three or five questions that make up the political self-confidence and 
politicall  efficacy scales used in the DNES. To maximize the response in the nonresponse study, it was important 
too keep the questionnaire of this study as short as possible (Burchell and Marsh, 1992; Lund and Gram, 1998). 
Becausee of this, it was decided to measure political self-confidence and political efficacy by using only one 
indicatorr for each concept. Out of each scale, the item was chosen that had shown the highest correlation with 
thee total scale. 
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Tablee 2.4 - Logistic regression with political interest, vote behavior at the local elections, vote intention for the 
upcomingg parliamentary elections, political self-confidence and political efficacy as dependent variables and the 
influencee of being a respondent or a nonrespondent as explanation 

DependentDependent Variable: Political interest Voted Local Vote Intention Self-confid. Efficacy 

Independentt Variables B Sig B Sig B Sig B Sig B Sig 

Group:Group: respondent 
Age Age 

18-29yr r 
30-444 yr 
45-644 yr 

Gender,Gender, male 
Education Education 
low w 
middle e 

.4403 3 

-.4788 8 
-.1084 4 
.2994 4 
.2876 6 

-.9563 3 
.0619 9 

SocialSocial class in neighbourhood 
low w 
average e 

Urbanisation Urbanisation 
nott urbanized 
ratherr urbanized 

Region Region 
north h 
east t 
south h 

LevelLevel oj"prosperity 
low w 
average e 

Constant Constant 

NN (unweighted) 
-22 Log Likelihood 
Goodnesss of Fit 
Modell  Chi-square 
Probabilityy Chi-square 
Correctlyy predicted 
Nott correctly predicted 
Totall  correctly predicted 

-.0497 7 
-.0922 2 

.0208 8 

.0349 9 

-.0072 2 
.1926 6 

-.2467 7 

.0188 8 
-.0005 5 
.7471 1 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.14 4 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.34 4 
.21 1 
.54 4 
.37 7 
.70 0 
.75 5 
.62 2 
.01 1 
.95 5 
.03 3 
.00 0 
.98 8 
.84 4 
.99 9 
.00 0 

2791 1 
3016.408 8 
2800.758 8 
437.474 4 

.00 0 
90.19% % 
34.84% % 
73.066 % 

.2085 5 

-.6811 1 
-.3507 7 
,3358 8 
.0018 8 

-.4016 6 
-.0225 5 

-.1422 2 
-.0669 9 

.1674 4 

.0366 6 

.2211 1 

.1439 9 
-.3360 0 

-.0565 5 
.0724 4 
.9029 9 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.97 7 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.71 1 

.02 2 

.07 7 

.50 0 

.00 0 

.01 1 

.60 0 

.00 0 

.04 4 

.10 0 

.00 0 

.48 8 

.52 2 

.23 3 

.00 0 

2773 3 
3147.83 3 2 2 
2770.191 1 
209.135 5 

.00 0 
95.877 % 
11.30% % 
71.044 % 

.2580 0 

-.5874 4 
-.1676 6 
.1754 4 

-.0477 7 

-.6695 5 
.0316 6 

-.1358 8 
-.0564 4 

.0541 1 

.0436 6 

.2996 6 

.1583 3 
-.3838 8 

-.1608 8 
.0318 8 

1.7695 5 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.06 6 

.06 6 

.38 8 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.69 9 

.10 0 

.16 6 

.65 5 

.47 7 

.50 0 

.61 1 

.00 0 

.03 3 

.16 6 

.00 0 

.31 1 

.13 3 

.67 7 

.00 0 

2778 8 
2249.991 1 
2812.677 7 

171.211 1 
.00 0 

99.877 % 
.46% % 

84.200 % 

-.1042 2 

-.0823 3 
.1366 6 
.0774 4 
.3603 3 

-.9343 3 
.0754 4 

-.0884 4 
-.0097 7 

-.. 1497 
.1381 1 

.0110 0 
-.1998 8 
-.0325 5 

-.0400 0 
-.0403 3 
-.5788 8 

.04 4 

.15 5 

.33 3 

.06 6 

.29 9 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.00 0 

.22 2 

.32 2 

.28 8 

.93 3 

.05 5 

.02 2 

.05 5 

.00 0 

.92 2 

.02 2 

.70 0 

.56 6 

.68 8 

.52 2 

.00 0 

2605 5 
3049.079 9 
2639.770 0 
414.682 2 

.00 0 
81.94% % 
49.500 % 
69.566 % 

-.51133 .00 
.00 0 

-.50388 .00 
-.10288 .15 
.13766 .05 
-.02611 .54 

.00 0 
.45399 .00 
.04100 .49 

.57 7 
.04788 .55 

-.10911 .29 
.70 0 

.04911 .43 
-.01111 .87 

.71 1 
.04855 .64 

-.05877 .48 
.05899 .46 

.05 5 
.08555 .35 
.09422 .12 

-.00722 .92 

2507 7 
3136.267 7 
2508.827 7 
303.905 5 

.00 0 
52.13% % 
75.322 % 
65.10% % 

Soo far, we have shown that differences between respondents and nonrespondents are larger on 

thee political attitude- and voting behaviour variables than on the background variables. There 

iss also an alternative way in which it can be shown that being a respondent or nonrespondent 

iss related to political attitude and voting behaviour: by adding a variable that indicates if a 

samplee person is a respondent or a nonrespondent to a logistic regression equation, in which a 

politicall  attitude or a voting behaviour variable is the dependent variable. When there is no 

differencee between the respondents and nonrespondents on this variable, controlling for all 

otherother variables that are expected to have an effect on the dependent variable, the parameter of 

thiss indication-variable wil l not be statistically significant. We have tested this for all three 

politicall  attitude variables and two voting behaviour variables (only including respondents 

andd nonrespondents who participated in the telephone interview) and we found that the 
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parameterr that indicates whether a sample-person is a respondent or a nonrespondent is 

significantt at the 5 %-level for all five dependent variables (see Table 2.4)18. 

Tablee 2.5 - Comparison of correlations for the group of respondents versus the group of refusers and versus the 
groupp of respondents and refusers taken together. 

AgeAge Vote Gendr Effic. Educ. Knowl Intrst Class Intern Urban Prosp. 
Age Age 

VotedVoted Local 

Gender Gender 

Political Political 
Efficacy Efficacy 

Education Education 

Political Political 
Knowledge Knowledge 

Political Political 
Interest Interest 

SocialSocial Class 

VoteVote Intention 

Urbanization Urbanization 

Prosperity Prosperity 

.1582 2 

.1669 9 
.1557 .1557 
-.0134 4 
.0545 5 
.0204 .0204 
-.1819 9 
-.2120 0 
-.1944 -.1944 
-3573 -3573 
-3480 0 
-.2945 -.2945 
-.0921 1 
-.0600 0 
-.0773 -.0773 
.0835 5 
-.0504 4 
.0051 .0051 
-.0120 0 
-.1241 1 
-.0623 -.0623 
.0733 3 
.0494 4 
.0554 .0554 
-.0159 9 
.0567 7 

-.0150 -.0150 
-.0003 3 
-.1069 9 
-.0497 -.0497 

2084 4 
815 5 

2875 2875 

-.0129 9 
.0187 7 

-.0024 -.0024 
.0894 4 
.01% % 
.0837 .0837 
.1013 3 
.0626 6 
.0924 .0924 
.1208 8 
.0520 0 
.0871 .0871 
.2086 6 
.2966 6 
.2623 .2623 
.1119 9 
.0349 9 
.0789 .0789 
.4816 6 
.5019 9 
.4948 .4948 
-.0768 8 
-.0236 6 
-.0491 -.0491 
.0761 1 
.0522 2 
.0686 .0686 

2101 1 
858 8 

2954 2954 
2084 4 
824 4 

2889 2889 

-.0010 0 
-.0485 5 
-.0256 -.0256 
-.0316 6 
-.0937 7 
-.0613 -.0613 
-.1521 1 
-.2001 1 
-.1719 -.1719 
-.1891 1 
-.0997 7 
-.1501 -.1501 
-.0089 9 
-.0129 9 
-.0120 -.0120 
-.0189 9 
.0254 4 

-.0010 -.0010 
.0003 3 
-.0345 5 
-.0154 -.0154 
-.0061 1 
-.0588 8 
-.0311 -.0311 

1910 0 
672 2 

2519 2519 
1899 9 
672 2 

2511 2511 
1910 0 
678 8 

2529 2529 

.2228 8 

.2392 2 
.2402 .2402 
.2018 8 
.2776 6 
.2164 .2164 
.1253 3 
.1842 2 
.1881 .1881 
.0728 8 
.0310 0 
.0560 .0560 
.1003 3 
.1068 8 
.1191 .1191 
.0365 5 
.0489 9 
.0439 .0439 
.0847 7 
.0597 7 
.0810 .0810 

2097 7 
718 8 

2735 2735 
2081 1 
713 3 

2715 2715 
2097 7 
720 0 

2738 2738 
1909 9 
618 8 

2435 2435 

.3506 6 

.2878 8 

.3239 .3239 

.2640 0 

.3599 9 

.3132 .3132 

.17% % 

.2254 4 

.1978 .1978 

.1311 1 

.1535 5 

.1446 .1446 

.1018 8 

.0409 9 

.0800 .0800 

.1763 3 

.2054 4 

.1886 .1886 

1950 0 
734 4 

2647 2647 
1939 9 
730 0 

2632 2632 
1950 0 
740 0 

2656 2656 
1907 7 
657 7 

2494 2494 
1949 9 
676 6 

2556 2556 

.2491 1 

.2457 7 

.2414 .2414 

.1071 1 

.1202 2 
.1142 .1142 
.1083 3 
.1747 7 
.1359 .1359 
.0865 5 
.0303 3 
.0610 .0610 
.1083 3 
.1167 7 
.1107 .1107 

2096 6 
847 7 

2933 2933 
2080 0 
819 9 

2878 2878 
2096 6 
857 7 

2948 2948 
1907 7 
678 8 

2526 2526 
2093 3 
719 9 

2734 2734 
1946 6 
740 0 

2653 2653 

.0873 3 

.1570 0 

.1222 .1222 

.2075 5 

.2896 6 

.2585 .2585 

.0161 1 

.0319 9 

.0287 .0287 

.0687 7 

.1380 0 
.1068 .1068 

20% % 
856 6 

2947 2947 
2079 9 
822 2 

2882 2882 
2096 6 
866 6 

2962 2962 
1906 6 
676 6 

2522 2522 
2092 2 
718 8 

2731 2731 
1946 6 
738 8 

2650 2650 
2091 1 
855 5 

2941 2941 

.1034 4 

.0759 9 

.0918 .0918 
-.1320 0 
-.1460 0 
-.1366 -.1366 
.6591 1 
.6487 7 
.6539 .6539 

2100 0 
816 6 

2888 2888 
2084 4 
809 9 

2865 2865 
2100 0 
826 6 

2904 2904 
1910 0 
665 5 

2508 2508 
2097 7 
702 2 

2710 2710 
1950 0 
721 1 

2626 2626 
20% % 
820 0 

2891 2891 
2095 5 
824 4 

2897 2897 

-.0357 7 
.0271 1 

-.0039 -.0039 
.0874 4 
.1140 0 
.1026 .1026 

2101 1 
858 8 

2954 2954 
2084 4 
824 4 

2889 2889 
2101 1 
868 8 

2969 2969 
1910 0 
678 8 

2529 2529 
2097 7 
720 0 

2738 2738 
1950 0 
740 0 

2656 2656 
20% % 
857 7 

2948 2948 
2096 6 
866 6 
2962 2 
2100 0 
826 6 

2904 2904 

-.0376 6 
-.1071 1 
-.0675 -.0675 

2085 5 
854 4 

2935 2935 
2068 8 
820 0 

2870 2870 
2085 5 
864 4 

2950 2950 
1895 5 
674 4 

2511 2511 
2081 1 
717 7 

2721 2721 
1935 5 
736 6 

2638 2638 
2080 0 
853 3 

2930 2930 
2085 5 
864 4 

2950 2950 
2084 4 
822 2 

2885 2885 
2085 5 
864 4 

2950 2950 

Inn the triangle below left, the first correlations are the correlations among the respondents, the second correlations 
aree the correlations among the refusers and the third, cursive, correlations are the weighted correlations among the 
respondentss and refusers taken together. Correlations in bold means that me correlations between the respondents 
andd refusers differ significantly from eachh other at the 5%-level. 
Inn the triangle above right, die number of cases can be found on which the correlations are based. The number of 
casess for the respondents and nonrespondents together (the cursive printed number) is a weighted number. 

Noww that we have demonstrated that the respondents are different from the nonrespondents 

withh regard to voting behaviour and political attitude, we will examine if nonresponse bias 

Wee have dichotomized the dependent variables as follows: political interest: very and fairly interested (1) 
versuss not interested (0); voter turnout at the local elections: voted (1) versus did not vote (0); vote intention with 
regardd to the upcoming parliamentary elections: will go voting (1) versus will not go voting and does not know 
yett (0); political self-confidence: disagrees with the statement that politics is sometimes too complicated (1) 
versuss agrees with die statement that politics is sometimes too compilated (0); and political efficacy: agrees with 
diee statement that members of parliament do not care about the opinion of people like me (1) versus disagrees 
withh the statement that members of parliament do not care about the opinion of people like me (0). 
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significantlyy changes the relations found between variables. Previous research did not lead to 

unanimouss results (Goudy, 1976; Hawkins, 1975; O'Neil, 1979). We have tested this by using 

correlations.. We started by only including the group of respondents in the analysis. After that, 

wee added both groups of refusers. 

Ass we have seen above, not all refusers were prepared to answer the questions of the 

telephonee interview, so we decided to weight both groups of refusers to their share in the 

sample.. It is important to bear in mind that it is unlikely that the refusers who agreed to 

answerr some questions by telephone are totally representative of those who refused to do so. 

Butt because it is more likely that this last group will differ even more from the respondents 

thann the refusers who did answer the short telephone questionnaire, the differences found in 

thiss analysis can be considered as minimum differences. In reality, they will probably be 

largerr (Bebbington, 1970). 

Wee correlated all dichotomous and ordinal variables for which we had information for 

bothh the respondents and the nonrespondents and we found that 8 of the 55 correlations 

differedd significantly from each other (Table 2.5)19. Most interesting is that in all the 

correlationss that differ significantly, either the variable political interest, or the variable age, is 

involved.. This indicates that political interest and age play an important role in explaining the 

differencess found in relations between the respondents and the nonrespondents. 

2.3.22 Stimulus effects 

Thee sample elements in the stimulus effect study were contacted by phone and not face-to-

face,, as in the main study of the DNES. Table 2.6 shows that 54.9 % of those selected for the 

controll  study participated in the short telephone questionnaire. 

Tablee 2.6 - Response and nonresponse in the stimulus effect study of the 1998 Dutch National Election Study 
StimulusStimulus effect study _ ^ _ ^ ^_ 
Answeredd short telephone interview 797 54.9 % 
Didd not answer short telephone interview 654 45.1 % 
Totall  sample 1451 100-0% 

Becausee a different method of approaching subjects can lead to differences between the group 

off  respondents in the DNES and in the stimulus effect study - as different people may respond 

199 To calculate if two correlations differed significantly from each other on a 5%-level. we used a formula 
presentedd in Blalock (1960): Z=(0.5*ln((l+cl)/(l-cl))-0.5*ln((l+c2)Al-c2)))/(sqrt(l/(nl-3)+l/(n2-3))), with cl 
beingg the first correlation, nl the number of cases used in calculating the first correlation, c2 the second 
correlationn and n2 the number of cases used in calculating the second correlation. 
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too a face-to-face request for participation in a survey, than to a telephone request (De Leeuw 

andd Van Der Zouwen, 1988; Groves and Kahn, 1979; Hox and De Leeuw, 1994) - we had to 

takee extra care with respect to the similarity of the subgroups from both samples we wanted to 

use.. We matched respondents from the main study and the stimulus effect study to attain two 

similarr groups. 

Wee constructed two subgroups by finding for every respondent in the control group 

thatt had at least answered the telephone questionnaire, the most similar DNES-respondent20, 

takingg into account all those variables that were measured in both the first wave of the DNES-

surveyy and in the questionnaire that had been propounded to the control group. These were 

politicall  interest, voter turnout at the local elections, age, gender, education, number of 

memberss in the household, type of household, level of prosperity in the neighbourhood, 

dominatingg social class in the neighbourhood, level of urbanization and region. We found 109 

respondentss who were completely similar on these variables, 333 respondents who only 

differedd on one variable and 355 respondents who differed on two or more variables. 

Wee decided to start by including all the respondents without any differences. Reaching 

aa decision on which respondents to include that only differed on one variable was a littl e more 

complicated.. We selected pairs of respondents out of each sample, for which the variable that 

differed,, differed in the opposite direction (for example, the first control group respondent had 

valuee 1 on age, while the resembling DNES-respondent had value 2, so the second control 

groupp respondent should have value 2 on age, while the resembling DNES-respondent had 

valuee 1), and if more than one pair of respondents was possible (which was almost always the 

case),, we would first select the two pairs that had the least number of differences on the other 

variabless and went on until no pairs could be formed, or the respondents of the pairs that were 

stilll  possible, differed too much from each other. By this method we were able to keep the 

distributionss of the variables in both groups exactly the same and the correlations between 

thesee variables as similar as possible. This process led to two groups of 251 respondents. 

Forr three of the variables for which we have data for both the DNES-respondents and 

thee control group, we expect that stimulus effects might occur: voter turnout at the 

parliamentaryy elections, political self-confidence and political efficacy. All those variables 

Alll  Dutch National Election Study-respondents who had participated in the first wave of the DNES were 
consideredd in this process. Because the respondents who dropped out between the first and second wave of the 
DNESS were asked by telephone to answer a short questionnaire, we knew for most of them what their voting 
turnoutt in the parliamentary elections was and also what their answers to the political self-confidence and 
efficacyy questions were. 
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weree measured in the second wave of the DNES (as opposed to political interest and voter 

turnoutt at the local elections, two variables that were asked in the first wave of the DNES). 

Too test the existence of stimulus effects, we ran five logistic regressions with political 

interest,, voter turnout at the local elections, voter turnout at the parliamentary elections, 

politicall  self-confidence and political efficacy as the dependent variables. Besides a dummy 

variablee indicating whether the respondent is part of the experimental group or of the control 

group,, age, gender, education, region, dominating social class in the neighbourhood, 

urbanization,, dominating prosperity level in the neighbourhood, type of household and 

numberr of people in the household were included in the model as independent variables. In 

linee with our theory, we do not expect a significant effect of the dummy variable indicating 

thee group, when political interest or voter turnout at the local elections are taken as the 

dependentt variable, since these items were measured in the first wave of the DNES and could 

thereforee not be affected by stimulus effects. We do expect a significant effect of the variable 

indicatingg the group, when voter turnout at the parliamentary elections, political self-

confidencee and political efficacy are the dependent variables, since these questions were 

askedasked in the second wave. The results in table 2.7 show that this is indeed the case. 

Tablee 2.7 - Value of the dummy variable that indicates whether the respondent is part of the experimental group 
orr of the control group, in logistic regressions with political interest, voter turnout at the local elections, voter 
turnoutt at the parliamentary elections, political self-confidence and political efficacy as dependent variables. 

^^ B-parameter Significance level Number of cases 
politicall  interest .0001 LOO 502 
voterr turnout at the local elections -.0060 .97 502 
voterr turnout at the parliamentary elections .6101 .00 492 
politicall  self-confidence -.2151 .04 489 
politicall  efficacy -.2669 £1 474 

Thee positive effect of the group variable on voter turnout at the parliamentary elections and on 

politicall  efficacy indicates that respondents who participated in the first wave of the DNES 

claimm to have voted more often than the respondents of the control group do and have a higher 

levell  of political efficacy. In the case of political self-confidence, it appears that people who 

participatedd in the DNES are less politically self-confident than people in the control group. 

Att first glance, one might not expect such a pattern. However, it can be explained. Since 

personss who do not have a clear political attitude and do not have much knowledge are more 

sensitivee to stimulus effects (as we will demonstrate later), one could imagine that these 

persons,, after a long questionnaire with many questions about their political knowledge, 

wouldd conclude that politics is not understandable for people like them (Bishop et al„  1984). 
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Ass we already noted, stimulus effects occur more strongly in some groups than in 

others.. It has been demonstrated that persons without a clear attitude or knowledge about a 

certainn subject and the lower educated are easily influenced by others or by the media and will 

changee their behaviour much faster than people with a clear attitude and/or a higher education 

(Zaller,, 1992). Table 2.8 underlines this. In this table, voter turnout at the parliamentary 

electionselections for the experimental and the control group are compared for different categories of 

somee variables that are expected to indicate lack of a clear attitude towards politics or a low 

educationall  level. In most groups a stimulus effect occurs. The largest differences are found 

amongg the lower educated, the not politically interested and persons with low political self-

confidence.. These results are also in line with previous research that provides evidence for the 

existencee of a so-called 'Socratic effect'. Advocates of this 'Socratic effect' argue that the 

opinionn of respondents changes especially from the first to the second wave of a study. This is 

becausee respondents who do not have a clear attitude towards the topic of the study (due to a 

lackk of information) in the first wave, are stimulated by their participation to think about die 

topicc and will have developed a stable attitude by the time the second wave takes place (Saris 

andd Van den Putte, 1988). 

Tablee 2.8 - Stimulus effects with regard to vote behavior at the parliamentary elections, split for education, 
politicall  interest and political self-confidence - variables that are considered as indicators of a lack of a clear 
attitudee towards politics or of a low educational level. 

GroupGroup ONES 98 98 Control group Difference 
Education Education 
Loww 91.3 ( 63) 71.2 ( 52) 20.1 
Middlee 93.5 ( 87) 84.5 ( 82) 9.0 
Highh 94.9 ( 75) 88.9 ( 72) 6.0 

PoliticalPolitical interest 
nott interested 85.7(42) 66.7(34) 19.0 
fairlyy interested 94.8(164) 86.2(156) 8.6 
veryy interested 100.0 ( 19) 84.2 ( 16) 15.8 

PoliticalPolitical self-confidence: politics is sometimes too complicated 
Agreee 91.2(134) 77.9(102) 13.3 
Disagreee 96.8 ( 91) 87.2(102) 96_ 

Next,, the question if a stimulus effect also affects the relationships between variables has to 

bee answered. To determine whether this is the case, we compared those correlations in which 

theree is at least one variable for which we expect a stimulus effect to occur, for the group of 

respondentss who participated in the DNES and with the correlations in the control group. For 

onlyy 1 out of 30 correlations in which voter turnout at die parliamentary elections, political 

self-confidencee and political efficacy are involved, a significant difference on the 5 %-level 
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waswas found between the DNES-respondents and the respondents of the control group (see 

Tablee 2.9). This result means that we did not find any proof for the occurrence of bias in 

relationss between variables as the result of a stimulus effect. However, this result may be 

partlyy due to the small number of cases. Additional research into the consequence of stimulus 

effectss for relations between variables using a larger sample, may be useful for giving a more 

definitee answer to the question whether stimulus effects lead to bias in relations between 

variables. . 

Tablee 2.9 - Comparison of correlations for the group of NES-respondents on one side and the conrol-group on 
thee other side 

Voted Voted 
AgeAge Local Gender Number Educ. Interest Class Urban. Prosp. Effic. Conf. 

EfficiencyEfficiency -.1422 -.0966 -.0126 -.0322 .3234 .1937 .1302 -.0958 .1630 
(239)) (239) (239) (239) (239) (239) (239) (239) (239) 

p=.033 p=.14 p=.85 p=.62 p=.00 p=.00 p=.04 p=.14 p=.01 
-.2297-.2297 -.0425 -.1293 .0124 .2664 .0598 .0899 .0928 .0920 
(235)(235) (235) (235) (235) (235) (235) (235) (235) (235) 
p=.00p=.00 p=.52 p=.05 p=.85 p=.00 p=.36 p=.17 p=J6 p=.16 

Self-confidenceSelf-confidence -.1447 .1876 -.1795 .0281 .3272 .2751 .1219 .0675 .1505 .2101 
(241)) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (239) 
p=.033 p=.00 p=.01 p=.66 p=.00 p=.00 p=.06 p=.30 p=.02 p=.00 

-.0541-.0541 .1184 -.2629 -.0068 .3784 .3093 .1727 -.0385 .1362 .2441 
(248)(248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (235) (248)(248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (248) (23 
p=.40p=.40 p=.06 p=.00 p=.92 p=.00 p=.00 p=.01 p=.55 p=.03 p= 00 00 

VotedVoted .1371 .3868 -.0857 .0268 .0567 .1616 .1051 -.0416 .1393 .0132 .1107 
(241)) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (241) (239) (241) 
p=.033 p=.00 p=.19 p=.68 p=.38 p.=.01 p=.10 p=.52 p=.03 p=.84 p=.09 

.0091.0091 .2316 -.1379 -.0282 .1783 .1675 .0778 -.0244 -.0158 .0035 .1217 
(251)(251) (251) (251) (251) (251) (251) (251) (251) (251) (235) (248) 
p=.89p=.89 p=.00 p=.03 p=.66 p=.01 p=.01 p=.22 p=.70 p=.80 p=.96 p=.06 

Thee first correlations are the correlations among the group of respondents that participated in the first wave of the 
NESS with below the correlation, in between brackets, the number of cases on which the correlation is based and 
thee probability that, with the found result, the correlation wil l be zero in the population. The second, cursive 
correlationss are the correlations among the control group with below the correlation, in between brackets, the 
numberr of cases on which this correlation is based and again the probability that the correlation wil l be zero in the 
population.. When correlations are in bold, it means that the correlations differ significantly from each other at the 
5%-levell  (again we used the Z-score desribed in Blalock (1960) to test this - see also footnote 18). 

2.44 Discussion 

Wee started by distinguishing three sources of bias in election surveys: answer effects, 

nonresponsee and stimulus effects. Because our data did not allow us to study answer effects, 

wee concentrated on nonresponse and stimulus effects. Our conclusion is not a very positive 

one,, given the fact that nonresponse rates are growing over the years (Brehm, 1993; Goyder, 
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1987;; Hox and De Leeuw, 1994; Steeh, 1981) and that in most election studies the same 

respondentss are interviewed both before and after election day. 

Wee found substantial nonresponse bias in the distributions of notably the political 

attitudee and voting behaviour variables. Bias with respect to background variables was not as 

largee as with respect to political and voting behaviour variables. Weighting on background 

variables,, which is used by many researchers, is not an adequate method of correcting for 

nonresponsee bias, as was clearly shown by the results in Table 2.4: despite the fact that we 

controlledd for background variables, the effect of being a respondent or a nonrespondent on 

voterr turnout and political attitudes remained significant. 

Besidess bias in the distribution of the variables, we also found that the relations 

betweenn variables were affected by nonresponse bias. The fact that especially relations in 

whichh the variable political interest was involved, differed between respondents and the 

samplee as a whole, is a strong indication that the level of political interest plays an important 

rolee in deciding which subjects wil l participate in the study and which will not. 

Evidencee was also found for the existence of stimulus effects, particularly with regard 

too voter turnout at the parliamentary elections, but also for the two political attitude variables 

thatt were asked in both the second wave of the DNES and in the interview answered by the 

controll  group. The fact that the distribution of the variables for which we expected stimulus 

effectss to occur were different in the control group and in the DNES-group is a clear 

indicationn for the existence of a stimulus effect We did not find any convincing evidence that 

stimuluss effects also changed the relations between variables, although this could also be a 

consequencee of the relatively small number of cases. More research is needed in this 

direction,, to get more certainty about a possible influence of stimulus effects on relations 

betweenn variables. 

Thesee results suggest taking the possibility of serious bias in results of survey research 

inn general, and election research in particular, into account. In the design of the survey and in 

thee process of data collection, everything should be done to keep bias as low as possible. 

Becausee it will be impossible to prevent the occurrence of bias altogether, efforts should also 

bee made to get as much information about the level and direction of bias as possible in order 

too correct this bias more aptly than is presently done. 

Recontactingg nonrespondents to see if it is possible to get them to participate, 

collectingg information about all sample elements by using alternative sources and trying to get 

thee nonrespondents to answer a very short questionnaire with a few questions that are central 

forr the research, are some of the methods that can be used to get more information about the 
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levell  of nonresponse bias. When a survey has a pre(election) and a post(election) 

questionnaire,, it is worthwhile to question only some of the respondents who participated in 

thee pre-election survey a second time and additionally, to also interview a new group of 

respondentss in order to determine to what extent and for which variables the results are biased 

byy stimulus effects. 


