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Too Many Bush Voters? False Vote Recall and the 20 EXxit Poll

| have been staring at the exit poll results siheesday, and one result stands out
more than any other: Presidential vote in 200héfCNN exit poll is to be
believed, Kerry lost because Gore voters wereelss likely to vote on Tuesday
than were 2000 Bush voters.[... According to the paill,] only 37% of the

2004 electorate voted for Gore in the last electusn43% for Bush.... That

result strains credibility. Any thoughts?

.... Obviously these results do not remotely corregpwith any analysis or
p[r]ojection of voter turnout performed either bef@r after the election. Frankly,
they defy belief. | would love to see the resuftthe exit polling on this question
before it was "crosstabulated” to conform with taetual” results. Until a rational
explanation is advanced for this anomaly (assurthiagis even possible), | feel
justified in reacting with great skepticism to tiesertion that the "official” results
are reliable while the exit poll results are not.

—excerpts from two comments posted at mysterygolsim, 11/7/04

Since shortly after the 2004 election, scatteresbolers have cited the apparent excess of Bush
2000 voters in the weighted 2004 National Eleckaol (NEP) exit poll tabulations as evidence
of election fraud. (Steve Freeman featured thgsiigient in his joint appearance with Warren
Mitofsky in October 2005) In brief and extreme form, the argument runfoliews: The exit

poll indicates that 43% of 2004 voters voted foofge W. Bush in 2000, which would equal
about 52.4 million Bush 2000 voters. Bush receifexder than 50.5 million votes in 2000 —

and, of course, some of those voters have diedo,Ene only way to account for Bush’s popular
vote margin is to assume that more than 100% ohR@€0 voters turned out in 2004. Since
this is impossible, the parsimonious conclusiotn# Kerry won the popular vote.

While this argument has some obvious gaps, it daise the question: what might account for
the apparent overrepresentation of Bush 2000 votdre 2004 exit poll? The short answer is
deceptively simple: in all likelihoodnany 2000 non-voters and Gore voters wrongly stdtatl
they had voted for BushA corollary is that Gore 2000 voters “defectéa’Bush in 2004 at a
substantially higher rate than Bush 2000 votersaetl to Kerry, although the exit poll
tabulation indicates that the rates are very simila

The apparently misleading tabulation of 2004 by®@6te not only has been cited as proof of
fraud, but has influenced at least one publishedaat of Bush’s victory. Pomper (2005, 50)
asserts that “small — and offsetting — proportioh&ore and Bush voters switched sides. Bush
won in 2004 because there were more consisteahdpat’ Republicans than Democrats. This
group appears as the largest segment..., again dé&atomg the mobilization of party loyalists.”
While | do not doubt that the Bush campaign mobdiparty loyalists effectively, | argue that

! The comments, attributed to “josueencuentro” @Rdbert Miller” respectively, responded to post “MbValues”
(11/7/04), at http://www.mysterypollster.com/maid@2/11/moralvalues.html
% See Freeman (2005a); Freeman (2005b); also Lah?@@5, Keefer 2005, “TruthIsAll” 2005.



Bush’s improvement over 2000 probably owes moudifterential defection than differential
mobilization.

In this paper, | first briefly review the “exit dalebate,” for the benefit of interested readdrs.
then turn to the topic of false vote recall; reviewdence about false recall of past presidential
votes; and draw on the 2000-04 National Electiard$panel to attempt to assess how false
recall has affected the defection rates reporteder2004 NEP tabulation. | conclude that the
defection rate of Gore 2000 voters to Bush was gdvtybabout twice as large as the defection
rate of Bush 2000 voters to Kerry — although arghstonclusion hinges on tenuous
assumptions. | similarly find that the exit polbsstabulation exaggerates Kerry’s margin among
people who did not vote in 2000. In any case, pat& reports cannot be relied upon to analyze
political dynamics across elections.

The exit poll controversy

The unlikely notoriety, within a small circle, df¢ 2004 NEP exit poll's 2004-by-2000 vote
tabulation owes to the controversy regarding tiselts. Shortly after 7:30 pm EST, CNN.com
posted preliminary tabulations from the nationat pgll that implicitly gave Democrat John
Kerry a lead of approximately 3 percentage poi@sIN also posted tabulations from the Ohio
exit poll that indicated that Kerry led by aboupdints in that decisive stateAfter midnight,

the tabulations were updated, primarily to matdiciafl returns that showed Bush ahead in Ohio
and in the national popular vote. Some observelis\®ed that Kerry had in fact won the popular
vote, and the exit poll had been “cooked” to obsdhe true result. Some subsequently argued
that internal contradictions in the exit polls sagpd their case (see, for instance, the sources
cited in footnote 2).

The 2004 exit poll incorporated a total of some,DQ0 interviews nationwide. Most
respondents were interviewed as they left pollilggs after voting on Election Day; these
interviews took place at over 1400 polling plac&glephone samples of early and absentee
voters in twelve states supplemented the polliagginterviews. Most exit poll interviews used
guestionnaires customized for each state. A sufgbe nationwide precinct sample was
selected for the national exit poll. Participantthe national exit poll received one of four
forms of the national questionnaire. Responses frdotal of 12,21%national questionnaires
were tallied in the final NEP analysis, but the @@6trospective vote question appeared on only
one form. Thus, 3182 responses are availablestgulestion, “Did you vote in the presidential
election in 20007 The resulting weighted tabulation of 2004 votedgorted 2000 vote
appears on CNN.com in approximately the form showrigure 1 below.

3 In fact, the Best Geo estimate, based on exitipthviews alone, for Ohio gave Kerry a 6.5 pairgrgin
(Edison/Mitofsky [E/M] 2005, 22).

* The apparent sample size of the datasetid3,719, but each of 500 telephone intervieventsred four times.
(The telephone interviews incorporated questioomfall four forms.) The tabulation that appearsChiN.com
has a nominah of 13,660, and thus is based on approximately6lPréspondents. See E/M (2005, 74).

® The response categories are, in order, “No, hditvote”; “Yes, for Al Gore”; “Yes, for George VBush”; and
“Yes, for another candidate.” All four forms ofetimational questionnaire are availablétp://www.exit-
poll.net/election-night/Nat_Final.pdlast accessed 1/9/06).




Figure 1: tabulation of 2004 by 2000 presidential ates, 2004 exit poll (CNN.con?)

PRESIDENTIAL VOTE IN 2000

TOTAL 2004 2004 2004

Did Not Vote (17%) 45% 54% 1%
Gore (37%) 10% 90% 0%
Bush (43%) 91% 9% 0%
Other (3%) 21% 71% 3%

How are these results interpreted as circumstaedidence of fraud? As | have noted, since
about 121 million Americans voted in the 2004 etatt43% of the electorate would equal
approximately 52.4 million voters. Yet George WisB received fewer than 50.5 million votes.
Allowing for mortality, something under 49 milliasf these voters could possibly have voted in
the 2004 election. Why, then, do the weighted jeaik results indicate the existence of too
many Bush (2000) voters? To some, this result sespecially incongruous because, prior to
weighting, the exit polls are assumed to incormonatierviews from todew Bush (2004) voters.
These observers conclude that the unweighted ekitgsults and/or preliminary tabulatidns
are more accurate than the weighted results — whiphes that John Kerry won the popular
vote. (The unweighted 2004 data indicate that BA@5)0 [Bush2K] voters were 39.5% of the
electorate and Gore 2000 [Gore2K] voters 38.4%,ran8182 respondents. These figures are
consistent, within sampling error, with the supfpioss that Bush2K and Gore2K voters (1)
turned out at roughly equal rates, and (2) pawdieg in the exit poll at roughly equal rates. The
preliminary tabulations most often cited by frabddrists actually show a larger gap. The
unweighted results and preliminary tabulations fmthKerry ahead?)

On the contrary, | argue that the most parsimonéysanation of the “too many Bush voters”
in the 2004 exit poll is that many voters falseported having voted for the incumbent. This
explanation has not found warm support among adesa# fraud theories. Before
systematically presenting evidence for false repgrof past voting, | challenge the plausibility
of the fraud account by applying the same reasatartige 2000 exit poll.

® This table is derived from the CNN.com report 0fS. President / National / Exit Poll” results at
http://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2004/pages/resultskesAt S/P/00/epolls.0.htmITo enhance readability, the table
is pasted in HTML and then reformatted to approxerhe original appearance.

" The “unweighted results” to which | refer are thata archived at
ftp://ftp.icpsr.umich.edu/pub/FastTrack/General citen_Exit Polls2004/ without weights applied. Some
observers have referred to the preliminary taboratireleased on election night as “unweighted,”mmepthat they
had not been forced to match the official retufifigese tabulations do incorporate a variety of wisigh

& Two independent sources indicate that the prefinjimational exit poll tabulation as of approximaf&30 pm
EST (which would not incorporate many late resfrtisn the West) indicated that the electorate comtzi4 1%
Bush2K voters and 38% Gore2K voters, as well asvis voted for another candidate and 17% who didvote
(http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/pdfs/Mitofsky4zonedd S2004G_3798 PRES04 _NONE_H_Data.pdf
http://web.archive.org/web/20050207070506/http:Awexitpollz.org/CNN_national2.htjn




Consider: In the 2000 VNS exit poll, the weighteduits indicate that 45.6% of respondents had
voted for Bill Clinton in 1996, while 31.3% had eotfor Bob Dole, 6.5% for Ross Perot, 2.4%
for another candidate, and 12.5% had not vote®{Ekipped the question). The unweighted
results are similat. Thus, Clinton’s apparent margin over Dole is %4 & all respondents, or
16.7% of those who said they had voted in 1996.c@yrast, in the 1996 returns, Clinton
received 49.2% of the vote, Dole 40.7%, Perot 8484, other candidates about 1.7%. That is,
Clinton won by only 8.5 points. Of course, we cairessume that the 2000 proportions should
match the 1996 proportions. Nonetheless, thesétsese “impossible” in precisely the same
sense as the 2004 results. In 2000, 105.4 mitiresidential votes were counted, of whom
45.6% would equal about 48.1 million Clinton 1998ers. Yet Clinton received only 47.4
million votes in 1996, of whom presumably undemdilion survived in 2000. The maximum
possibleproportion of Clinton 1996 voters in the 2000 &beate is some two points lower than
the reported proportion — a discrepancy well beyexgected sampling errdt.

How, then, do we explain the “impossibly high” poofion of Clinton 1996 voters in the 2000
exit poll? Is it likely that Al Gore stole milliaof votes in 2000, and Clinton voters were
upweighted in the exit poll to match the result? tl@t millions of votes were stolen from
Clintonin 19967 Perhaps anything is possible, but gikahthe 1996 and 2000 national exit
poll estimates came close to the official returesther conjecture seems at all likely. Likelier,
again, is that many respondents in 2000 wronglgnted having voted for Clinton in 1996.

Paradoxically, then, rather than the weighted 2@84lts being suspiciously inconsistent with
the actual 2000 returns, it seems to be the unuetdg?004 results that are too close to the actual
returns — if we assume that exit poll respondemisimely exaggerate past votes for the
incumbent. But this conjecture opens a researchtiquequite apart from allegations about the
2004 election. How widespread is misreportingebbmone voted for in the past?

A brief review of misreporting in the literature

That survey respondents might misreport their peetidential votes is hardly a novel insight.
On the contrary, it figures in a stock examplewf/ey misreporting: John F. Kennedy’s
retrospective landslide. NORC conducted a sureey sfter Kennedy’s assassination in which
it asked, “In the 1960 election, did you preferdiiird) Nixon or (John F.) Kennedy for
President?” Kennedy — who had won the popular bgtiess than 0.2 percentage points — was
retrospectively “prefer[red]” by 65% of responderismpared to only 30% for Nixan.

° These results are derived from the national datashived with ICPSR, “Voter News Service Genéaiction
Exit Polls, 2000” (ICPSR 3527), applying the “WEIGHvariable. Using unweighted data yields almbs same
result (45.8% of respondents report having votedlmton in 1996n = 6361). A convenient source of summary
tabulations from the 2000 exit poll is archivedtba CNN.com websitéattp://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2000/
national results are availabletdtp://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2000/results/index.dpditml (last accessed
1/9/2006).

1 The nominal margin of error for some 6300 respswseuld be on the order of 1.3%. However, in 2a00ike
2004, the past-vote question was asked on most&tareys, so we can actually examine over 50,86flonses.
Clinton’s retrospective lead over Dole in theseadgipears to be even larger, although the aggoegattistate
samples naturally does not yield an unbiased naltgample.

1 National Opinion Research Center, Kennedy Assasiein Survey (field dates 11/26/63-12/03/63), 1a84lt
respondents interviewed in person. USNORC.63KERBI,, Roper Center accession number 0410511. (The




Of course, the aftermath of a presidential assassmdoes not lend itself to robust
generalizations. Are survey respondents in gereaald voters in particularly — generally
predisposed, in subsequent years, to misreporhfanted for a victorious presidential
candidate? Surprisingly, | have not yet encounterpaper that addresses precisely this
guestion. The extant literature seems to examinoae¢lated questions: the extent to which
respondents overreport voting, especially in then@diate aftermath of an election; or the extent
of misreporting having voted for the winner sooteafin election (sometimes called a
“bandwagon effect”).

| am aware of several European sources that deseoile misreporting over an extended period.
Noelle-Neumann’§he Spiral of Silenc€l984/1993) notes that reported voting for a palar
party tends to covary with the party’s current gapty. In Britain, Himmelweit et al. (1978)
reported that in a longitudinal study, 16% or mof@articipants misrecalled their prior votes
four to eight years later, and that this differeteseded to favor “the party for whom the subject
had just voted” (369). The authors argued thatitieal scientists have tended to overestimate
consistency in electoral behaviour.... The voter &dsals to overestimate his own consistency;
so there is a conspiracy of error, of which... pdditiscientists in looking for trends need to be
aware” (1978, 374). MORI (2001) presents an externtame-series of recalled vote in the
British 1997 General Election, in which Labour’sngia over the Conservatives is overstated by
10 points in the month after the election, and $ynaich as 17 points in subsequent surveys — a
phenomenon they dub “inaccurate recall.” MORI ubese results to argue against the use of
recalled past vote in weighting; two ICM researsh@yncede the existence of “faulty memory”
or “false memory” while defending their weightingaptice (Curtice and Sparrow 2002), which
incorporates an adjustment for false memory. Tiligle reason to expect the dynamics of
U.S. presidential elections to match those of partintary elections in Germany or Great
Britain.

In the U.S. context, an immense literature discauise phenomenon of vote overreporting,
especially in connection with the American NatioB&ction Studies’ vote validation studies.
Cassel and Sigelman (2001) cite 28 such studiesigbtt (1989, 5) notes that in five validation
studies from 1964 through 1988, “we find that 124ldf self-reported voters do not actually
have a record of voting.” Burden (2000) notes thatgap between NES and official estimates
of voting-age turnout more than doubled from 1952996. The demographic correlates of
overreporting — most of them modest — have beesnektely considered, as have possible
impacts on models of turnout and candidate choldeese studies rarely describe the reported
voting behavior of the apparent false reportershaes in part because the data are so sparse.

following question asked if the respondent had dpteannot now determine what proportion of thié-seported
votersimplied that they had actually voted for Kennedy.)

12 For what it is worth, of the five validation stesiincorporated in the NES cumulative file (196374, 1980,
1984, and 1988), the false reporters reported gdtnJimmy Carter in significantly higher proparti than the
validated voters in 1976 (65.5% vs. 48.6%, p < D)pAny differences in the other four election$ $abrt of
statistical significance. Cassel and Sigelman 12@0nclude that misreporting has little impactcamdidate choice
models in the three elections they examine, 198futih 1988. (They do not examine 1976 becausedtse
validation procedures were improved in 1978 [26®15].)



Wright (1993) discusses both vote overreporting thedbandwagon effect. Wright (1993, 291)
notes that in NES post-election interviews, a “Bigant number of respondents overstate their
support for the winning candidates.” Importanthis propensity is not limited to overreporters:
“while those who cannot be shown to have votecharee easily moved to report going with the
winner, they are followed rather closely by thodeowdid vote” (1993, 304). However, Wright
finds “no overall pattern” of pro-winner bias fpresidentialvote reports if the 1964 study —
which grossly overstates Lyndon Johnson’s marger ®arry Goldwater — is excluded from the
analysis (1993, 300). Here Wright expands upohegavork exploring bandwagon or spiral-of-
silence effects favoring Senate winners (Wright@9Sronke 1992, in critique; Wright 1992, in
response). Wright (1992, 132) suggested that dgivernigh salience of the presidential vote,
“although we may expect decay in recall of presi@¢noting, it may not occur appreciably for
weeks or months after the election.”

Strangely, the bandwagon effect has been offerédrtieer evidence that the 2004 election was
stolen. Maxwell (2004) states: “It is a well-receddphenomenon that after an election result is
known, more people will claim to have voted for thiener than actually did.... In this case
[2004], and as far as | can discover, only in tase does the percentage claiming to have voted
for the winner fall below the percentage actuathying for him.” Maxwell cites Prisuta’s (1993)
evidence of a presidential bandwagon effect ineptone poll following the 1992 election, in
early December. Among the respondents who repbidgohg voted for one of the three leading
candidates, Bill Clinton retrospectively held agddint margin over George H. W. Bush, 49% to
32% — whereas in the official returns Clinton wgndmly 5 points, 43% to 38%. Prisuta
concluded that the largest disparities occurrezulbgroups “where Clinton ran strongest and
where Democrats traditionally do well” (2) — spezafly, women, low income voters, and ethnic
minorities. For instance, the ICR survey showeth43 men voting for Clinton (compared with
41% in the exit poll), but 54% of women (versug @i5% in the exit poll).

However, judging from the Pew Research Center’s-plestion polls for the past five
presidential elections, Wright was right to downyptaesidential bandwagon effects,
notwithstanding the case of 1992 (which came ttoflar Wright to discuss) and the very
different case of 1964. In Pew’s 2004 post-electorvey, 49% of respondents reported having
voted for Bush, 45% for Kerry, less than 1% for Biacdnd 6% “Other/DK” (Pew Research
Center 2004). Thus Bush held a 4-point retrospectiargin, slightly larger than his 2.5-point
margin in the official returns. Compare resultsgcevious elections:

Table 1: winning margins in post-presidential-eledbn Pew telephone surveys

Year Pew margin for Official popular | Difference
popular vote winner vote margin

2004 | 4% (Bush) 2.5% +1.5%

2000 | 3% (Gore)* 0.5% +2.5%

1996 | 6% (Clinton) 8.5% -2.5%

1992 | 13% (Clinton) 5.6% +7.4%

1988 | 10% (Bush) 7.7% +2.3%

* Bush held a tenuous electoral college lead atithe of the survey



Note that in 2000, Gore narrowly won the populaey®ush was the presumptive leader (if not
winner) in the electoral vote, and the outcome wradecided at the time of the poll. Regardless,
among these Pew results, the bandwagon effectd# isQunusual, while 2004 does not stand
out. The NES results, presented below, provide reopport for bandwagon effects than
indicated by Wright, but much less than suggestelliaxwell.

The U.S. discussion of “bandwagon effects” appearse or less to end when the NES post-
election wave does. Little if any discussion pefalthe British consideration of recalled vote
years in the future.

False past-vote reporting in the General Social Suey

As a baseline to explore the intertemporal dynamic$alse recall” in the U.S. presidential
context, | present some vote-recall results froen@eneral Social Survey since its inception in
1973. Of course, these results are by no meanpamale to exit poll results, or even to NES
results given the NES’s proximity to elections amiphasis upon political content. For
simplicity, | present only the margin between twe major candidates; percentages for other
candidates tend to vary much less over time. Boh aeries, the first point at left reflects the
winner’s initial margin in the popular vote (slighhegative for George W. Bush in 2000); the
following points represemecalledvote margin in General Social Surveys.

Figure 2: recalled vote margins in General Social8veys, 1973-2004

recalled vote, General Social Survey 1973-2004
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(The results have been weighted by the numberufsath each household, to approximate an
equal probability of selection across individuather than households, as suggested in the GSS
Appendix A. Also, black oversamples have beeer@tl out. The sample sizes range from 852
to 1164 prior to the 1994 election, and from 1652993 thereafter. Thus, the nominal margins
of error for themargincan be as large as 7 points prior to 1994, anfifath 1994 on.)

Five of the eight recalled-vote series end dislynabove the actual vote margin, although
Reagan’s “margin” in his second term (following tt#84 election) appears to stagnate until
1988. Two presidents end up roughly where theyabeRichard Nixon’s recalled margin in
1977 roughly matches his actual margin in 1972(atdistinct drop prior to his resignation),
and Bill Clinton more or less breaks even oveffings term (through 1998). One president loses
ground: seven years after Reagan’s victory ovemiir@arter, a plurality of respondents recalled
having voted for Carter! These differences appéreaflect not only the relative popularity of
the winners, but the name recognition and popuylafithe losers. Carter and George H. W.
Bush, the two presidents in this group who weredaeid for reelection (Ford never having been
elected), fare best. At the other extreme, Mikd&dkis — probably the most obscure of the
losing candidates — falls from a single-digit marii the 1988 election to a brutal 41-point
retrospective loss in 1993.

| eschew further analysis of the GSS data, becaysmain interest is in exploring the impact of
false vote reports on election studies. Resposdaal be more prone to false vote report in
contexts where relatively few of the questionsttpeditical issues, and when interviewed further
from election day.

False past-vote reporting in the National ElectiorStudies: an overview since 1948

In most National Election Studies from 1948 onpmxlents have been asked in the pre-election
survey whether they voted in the prior presiderdiattion, and if so, for whom. Prior to 1964,
respondents were asked about the major candidategne only; from 1964 on, respondents
have been prompted with both the names and the affittations of the major candidatés.In

the post-election survey, of course, they are askesn, if anyone, they have just voted for.
Thus, the NES offers at least two opportunitiesfétse vote reporting: immediately after the
election (or as immediate as the post-election Yyarel four years later. (Given my specific
interest in election dynamics, | omit results frima off-year NES studies.)

13 Strictly, in 1964, roughly half the respondentsevasked if they had voted “Republican or Demofat
president in that [1960] election.” The resultsevaot significantly different from the other haltimple. In that
other 1964 half-sample, and in following years, lthsic structure of the question (slightly modiffed major third-
party candidates) has been: “In <year>, {you rememtiiat} <Republican presidential candidate> rarhmn
Republican ticket against <Democratic presidemiadidate> for the Democrats. Do you remembestioe
whether or not you voted for in that election? YIES, VOTED:) Which one did you vote for?”

The 1948 question also differed from the versisked in 1952 through 1960. In 1948, the wording:wa
“Do you remember whether you voted in <year> whBerocratic presidential candidate> ran against
<Republican Presidential candidate> (IF YES:) Whiichyou vote for then?” In 1952 through 1960, Wmrding
was, “In <year>, you remember that <Democratic idezgtial candidate> ran against <Republican presidie
candidate>. Do you remember for sure whether byoo voted in that election? (IF YES:) Which oné gou vote
for?” Thus, the 1948 wording (which omits “for slirlends itself to more overreporting.



For the comparison four years out, | offer two af@measures. The first measure is limited to
respondents who indicated that they had voted toathyears ago and (in the post-election
wave) that they had voted in the current electqod who named whom they had voted for in
each. These results are presumably more nearlpativte with exit poll results. The second
measure includes all respondents who reportedeachaice in the previous election, whether or
not they reported voting in the current electidrable 2 summarizes the basic restlts.

Table 2: recalled vote margins in National ElectiorStudies, 1948-2004

Winner’s Change in Change in
Winner's | Winner's | changein margin, margin, margin,
Election | official margin, margin, NES +4 NES +4 years| NES +4 years
year margin NES post | NES post years* (voters)* (all)y**
1944 7.5% n/a n/a 20.6% 13.1% 22.4%
1948 4.5% 8.4% 3.9% 13.5% 9.0% 11.7%
1952 10.9% 16.1% 5.3% 26.3% 15.4% 16.7%
1956 15.4% 19.2% 3.8% 26.7% 11.3% 12.4%
1960 0.2% -1.7% -1.9% 27.7% 27.5% 27.6%
1964 22.6% 35.0% 12.4% 32.7% 10.1% 13.0%
1968 0.7% 6.7% 6.0% 18.9% 18.2% 13.0%
1972 23.2% 28.3% 5.2% 30.1% 7.0% 6.1%
1976 2.1% 2.3% 0.2% 2.8% 0.8% 5.6%
1980 9.7% 11.4% 1.7% n/a n/a n/a
1984 18.2% 16.3% -1.9% 25.5% 7.2% 6.8%
1988 7.7% 5.7% -2.0% 20.5% 12.8% 16.0%
1992 5.6% 13.9% 8.3% 6.5% 1.0% 3.2%
1996 8.5% 15.5% 7.0% 14.9% 6.4% 12.7%
2000 -0.5% -4.2% -3.7% 9.1% 9.6% 5.6%
2004 2.5% 0.4% -2.1% n/a n/a n/a

* Pre-election NES four years later; limited to powho reported (in the post-election survey)
having also voted in the later election.
** Pre-election NES four years later; all responddn retrospective question

Although short-run bandwagon effects are not a nfajcus of my paper, they are salient
because of the use | will later make of the 200042RES panel survey. If we had reason to
believe that NES respondents in either 2000 or 20€ radically prone to bandwagon effects,
the panel results would be gravely (or more grgvedynpromised. Earlier | reported Wright's
conclusion that apart from 1964, there was no emdef a presidential bandwagon in the years
he examined. Here, considering fourteen electioms fL948 on (excluding the problematic case
of 2003°), | do find some propensity for a bandwagon efféw mean winning margin is 3.3

14 Using the NES 1948-2000 cumulative file, | havelaul the post-election post-stratification weiyt@F0009B;
supplemented by the NES 2004 datafile, again usiagost-election post-stratification weight

15 1n 2000, Al Gore appears to increase his smatl irahe popular vote; most of the interviews wesaducted
before Gore conceded. In the other direction,@gmse could be made for excluding 1964, as Lydaébnson’s
margin in the post-election study (35 points) walsstantially smaller than in the pre-election st(#ly points) —
hardly a prototypical bandwagon.



points larger in the NES than in the official retsi(standard deviation = 4.5%, p = 0.017).
Contrary to Pew, the NES indicates a bandwagorttefideoring Clinton in 1996. However, in
four of the last six elections, the NES margininsignificantly) smallerthan the actual margin.
The question wording of the vote question was sutistlly changed in 2000 (and in a half-
sample in 2004), reducing self-reported turnowggahowever, it is unlikely that this reduction
substantially affected estimates of bandwagon &fféc

A long-term bandwagon effect — tapparentpropensity to overstate having voted for the
incumbent four years earlier — is much more coestsh these data. In all fourteen presidential
elections for which the past-vote question waslakilg, the previous winner’'s margin in the
past-vote question was larger than the officialgimarAmong self-reported current voters, the
average increase in retrospective margin was ldiidgp However, the effect appears to decline
after 1964, when party affiliation was first suggaliin the retrospective vote question. From
1968 on, the mean increase in margin is 8.1%. aMeeage increase among all respondents was
12.3 points; this increase was larger than theeam® among self-reported current voters in 10 of
the 14 years, arguably weakly supporting the imfeeethat vote overreporters are more prone to
a bandwagon effect. (The bandwagon effect is pegitcorrelated with presidential approval,
but the correlation falls well short of statistisanificance.)

Change in margin clearly is not a pure measuralséfpast-vote reporting, because it is affected
by differential turnout. In any given election,tecs for the previous winner may vote at a higher
(or lower) rate than voters for the previous chragker. Unfortunately, the influence of false
reporting itself swamps any effort to measure déffiial turnout directly. In the 14 NES studies
for which the past vote question was availableydiciated a statistically significant difference in
turnout — in every case favoring the out-party cdai. Presumably this difference largely
reflects overreporting of voting for the previousimer among respondents who subsequently
report not voting in the current electidh.On average, reported out-party turnout (i.endut in

the current election among people who claimed t@ hated for the major-party loser of the
previous election) was 2.9 points higher than regabin-party turnout.

To focus on recent elections: the 2000 NES, whmapleyed the more stringent wording for
current-election voting, indicates that 87.4% ah@in 1996 voters turned out again in 2000,
compared to 95.3% of Dole 1996 voters. (Comparesitepoll “evidence,” discussed earlier,
that over 100% of Clinton voters turned out in 2000he 2004 NES indicates a more equitable
repeat turnout: a statistically indistinguishablel9s of Gore 2000 voters and 92.8% of Bush

16 From 1952 through 1996, respondents were askethethiney had voted using language similar to (fnésm
1996): “In talking to people about the election efen find that a lot of people weren't able toevbecause they
weren't registered or they were sick or they jugh'tlhave time. How about you, did you vote in ékections this
November?” In 2000, a new wording was adopted. freamble (the first sentence) was unchanged, kut th
respondents were asked: “Which of the followingestaents best describes you: One, | did not votéh@relection
this November); Two, | thought about voting thisé - but didn't; Three, | usually vote, but didhlis time; or
Four, | am sure | voted?” In half-sample experiteén the 2002 and 2004 NES, this new wording yidldelf-
reported turnout rates seven to eight points IdMartinez 2006, 4). However, as Wright (1993) obesr apparent
overreporters are only somewhat more likely totbay voted for the winning candidate.

7 Indeed, the apparent difference in turnout betwssest in-party and out-party voters is — by corgtom — highly
correlated with the apparent difference in bandwagffect between self-reported current voters dind a
respondents, as described in the preceding patagrap
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2000 voters® This result is arguably consistent either witl lypothesis that Bush 2000 voters
actually turned out at a substantially higher thten Gore 2000 voters (if the out-party turnout
was again overstated), or with the view that tutveas close to equal. The 2000-2004 NES
panel offers an alternative measure of repeat tunmowhich people’s 2000 vote is reported in
2000 rather than 2004. By this (also problematic) measure, 95.5% of Gf@0 voters and
96.2% of Bush 2000 voters voted again in 2604.

False past-vote reporting in exit polls

| obtained all national presidential general etatexit polls archived with ICPSR: ten exit polls
in eight elections dating back to 1976. Usingshpplied national weights, | computed the
retrospective margin of th@eviouswinner as a proportion of those who reported hgvioted.
As with the NESjn every case, the winner’s retrospective margithm exit poll four years

later was larger than his initial margir approximately 11 points larger on average. Gedv.
Bush'’s increase in 2004 recalling 2000 is somewk#&iw the mean of these ten exit polls, and
close to Bill Clinton’s increase in 2000 recallib§96. The gap between exit poll and NES
results appears to narrow from 1992 on, perhapsadcleanges in the exit poll wording. (The
appendix presents these changes over time.)

Table 3: recalled vote margins in national presidetial exit polls, 1976-2004

Winner’'s margin, Change in Change in
Winner's exit poll four margin, official margin, official
Election year| official margin years later to exit poll +4 to NES +4
1972 23.2% (CBS) 27.1% 3.9% 7.0%
1976 2.1% (CBS) 13.0% 10.9% 0.8%
(ABC) 21.9% 12.2%
1980 9.7% (CBS) 22.0% 12.3% n/a
(ABC) 34.4% 16.2%
1984 18.2% (CBS) 32.4% 14.2% 7.2%
1988 7.7% (VRS) 28.4% 20.7% 12.8%
1992 5.6% (VNS) 9.2% 3.6% 1.0%
1996 8.5% (VNS) 16.4% 7.9% 6.4%
2000 -0.5% (NEP) 7.5% 8.0% 9.6%

These results certainly do not support the infezehat the 8.0-point change in retrospective
margin in the 2004 exit poll evinces massive voigcount favoring Bush. But the question
remains to what extent the boost may be influentgedifferential turnout rather than false
recall. Advocates of the fraud hypothesis have@idghat 2004 turnout among Gore voters

18 This result combines half-sample results for tigtinict wordings, as detailed in footnote 16.

19 Thus the comparison is limited to respondents ¢@an 2000, reported having voted for Bush or Gamd (2)
also participated in 2004.

% Here | apply the 2004 weight variable (i.e., atpsatification weight that attempts to compengatepanel
attrition). The unweighted result is that 302 @#t35ore voters (96.2%) and 304 of 315 Bush vo@8s506) also
voted in 2004.
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should have at least matched turnout among Buslo2éts. These observers variously cite Gore
voters’ anger over the 2000 denouement (althouighatiger was by no means universal), the
intense 2004 Get Out The Vote efforts (on bothsidend of course the high overall turnout,
which is often assumed to be inherently favorablBémocratic candidates. Pomper (2005),
following the weighted exit poll results, concludasthe contrary that turnout among Bush2K
voters was substantially higher. Campbell (20@,)2bserves that states in which Bush did
better had larger increases in turnout; this resight conceivably hint that Bush2K voters
turned out at a higher rate, but Campbell ventngesuch extravagant ecological inferefite.
Similarly, some analyses have found somewhat latgaput increases from 2000 to 2004 in
counties that favored Bush. In light of the exitlpinding (supported by pre-election polls) that
2000 non-voters tended to favor Kerry in 2004, ¢hasalyses suggest that Bush may have
enjoyed at least some advantage due to differemtlilization of Bush2K and Gore2K voters.
However, any such advantage seems unlikely to atdoumuch of the increase in
retrospective margin.

“Retrospective defection” in the NES 2000-2004 pahstudy

To gain some insight about the possible dimensimsimpact of false reporting in the 2000 exit
poll, I turn again to the NES 2000-2004 panel stu@early NES results are not directly
comparable to exit poll results, but they have great virtue: they allow us to see respondents
actually changing their report of whether they doi@nd whom they voted for, in 2000. In the
panel, 759 respondents reported their 2000 presaente, or non-vote, in both 2000 and 2004.
Note that in 2004, panel respondents were intemtikonly after the election. Thus, panel
reports of 2000 vote are not directly comparablespmrts from the main 2004 NES study, in
which the question was asked in the pre-electiovewd o give context, | report both the (often
very small) unweightetlls and row percentages, and the weighted percentagésng third-
party voters for simplicity.

Table 4: reports of 2000 vote in 2000 and 2004, NEfanel study

2000 2004 report (unweighted) 2004 report (weighted)

report No vote Gore Bush No vote Gore Bush
No vote 68 (61.3%) 14 (12.6%)) 26 (23.4%) 71.7% 6.6% 20.1%
Gore 7 (2.2%)| 279 (88.9%) 23 (7.3%) 2.6% 86.5% 7.6%
Bush 5 (1.6%) 5 (1.6%)303 (96.5%) 1.8% 1.3% 96.7%

Two results here are especially striking. Firspple who reported in 2000 that they had not
voted are much more likely in 2004 to report hawmoted for Bush in 2000 than for Gore.
Second, a substantively significant proportion2iiQ0 self-reported) Gore voters — over 7% —
“retrospectively defect” to Bush by 2004, while tia¢e of retrospective defection from Bush to
Gore is much smaller.

 Indeed, Campbell suggests that “high turnout masetfavored the president because marginal voters more
likely to be energized by the positive messagetihg for Bush than the negative messages fongatgainst
him” (2005, 237).
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These changes in recall whetherandhowrespondents voted have substantial effects on the
estimated defection rates of Gore 2000 voters &hBand of Bush 2000 voters to Kerry. If one
relies on the 2004 proportions (among panel respatsdvho also answered the vote question in
2000, and who say they voted in 2004), approxinete®o of Gore 2000 voters voted for Bush,
and about 9% of Bush 2000 voters voted for Keraywirtual break-even. However, if one looks
back to the 2000 vote reports, a different patéeanerges. Now (applying the 2004 panel
weights), approximately 14.1% of Gore 2000 votertes for Bush, while about 6.7% of Bush
2000 voters voted for Kerry! These proportionserivced from just 532 panel respondents — are
far from precise, but they defy assimilation tomte (chi-square < 0.01).

Let us consider the potential pitfalls of extrapiola from the NES panel to the exit poll. Most
obviously, there is a disparity in sample frame: RES is not limited to actual voters. However,
the evidence indicates that any (same-year) “bagdwaffect” in the NES is minimal in

general, and in 2004 in particular. Moreover, vmterreporting in 2004 is smaller than in years
prior to 2000, due to the more stringent questiondmg. Thus, the inclusion of overreporters
may not have much effect on the analysis. On therdand, overreporters may be more prone
to misreporting past votes, and so may lead togxated retrospective defection rates.

The fact that the retrospective vote question vsaea after the election may tend to increase
both the retrospective bandwagon effect and theergence between recalled past and current
vote. We have seen that in the 2004 NES, theleecBlush 2000 margin among self-reported
2004 voters was 9.1 points (a 9.6-point increate}he panel, the recalled margin was 13.9
points among self-reported voters using the manegant question wording (see footnote 16),
and 23.2 points among self-reported voters usiadrdditional wording. Much of this
“bandwagon surplus” under the traditional wordinges to people who had reported in 2000
that they did not vote. Among these responden2®d#, those who reported voting under the
traditional wording were more likely to retrospeely defect to Bush, and less likely to
retrospectively defect to Gore, than those who nteglovoting under the more stringent wording.
Interestingly, the retrospective defection rate&ofe to Bush, and Bush to Gore, both were
higherunder the more stringent wording than the morengssive wording. Thus, it seems
likely that respondents who self-reported not \v@iim 2000 are most prone to retrospective
bandwagoning in a post-election interview than prexelection interview, and that a more
stringent current-vote filter tends to mitigate #féect. Retrospective bandwagoning among
respondents who had reported voting for Gore oBigh in 2000 may not be as subject to this
effect. Of course, the exit poll is not a pre-&t@tinterview! It seems plausible, especially in
the case where an incumbent is reelected, thaadaiyional retrospective bandwagoning
between pre-election and post-election will owe ertorcurrent vote choice than to some
generalized desire to back whoever won — and, fimerethat the exit polls will more closely
match post-election than pre-election results. tNistinference is speculative at best, and our
speculations about 2000 non-voters appear espepralhe to error.

NES respondents, and particularly panel respongdargssubject to panel conditioning: the
intensity of the interviews is likely to stimulateore thought at least about the content of the
guestions, and therefore these respondents mawy theq respectlesslikely to misremember
their votes four years earlier. Moreover, thenstg of the NES interview may create a
propensity to underrepresent nonpoliticals — algfimwiven the countervailing intensity of the
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recruitment efforts, it is hard to guess how thiggensity might compare with the exit polls’.
This propensity, as well as panel attrition, mastlpaccount for the smaller average bandwagon
effects in NES studies as opposed to exit polthpalgh changes in question wording greatly
complicate any such comparison.

Modeling retrospective defection in the 2004 exitglls: a baseline scenario

The exit poll and NES data are, in my judgmentdtedtoo problematic (and, in the NES case,
too sparse) to lend themselves to high-poweredstal modeling. Nonetheless, inquiring
minds want to know the possible implications of NS results for estimates of differential
turnout and defection rates. | therefore have lbgesl some frankly conjectural results based as
closely as possible on the NES panel results. oigh | do not assert that the NES proportions
are either statistically robust or likely to beetitly transferable, using them provides some
discipline to the exercise, since alternative aggions seenad hoc Because my model

initially grew out of a controversy as to the a@my of the 2004 vote count, | accepted external
stipulations (including critics’ assumptions) wherepossible. The model, implemented as a
spreadsheet, cascades through six steps in orégplore how various assumptions about
turnout, actual vote division by 2000 vote or nartey and false report of the 2000 vote could
reconcile the actual results with the exit pollules

For the baseline scenario, | somewhat arbitraglgidied to use entirely unweighted exit poll
results as my goal in step 6 (see the right sideabfe 7 on page 17). Here yet again, my
criterion was partly rhetorical: the observatiomshie national exit poll dataset “are what they
are,” and no one can plausibly complain that threysatewed to official election returns. As

with a great deal of exit poll rhetoric, this argemhdoes not bear close scrutiny: surely the cases
in the national sampkhouldbe weighted to compensate for differential norpoese and
probability of selection before being subjectedeoous analysis. Edison/Mitofsky (2005, 20)
report that a national sample applying such wei¢his not weighting to the official results)
would yield an estimated Kerry margin of about £8.tather than +4.7%. These weights
cannot be reconstructed from available data. Heweve can use the fully weighted data as an
alternative goal for Step 6, as | do in Model 4owel

Step 1: estimate the numbers of 2000 voters foe@ush, and “other” who could vote in
2004.

For sake of argument, | accept an estimate, offeneline by the pseudonymous “TruthlsAll,”
that the potential 200repeatelectorate can be reckoned as 96.52% of the 2e0teate (based
on an annual mortality estimate of 0.87%, multghls four years and subtracted from 100%).
This estimate seems not much worth refining, gitbenfurther arbitrary turnout assumptions at
Step 2.

| thus estimate approximately 49,229,000 Gore2kergt48,704,000 Bush2K voters, and
3,815,000 ‘Other2K’ voters whoould have voted in 2004.
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Step 2: based on “repeat turnout” estimates, allectne 2004 (official) electorate among
Gore2K voters, Bush2K voters, Other2K voters, ahy/RKs (who “did not vote” in 2000).

As noted above, the literal NES panel evidencecatds very slightly higher 2004 turnout
among Bush2K voters than Gore2K voters. Howegairafor rhetorical purposes, I initially
assume that Gore2K and Bush2K turnout were eduatther assume that Other2K turnout was
slightly higher (the panel implies 100% turnout)nsurprisingly, the very high repeat turnouts
implied by the panel do not allow for sufficiente\n” (Did-Not-Vote 2000) voters in the 2004
electorate. The ultimate target is to have 18.4%spondentstate in the exit polhat they did
not vote in 2000. However, since the NES panatatds that one quarter or more of people
who did not vote in 2000 will, four years laterpogt having voted, the actual proportion of
DNV2Ks must be higher.

By assumption, in my baseline scenario, repeabturis 91.0% among Gore2K voters, 91.0%
among Bush2K voters, and 94.0% among Other2K vogérsn these figures, DNV2Ks
comprise 24.2% of the 2004 electorate.

Step 3: make assumptions about how these groupallgctoted, to approximate the actual vote.

These proportions are influenced by the observédgek and NES panel estimates, but as with
the Did Not Vote proportion in Step 2, the actuaportions here are not expected to match the
observed exit poll proportions, because the eXltqmes not measur@ctual 2000 vote.

The assumptions at Step 3 are also crucial “réspiithe model. In the baseline scenario, these
values are estimated (using Excel’s Solver) s@ approximate the official vote totals and to
minimize the sum of squared deviations, in StelpeByeen the twelve modeled exit poll results
and the actual (unweighted) resfts.

Table 5: 2004 by 2000 vote proportions, baselineestario

Assumed

past vote Turnout Kerry % Bush %
Gore 2000 91% 85.4% 14.1%
Bush 2000 91% 7.6% 91.9%
Other 2000 94% 65.1% 18.5%
DNV 2000 n/a 50.8% 48.5%

These percentages are all plausibly close to NE#tse Note that the defection rate of Gore2K
voters to Bush (in 2004) approaches twice the diefecate of Bush2K voters to Kerry (actually
a smaller difference than in the NES panel).

2 More specifically, the sum of absolute deviatibesween modeled and official vote counts (Bushyemd
Other) was capped at 50,000 votes — a value tloatsah maximum deviation of 25,000 votes or abo02% of
total vote for any figure. Also, the sum of Keamd Bush percentages is capped at 99.5% in eaeh cas
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Step 4: apply assumptions about differential reseamtes to yield a Kerry margin of
approximately +4.7%, as in the unweighted natiogét poll.

| set the Kerry participation rate per million &010 and the Bush rate at 103.9, implying an
overall participation bias “alpha” of about 1.1%5%. (Liddle 2005; Lindeman, Liddle and Brady
2005). The actual extent of participation bias ma&yl have been quite different among
different groups of voters; it clearly varied fratate to state, and in other ways poorly
documented or understood. Thus, the assumptioriixéé bias may well distort other estimates.
Yet no alternative assumption has clear warrant.

Step 5: set assumptions about “retrospective deigttates (2000 actual vote to 2000 recalled
vote), and the marginal vote rates for Bush andriKer 2004 among each group of defectors.

In the baseline scenario, most of these valueta&emn or slightly rounded from the NES 2000-
04 panel, using unweighted results. However, argel adjustment is necessary, because the
panel does not incorporate young 2004 voters whe wet eligible to vote in 2000. | assume
that 26% of DNVs were these new young votér&ecause the youngest cohort of DNVs in the
exit poll (those aged 18 to 24) appears to havieledvits votes fairly equally between Bush and
Kerry (giving Kerry about a 2-point margin in theweighted results), | do not treat them as a
separate voting bloc in Step 3, but their inclusioes entail that the defection rate among all
DNVs is lower than it would be among DNVs who pagated in the panel.

| model seven groups of “retrospective defectdngit fare large enough to be somewhat
measurable, although several of these obviousljnamsequential. Again, the proportions are
based on observed counts of (1) 2000 report of 200§ (2) 2004 report of 2000 vote (yielding
retrospective defection rates), and (3) 2004 repio?004 vote (yielding marginal vote rates).

Table 6: retrospective defection and vote rates, Isaline scenario

Retrospective Defection rate (% of | % of defectors voting % of defectors voting
defection type | group as per 2000 report) for Kerry for Bush
Gore— “Bush” 7.3% 26% 65%
Bush— “Gore” 1.6% 79% 21%
DNV — “Gore” 9.4% 95% 5%
DNV — “Bush” 17.5% 25% 75%
DNV — “Other” 1.5% 60% 15%
Gore— “DNV” 2.2% 57% 14%
Bush— “DNV” 1.6% 20% 20%

% The actual figure is probably lower. In the gail, about 35% of respondents who reported notrtiavoted in
2000 were in the 18-24 age cohort. Thus — if weerreporting does not vary sharply with age -hpes on the
order of 20% were actually ineligible to vote basedage. The effect of overstating this proportoto reduce the

estimated DNV retrospective defection rates.
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Step 6: compare the resulting expected exit palht®of Kerry and Bush interviews attributed
to various 2000 vote statuses to the observed gmtex exit poll results.

For the baseline scenario, the assumptions in Stép®ugh 5 yield expected exit poll results
that vary from the observed results by fractionsrd point. (The sum of squared deviations
across the twelve parameters is approximately 1@%xa root mean square of 0.40%.) The
modeled results give a larger surplus of “Bush2Ktevs over “Gore2K” voters, offset by a
larger net propensity of “Bush2K” voters to defexKerry.

Table 7: Modeled exit poll results, baseline sceniar

Reported Modeled exit poll results Actual exit poll results

2000 vote | % of voters % Kerry % Bush % of voters | % Kerry | % Bush
“Gore” 38.3% 91.5% 8.0% 38.4% 90.9% 8.4%
“Bush” 40.2% 10.5% 89.1% 39.5% 9.8% 89.4%
“Other” 3.3% 69.3% 17.1% 3.7% 69.2% 17.1%
“DNV” 18.3% 56.6% 42.6% 18.4% 56.2% 42.6%

Perhaps the most striking aspects of the baseaterasio are the (arbitrary) assumption of equal
repeat turnout rates among Bush2K and Gore2K vdtesasymmetrical defection rates, where
14.1% of Gore2K voters defect to Bush as oppos&da®h of Bush2K voters to Kerry; and
Kerry’s narrow margin (2.3 points) among DNV2Kspdts with the 13-point gap in the
weighted reported results.

Alternative models

Alternative assumptions provide further insightitite behavior of the model. For Model 2, |
preserved the assumptions that the unweighted NIBEl pields best estimates of retrospective
defection and voting rates (Step 5) and that tiveeigthted exit poll results are an appropriate
target (Step 6). | freed the repeat turnout coeffics (Step 2), except that | imposed a ceiling of
98% repeat turnout among Other2K voters — a cethiagithe model in fact hit. The resulting
model has substantially better fit than the baseatmodel, with a root mean square of 0.17%
compared to 0.40% in the baseline. Perhaps contigively (and very possibly incorrectly),
this new model yields a higher repeat turnout aaeng Gore2K than Bush2K voters — 91.8%
versus 89.3% — because in the baseline scendlfioeperted “Bush2K” voters were somewhat
overrepresented. The defection rates diverge sbwaiefd4.6% of Gore2K voters to Bush; 7.0%
of Bush2K voters to Kerry) to offset the relativeliease in Gore2K turnout.

Table 8: 2004 by 2000 vote proportions, Model 2 (wgual turnout)

Assumed

past vote Turnout Kerry % Bush %
Gore 2000 91.8% 84.9% 14.6%
Bush 2000 89.3% 7.0% 92.5%
Other 2000 98.0% 65.2% 18.6%
DNV 2000 n/a 50.7% 48.7%
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Table 9: Modeled exit poll results, Model 2 (unequiaurnout)

Reported Modeled exit poll results Actual exit poll results

2000 vote | % of voters % Kerry % Bush % of voters | % Kerry | % Bush
“Gore” 38.6% 91.1% 8.5% 38.4% 90.9% 8.4%
“Bush” 39.6% 10.0% 89.6% 39.5% 9.8% 89.4%
“Other” 3.4% 69.3% 17.1% 3.7% 69.2% 17.1%
“DNV” 18.5% 56.4% 42.8% 18.4% 56.2% 42.6%

In Model 3 (details not reported), | used retrospeadefection percentages (Step 5) based on
weighted, instead of unweighted, results from tleSNbanel. The fit of this model is worse than
Model 2, but better than the baseline (root meamasg= 0.36%); the model generates too many
self-reported DNV voters because the “defectionésare smaller. In this model, Gore2K
turnout is 2.9 points higher than Bush2K turnoat] ¢he defection rates are estimated at 14.2%
Gore2Kk—Bush and 7.0% Bush2kKerry — results similar to Model 2.

In Model 4, | returned to the unweighted retrospectiefection percentages for Step 5, but |
usedweightedexit poll results for Step 6 (and accordingly thet participation ratio in Step 4 to
1.0, indicating no bias). These weighted resuitaikl be easier to fit to, and they are. The
resulting root mean square is just 0.11%, indigpéirvery close match, as is evident below.

Table 10: 2004 by 2000 vote proportions, Model 4 @ighted exits)

Assumed

past vote Turnout Kerry % Bush %
Gore 2000 92.3% 85.3% 14.2%
Bush 2000 94.0% 7.5% 91.9%
Other 2000 98.0% 68.9% 20.2%
DNV 2000 n/a 52.1% 46.8%

Table 11: exit poll results, Model 4 (weighted ex)

Reported Modeled exit poll results Actual (wgtd.) exit poll results

2000 vote | % of voters % Kerry % Bush % of voters | % Kerry | % Bush
“Gore” 36.8% 89.7% 9.8% 36.7% 89.7% 9.9%
“Bush” 43.0% 9.1% 90.4% 43.0% 8.8% 90.2%
“Other” 3.3% 69.7% 20.2% 3.4% 69.7% 20.2%
“DNV” 16.9% 53.5% 45.0% 16.9% 53.4% 44.9%

In Model 4, repeat turnout among Bush2K voter naly@xceeds turnout among Gore2K

voters, more consistent with the NES results.abt,fBush2K voters outnumber Gore2K voters
in the actual electorate, but only very narrowly(38.4% versus 37.2%). The defection rates are
similar to the baseline scenario, but new (DNV 20@flers give Kerry a respectable 7-point
margin, still substantially smaller than in the gigtied exit poll results.

Model 5’s assumptions are identical with Model d&ept that the retrospective defection rate
of Gore2K voters to “Bush2K” voters is reduced frér3% (see Table 6) to 6.0%. This model
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yields a similar degree of fit (RMS = 0.12%, detaibt reported). The gap in defection rates
narrows, while the turnout gap widens (the Bushdut actually reaches its upper constraint at
95%). Bush2K voters now outnumber Gore2K voterth@2004 electorate by 1.2 points (37.8%
to 36.6%).

Table 12: 2004 by 2000 vote proportion, Model 5 (vighted exits, reduce false report)

Assumed

past vote Turnout Kerry % Bush %
Gore 2000 91.0% 86.0% 13.5%
Bush 2000 95.0% 7.7% 91.6%
Other 2000 98.0% 68.9% 20.2%
DNV 2000 n/a 52.1% 46.8%

Of course, alternative models can be multipliecefirdtely. For instance, if the retrospective
defection rates among DNV2Ks (people who initiaélported not having voted in 2000) to both
“Bush2K” and “Gore2K” are increased by 20% (notdints) each, to 21.0% and 11.3%
respectively, the GoreBush defection percentage increases to 14.2%, uka-BKerry

defection percentage decreases to 6.9%, and theutugap narrows (repeat turnout 91.2% for
Bush2K, 90.6% for Gore2K). Under a range of plalgsassumptions, it can be said that the
Gore defection percentage is “around 14%,” the Bieflaction percentage is “around 7%,”and
the Gore2K and Bush2K shares of the 2004 electaratésimilar.”

Conclusion

False vote recall complicates our analysis of gpamntidynamics, and challenges some
unconscious assumptions. Political observersygreifess surprise that some respondents
wrongly claim to have voted, but some find it sggarthat millions of voters might misreport —
indeed, might forget — whom they voted for fourngeago. | have not presented (or uncovered)
systematic evidence about the mechanism behinel Yalie recall, but mere forgetfulness is not a
bad account for respondents who (e.g.) report 002Bat they voted for Gore, then report four
years later that they had voted for Bush in 2000fdauKerry in 2004. No spiral of silence this:
more like a slow-drifting fog. | am reminded ofrbaBartels’ (1996) conclusion that
presidential incumbents derive approximately a-ffeint advantage from “information effects”
(or, one might say, non-information effects) in glectorate. False vote recall favoring the
previous winner is one distinctive manifestatiortto$ incumbency advantage, although its
practical importance is difficult to gauge — espdégigiven the confounding influence of
differential turnout.

George W. Bush evidently won in 2004 not by turning a higher proportion of his 2000
supporters, but (inter alia) by winning the votésnilions of people whom, if asked, would not
have recalled that they did not vote for him thstfiime around. The fraud theorists were right
to infer that the previous-election tabulation cbnbt mean what it said, and their account of it —
a desperate attempt to paper over the evidencstofen election — has evident narrative appeal.
On the evidence presented here, however, retrogpdliish bandwagoning is what we should
have expected all along.
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Appendix: Past-vote question wording in ICPSR-archred exit polls

The retrospective vote question (‘who did you Votefour years ago?’) has been phrased in
various ways in various exit polls; it was dradticeestructured in 2004. Although several of
these changes seem to make it easier for peopdpoot not having voted, there is apparent
trend in that direction, controlling for changegunnout.

Exit poll % Change in VER
“did not vote” | turnout from
in previous previous
election electiorf*
Election | (weighted)

.18

.16 4

.14 4

1976 16.5% (CBS) | —1.4%

1980| 13.1% (CBS) | -0.1%

13.8% (ABC) | +1.1%
1984 12.0% (CBS)

.12 A

11.9% (ABC) | —2.5%
1988/ 10.8% (CBS)

.10 A

exit poll reported "Did Not Vote (4 years ago)" %

1992| 16.1%(1) +5.3% N

1996 8.5%(2) —6.5% s 06 04 02 o0 o 64 o5 o8
2000 128% +26% change in turnout from 4 years ago (Voting Eligible Pop)

2004 | 16.8%(3) +6.1%

1976 (CBS): "In 1972 For Whom Did You Vote?"
Nixon / McGovern / Someone Else / Did Not Vote
1980 (CBS): "In 1976 For Whom Did You Vote?" [sianiresponses]
1984 (CBS): "Who Did You Vote For In The 1980 Pdesitial Election?" [similar responses]
1988 (CBS): "Who Did You Vote For In The 1984 Pdesitial Election?" [similar responses]
1992 (VRS): "Who Did You Vote For In The 1988 Pdesitial Election?'(1)
George BusliRep)/ Michael DukakigDem)/ Someone else / Did not vote in 1988
1996 (VNS): “In the 1992 election for presidedit] you vote for.” (2)
Bill Clinton (Dem) / Bob Dole (Rep) / Ross Peratd) / Someone else / Did not vote for
president
2000 (VNS): "In the 1996 election for president gou vote for:"
Bill Clinton (Dem) / Bob Dole (Rep) / Ross PeroefiR/ Someone else / Did not vote
2004 (NEP)Did you votein the presidential election in 200093)
No, | did not vote/ Yes, for Al Gore / Yes, for George W. Bush / Yf&s another
candidate [note absence of party categories]

1984 (ABC): “Back in 1980, for whom did you voter faresident?”
John Anderson / Jimmy Carter / Ronald Reagan /eédomelse / Didn’t vote
1988 (ABC): "Back in 1984, for whom did you vote faresident?" [similar responses]

4 Source: for 1976 and 1980, McDonald and Popkihg‘Myth of the Vanishing Voter,” calculated fromble 1
(“Turnout Rate VEP”); for later years, United St&telections Project, turnout spreadsheet at
http://elections.gmu.edu/Turnout%201980-2004(NEP Rate”) — based on votes for president.
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