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1. INTRODUCTION ANDVERVIEW

This report describes the data collection methodology for the ANES 2016 TimeS8e&tjesncluding
both the faceto-face and Internet components of the study.

The ANES 2016 Time Series is a continuation of the series of election studies conductE@4Sinoe

support analysis of public opinion and voting behavior in U.S. presidential ele®lwan2016 study
consised2 ¥ 'y AYGSNWASSG RddzZNAYy3dI GKS 6SS1a 0ST2NB (GKS b
St SOGA2Y Ay (G SNIBAS S éndinteryidvvithithg samne raspondaht duBiri the weeka S O 2
FFGSNI G6KS SE-StO5iIARN2 o (AKYSH SINIRASIg ¢ 0 ©

¢ KA& &SI NI da daafmixfaesigrSnitHibddNtEditional face-face interviewing (n=1,181)
andqguestionnaires administeredn the Intenet (n=3,090)with a total pre-electionsample size of
4,271.Respondents typically spent over an hour answering hundreds of questions on many topics
before the 2016 general election and most completed a similarly lengthy questionnaire after the
election

Name of the Study

For decades the studywastab R G KS dabl GA2Yy2 NI BOLOGR2YI PAAREO2Y T dz
many other national election studies in other countries, it has been called the American National
Election StudieANES3ince 2005

Studies in the ANES Time Series were traditionally labeled solely by year, for example, "the 1980 ANES"

(or, "the 1980 American National Election Study"). However, this convention invited confusion, since

ANES as an organization conducts studies dtieam Time Series studies, often during the same years as

studies from the Time Series. Beginning with the 2008 study, the Time Series naming convention for

RFEGF NBfSFaSa aLISOATAOI t-inghis dageOithedZRNES BIINeSees 1 6 St G ¢ A
{GdzRéb ONJ GKSSMIITKIUY G0 KS HAM

ANES 2016 Time Series Stddgitures at a glance
Title: ANES 2016 Time Series Study

Purpose: To enable analysts to describe the American electorate and to test hypotheses
about voting behavior and publapinion concerning the 2016 general election for
president and to continue the measurement of trends over time from past ANES
studies

Design& modes Duatmode twowave panel design using addrdsssed sampling (ABS).
In the faceto-face mode, the stdy used astratified, clustered ABS design wi@®
primary sampling areas in the 48 contiguous states andMd jn-person
recruitment and interviews.
In theInternet mode ABS from the 50 states and DC precegstuitment by mail
andquestionnaires dministeredon the Internet.
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Population

Samplingrame:

Field dates:

Interviews ():

Incentivespaid

Languages:

Response rate

Reinterview rate:

Interview length

Weights

Design effecs:

Data collection

Data:

U.S. citizens age 18 or oldefing in the 50 states or DC (for the Internet sample) or
in the 48 states or DC (for the fateface sample)Note that the study is not
designed to represent smaller geographieas such as individual U.S. states.

US Postal Service Delivery Sequence File, provided by Marketing Systems Group

Preelection surveySeptember 7 through November 7, 2016.
(Election: Tuesday, November 8, 2016)
Postelection survey November 9, 2016 through January 8, 2017.

4,271 preelection interviewsconsisting ofl,181 faceto-face and 3,090 online (and
3,649 postelection reinterviews consisting df,059faceto-face and2,5900nline).

Respondents interviewed online received a $10 or $20 prepaid incentive and were
subsequently given $40 or $®@r interview(for total payments of $50 to $180 per
respondent).

Respondents interviewed fade-facereceived a $5 prepaid incentive diwere
subsequently given $25, $50, or $100 per interview (for total payments of $30 to
$205 per respondent).

English and Spanish

50 percent for the facgo-face mode and 44 percent for the Internet mo@eAPOR
RR 1, the mimumt i.e., strictest response rate)

On the postelection interview, renterview rates were0 percent for the faceo-
face mode and 84 percent for the Internet mode.

The questionnaires were designed to be administered in a median of 80 minutes
pre-election and 80 minutes postlection.Faceto-face median times were 80
minutes preelection and 78 minutes pogtlection. Internet medians were 64 and
68 minutes pre and pasrespectively.

Weights are required for valid inferences about the population.

For the preelection studyaverage design effects wele4?2 for the Internet sample,
1.53 for the faceo-face sample, and 1.45 for the combthsample. For the post
election studyaverage design effects wefe43 for the Internet sample, 1.54 for
the faceto-face sample, and 1.46 for the combined sample.

Westat, Inc

Data are available free of charge from the ANESsite, www.electionstudies.org

A few variables have accdsgited to researchers who complete a human subjects
research protocot Y R awS & NA OlG SR 5;lsee the ANESVeEsies
for more informationabout Restricted Data Access.
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2. SAMPLEDESIGN

This was a duahode study (facdo-face and Internet), with two independently drawn addrdxssed

samples. The faem-face component of the study was a completatified, multi-stage cluster sample

of addresses in the 48 contiguous stand Washington DC, while thedrnet component was a

simple random sample of eligible addresses in the 50 states and Washington DC. The two samples are
detailed separatelyThis chapter addressdise selection of addresses. The selection of individuals at

4St SOGSR I RRNBadasSazr oKAOK 6S NBTSNIThexscrdedinga &8 ONB Sy A
procedures selected one eligible person (that is, one U.S. citizen age 18 or older at té stneening)

per selected housing unit.

During the last two weeks of data collection, adaptive design procedures were implemented for the
faceto-face sample in an attempt to concentrate resources to help meet the goal of 1,200 completed
pre-election nterviews and improve response ratdsis resulted in subsampling a set of cases for
which data collection efforts were stopped, as detailed later in this chapter.

Internet Sample
Population

The population of interest for the study was citizens of th@éted States age 18 and older who lived in
the 50 states or District of Columbia at the time of the survey.

Samplingrame

The sampling frame that is, the list from which we drew the sampevas the list of residential

addresses to which the Unitegtates Postal Service delivered mail in the 50 states and District of
Columbia. This list is called the USPS Computerized Delivery Sequence File (CDSF or DSF). The vendor
Marketing Systems Group (MSG) maintains the USPS CDSF and provides monthly tinaditasg.

2016 frame provided by MSG was used to select the sample, which whsptieated against the
addresssample selected for the ANES RecruitmBrgtestSudy to assure that no one selected for that

study would be selected for the Time Series study

SampleSze andCoverage

Most of the U.S. population lives at an address where the postal service delivers mail, so most of the
population of interest for the study wasovered by the frame, meaning that most of the population
had a chance to be included in the study. After excluditdresses selected for the Recruitment Pretest
(noted above) androp points(see below)an initial sample of 10,000 addresses was selected fitwen t
DSFusing simple random sampling without replacemeéfe then subsampled 7,800 addresses to be
fielded toachieve the response targetsolding the remaining 2,200 addresses in resefve reserve
sample was not needed and was not usédl 7,800fielded addresses received invitations addressed to
the residence

Acddrop pointk or adrop stogE address is an address associated with more than one dwelling unit where

the same mail box or receptacle is used by more than one dwelling unit, and the dwaellisgne not
differentiated in the address. For example, a building divided into several apartments might receive mail
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for all of these apartments through one slot in the buildhfyont door, with no apartment designation
in the address, and residents wid take their mail from this common receptacle.

Drop point addresses were excluded from selection because individual dwelling units cannot be
differentiated for such addresses. This meanscaeld notpractically use probability selection methods

to select respondents at such addresses. Excluding drop point addresses is a source of bias in the sample
design. Drop points account for 20@rcent of residential addresses nationwide. They are likely to be
urban.Our review of mailing list data indicated thidwey are about 2@ercentof housing units in New

York City, 1percentin Chicago, and 1@ercent in Boston. Drop point units tend to be substandard

rental housing units and are more likely to be occupied by people with lower incomes and members of
minority groups.

Faceto-face Sample

The sample for the ANES 20A6eto-face component was selected from the 48 contiguous states plus
DC and consisted of three stagesofiseholdselection: primary sampling units (PSUs), secondary
sampling units (SSUs,this case, Census block groups or CBGs) withisdleetedPSUs, and addresses
within the selectedSSUsEinally after completion ol screening interview one eligible person within
each household was randomly selected to completedhestionnairesthis person is referred to as the
SP, oselectedperson.

PSU Selection

60 PSUs were selected, consisting of individual counties, combinations of counties, or halves of Los
Angeles County, as detailed below.

An initiallist (sampling framgof PSUs wa®rmed from all counties in the 48 contiguous states plus DC
(N=3,108). This frame was then revised based on two considerations. First, counties with small
populations were combinedith neighboring countieto form county combinations with at least 50@0

adult citizens (based on data from the American Community Survey-20lldtables)To make

interviewer travel within PSUs more economical, combinations were chosen that met the population
target while also limiting the geographic size of the combinathties.Second, due to its extraordinary
populationsize, Los Angeles County was divided in two. After these combinations and divisions, the final
PSU frame consisted of 1,033 units.

The five largest PSUs were selected with certainty. These were bothgidrbos Angeles County, Cook
County, IL, Maricopa County, AZ, and Harris County, TX.

The noncertainty PSUs wergtratified to improve the precision of the survey estimatébey were first
stratified by Census region and a target number of P8&sallecatedto each region based on the total
measure of size (humber aflult citizens) in each regiowhile the PSU frame was constructed using a
measure of size of 50,000 adult citizens, before selection, we increased this minimum measure of size to
100,000adult citizens for PSUs that were smaller than that. This was woaeoid having large

sampling weights for these PSW¥¢ithin each regionve implicitly stratifed (i.e., sorted and

systematically sampled within each regiday)quartiles ofpercent belowpoverty and percenminority

citizens based on information from the American Community Survey, and by urban/rural status, based
on USDA ruralirban continuum codes
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In addition to the 5 PSUs selected with certaintg, selectedb5 PSUs with probabiligyroportional to
size (PPS) using the number of adult citizens agechd ®@er as the measure of sizéhe 55 non
certainty PSUs and 5 certainty PSUs together contptisetotal of 60 PSUs selected for the ANBS6
Time Series Study Fage-Face componst.

SSU Selection

The frame of secondary sampling units consisted of all Census block groups within each of the 60
selected PSUs. Four block groups or SSUsnamdemlyselected within each PSU for a total of 240
block groups in the sample.

Theaddress based sampling (ABS) frame, which we used for both computing a measure of size for each
block group and for address sampling later, wasi$#Forboth SSU and address samphng used
the May 2016 frame provided by MSG.

In PSUs consisting of only one county (39 PSUs), the number of addresses from the current ABS frame
(May 2016) within each block group was used as the measure of size to select four block groups with
probability proportional to size.

For PSUs with two dhree counties (16 PSUs), the block group sample was allocated to each county by
calculating the expected number of block groups to be sampled in each county, using the number of
adult citizens in each county as the measure of size. In counties where bllock groups and some
fraction were expected, the whole number of block groups was allocated to those counties and the
remaining block groups were randomly allocated to the other counties using the fractions remaining.
For example, in one PSU, we expeld@e31 block groups to be allocated to County 1 and 3.69 block
groups to be allocated to County 2, based on the number of adult citizens in each. Our rule allocated 3
block groups to County 2 initially, and then a random number was used to allocate tamnegiblock

group to either County 1 or County 2. If the random number was less than or equal to 0.31, County 1
was allocated thdth block group. Otherwise County 2 was allocated thiellock group.

For PSUs with four or more counties (five PSUs)smagre used to divide the PSUs into two reasonable
GadNFGFrée F2NIGKS fE20FdA2y>S Ay Fy FGGSYLIW G2 YAy
as for PSUs with two or three counties were applied to allocate block group sampling in daeh of

pseudaostrata.

For all PSUs, the measure of size for sampling block groups, once allocation was determined, was the
number of addresses within each block group on the current ABS frame. The sample was selected using
the allocations to the counties drthe measure of size to obtain the sampled 240 block groups, with

four in each PSU. Since Los Angeles represents two PSUs, eight block groups were sampled from that
area.

Address Selection

After block groups were selected for each PSU, the next steg&asting the addresses for the study.

The typical procedure is to select an equal number of addresses from the ABS frame from each sampled
block group giving an approximately equal probability sample overall. However, the ABS frame is not
always complet@nd this is more of a problem in rural areas. In some studies a traditional listing
procedure is used to identify housing units and then select the sample in a few rural areas.
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To examine whether listing was needed in some block groups, counts of aekifes® the ABS frame

were compared to counts of occupied housing units from the Census 2010 SF1 for each sampled block
group. There were very few areas where listing was necessary based on these ratios. After analysis, we
determined that traditional lisiig was needed in four of the block groups. In each of these SSUs, field
staff traveled to the block group and listed all of the dwelling units in it. Those lists were then used to
select the address sample from those block groups, ignoring the ABS fstingsli

A total of 1,200 completed surveys was the goal. To meet this requirement, a sample of 12 addresses
was selected from each of the 236 nlisted block groups using ABS. An additional 48 addresses were
selected from the listed block groups (12 fremach of the four listed block groups) using the frames

provided by the listers. This resulted in a total sample of 2,880 addresses. This sample size accounted for
an estimated vacancy rate of 10 percent, an initial response rate (after 6 weeks of datdiao) of 40

percent, and an additional conditional response rate of 21 percent for the last two weeks of data
collection, after adaptive design during fielding was implemented sbaw).

The final stage of sampling was selecting a person at eacttesgladdress. See the sections on
GAONBSYyAy3Ie Ay GKS 51 GF /2t S Odelacioyf prazéss. LIJG SN F2 NJ RS

Adaptive Design: Subsampling

During the last two weeks of data collection, adaptive design was implemented to concentrate
resources on a smaller set of cases. This was done in an attempt to obtain the desired target of 1,200
completed preelection surveys and to increase weighted response rates. For the set of cases that had
not yet responded and were not hard refusals or alngadd interview appointments, we modeled the
aggregate response propensity by SSU (block group), using available sampling frame, geographic, and
paradata. The model used to assess response propensity was based on the block group level low
response scorewailable on the Census Planning Database (PDB) and was developed froroaféaee
survey similar to ANES. The model was then used to convert the score to a predicted probability of
response for each block group (SSU) in the sample. We then pairedUBe&Ssidering not only the
response propensities, but also the geographic locations of the SSUs, as well as comments from field
supervisors about staff availability and other capecific information. Attempts were made to pair

SSUs with different respse propensities, equalize the case load, and minimize potential travel
distances between the SSUs within each pair.

Once pairs were formed, one pair of SSUs in each PSU was randomly selected to continue data collection
efforts, while the other pair was ®isampled out. In nine PSUs, there was no subsampling for adaptive
design due to one or more of the considerations listed above (field staff availability, travel, or case load
issues). In the other 51 PSUs, one pair of SSUs was selected to continue aihe tipair was dropped

from data collection effortsThese selections resulted &%3 addresses continuing to be worked through

the end of the data collection ped (November 7, 2016), and 5atidresses being subsampled out.

Sample weights were adjustedrfcases affected by adaptive design to account for the subsampling

cases selected received a weighting factor of 2 and cases subsampled out received a weighting factor of
0. As a result of this subsampling, the unweighted response rate is nhot mearforgils study and

response rates must be weighted. She Weights chaptefor further detail on the sample weights.
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3. INTERVIEWHRECRUITMENT ANIRAINING
Recruiting & Hiring

Our goal was to recruit 120 field interviewers (FIs) to staff 60 R8s faceto-face component of
the study Recruitment efforts were directed by a field director and a team of four field supervisors
(FSs)(Later, during field work, two additional FSs and one additional field director worked on the
project.)

The field recruitment teanusedWesta®® corporate Field HR department to help recfigtd staff. To
supplement the pool of Westat experienced candidates, the recruitment team targeted sampled areas
with job advertisements. External applicants were saegkand interviewed itepth, with multiple
members of the recruitment team assessing qualifications and coming to a consensus on hiring
decisions. Preference was given to those with survey research experience.

One hundred and thirtyhree interviewers wee recruited and offered the position, with 15 of them
withdrawing their application before training. Of the remaining 118, 9 were designated -disiel|

travelers who could work in areas that were not fully staffed by local interviewers. Most of the

ineNJJA S6SNA KANBR KIR LINBJA2dza SELISNASYOS:Z YR MM
Training (GIT), which teaches the basic of survey research interviewing. Eighaf tfeaiinterviewers

hired were shared with other Westat field studies.

Training

Interviewers spent approximately 20 hours in training and study for thespgetion ANES interview
before beginning fieldworkWestat designed a comprehensitraining package that was presented to
interviewersthrough distance learningrheinitial training covered procedures and protocols related to
the pre-election survey only; aeparate training focusing on different or new elements of the post
election survey was conductéddalter.

Thepre-electiontraining guided the interviewers through arges of seHpaced blocks of reading the
field procedures manualyatchingonline instructional videogyracticing interviews igroupweb
conference sessianrole-playing interviews imnline practice sessionwhile paired with another
interviewer, andparticipating indiscussion and instructional conference calls led by field supervisors.
ANES staff monitored training sessions and provided occasional feedback.

Primary elements of training included introducing the study and securing cooperation from
respondents, screening the household and identifying the selected person, conducting the main ANES
interview, and administrative and technical matters. The training for introducing the study and securing
cooperation included training on confidentiality, hdimgj refusals, answering respondent questions, and
describing the content and sponsorship of the study. Training for screening and identifying the selected
person included whom to interview for the screener, the definition of a household member andesligibl
respondent, and whom to interview for the pedection study. Training for the main interview included
reading questions verbatim, reading at an appropriate pace, using the respondent booklet, answering
respondent questions or comments, handling itenmusafls and "don't know" answers, and transcribing
answers to operended questions verbatim. Administrative and technical aspects of training included
working cases at appropriate times of day, identifying eligible dwelling units, entering call disposition
records, making dwelling unit observations, logging work hours, and using the field materials.
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The training sessions were scheduled to be completed over the course of a week. Interviewers received
their training materials on Friday, August,2016. Scheded group sessions began on Tuesday, August
30. Field sipervisors monitored the completion of all types of sessions, and ensured that interviewers
stayed on course. Apprariately 10 percent of the interviewers required an extension to the scheduled
training window, due to a variety of reasons including technical difficulties, personal and family issues,
and other work obligations.

Training Materials

Each interviewer received a set of training materials and equipment just prior to the training window.
Eachinterviewer received:

9 Training Instruction Guide A hard copy booklet with tabbed sections for each of the 32 training
sessions. Each session was located behind sequentially numbered tabs, and contained precise
instructions for completing that session.

9 Field Procedures ManuglA hard copy manual that contained detailed instructions and

protocols for all aspects of field interviewing on ANES.

Mocked up case materials to use as a reference during the practice sessions

Respondent Booklet farse during he preelection interview practice session.

Job Aid card that helped interviewers use probes and follow interviewing protocol.

wSFdzal f / 2y@SNEAZ2Y 2 20onjerfing RefusalbagiazieS F2NXY 2F 2 Sa

Laptop Computeg Toshiba Portege R30 i5.

iPhore ¢ iPhone 5S or iPhone 6.

= =4 =4 -8 -8 -9

TrainingSessions

The training sessions were designed to be completed sequentially. TaldésBlays information about
each type of training session.

Table 31. Training session summary

Session Topic Day Length Mode

1 Getting to know your ANES laptop 1 60 Online/admin/reading

2 Read Chapter 1 of Field Procedures Manu 1 30 Reading
Introduction and Overview

3 Introduction to ANES; overview of sample 1 10 Video
and tasks

4 Read Chapter 2 of Field Procedures Manu 1 15 Reading
Field InterviewelResponsibilities
Responsibilities of an FI on ANES 1 15 Video
Quiz: Basics of ANES Study and FlI 1 15 Online

Responsibilities
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7 Read chapters 3, 4 and 5 of FRMbrking 1 60 Reading
with Sampled Addresses, Contacting
Household Members, Managing Cases in-

IMS
Introduction to the IMS 1 45 WebEXx
Read chapter 6 of FPM: Overview of the 1 30 Reading
iPhone and mFOS
10 Using your iPhone 1 25 Video
11 Practice using youPhone 1 20 Practice
12 Documenting contacts in EROCs 1 30 Video
12a Introduction to mFOS 1 45 Video
13 Read chapter 7 of FPM: Completing the 1 30 Reading
Screener
14 Dwelling Unit Observations and Screener 1 45 Scheduled interactive
Demo web trainingsession
15 DU OBS and Screener practice 2 30 Practice
16 Read Refusal Conversion magazine 2 30 Reading
17 Refusal conversion at the household level 2 15 Video
17a ANES specifics for gaining cooperation 2 15 Reading
18 Household screener contact and 2 45 Scheduled interactive
cooperation roleplay web training session
19 Read chapters 8 and 9 of FPM: ftection 3 90 Reading
Questionnaire Admin and Wrapping up the
PRE Interview
20 Introduction to the PRE questionnaire 3 20 Video
21 PRE Interactive 3 90 Scheduled interactive
web training session
22 Dyadpairs for roleplays 3 120 Phone
23 Address based sample and working your 4 60 Conference call
cases
24 Selfpaced administration: organize supplie 4 50 Selfpaced
plan a work week administrative tasks
25 EROC entry practice 4 30 Practice
26 Mobile EROC practice 4 30 Practice
27 Supervisor chechn 4 45 Phone with
supervisor
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28 Interactive final practice 5 60 Phone

29 Administrative tasks and quality control 5 60 Conference call

30 Read chapter 10 of FPM: Quality Control é 5 30 Reading
Administrative Procedures

31 Working with your supervisor 5 45 Conference call

32 Your assignment: receive assigned cases 5 90 Administrative

prepare for work
Testing Interviewers

After training and before they began fieldwork, interviewers completed a test of their knowledge of key
elements of the trainingk Y § SNIDASGSNER O2YLX SGSR | GOSNIATFTAOIGAZ2Y
supervisor, and interviewers completed a writtersteThe certification interview required the

interviewer tocomplete representative tasks from &NES interview. The written test was as shown

below.An answer key appears at the end of the test

1. Who can complete the Screener?
A. A member of the householho is at least 18 years old.
B. Anyone who answers the door.
C. Any member of the household.
D. A household member or a knowledgeable neighbor.

2. Who doesotcount as a household member?
A. Someone who lives at the address as their primary residence
B. Someone whasually lives at the address but is away at school staying in a dorm
C. A domestic employee who lives and sleeps at the address
D. A member of the armed forces stationed somewhere else

3. You must transmit every day that you work. Which of the followingpisa reason why
transmission is required?
A. You may sometimes receive updates to your systems and instruments when you transmit.
B. You can only get paid if you transmit every day.
C. Home Office, the client, and Field Management will be looking for daily progress, and
can only see the current status if all data has been transmitted.
D. You may receive new cases if your Supervisor decides to transfer cases to you.

4. If you complete a DU OBS or EROC on paper, when and how must it be entered into
electronic records?
A. You mustdo it later that same day.
B. You must do it by the end of the week.
C. You will do it with your field supervisor during your next meeting.
D.1t wil |l be done at Westatds main office at

5. When should you enter your work hoursywur electronic timesheet?
A. At the end of each reporting period
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B. Once per week
C. Every second day that you work
D. Every day that you work

6. How many hours per week may you work without special authorization from your FS?
A. 24 hours per week
B. 40 hours per week
C. 48 hous per week
D. 60 hours per week

7. You are planning your next visit to a case with the following call history on 3 attempts:
Date Time Result

Tue Sep 6 7:05pm 134 Unable to locateScreener
Thu Sep 8 10:18am 111 No one homeScreener
Sat Sep 10 2:30pm 111 No one homeScreener

Which of the following is the best day and time for your next visit?
A. Sunday at 9:00am

B. Monday at 12:30pm

C. Monday at 7:00pm

D. Tuesday at 7:30am

8. Which of the following areligible dwelling units?
Mark all that apply
___Asingle family home
___ A condominium
___Arented apartment
___Atrailer in a trailer park
___An apartment over a retail shop where the shop owner lives
___ A convalescent hospital
___Acollege dormitory
___ A homeless shelter
___Avacation home used by tbeners for 3 months per year

9. You visit a sampled address at the beginning of your workday and find no one home, so
you enter an EROGcfrerenfeNo coome hbdme end of
address is on your way home so you stop a second timesanfind there is no one

home. Do youé
A. Make no record for the last visit, because you already did one with the same result
that day.

B. Make a note in the case folder of the last visit, but do not enter an EROC for it.
C. Enter another EROC for the last visit.

10.You travel to a sampled address for the first time and find that it is inside a large gated

community that is locked so you cannot enter. What code would you enter for this
EROC?
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A. 114 Callback Screener

B. 134 Invalid address, OthérScreener
C. 138 Unable tdAccess Screener

D. 139 Multi UnitT Screener

11.Who is paying for the study?
A. National Endowment for the Humanities
B. National Science Foundation
C. Social Science Research Council
D. American Academy of Arts and Sciences

12.Under what circumstances can you conducPtieeinterview with someone other than a
person selected by the Screener?
A. If the SP refuses to do the Pre
B. If the SP moves away after screening
C. If the SP does not speak English or Spanish, but another household member speaks
English
D. None; only the SP is alved to do the Pre

13.During the Pre interview you ask a questio
that. 0 How should you respond?

A.Code the answer Arefusedo and continue th
B.Say, fAWe are paying you fool this so | nee
C.Say, Al wunderstand, but your responses ar
D.Wait 3 seconds, then say, AdAlt would be a

answer, even if youbre not completely sur
14.During the Pre interview youaskaqueéson and t he SP says, AHMM
answer that one. 0 How should you respond?

0 and continue

A.Code the answer Adondét know

B.Say, fiWe are paying you for this so | nee
C.Say, Al understandonhudeypoiurmlréesgbhreanes epeEk
D.Wait 3 seconds, then say, Adlt would be a
answer, even if youbre not completely sur

15. At the beginning of the Pre interview the respondent goes off on a tangent alvout ho
terrible one of the presidential candidates is. Which of these would be your best response
before you continue the interview?

A.Say, AOh | know, | feel the same way s o0me
B. Say, il hear that a | ot these days. o0

C.Say, dAal o6l 1l be askn ntgh ayto ut sspoinee lgauteesrt.icons o
D.Say, ASome of my best friends feel t hat w

16.How do you complete the Dwelling Unit Observations (DU OBS)?
A. By yourself
B. With the screener respondent
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C. With the SP

D. With any person knowledgeable about the area, such as a neighboreirdidus
member

17When recordi ng an -eddedqeston ehatshould you type? o pen

A. Summarize the answer briefly in a few words.
B.Describe the SP6s answer briefly in your
C. Type everything the SP says exactly, in full, wéwdword.
D. Let the SP answer fully and then ask them to summarize in one sentence what you
will type.

18.During the Pre interview, how fast should you normally read the questions out loud?
A. About 2 words per second.
B. As fast as you can read and the respondent can understand.
C. As slowly as you can without annoying the respondent.
D. At whatever pace you find natural.

19.1f someone at a sampled DU refuses to complete the Screener, what should you do?
A. Accept the refusal respectfully and later discuss follpnstrategies with your fie
supervisor.
B. Offer the respondent more money to do the interview.
C. Go back the next day, or as soon as possible, and try again.
D. Be more assertive toward the refusing person to push them to cooperate.

20When are you all owed t otodhe mtervesysvithsomeones pond e
else who is not working on the project?
A. When a journalist contacts you.
B. When a family member of the respondent already knows that the SP is taking the
survey.
C. After the study is over.
D. Never.

Answer key:

1:.A2:D3:B4A5D6:B7:C8:1thru59:C 10: C11: B 12: D 13: C 14: D 15: C
16: A 17: C 18: A 19: A 20: D

Training on the PodElection Wave

Prior to the launch of the postlection phasef the study interviewers received training in thehanges

to data collection materials and protocols required for pekction interviewing. The poslection

training consisted of approximately 4.5 hours of the following components: independent reading; video
and quiz; independent practice with the peslection questionnaire; and scheduled dyad practice. Each
interviewer received:
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9 Training Instruction Guide A hard copy booklet with tabbed sections for each of the 6 training
sessions. Each session was located behind sequentially numbered talosraaided precise
instructions for completing that session.

1 Respondent Booklet for the pastection survey for use during the practice session.

1 Job Aid card that helped interviewers use probes and follow interviewing protocol.

The seHguided training wa completed between NovemberlD, 2016; interviewers were required to
complete all six training modules before working any pelsttion cases.

Continual Training

As needs arose throughout the data collection period, additional training was providesido
interviewers. Topics requiring additional instruction included: tips and talking points for gaining
cooperation; CARI feedback and evaluation; mobile Field Operating System (mFOS)/iPhone best
practices; and field procedures for adaptive design.

Fidd Supervisor Training

In addition to completing all of the training sessions assigned to interviewers, field supervisors received
GNFAYyAy3 FNRY GKS FTASEtR RANBOG2NEB FyR 2SadldQa CA
administered using atference calls and WebEXx presentations. Topics covered included supervisory
responsibilities for training, study factors affecting potential obstacles in field data collection, how to

manage travelers, quality control, the CARI coding system, supervigngewers, and how to use the

online supervisor management system.

¢ts2 FASETR AdzLISNIBAA2NB oK2 gSNB ySg (G2 adzZlSNBAAAY3
Supervisor Training to prepare them for monitoring data collection, supervisingfadfdand handling
3SYySNIf IRYAYAAGNI GAQGS G(lFalaod £t &AAE FASER &dzZLISN
and evaluations, the ANES Study Management System, ANES production reports, and study specific
components of probing, gaining cperation, refusal conversion, using travelers, and tracking expenses.

¢tKS FASTtR RANBOG2NE |yR 2SadriQa CASEtR Ilw adFr¥FT O
calls, and memos.
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4. QUESTIONNAIRBEVELOPMENT
Objectives

Two of the mairpurposes of the ANES Time Series are to collect data that allow schotrsadbeand
explain voting behavior in the current election and to monitor trends over time. Asking timely questions
about current elections requires innovations, while continuing the anmgning time series to monitor
trends requiressomecontinuity in instrumatation. To meet thesebjectives the questionnaire

repeated many questions that have been asked on prior ANES surveyxarmbrated many new
guestions as well.

Innovation in ANES questionnaire development is led byPiseith support from the ANES board,

staff, and broader scholarly community, especially through the Online CommbasANES has been

built over many decades by input from a broad base of support in the scholarly community, and the Pls
have sought to enhandahat participation through the use of the Online Commons as a major source of
innovation in developing questionnaires.

The 2016 study design also had the objective to reduce the length of the questionnaires by more than
10 percent compared to the 2012udy. In 2012 the interview was longer than a typical Time Series
interview, and for reasons of cost, respondent burden, and contractual obligation, it was necessary to
reduce the number of questions to bring the medfaceto-faceinterview length dowrto a maximum

of 80 minutes.

Questionnaire content was selected by tR&sbased on formal proposals submitted to the ANES Online
Commons and based on input from the ANES advisory board and staff.

Online Commons

The ANES Online Commd@C)is a forum o the ANES websitenvw.electionstudies.orpfor scholars

to propose questions for the Time Series angtovide constructive feedbacky” 2 (1 K S NE The LINE LJ2 &
OC was first developed for the ANES 2006 Bilatly and ANES has regularly relied on OC proposals

since then for the 2008, 2012, and 2016 Time Series studies as well as th2®A@1Bvaluations of

Government and Society Study. Collectively, hundreds of scholars have proposed thousands of

guestions fo the ANES.

ANES conducts pilot studies from time to time to test new questions prior to their inclusion on Time
Series studies. ANES condutthe ANES 2016 Pilot Study for this developmental purpose for the 2016
Time Series.

Scholars made 33Cproposals for the current studgr the ANESQ016 Pilot Studyt KS aRIsizRe Qa
reviewed all proposals and the ANES Board provided additional reAtewat half of the proposals
resulted in questions being asked on an ANES study in 2016.

Proposals were revieweday ANES Board members and i&isig several criteria, as follows.

1. ProblermRelevant.
Are the theoretical motivations, proposed concepts and survey items relevant to ongoing controversies
among researchersMow will the data that the proposers expect to observe advance the debate? What

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study 18


http://www.electionstudies.org/

specific analyses of the data will be performed? Whaght these analyses reveal? How would these
findings be relevant to specific questions or controversies?

2. Suitability to ANES.

The primary mission of the ANES is to advance our understanding of voter choice and electoral
participation.Ceteris paribusconcepts and instrumentation that are relevant to our understanding of
these phenomena will be considered more favorably than items tapping other facets of politics, public
opinion, American culture or society.

3. Building on Solid Theoretical Footing
Does the proposed instrumentation follow from a plausible theory of political behavior?

4. Demonstrated Validity and Reliability of Proposed Items.

Proposed items should be accompanied by evidence demonstrating their validity and reliability. Validity
hasvarious facets: e.g., construct validity, concurrent validity, discriminant validity and predictive
validity. Any assessment of predictive validity should keep in mind criterion 2, above. Reliability can be
demonstrated in various ways; one example is{esest reliability.

We understand that many of the Pilot Study proposals will include novel concepts and/or
instrumentation and may lack empirical evidence demonstrating validity and/or reliability.

5. Breadth of Relevance and Generalizability.

Will the research that results from the proposed instrumentation be useful to many scholars, or only a
few? Ceteris paribugtems that are potentially relevant for a wide range of analyses will be considered
more favorably than items that would seem to haveslepplicability.

6. Comment Specifically on Instrumentation.

For those proposals whose ideas you deem worthy of discussion at our Board meeting, please take time
to examine the instrumentation directly, to see if it is consistent with good surveying itpodiand

effectively captures the concepts proposed by the investigator. When appropriate, feel free to propose
alternative wording, response options etc. if you feel that would be helpful.

Continuity and Innovation

The guestionnaires consisted of appirmately 695 ANES questions (excluding questions that were part
of the module for the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems). Approximately 73% of the questions
were repeated from prior ANES Time Series questionnaires without alteration. Approximatebertpe
were revised versions of previously asked questions, and 20 percent of the questions were new to the
Time Series in 2016.

New questions in 2016 addressed issues including immigration, trade, outsourcing, health care and the
Affordable Care Act, cgmaign finance, Middle East policy, policing and race, vaccinatiorirezgents,

transgender issues, and matters of equality or inequality such as parental leave, gender differences in

pay, and the minimum wag&lew items also addressed candidate traitstsas an even temperament

FYR &LISFH1Ay3a 2ySQa YAYRI (KS SY2GA2yltf NBaLkRyasS 2
regarding the treatment of women. New questions regarding the political process addressed satisfaction

with parties and party nomineg political correctness, the acceptability of violence, and how Supreme

Court nominations should be evaluated.
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New questions that lacked extensive prior evidence of their validity were, whenever possible, pre

tested. The ANES 2016 Pilot Study was caedua January, 2016, for the purpose of testing such

guestions for possible inclusion in the ANES 2016 Time Series Study. Some questions were also included
in the ANES 2016 Recruitment Pretest Study for this purpose.

Content Overview

Time Serieguestionnairegover a broad range of topics. The approximate percentage d2@ié
guestionnaire devoted to each concefgxcluding CSES)shown below:

10% Voting behavior

11% Candidate evaluations

3% Party evaluations

7% Evaluations of governmemind politics
15% Demographics

5% Personal experience and outlook
10% Political engagement

7% Predispositions

13% Group identities and attitudes
18% Political issues

1% Other

New Modules and Items in 2016
The questionnaireweNB 2 NHI yAT SR Ay aY2Rdz S&d¢ O2yaradiy3da 27
GAGSYaég v 2y TaNB4l deScBbRs thie 2hnadhl€s dhdt were new in 2016. The table includes a

brief description of the items inachmodule and a count of items (sayated by the main content
guestions and the followap questions that determine attitude strength).
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Table 41. New modules in ANES 2016 Time Series questionnaire

New Module Brief Description of Iltem(s) Module Name # of # of
content strength
Qs follow-
up Os
Economic issues
1 Economic equality Minimum wage should be increased/decreased; ECONEQUAL 2 1
Govt should increase/decrease spending on health insurance
2 Economic mobility How much opportunity in U.S.; ECONMOBIL 2 1
Ability to improve financial well-being compared to 20 yrs ago
3 Free trade Favor/oppose U.S. making free trade agreements; FREETRADE 2 1
Increasing trade good/bad for U.S.
4 Regulating banks Govt should do more/less to regulate banks REGBANK 1 1
Other policy issues
5 Syria/ISIS Favor/oppose sending ground troops to fight ISIS; SYRIA 2 2
Favor/oppose allowing Syrian refugees in U.S.
6 Vaccinations Favor/oppose requiring children vaccinated for public school; VACCINE1/ 2 2
Do health benefits of vaccinations outweigh risks VACCINE2
7 Transgender policy Which bathroom should transgender people use TRANSPOLICY 1 1
8 Religious exemptions Should businesses be allowed to refuse wedding-related servi RELIGEXEMP 1 1
to same-sex couples
Politics
9 Compromise in politics Prefer govt officials compromise vs stick to principles COMPROMISE 1 0
10 Presidential nominee process Pres cand should be chosen by voters vs party leaders PRESNOM 1 0
11 Political violence Justified to use violence for political goals; POLVIOL 4 0
How much do protesters deserve it if "roughed up";
How likely is R to hit someone;
How hard is it for R to control temper
12 Third party Is a third party needed; THIRDPARTY 2 0
How much would R like to have a third party
13 Reasons for not registering to vote  Main reason R did not register to vote NONREG 1 1
14 Percent vote each candidate will Percent vote each candidate will receive in national vote and it VOTEPERC1/ 2 0
receive state vote VOTEPERC2
15 Release of Trump recording Did R hear about Trump recording; RPCVID 2 0
Does R think the recording should matter
16 Hispanics in political office How important is it that more Hispanics are elected to political HISPPRES 1 0
office
17 Retrospective items at end of 2-term Feel "angry" because of Obaniaaét time in TS in 2008 RETRO 3 1
presidency Feel "proud" because of Obamiaakt time in TS in 2008
Economy better/worse/same compared to 200&sét time in TS il
2000)
18 Updated CSES module (CSES 5) b S (20fba topics of'attitudes about eliteg' "outgroup CSES5 23 0
attitudes," "national identity" and more. Some questions (3) we
included in the new CSES module and were not in 2012, but
appeared in CSES modules in previous ANES Time Series sul
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Table 41. New modules in ANES 2016 Time Series questionnemetinued

New Module Brief Description of ltem(s) Module Name # of # of
content strength
Qs follow-

up Qs
Gender

19 Gender policy Favor/oppose equal pay for women; GENDPOL 2 2
Favor/oppose parental leave

20 Feminism Does R consider self to be feminist/anti-feminSingilar FEMINISM 5 0
"feminist” question asked in 1992
How important is being feminist/anti-feminist

21 Gender resentment Women interpret innocent remarks as sexist; GENDRES 4 0
Women fail to appreciate what men do for them;
Women gain power by getting control over men;
Women put men on a tight leash

22 Presidential candidate treatment of Does RPC/DPC treat women well/poorly TREATWOMEN 2 2

women
23DSYRSNJ 2F NB & LRy RD¥sRbdve abgKsbris/BaNgbitgrs RCHILD 1 0
Attitudes

24 Right-wing authoritarianism Country needs free thinkers; RWA 3 0
Country would be great if we honor ways of our forefathers;
Country needs a strong, determined leader who will crush evil

25 White racial consciousness How important is it that whites change laws unfair to whites; WHITE 2 0
How likely that whites unable to find a job because employers
minorities

26 Political correctness People too easily offended vs change the way we talk to be mPOLCORRECT 1 0
sensitive

27 Attitudes towards police Do police treat whites or blacks better; TREATBLACK 2 2
Does fed govt treat whites or blacks better

28 Nationalism World would be better if people from other countries were mor NATLSM 1 0

like Americans

Personal experiences
29wS & L2 YRSy (1 Qa S E LISPast $2M0OsS R/fanilii rikembd? stoppdiquestioned by police; OWNPOLICE 2 0
R ever been arrested

30wSaLRYRSY (G Q& NI (ARsBlecBskin téng fomaraphiyy G2y S SKINTONE 2 0
How much discrimination has R faced because of skin color

31 Boycott/buycott R ever bought or declined to buy product or service due to BUYCOTT 1 0
political/social values of the company

32 Respondent experiences with survey How easy for R to access internet; IW/ENDWEB 4 2
Rate interviewer's performance;
Rate interview;
Open-ended comments

33 Allow access to Facebook Does R use Facebook account; FACEBOOK/ 2 2
Will R share some data with ANES FBCARD

Table 42 provides a description of new items added to existing modules. New items supplemented the
existing set or, in some cases, replaced existing items. For example, in the Supreme Court module, all
LINBOA2daA |jdSaiAz2ya 6SNB NBittiey el Robasked iS HeSANESNBL2 G2 v & A
Time Series Study; a few items were previously asked in earlier Time Series studies, and this is noted in
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thetableLy &2YS OFaSaz &adzOK Ia GSNNBNARAY G2NNE | yR
havemeasured the concept using different items.

Table 42. New items added to existing ANES 2012 Time Series modules for the ANES 2016 Time Series
Study

Existing Module Brief Description of Added Item(s) Existing # of # of
Module content strength
Name Qs follow-
up Qs
Feeling thermometers
1 Pre political figure feeling  FT for Bill ClintorL@st time in TS in 2008 THERMPRE 4 0
thermometers (FT) FT for Gary Johnson (Libertarian Pres Cdrait time 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2004

FT for Bill Weld (Libertarian VP Cardjst time 3rd party VP FT in TS in 2002
FT for Jill Stein (Green Pres Cahd}( time another 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2002

2 Post political figure FTs FT for Pope Francis; THERMPO 4 0
FT for Gary Johnson (Libertarian Pres Cdratjt time 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2004
FT for Jill Stein (Green Pres Cahd}( time another 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2002
FT for second foreign leader (Putin; Merkel already added in place of Cameron)

3 Post group FTs FT for transgender people; THERMGR 5 0
FT for scientists;
FT for Black Lives Matter;
FT for the policelast time in TS in 1992
FT for Jewd @st time in TS in 2008

Presidential candidates affect/traits

4 Affect for presidential Feel "disgusted” because of DPC and RPC CANDAFF 2 0
candidates
5 Pres candidate traits Speaks his/her mind; CTRAIT 4 0

Even-tempered

Policy Issues
6 Campaign finance Favor/oppose limits on campaign spending; CAMPFIN 3 0
Does Congress pass laws to benefit organizations that spend money to support candidates
Does Congress pass laws to benefit people that give [randomized amount of money]
7 Government policy on Favor/oppose changing constitution so that children of unauthorized immigrants do not IMMIG 3 3
immigration automatically get citizenship if born in U.S.;
What should happen to immigrants brought to the U.S. illegally as children;
Favor/oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with Mexico
8 Environmental policy Favor/oppose fracking; ENVIR 2 1
Should fed govt be doing more about rising temperatures
9 Effect of health care law Has health care law increased/decreased cost of health care for Americans; HLTHLAW 2 0
Has health care law increased/decreased cost of health care for R
10 U.S. position in the world  How willing should U.S. be to use military force to solve international problems USWORLD 1 0
(Last time in TS in 1998; revised in 2P16
11 Supreme Court When selecting for Supreme Court, how much should legal qualifications be considered; SUPCT 3 0
When selecting for Supreme Court, how much should the way nominee likely to vote be
considered;
Should Congress vote on Supreme Court nominee Merrick Garland
12 Terrorism How worried is R that U.S. will experience terrorist attack DHS 1 0
13 U.S. support for Israel In Israeli/Palestinian conflict, how much should U.S. support Israelis/Palestinians? ISRSUPP 1 1

(in one version, Israeli Q comes first; in another version, Palestinian Q comes first)
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Table 42. New items added to existing ANES 2012 Time Series modules for the ANES 2016 Time Series
Sudyt continued

Existing Module Brief Description of Added Item(s) Existing # of # of
Module Name content strength
Qs follow-
up Qs
Attitudes on race/ethnicity/gender
14 CASI attitudes toward race How much influence do Asian-Americans have in U.S. polifiss fime in TS in 2000 RACEGENPO 1 0
and gender groups
15 CASI group stereotypes Rating of "violent-peaceful” for Whitekgst time in TS in 1992 STYPEPO 4 0
Rating of "violent-peaceful" for Blacksat time in TS in 1992
Rating of "violent-peaceful” for Hispanitsaét time in TS in 1992
Rating of "violent-peaceful” for Asian-Americahagt time in TS in 1992
16 Group links For Asian Rs, how much life affected by what happens to Asians LINK 1 0
17 CASI discrimination Discrimination against Asian-Americans; DISCRIM 5 0
Discrimination against men;
Discrimination against Muslims;
Discrimination against Christians;
Discrimination against transgender people
18 Woman president How important is it that more women be elected to political office WPRES 1 0
Info about R
19 Demographics How would R describe his/her social class; DEM 2 1
Does R trace ancestry to Mexico
20 Community involvement  In past 12 months, has R contacted: federal elected official; federal non-elected official; sta INVOLV 4 4
elected official; state non-elected official
21 Cogpnitive style Six items, such as "I form opinions about everything," used for adaptive battery COG 6 0
22 Non-mainstream beliefs Is Barack Obama a Muslim NONMAIN 1 1
23 CASI Self-reported gender "Other" option added to gender Q, with follow-up to confirm "other" was not chosen incorrecBLFGEND 0 1
24 Political knowledge What is the minimum wage in R's state KNOWL 1 0

SelfadministeredSections of theQuestionnaires

The entirelnternet interview was seladministered, while most of the fage-face interview was

administered by a professional interviewer. A section of the factace interview wasedf-

administered, which is a process known as Computer Aidedreffriewing (CASIkor this part of the
AYGSNBASGE: GKS NBALRYRSY(G dzaSR GKS AyUiSNIASSESNRa
GKSNBE (GKS aONBSYy ¢! dewzsdzie resgondanKcBuldianswes dNdshioSss S NI &
privately. The purpose of a CASI section of the questionnaa®to improve data qualitgnd
completenesdor questions where respondentesay be more truthfubr cooperativewhenresponding

to a computeradministered questionnaire than to a live interviewer.

&\

Topics included in the prelection CASI section were gender, political violence, feminism, wealth,
income, media sources of information about the presidential campaign, gun ownership, vocabulary (the
Wordsum test), gender questions, sexual orientation, political knowledge, and ratings of the interview
and interviewer. In the postlection CASI section, questions addressed parenthood, experiences with
the police, income, feeling thermometers for groupdyite racial opinions, government and police
treatment of blacks and whites, racial identity, personality, violence, stereotyping, discrimination, and
use of Facebook.
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FormatDifferences foiself-completeditems

There wereslightformatting or interface differences between the web administration and the- self
administered portion of the facén-face interview. Internet questionnaires were programmed using
Unicom Intelligence and administered over theeimtet in web browsers, whilEA$ questions were
programmed and administered using Blaiselaptop computersThe resulting graphical interfaces
were notidentical

The CASI system displayed questions in white text on a dargldyebackground, with the response

options spaced pproximately two lines below the question and indented approximately 18 characters

from the leftedge of the question texResponse options used radio buttofiie questions appeared in

a sansserif typeface that appearsimilar to Calibria b SEG ¢ Of ¥ Rodzilizya 6SNB Ay (K
and left corners of the window, respectively.

In the web format, the ANES name and logo appeared in the top left corner of the shtaey.
F2NXIGOGAY3 RSOGFAf A RSLISYR 2y (KS brondef. Fhe gudshidngi A 2y 2 F
normallywere displayed in black text on a white background, with the response options appearing

immediately below the question textyith radio buttonsindented about 1 character from the leddge

of the question textThe typefaealsoORS LISY RSR 2y (KS dzaSNDa oNRBgaSNI &S
RAALX F@SR Ad Ay | GNYyaadadAzyrt ASNAT FIO0S GKIFG | L
were relatively closely spaced just below the response optionsagtd shaped likdoxes with rounded

corners When displayed on a mobile device or in a narrow browser window, the response options were
displayed as response buttons (where the entire text of each response option was a button) instead of

radio buttons.

Mode Differences

The guestionnaire was designed for comparability between modes. Most questions were administered
the same way in the fae®-face interviews and online questionnaires. Some mode differences in the
guestionnaire were necessitated by differences in the motladministration.

Ly GKS 1jdzSaiA2yylANB R20dzySyidl A2y RAFTFSNByOSa o
FASER® LT y2 a29. {t9/¢é¢ FASER Aad AyOfdzRSRI GKS |jdz
The first example of a distinge Internet specification occurred for the item CAMPINT_PREVVTWHO,

where the specification is as follows:

CAMPINT_PREVVTWHO SECTION:20 ITEM:9 KEEP STATUS: 3a FTF CAPI AND INTERNET PRE-ELECTION
ITEM LABEL: Recall of last (2012) Presidential vote choice

IF R SAYS VOTED FOR PRESIDENT IN 2012:

Which one did you vote for?

{DO NOT PROBE 'DK' RESPONSE}
1. Barack Obama

2. Mitt Romney

5. Other {SPECIFY}

WEB SPEC: Online, include a small text box for option 5 in place of 'SPECIFY.

RESPONSE OPTIONS ORDER: As listed
ENTRY TYPE: Single punch
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The instruction to include a text box in place of the {SPECIFY} instruction to the interviewer indicates

that the Internet questionnaire included a blank space on the questionnaire for the respondent to type

their own ansver. The facdo-face CAPI interfacalso would have included a field for interviewers to

SYGa SN G§KS NB & LI2y2RISSy ikal (F yiakeSS NSy 6 NA S&a Ay oNF O1Sidas
wO{thb{9¢% IINBE AYGSNIBASESNI AY ascwdr@iidtevidwersiokeadi ¢ S NS
but were not read aloud to respondents and were not displayed in the online questionnaire.)

Web specifications that called for differences from the fé@dace interview consisted primarily of the
following types:

f  Changepronouns to be appropriate forthese2 YLIX SGS Y2RS® C2NJ SEI YLIX S

66S¢é H6KSY aLé NBFSNNBR (02 0GUKS AYGSNBASHGSNE 2NJ

aK2g @&2dz I tAadGzé 2NJ OKIFy3aS aaStt YS¢ G2 aSydas
f Includeatextboxinpl& 2F | GaALISOATEé AYyaliNHzOGA2Yy D
1 Omit parentheses around text that was optional for interviewers to read aloud.
1 Display two items on the same screen.
f Addanonline ytf & AyaidNHzOGA2Yy &adzOK |a a/tA0] bSEG (2
f Omitafaceto-faceoy f @ Ay adNHzOGA2Yy &dzOK | & &, 2dz OFy 2dzal
1 Omit references to the respondent booklet.
9 Omit volunteered response options.
1 Explicitly offer response options that are only accepted in the FTF interview if volunteered.
9 Correct pnctuation that was ungrammatical in the fateface questionnaire, such as replacing
an ellipsis with a colon.
1 Provide item selection logic that accounts for the different codes used for item nonresponse in
the two modes.
1 Change listed response optiottsmatch the question stem when the listed options in the face

to-FI OS Ay Of dzZRSR 2LJiA2ya GKFd RAR y2G adNROGfe Vv

NEYRSNBR a a20KSNE Ay (KS C¢C NBalLRyaS 2LAz2y
1 Add a nonresponse prompt conditional on thadgh of the response to an opeanded

guestion. For example, at DEM_OCCNOW, if the response was fewer than 15 characters the

NEALRYRSY(l ¢l a LINRPYLIISRY a/ly @&2dz LX SFasS gNRGS

Substantive mode difference in partientification question

Perhaps the most noteworthgubstantivemode differenceapplies to the questions measuriparty
identification (PID)These questions hawelong history on the Time Series amere written at a time
when it was considered accegiile to code volunteered responses to closewied questions.

The traditional PID questio*TYID_RPTY)D)use since 195F A NAR (G | a1a4X aDSYySNIftfe
usually think of yourself asRepublicanaDemocrakE 'y A Yy RS LISY RS ywhosay2 NJ ¢ K| G K¢
GAYRSLISYRSYGzZ¢ 2NJ a2YSUKAyYy3 St asSsz 20 kupNlesidat y 5SY?2
(PTYID_LEANPYY) G52 @&2dz GUKAY]l 2F @2dz2NBSEF a Oft2asSN) G2
t I NIe@Ké 9@SNE & SdtiNg foldwyiquestiBriinale yaid § 2 @y SN0 K SKapé Ly Fi
face interviewing, throughout th&imeSSNA S&a > (GKS Gy SAOGKSNE NBaLRyasS Kl 2
02RS® LYRSSRS @2fdy (SSNAY3 GySAGKSNE G GKAA LRAY
options, is themainway for a respondent to end up in the middle, pure Independent category of the

traditional 7-point party ID scalgRespondents are also considered pure independents if they refuse to
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FyagSNI GKS LI NIe& f Sty kndd@holy eéndwel Reyently ahbusithrée folrkS & R2 Yy
of pure independents in the fae®-face surveys have been so classified because of a volunteered
NEaLlRyasS 2F aySAGKSNE @0

This type of question is impossible to administer in aaeéfhinistered format, sch as an online

guestionnaire, in a manneavith no mode differences from the fade-faceinterview, because online
guestionnaires do not accept volunteered response options. The online questionnaire could be written

o8 fSI@AyYy3 GKS dogethdribit hislEoul@dhiindezhy respaiase distdbution, relative

to the faceto-face survey, bgubstantially reducing the number of respondents placeth@nmiddle

category of the Foint PID scale. The online questionnaioaild, alternativelybe wriitten by offering

GKS GySAGKSNE NBaLRy a SworlddivétReonlirke yespdriiéht axadayg®@i&Ny > 6 dzi
different stimulus than the faceo-F I OS NB A LR YRSY (X 0@ n¥plitithy fAilableK S ay S A
This wouldalso change the sponse distribution, relative to the fade-face surveythis time by

increasing the number of respondents placed in the middle catedince the first online ANES surveys

AY HnnyX 6S KI @S 2FFSNBR GKS daySA (nkvBeNBdmidistdiiing2 y | Y 2
it online.

Adaptive BatteryF 2 NJ abSSR (2 9@ f dzt (1 S¢

The postelection questionnaire included an adaptive battery of itefvi$62248 through V162253)
YSI adzNRy 3 ay S(NTEpasetion SridinlinelLomBang: propodaNTE reflects a tendency
to judgeobjects or experiences as good or béstrictly speaking, it appears to be a propensity, not a
Gy SSRoé v t S2LX S Kavadanofkh kibdt 9 F2 NY Y2 NB

Adaptive testing batteries improve the efficiency of me@snent by asking questions of greater or

f SAASNI WRATTFAOdzZ 18 Q Ay NBaadddychdtheiogal nOib&idifu@stiong NJ Ay O
GKIFG ySSR G2 06S Fa{SR G2 Saidirgrlexadplelin aNBcabuwarytidsS y (i Q &
if- NBALRYRSY(d O2NNBOilfe RSTAYSR ¢2NRa adzOK I a alL)S|
AYVF2NNYIEGADBS ySEG (2 &1 RAFTFAOMAZ G 62NR& adzOK | a &
GKStEt2¢ 2NJ ayl YSZ¢ 0SSOI dza s canhy Ssuyiesl to&rfo thelewsg @nds. (i K S
{AYAf I NI @ 6KSY YSIadaNAy3a 20KSNI {1 0Syd LAeOKz2f 213
measured, the some questions can be skipped. This applies to attitude, personality, and policy

preference qustions as well as knowledge tests; if a respondent believes abortion should be illegal in
OFaSa oKSYy O2ylUAydziy3d GKS LINB3aAylyoe SyRIYyaSNE GKS
believes it should be illegal if the child will not be the dexwoman prefers it to be.

A

To implement an adaptive battery the first step is to estimate the position of each item on a scale
describing the trait. Items are selected based on these positions and administered to respor@iergs.

a sufficient number oitems has been administered, the responses to the items are used to calculate an
estimate of the trait, but unlike conventional measurement scales, the items are not all treated equally.
Instead, their estimated positions on the trait scale are used.

Theadaptive battery for measurinyTE administered 4 questions from a maximum of six avail@bge.
ALISOATAO aSG 27F ljdzSatdAaz2ya Fa1SR 2F S OK NBaLRYRSyYy

1 http://www.electionstudies.org/onlinecommons/2016Pilot/AdaptivePersonality.pdf

2See Jacob M. Montgomery and Josh Cutler. 2013. Computerized Adaptive Testing for Public OpinRuolittaleys.
Analysi2l: 141171.
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initial questionsSummary scores for the NTE items, ezNA y 3 S| OK NBaLRyRSydQa
shown in the vaable V162253xThese scores were calculated by Jacob Montgomery and Erin Rossiter
using the R package catSdmwhich provides methods of computerized adaptive testing.

FaceboolData Linkage

For testing purposesANES respondents who were Facebook users were asked at the end of the post
election questionnaire to log into Facebook and enable an app that would allow ANES to download
certain limited information from their Facebook profiles. Thepose of this request was to assess the
valueand feasibilityof such data collectiofor future efforts, to test technical means of collecting such
data, to determinecooperation ratesand to develop a coding system feacebook data. ANES staff will
work with the raw data to develop procedures for collecting and coding such data in the future. For
reasons of confidentiality the raw data cannot be made publicly available.

Pretesting

Separate pretests were conducted in preparation for the-jared pcst-election wavesThe purpose of
the pretests was to identify any difficulties that interviewers might have in administering the
guestionnaires and that respondents might have in responding to the questionn@ltegretests
focused on usability testingf the CAPI/CASI instruments and the Respondent BodKhet pretests di
not include other study procedures, instruments, or mater{although separate technical tests were
performed on all software systems for the data collection, including the progradninstruments,
sample and interviewer management systems, audio recording, data transmission, supervisor
management, iPhone data, and GPS data collection).

The pretest of the prelection interview took place in miduly 2016 with 30 recruited adultérom the
Washington, DC metropolitan area, representing a range of demographic characteristics. A combination
of project staff, survey methodologists, and experienced interviewers served as interviewers. Those
interviewers not familiar with the project oived a brief training on the prelection CAPI instrument.
Following the interview, each interviewer and respondent was asked to complete a hardcopy
observation form to collect their input on the interview and experience with the instrument. All

interviews were observed by Westat project staff and trained survey methodologists who also took
notes throughout the interviewing process.

The postelection pretest occurred in two stages: qualitative cognitive pretesting of selected
guestionnaire items and usdity testing of the programmed instrument. In late August, 14-oneone
interviews were conducted by trained survey methodologists to pretest a subset of questions for
inclusion in the poselection CAPI instrument. Findings from the pretest were basedspondent

reports of issues following scripted probing and any additional spontaneous issues that arose during the
interview.

The second stage of pestection pretesting occurred in early November, 2016. An ANES field
interviewer and an ANES qualigntrol staff member (both of whom worked on the pe¢ection phase)
participated in a usability session in which they independently reviewed the programmeelpction

3 Seehttps://CRAN.R-project.org/package=catSurv
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CAPI/CASI instrument and provided input. Their feedback was reviewed with ANESspadfjeand
incorporated into the posklection training program.

Westat wrote a reports of recommendations based on the pretesting and held a debriefing conference
call with ANES staff and Pls from the University of Michigan and Stanford Univessitiyack on the
guestionnaires was mostly positiiased on feedback regarding the procedures, respondent
comprehension and difficulty in answering questions, interviedifiiculties, and observations about
probing and interviewerespondent interaction,@me changes were made to the questionnaire to
reduce cognitive burden or clarify procedures, such as by changing wording, increasing the use of the
respondent booklet, and identifying issues for emphasis in interviewer training. While considering
feedbacksome methodologically advisable changes were not made because they could interfere
constitute a substantive change in items for which time series estimates are needed.

News Media ltems

The guestionnaire sections that asked about radio programs, television programs, and newspapers
included media based on the following criteria.

Radio programming selections included major news or political talk radio programs, baatkers
magazine eports of top talk radio programs that were, in turn, partly based on Neilson (formerly
Arbitron) ratings.

Television programming selections included major news programs and a selection of other programming
with high Nielsen ratings, and a few additiohv@kernet-only programs. The list was developed from the
2012 programming list by replacing shows that had been canceled with new ones.

We obtained a data file of newspaper circulation by ZIP code from the reference desk at the library of

the Stanford Gradate School of Business. They obtained it from the organization formerly known as the

Audit Bureau of Circulations. The delivered file included duplicates, which were removed. Some major
newspapers have local or specialized editions. Only the main editieresincluded; local, specialized,

and advertising supplements were excluded. For example, the Atlanta Jdughgf & G A G dzG A 2y KI &
Il AaLl yAO2¢é YR da9@SyAy3d 9R3ISE | yR 20/ adadASINEI ARRZES 4{I S
offered. Special editich ¢ SNBE &aSd 2FF o0& | aLl OBE XK LIKKY zi & i/fRS &
with a hyphen separated by spaces were excluded. This retained paper titles with hyphenated titles,

such as Atlanta Journ@lonstitution and Chicago Siimes, but excludedditions such as the Chicago

SunTime¢ Chicago Reader.
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5.INTERNEDATACOLLECTIORROCEDURES
Overview

Data collection for thénternet component of the studgonsisted of a onlinescreening interview to
select one eligible household memberlléaved by a preelection interview, followed by a pogtlection
re-interview. Al of these steps were completed onlimdgth computeraided seHadministered
interviewing. (We refer to tleseasdinterviews,€ but no interviewersn the conventional sense of
persornto-person interactiorwere involved; respondents completed questionnaires onlifibg
sections that follow provide details ttie data collection tasks.

The sequence of events for data collection is summarized asviollod elaborated throughout this
chapter. Selected attesses were sent an advance letteamouncing the study followed by an invitation
letter with $10 or $20 cash enclosédith the amount randomly assignethat invited any household
member to completean online surveyor $40 Repeated mailings followed to promote response,
eventually escalating the promised incentive to $8ke initial online surveyas a household screener
that randomly selected one household member to participate in the studyeléetfselected screener
respondent was the person randomly selected to participate in the stivdyinstrument seamlessly
transitioned from the screener to the prection survey. If the selected person was another household
member, the screener respoedt was paid and the other household member was asked to complete
the pre-election survey. The instrument could proceed immediately to thegbeetion survey if the
selected person was available, or the selected person could log in later if they resporideiations

by email and postal mail. After the election, the selected person was again invited by email and postal
mail to complete a second survey and to receive a second promised incentive.

Field Dates

Data collection began with the mailing Aflvanceletters on Wednesday, August 31, 20fdlowed by
an invitation contaimgthe URL and password on September 9, 2016. The first survey completions
occurredon September 10, 2016. Datallection for thepre-election phaseended on Monday,
November7. The election was Tuesday, Novemben@ data collection for the postlectionphaseran
from Wednesday, November 9, 2016 to Sunday, January 8, 2017.

Recruitment and Screening Phase

The design of the recruitment and screening used for the ANES@2a18 S { SNASAa { GdzReéQa L
sample was based on the results of the ANES 2016 Recruitment Pretest Study. That study compared

several incentive and invitation strategies, the results of which are detailed in ANES Technical Report no.
nes006978 (DeBelletdl HAMT O ® ¢ KS & GdzRe T2 duythe fainiyatsi AK/SBA G GA 2y
sampled address, and initially offering $4@medthe optimal costconscious ategy among those

considered, so that design was used for the Internet component of the Time Series

Advance lettersinvitations and remindersvere deliveredn a variety of ways using FedEx, USPS First
Classnail, and postcards. USP®riority Mailwas usedn lieu of FedEfor Post Office (POBoxes.

A combination of letters and postcards invitadd reminded sampled households and persons to

participate in ANES. Onceselectedperson (SP) washosen email was also used as a contact method, if
an email address was provided at the end of the screener. The screener phase ofithexstuded up
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to seven contact attemptghe preelection phase up to six contact attempend the postlection
phase up to 1@&ttempts. Contacts ceased once the interview was completed, so those who responded
earlier received fewer contacts.

Eachletter, postcard, anégémail was available in Englishinrabilingual(English and Spanishersion
Using data from the American Community Surg#&gS)each sampled case was flaggedndicate ifit
wasconsidered likely to be a Spanisheaking householtiLikelySpanistaddresse¢n=996)were sent
the bilingualversion of the mailingswvhie others(n=6,804)were sent the Englishnly version

The initial invitation mailing sequence consisted of the following steps:

1. An advance letter sent on August 31, 2016, by FedEXday delivery announced the study and
said $10 or $20 in cash would be enclosed in the next letter.

2. An invitation letter sent by first class mail included $10 or $20 enclosed cash and asked any
household member to go online and complete a survey, andhmed $40 for doing so.

3. Areminder postcard asked any household member to go online and complete a survey, and
promised $40 for doing so.

4. A second reminder postcard asked any household member to go online and complete a survey,
and promised $40 for doingp.

5. A third reminder postcard asked any household member to go online and complete a survey,
and promised $40 for doing so.

6. A nonresponse letter sent by overnight Fediadean escalated offer of $80 arslateda
November 7deadline to complete the omnie survey.

7. A final reminder postcard, offering $80.

A list of the lettersthe first date on which each letter could have been maited,number sentand
other informationis shownin Table 51. The text of lletters, postcards, and emails providedin
Appendix CSome of the letters included Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on therbastkuctions
for connecting to the study websitend these materials are also presented\ppendix CThe specific
circumstances under which eachtltwas sent, including intervals between letters and criteria that
warranted sending specific letters, were determined by a lengthy flowchart providadpendix D

The flowchart ilAppendix Ddoes not includdetters 50a and 50b that were mailédictober 31on an ad

hoc basisThese letters were sent to respondents who had started thegbeetion survey but had not

finished it as of that date. When the selected respondent was not the same person who had completed

the screener, this letter was sent b IR 9 E | YR Ay Of dzZRSR blpble®1).aMkendhy Of 2 a SR
selected respondent was the screener respondent the letter was sent by first class mail and did not

AyOf dzRS  OFaK AYyOSyU(iA@S 6apnoéovd

Letter numbering is noonsecutive because most nunmisecorrespond to numbers assigned during the
Recruitment Pretest Study, which tested several procedures and materials, some of which were not
used for the Time Series protocol.

4 Addresses were considered likely Spanish if a Hispanic surname was associated with the sampled address or if the
address was located linguistically isolated ardafined as a Census tract where the percimiteftEnglish
speakig households was greater than 13 percent as indicated in the American Community Survey
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Table 5-1. Letter protocol for ANES 2016 Time Series Study, Internet component

Content
First eligible Enclosed Promised Other Number
Letter Stage Letter type Mail mode mailing date Addressee incentive incentive  enclosures mailed
5 screen Advance letter FedEx 2day  8/31/2016 family 0 $10 or $20 FAQ 7800
12 screen Invitation letter 1st class #10 9/9/2016 family $10or $20 $40 FAQ 7790
13 screen Reminder postcard Flat postcard 9/13/2016 family 0 $40 none 7391
91 screen Reminder postcard Flat postcard 9/26/2016 family 0 $40 none 6072
43 screen Reminder postcard Flat postcard 10/5/2016 family 0 0 none 5680
14 screen Nonresponse letter FedEx overnight 10/17/2016 family 0 $80 instructions 5511
41 screen Reminder postcard Flat postcard  10/21/2016 family 0 $80 none 4575
23 pre Invitation letter Istclass #10  9/12/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 FAQ, instruct. 811
20 pre Invitaiton email email 9/14/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 479
21 pre Reminder email email 9/20/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 257
25 pre Reminder postcard Folded postcard 9/26/2016 name 0 $40 none 266
26 pre Nonresponse letter FexEx overnight 10/10/2016 name 0 $80 instructions 184
44  pre Reminder postcard Folded postcard 10/24/2016 name 0 0 none 95
30 pre HH refusal conversion  1stclass #10 10/20/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 instructions 39
32 pre Person ref. conversion  1stclass #10  10/20/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 0
50a pre Reminder to finish FedEx overnight 10/31/2016 name $5 $80 none 80
50b pre Reminder to finish 1st class #10 10/31/2016 name 0 $80 none 195
33 pre/scr Payment letter 1st class #10  9/10/2016 name $40 or $80 0 none 4465
34 post Invitation email email 11/9/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 3922
36 post Invitation letter Istclass #10  11/9/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 2078
35 post Reminnder email email 11/21/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 2401
37 post Reminder postcard Folded postcard 11/15/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 604
38 post Reminder letter 1st class #10 12/15/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 745
39 post Reminder email email 12/26/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 none 636
40 post Payment letter Istclass #10  11/10/2016 name $40 or $80 0 none 2578

Screener

The purpose of the screener was to determine if the household was eligible for ANES and to randomly
select one person to participatéf. was not necessary to randomly select a household member to
complete the screener, saitial invitations asked any hoekold member to go online to begin the

survey.

Online screening wadesigned to beminimallyburdensome Screener respondents confired the

address and repoed the number of adult citizens living in the househalttl some basic demographic
characteristts.In the Recruitment Pretest Study the screener completion rate, conditional on logging
into the online survey, was 99 percent, so the screening procedures from that study were repeated in
this main studyThe screener completion rata the main studyconditional on logging into the online
survey, was 9@ercent.

If the screener respondent was not selected to continue with thegleetion survey, then he or she

was asked to completa short battery of 19 ANES iterfiem the preelection questionnairesuch as

voting behavior, health, home tenure, and incomidter completing these items, the screener

respondent was asked to provide information to help us recruit the selected person for the main study.
Screener respondents who were not selected for t@in study were still paid.
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Pre- and PostElection Interviews

There were three scenarios for how the survey flowed from the screener to thelpotion survey.

1. If thescreener respondent was selected for the fglection surveythe screener flowed dectly
into the pre-election interview.
2. If another indivdual in the household was the selected person (8fh the flow depended on
whether the SP was available to take the survey right away.
a. If the SP was available, tpee-election survey began imndéately after the screener.
b. Ifthe SP was not available, basic contact information was collected from the screener
respondent, in order to generate an invitation letter and subsequent reminders for the
SP All postcards were foldednd sealed for privaggrotectionsince they were
addressed to a specific individu&Ps for whom the screener respondent had provided
an email address were sent emails in addition to the letters and postcards

Each SP who completed the pekection survey, or who had gottearfenough to be considered a

partial complete, was invited to the postection phase. SPs were invited through a series of letters and
reminder postcardsThe mst-electionmailing protocofollowed two pathsoneif the respondent

provided an email addss, and onéf the respondent did natUnlike the protocol for the screener and
pre-election survey, the same postcards and emails were used multiple times in thelpogbn phase.
The rules for mailings are shown in the flowchardppendix D

Incentives

Households were randomly selected to receive a prepaid cash incentive of $10 or $20 enclosed in their
invitation letter. 5,200 incentives of $10 were mailed and 2,600 incentives of $20 were mailed.

Each SP who completed a mkection or postelection survey was sent an incentive as a thank you for
their time. In addition, screener respondents who were not selected for thesfgetion survey received
an incentive. The incentive was either $40 or $80, depending on whether the incentive had been
escdated. The incentive offered to the prelection respondent started at the same amowadthe final
incentiveoffered tothe screener responderit.e.,if a screener respondent was escalated to $80, the
pre-election respondenteceived 80). Sixtythree percent(1940)of pre-electionrespondents were
given$40, while 37 percenfl150)were given$80.The incentive for the postlection survey was
identical to the incentiveprovidedfor the pre-election survey. No escalation occurred in the post
eledion phase of the study.

Late in the preelection field period, on October 31, 80 individuals who had previously started the pre
election questionnaire but had not yet finished it were sent a reminder letter to complete the study that
had $5 enclosed.

Incentive payments for the Internet mode are shown in Tabk 5

Payment lettersand accompanying chectsere mailed via First Class mait a flow basishroughout

the data collection periodThe checks were addressed to the name indicated by the relgpurduring
the administration of the instrument. Occasionally respondents who were not able to accept checks
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were sent cash. SPs who were sent cash in theef@etion phase of the study were automatically sent
cash in the poselection phase of the stugyas well.

Table 5-2. Number of incentive offers and payments in Internet mode: ANES 2016

Prepaic
Prepaic reminder to Screene Pre-electior Post-electior
Amount invitation finish payment payment paymeni
$5 T 80 1 T T
$10 5200 T 1 T T
$20 2600 T T T 1
$40 T 1 940 1940 1634
$80 T 1 440 1150 947

TelephonePrompts

Atelephone prompt by a live interviewer waaplemented between October 21 ar&¥, 2016. A cases
which had no reported activity were eligible fibnis telephone promptin an attempt to increase
response rates.

Phonenumbers that matched the sampled addresses were obtained from MSG and Catalist. A total of
5,100 numbers were matched to 3,588 sampled addresses. MSG matched numbers to the household,
while Catalist matched numbers to thadividuals who have lived at theldressSome addressezad

one phone numbeassociatedwhile othershadup to 10 phone number§ heaccuracy of the phone
number matching to addressegas unknown.

Up to three numberger addressvere selected for callsand interviewersattempted to callthese
numbers until they either reached someoneamnuld leavea voicemaimessage, up to five time$he
rule for selecting numbers was as follows:

9 If there is no number from MSG, call the fitistee numbers from Catalist.
9 If there isa number from MSG, call that number, and if there are additional or different
numbers from Catalist, call the firsto of those that donot duplicate the MSG number.

Interviewers fron? S & (i telépkbae research centaralled theidentified telephonenumbers.
Interviewersverified the address and then reminded the person on the phone about the survey. If a
voicemail was reached, the interviewer left a message and the attempt was considered canfpkete
scripts for each are belaw
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Exhibit 5-1. Live script

[The "Live Script" is an outline and suggestion. These calls should be more conversational and
should not follow the scripted, verbatim approach used for interviewing. The aim is to pleasantly
remind the respondent that we want to hear fn@m tonline and to answer any questions they
might have, and to end the call on a positive note.]

Hi, I'm calling for Stanford University trying to reach an adult at [STREET NUMBER & NAME].

I'm calling about some letters we sent you recently abouirehresady, called the American
National Election Study. Do you remember receiving a letter? The first one came by FedEx, and it
was from Stanford University, the University of Michigan, and Westat, and it had cash enclosed.

IF NO: Do you live at [STREENUMBER & NAME]?

| F REFUSED TO CONFI RM ADDRESS: | understand
this address. | will have another letter mailed there. Thank you. [END CALL]

IF YES AND DOES NOT REMEMBER LETTER:
| will have another letter sent to JAONFIRM FULL MAILING ADDRESS AND THANK
RESPONDENT. END. RESEND REMINDER LETTER #14.]

IF YES AND RECEIVED LETTER:

| just want to remind you that we want to hear from you. We want to include you so our study will
be accurate. And to participate, yougasinline to A N E S dot stanford dot edu and enter the 1D
number on your letter. Are you able to get online from home?

IF YES, ABLE TO GET ONLINE FROM HOME:
Great. | hope you can take the survey today. And I'll just remind you that if you take the
suney, we'll give you $80. [THANK R AND END CALL.]

F NO, NOT ABLE TO GET ONLINE FROM HOME:

As we wrote in our letter, we're doing an academic research study. You can participate online.
As you may know, you can use the internet for free at most pubigslibmad I'll just

remind you that if you do take the survey, we'll give you $80. [THANK R AND END CALL.]
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Exhibit 52.  Voicemail script

Hi, I'm calling for Stanford University trying to reach [STREET NUMBERNME]. I'm calling

about a letter we sent you recently about a research study, called the American National Election
Study. You can go to A N E S dot stanford dot E D U and enter the ID number on your letter to
start. Or you can reach us for help at®®H0988. Please take the survey today. Thanks.

While it is difficult to isolate the effect of this effort from other efforts, such as mail reminders, 121
cases had web activity after the call. In additiph16 households verified their address and agreed to do
the web surveyat a later time) Individuals who had lost their login information were offered to be
resent a letter (#14)letters were resent to 57 cases.

Help Desk

Respondents were able to otact the ANE$rojectstaff for help by phone or email. These contact
modeswere available during the duration of data collecti@andfor one monthafter the end of data
collection, mainlyto respond to queries about incentive paymenithetelephonewasanswered during
regular husiness hours in the Eastern time zooatside of regular business houcsallers were routed

to a voicemail where they were instructed to leave information in order to receive a call Backils

were answered within one busingslay unless the help desk staff needed to investigate a situation or
request additional guidance. In such scenarios, the respondent was informed that a response would be
coming in a few days.

A total of 501 phone calls and 105 emails were received duhia preelection phase of the study. The
vast majority of the contacts occurred in weeks 2 and 3 (after people received the advance letter and
invitation), and then in the last 3 weeks of data collection (when a sense of urgency was convayed in
communicatiors). The four main reasons for calling welificulty getting to the website, lack of
computer accessechnical difficulties while taking the surveand refusal to participate.

The mostprevalentproblemexperienced byespondentsvas nd beingable to get to the website. The

most comnon cause of difficultyvasS NN2 vy S 2 dza fwwé in fantSNlie JRLIandicaching a

URL wittwwwél & G KS o0S3IAyyAy3a a2 GKIG GKS LI 3IS g2dzd R y?2
subsequent attemptsANES staff at Stanford Universstylved this problenby registering the domain

with dwww.€

Another common problemvasrespondentdypingthe URL in a search engine instead of the URL bar. In
some browsersthe first choice returneds I @sesistanford.edt Eeading respondents to therrong
website.The mosieffectivesolution to ths problemwas to emaithe respondent link to the survey.
When that was not possibléhe help desk staff walked the respondent through tleguiredsteps.

Because the issue was sommon,a set ofinstructions waenclosed with the invitationsstarting mid
October 2016SeeAppendixCfor theseinstructions.
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During the postelection phase of the study, theelp deskreceived a total of 133 phone calls andl23
emails. Almost 74% of these contacts occurred in the first four weeks of data collectidarJést
number of help desk contacts in this phase of the study involved people who had lost theiWRil&l
the PIN was provided in all pestection materia$ (including all reminder letters and postcardhgse
respondents seemed to think that the PIN was only on thegbeetion letter which they had since
discarded or lost. As a result, we moved the PIN number highén the letter and bolded it. The
semnd most common reason for contacting thelp deskwas to check on the status of the incentives.
This most often occurred with SPs who completed the survey late in thelpcdon phase and
therefore were invited to the postlection survey prior to th@ayment being processed. A handful of
people also claimed never receiving their incentive. In such cases, the paymentisssat and sent
via FedEx.

Table 5-3. Number of Internet respondent contacts to ANES help desk

Contact mode Pre-election Post-election Total

Incoming calls 501 133 634

Incoming emails 105 231 336

Total 606 364 970
RespondentfacingWebsite

A websitefor respondentavas established to provide study legitimacy and address common respondent
guestions as well as to launch the survey. The URL (anes.stanford.edu) was clearly featured in the
respondent materialsSome difficultiesn accessing the website occurrad desched earlier in this

chapter under theHelpDeskheading

The webdie hadfour pages:

T ¢KS a1 2YS¢ LI IS RSAONAROGSR (GKS adGdzRe yR +Hft26S
the survey was controlled by acharacter alphanumeriPIN that was providedhiall
communicationSee Exhibit 3.

T ¢KS a/ 2yial OG | amailihghddr8ss foiNkie ANER Bi¢dd RodkeSphone
number, email address, webpage URL, and main studyS¢RLExhibit 8.

f ¢KS a! yagSNE G2 v dzSa dincRdédhe sang lmisic conterd as{tid@zR & ¢  LJ- 3
printed on the back of the letterdut wasmore generic. For example, the amount of the
enclosed incentive paymemtas not specifiedince some people received $10 while others
received $20See Exhibit£8. On most displys, vertical scrolling was required to see the
content at the lower part of the page. Exhibibshows the page in reduced size to show all the
content at once.

f ¢KS aal Ay t N2 2SO0iaverSiandfihé @din ABIESaveldsitef A y 1 (2
(http://www.electionstudies.org) customized for members of the Internet sample of the 2016
TimeSeries. The entire ANES website was replicated there, differing in that it included a link to
anes.stanford.edu on every pagmd it was set not to be indexed by search engines. The
address for this site wasww.electionstudies.org/web
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Exhibit 53. Screen shot of anes.stanford.edu Home page

Home  ContactUs  Answers to Questions about the Study  Main Project Website

For over 65 years the American National Election Studies have worked to learn about people's opinions on many aspects
of their lives, especially presidential elections. The 2016 study is a special new way to find out how Americans really think
and feel about their society, politics, and many of the issues facing the country

Your household was scientifically selected as part of a major effort to learn more about what Americans think and feel

The study is being done by Stanford University in collaboration with the University of Michigan, with funding from the
Mational Science Foundation. We are not affiliated with any political or media group. Westat is a nationally known survey
research firm based in Rockville, Maryland, conducting the surveys on behalf of Stanford University and the University of
Michigan

To start the survey, click here: [ESE RSN -

Stanford M | V Westat

Unlvers i.ty MICHIGAN W
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Exhibit 54. Screen shot of anes.stanford.edu Contact Us page

Home Contact Us

For more information, feel free to contact us at:

Westat

American National Election Studies
1600 Research Bivd. Room # TA1006F
Rockville, MD 20850-3129

Phone (toll-free): 855-809-0988

Email: anesi@westat.com

Website: anes stanford.edu

Main project website: www electionstudies.org

Stanford ™M

UI'I]VEI'S i.ty MICHIGAN

Answers to Questions about the Study
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Exhibit 55. Screenshot of anes.stanford.edu Answers to Questions about the Study page

Haome: Contact Us Answers to Questions abowt the Study Main Project Wsbsite

What are the American National Election Studies?

Faor ower 85 years the American Mations| Election Studies have besn asking people sbout their opinions on many aspects
of their lives and the people around them, especially sbout presidential elections.

Ewerny textbook on American govemnment wses information from this study, a5 have thousands of researchers and
teachers around the world.
Who is sponsoring the study?

The study is being done for Stanford University in collaboration with the University of Michigan, with funding from the
National Science Foundation. We are not affiliated with any politicsl or medis growp.

Why are you asking me to do this? Why did you send me money in the mail?

The cash is a very cost-effective way to help make sure that people read our letters, know we are senious, and take the
survey. our address was scientificaly selected from amaong zll the sddresses in the country that receive mail.

What is the purpose of the study? Are you selling anything?

We are not seliing anything. The purposs of the study is academic research funded by the Nationsl Science Foundstion.
The onhy way to know how people reslhy fesl sbout American life today is to hear from people in their own words. This

study is part of 3 long-running effort to learn what Americans think and feel about their society, politics, and many of the
isswes facing the country. By taking part, you help provide an accurate picture of what Americans think.

Is the information confidential?

“es. Itis very important to us to protect your privacy. We have interviewsd more than 50,000 people over the last 65
years and hawve never revealed anyone’s personal information.

“four answers will be combined with answsers from other people to make group statistics. When we release the results of
the study nothing will be incleded that would identify you a5 3 participant. Mo one outside of 2 small number of
researchers working on the study will ever be able to know your household participated. You can skip any guestion you
choose not to answer,

How will this research be used?

We combine your answers with those from other households and then we add up the results to get a picture of the whole
country. We will publish these results on our website. Researchers and journslists from scross the country will uss the
results to write articles and books. Teachers and students in high school and college will uss the results in classes, and
policy makers will == what Americans think. Your participation is essential to make sure your voice is incleded.

What is Westat?
Westat is 3 nationalhy known survey research firm based in Rockville, Manyland, that has completed
important research studies. Westat was carefully selected and is conducting this study on behalf of Stanford University
and the University of Michigan. Vi

website to leam more: waw westat. com

What if | need help?

If you nesd help or have other questions you are welcome to call 855-B03-5588 or email anes@westat.com. We're slways
happy to help and to answer guestions.

Stanford

University

V Westat'
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6. FACETO-FACEDATACOLLECTIOPROCEDURES
Overview

Data collection fothe faceto-face component ofhe ANES 2016 Time Series Study consiptedarily

of a screening interview to select one eligible household member, followed by-elgrton interview,
followed by a poselection reinterview. Each interview was administered by an interviewer who visited
tKk S NI & L2 y Rideg/fic@mifac&r@odeSnbluded three additional data collection tasks not
included for the Internet mode: dwelling unit observations, qetection interviewer observations, and
post-election interviewer observations.

After describig the field dates and the Interviewer Management System and call record system, this
chapter provides details of the data collection tasks, summarized as follows:
Mail advance letters

Determine address eligibility

Perform Dwelling Unit observations

Condut screening interview and select one eligible respondent

Mail nonresponse or other letters (if necessary)

Conduct Preelection interview

Perform Preelection interviewer observations

Mail postelection invitation letters

Mail postelection refusal conveion or other letters (if necessary)
Conduct Poselection interview

Perform Poselection interviewer observations

=4 =4 =4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -89

Field Dates

Preelection interviews were conducted from September 7 to November 7, 2016. The election was
Tuesday, November 8, and no interviewing was done that day-dPestion interviewing began
November 9 with appointments that had been scheduled at the conaiusigre-election interviews,
and the bulk of postlection interviewing began on Friday, November 11.

Interviewer Management System an@all Records
The Interviewer Management SysteiM§ was used by ANES interviewer®tganize assignments,

launchdata collection tasks, and record the results of contact attempie IMSalsocontrolled the
order in which thedata collectiortaskswere administered.

ThelMS provided thdollowing information for eachcasey 'y Ay G SNIBBASGSNDRA | aaidy

Case ID

PSU

Segment
Incentiveamount
Casdevel status
Status date/time
SP name

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -9
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9 Street addess and city/state/ZIP
1 Appointment date and time
1 County

Call Records

Every contact or attempted contagt.g., inperson, telephone, textyith a selected address or selected

person waslocumentedin a call recordeferred to as an Electronic Record of Call (ERC&ll)records

O02dz R 6S SYUSNBR 2y (KS Ay i Sidddewsrsdsdliad a pagedfaine LI O2 Y LJ
their case fider (see Exhibit A8 in Appendix Athey could use to temporarily record call records

before entering them into the electronic systeinterviewers documented the following information for

each contact attemptvith a selected address or SP:

Date and tine

Type (inperson, telephone, text)
Nameérole of person contacted
Result of contact

Appointment date/time (if any)
Comment

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 =9

Additional information as described below was collected for calls that resultexfunals the
interviewer being unable to reaclé housing unit, or the identification of an addressas having a
dwelling unit

1 Refusals
0 Describeefusal: Document exactly what happened during the encounter with a
household member or SP.
o StrengthofSFdzal £ Y { St SO0 ¢ KSINGSINGzalllKiSE NZOND dia | of K FoNR
0 Howdid personrefuse?: INS ¥ dza | f ,¢ selectithe deasdriFfar refusal: too busy; not
interested; privacy concerns; or other.
o IftheNBFdzal f select thalypel hbitR Hcénot contact; hard,
hostile/threatening; @ hard, other.
1 Unable toaccess
0 What prevented you? Document exactly what prevented you from accessing the
Dwelling Unit DU).
0 Type ofrestrictedaccess: Indicate whether you encountered either: gated community;
locked apartment complex; or othénaccesible housing unit.
1 Type of address
0 Addresgype: Indicate the type of neresidential address discovered: institutional or
group quarters, including barracks, hospital or prison; business; vacant lot, under
construction, demolished, or condemned; or other.

Advanceletters andInitial Incentives
Each sampled address was sent an advance mailing via USPS during the last week of August 2016. The

mailing contained5 in cash, the study brochure, atite advance letter customized with the promised
initial incertive amount for that case (either $2% $50)
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Sampled addresses were assigned agleetion incentive amount at the time of address sampling. The

low response score from the Census Planning Database
(https://www.census.gov/research/data/planning _databa¥&ias modeled to assign a predicted

response probability for each sampled block group (SSU). For addresses where the predicteseresp
probability in the block group was equal to or above the median, the incentive amount was set to $25.
For addresses where the predicted response probability in the block group was below the median, the
addresses were sorted by the predicted probapiind grouped into triplets. One address from each

triplet was randomly assigned an incentive amount of $25 and the other two addresses in each triplet
were assigned an incentive amount of $50. This assigned incentive amount was reflected in the advance
letter sent prior to data collection.

As described later in this chapter, incentives were escalated at various times during the field period.
Determining Address Eligibility

When interviewers received their assignments, they located the segments ameszég using the

At K2ySQa Dt{ FSI{idaNBasz | yR atetidressSuddentifiedang R Ly G SNy S
determined to be eligible, interviewers attempted to complete the-B\el observation items and the

household screener.

Prior to the administratin of the screener, interviewers were required to determine addiessl|
eligibility. For the ANES 2016 Time Series Study, the following types of addresses were ineligible:

1 Business, demolitiogondemned some other type of structurthat did not include a housing
dzy’ ANotad®@ 0 T
f 2+ OFyd FRRNBaaSa gAUGK y2 Odz2NNByld NBAARSyda oax
f Rental/vacation homewith no permanentresidentd ¢ + I OF GA 2y |1 2YS£€0T
1 Transient housing, shelters, other ineligible structures that serve as tempbiausingd lavalid
Address, Othér 0T I YR
1 Group quarters, oplaces where people live or stay in a group living arrangement that is owned
or managed by an entity or organization providing services and/or care for the residents
o lavalid Address, Othér0o @

Interviewers documented any addresses that did not qualify as a DU througR@@ntry. For

I RRNX & & S aNot@ PR S BnddlidiAddress, Othgré Ay U SNIOA S g S Nieaddresd 2 R 2 OdzyY
type (institutional or group quarters, including barradkespital, or prison; business; vacant lot, under
construction, demolished, or condemned; other). Field supervisors verified the status of these addresses
before assigning a final ineligible address code.

Dwelling Unit Observations

Upon locating the samed address and confirming its eligibility, interviewers completed thdeével

observation items about the residence and neighborhood in which the sampled address was located.

Sudy protocol cakd for the DUlevel observation items to be collected befaraking any contact with
theaddressL 1 SYa 6SNB 02 YLX S SR obskréatomnh2Memliefs 8fthk y G SNIDA S5 S
community or residents of the addresgere not askedo help answer the questions.
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The DUevel observation items included items on tl@léwing topicsCampaign and Political Signs;
Religious Items/Symbols; Security; Structure Type and Size; Segment or Block Characteristics; Building
Characteristics; and Neighborhood Characterisfit®y wereonly completed for eligible addresses

they were not completed foineligible and unknown eligibility S ®Uhdble todocate | YnBbledo

Acces$ addresses

The DUevel observation items were available as a CAPI task. If interviewersyatrean ideal
situation for unobtrusively enteringhe data intothe laptop, they could uséhe hardcopy version of
these items, located in the inside of the Case Folder (see Eg&tihitnterviewers were required to
enter any information documented on the hardcopy form into the CAPI Observation Iteknasstason
as possible.
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Exhibit6-1. DWevel observation items insideCase Folder

DU OBSERVATION

1. Number of campaign or political signs visible in the structure’s 9a. What is the size of the structure? Make your best estimate.
window(s).
If cannot see any windows or outside gated community, write 99.
If any signs present, describe the sign(s).

Structure with 1 dwelling unit
Structure with 2 dwelling units
Structure with 3 or 4 dwelling units
Structure with 5to 9 units
Structure with 10 to 49 units
Structure with 50 or more units

I O I

2. Number of campaign or political signs visible outside of the ob. Select the type of structure.

structure.
If cannot see the structure or outside gated community, write 99. Entirely residential O
If any signs present outside the structure, describe sign(s). Primarily residential, some commercial/other non-residential |:|
Primarily commercial or other non-residential O

—>10. Is this segment ...

Rural farm or undeveloped land
3. Do any of the signs {in the window or outside the structure) Rural town P E
. . 2
support Hillary Clinton? Suburban 0
[Jves [Ino Urban ]
4, Do any of the signs {in the window or outside the structure) 11. Isthis segment...

support Donald Trump?

Residential only ]
[ ves [Ono With commercial properties, mostly retail [l
With commercial properties, mostly wholesale or industrial |:|
5. Are any of the following religious items or symbols visible on Other O
or around the structure? Mark all that apply.
. 12. Are any of the following conditions of the building present?
Cross or crucifix O Mark all that apply.
Statue, painting or mural of religious figures or angels O
Star of David (6-pointed star) or Mezuzah O Missing roofing material(s) N
Crescent moon and star |:| Boarded up window(s) O
Religious message (e.g. scripture or “Jesus Saves”) ] Missing/broken out window(s) |:|
None of the above O Missing bricks, siding, or other outside wall material O
Punched/torn out screens on windows |:|
6. What security signs are present? Mark all that apply. Door(s) off hinges O
Security system or crime watch sign |:| Peeling pal_nt D
No trespassing W Broken siding O
Beware of dog D Unkempt landscaping (e.g. tall grass, overgrown bushes) O
No solicitor |:| Litter, trash, or cther debris O
Other security sign [l None o U
None |:| Unknown, cannot see building O

13. Which of the following are present within sight of the housing

7. What security people or animals are present? Mark ali that N
unit? Mark alf that apply.

apply.
Door person or guard at driveway entrance 1 B°a“?e_d houses or abandoned building C
Door person or guard at building entrance |:| Graffiti 0
Other door person or guard [l Abandc_)ned cars D
Threatening animal on or near property |:| Demolished houses D
None D Trash, litter, or junk in street |:|
Loose garbage/liter not contained or bundled for collection O
8. What security technology is present? Mark all that apply. Factories or warehouses I:l
. Stores or other retail outlets ™
Gate that |§ NOT locked o [l None of the above O
Locked main entrance or gate with intercom or buzzer |:|
Locked main entrance or gate with NO intercom, NO buzzer  [] 14. Relative to the other buildings on the road, is the physical
Bars on windows ] condition of the building better, worse, or the same?
E);tr:i security door E Better =
Worse O
9.  What type of structure is this? The same O
Mobile home or trailer |:| {Goto Q10) No other buildings [
Detached single family home [ (GotoQio)
Duplex L (GotoQ10) If completed hard copy, enter responses in
Apartment building, condo, or townhouse complex [_] (Go to Q9a) DU OBS task in IMS
Other [] (Gotoa9a) .

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study



Screeningand WithinrHousehold Sampling

The screener contact protocol requiredperson visits to complete the screener. In rare instances,
screeners were completed over the telephone when interviewers were unable to make contact despite
repeated visits. Telephone numbers were obtained fromdlldress sample vendor, as well as other
tracing service providers. Interviewers used theoductory script on the front of the Case Folder
(Appendix AExhibitAl-8) to confirm the addressintroducethemselesand the study and dentify an

adult resicent whocouldcomplete the screener, ateterminea better time to find someone home.

CAPI Screener Instrument

Interviewersattempted to conduct a brief CAPI screening interview at each sampled addréssirin
assignment. The purpose of the Screewasto collect the demographic characteristics of household
membersin orderto determine if the householwvas eligible for ANE$ousehold eligibility is defined
by havingone or more household members, 18 years of age or oldko was a U.S. citizel the
household wa eligible, CAPI selectone sampléd person (SP) for the extended portion of the
interview.

Thescreener was available in both English and Spa#isthe end of the screener, the interviewer was
asked to code whether the interview was conducted in English or Spanish9®percent of screeners
were conducted in Engliskinder very rare circumstances, the Screener could be translated into
another language, provided a household member was available to do so.

The computerassistedscreener instrument served a number of purposes:

1 ollection offirst nameor initialsof all persons living within the sampled address, as well as
their age U.Scitizership status gender, and level of education completed.

1 Implementtion of asampling procedure to select an SP for the-plectioninterviewand
associated tasks.

1 Collection ofphone number information used to recontact the SP for purposes of scheduling
appointments or conducting validation quality control measures, if thev&Pnot available to
begin the preelection interview immediately following the screener.

An eligible screener respondent was defined as a household member 18 years of age dnolder.
practice, respondents determined if they lived at the sampled address. Fornmalfgltowing rules
were established to determineho qualified as a household member:

1 Persons who usually lived at the sampled address and who were:

o0 Living at home at théme of the contact, or

o Temporarily absent at the time of the contact (e.g., on vacation, business;tehort

hospitalization).

1 Students who lived away from the sampled address in dormitories, sorority housing and
fraternity housing while attending schqattho were scheduled to return to the household at
the end of the term, and who used the sampled address as their permanent address.
Domestic or other employees who usually lived (and slept) at the selected address;
Boarders or roomers who usually livedh@eslept) at the selected address; and
Persons temporarily visiting with the househ@ltio had no usual place of residence elsewhere

=A =4 =4
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The following individuals wengot counted as household members:

9 Students who lived away from the sampled addriesan off-campus dwelling uniwhile
attendingschool.

9 Former household members who were working abroad, members of the Armed Forces
stationed elsewhere, or inmates of institutions, nursing homes, convents, etc.

1 Persons temporarily visiting with the householdaada usuaplace of residence elsewhere

to which they were free to return at any time.

Persons who took their meals with the household but usually lodged or slept elsewhere.

Domestic employees or other persons employed in the household who lived aljaceat, but

separate address.

= =

These detailed definitions of household member residency were not typically reviewed with screener

respordSy G ad® Ly LINF OGAOST G4KS RSTFAYAUAZY 2F | NBEAARSY

the screener item thaasked who lived at the address.
Transitioning from the Screener to the Hection Interview
Following the completion of the screener, interviewers were guided to one of three options:

1 If the screener respondent was the StRey transitioned directly to the administration of the
pre-election interview.

1 If the screener respondenivas not the SPthe interviewerasked if the SP was available and
attempted to transition directly to the administration of the pedection intervew.

1 Ifthe SP is was not availabte complete the preelection interview at that time, the
interviewercollected contact information anttied to schedule an appointment to return. If an
exact appointment was scheduled, the interviewer left an Intervigpdintment card. If unable
to schedule an exact appointmentga{ 2-IN&Bed, 2 dzgd was usedSeeAppendix Aor
these materials.

If unable to complete the prelection interview during the screener visit, interviewers used the contact
information collected during the Screener to follewp with the SP via telephone (call or text) or in
person visit. Approximately 60 percent of the gection interviews were completed on the same day
as the screener interview; 40 percent required a return visit.

Pre-election Interviewing

This section describes the procedures to secure cooperation and administer tiedept®n
guestionnaire. For discussion of the questionnaire content, see the Questiorib@edopment chapter

After the successful completiorf the screener interview and the selection of an SP, the interviewer
directed efforts to the administration of the prelection interview. This section includes a discussion of
the required contact protocol, an overview of the CAPI/CASI instrument andigwematerials, and

the conclusion of the interview including the observation items.
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Thepre-election questionnaireis, along with the postlection questionnairethe main data collection
instrument in ANESollectingnformation on voting behavior, gty affiliation, media habits, various
attitudinal items, and standard demographics. ne-election questionnairewas primarily
administered via CARupplemented by a CASI componéntvhich the SP contrigld the laptop.

If interviewers wee unable b complete thepre-election interviewin the same interviewing session as
the screenepr if the SP was not availabthey wererequired to followup with the SP to set an
appointment. Preferablythey set an appointment at the end of the screener. Isthwiasnot possible,
they were trained tdollow-up no later than one week after the completed screerrterviewers
attemptedto contact the SP via phone call, text messagdin-person attemptsin-person data
collection was required for all prelection interviews.

The preelection questionnaire consisted of the following components, which were required to be
completedin a single visit

1 Gain Cooperation and Begin Recordifithe first two saens of the CARIre-election
instrument gained informed consent to partiai in the interview, ando make an audio
recordng some of the items for quality control purposes

1 Administer CAPIONce the interviewer gained consent, they began the admirtisineof the
CAPI instrument, reading each question aloud to the SP and recording the response into the
laptop.

1 Administer CASIAt the conclusion of the interview, the interviewer was prompted to set up the
laptop for the SP to privately answer a serie€afSI items.

1 Administer last portion of CAPKAfter the CASI section, the SP returned the laptop to the
interviewer to administer the final portion of CAPI.

Special Interviewing Techniques

The preelection (and postlection) interviews required specialles regarding probing techniques and
the recording of verbatim responses, as described below:

1 Probing:Interviewers werdrained to use the Job Aid\ppendix 1ExhibitAl-14) for general
ANES probes, or if applicable, read the specific probe text osdteen. Some items had
specificdDo Not Probeéinstructions.

f Recording VerbatimSomequestions required interviewers tiypei KS NB a R gtRSy i Q&
openended, response. For the opamded questions, answers wete be typedverbatim and
abbreviations were noto be used.

Respondent Booklet

Therespondentbookletincluded the response options for questions that involved sensitive or complex

topics, or required a visual graphic (such as a scale). InterviandrSPs werelearlynotified of every

question that requird the use of the Respondent Booklet. The first part of the questioludeda

statement the interviewer read alousuchasf{ 22 1 Ay 3 | G LJ 3\sthe inferyiewdrKk S 062 2 | f
read this to the SRhe interviewerensural the SRvas using the booklet appropriately.
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Reading Questions Verbatim

Interviewers were trained to read question text verbatim and in full. In the questionnaire, the question

stems were read aloud. Text in parentheses was optional, tobergadz® | & (G KS Ay (i SNIIASG ¢
discretion. Numbered response options and text on screen in all capital letters was not to be read aloud.
For example, the codebook entry for item LIBCPRE_LCPTYD is shown in-Exhitihié item, the

LI NBY(GKSGAO22 1 APHGI GOKINASt WLtINBLIAYROE g2dz R KI IS
O2YLJzi SNI aONBSyYy a ao{idAaftft t221Ay3a |4 LI IS odvé 0
for lastminute edits to the respondent booklet to be updated automatically.) Beedlis text was

enclosed in parentheses, interviewers read it at their discretion when they believed the respondent
YSSRSR (2 06S NBYAYRSR G2 221 Fd GKS 0221tSGo ¢KS
would you place the Democratic PartydorK A & a OF f SKé¢ ¢ KS Ay (i SNBaphasSNA RA
AYaGaNHzOGA2YyX 45h bh¢ twh.9 5hbQ¢ Ybh2X¢é y2NJ RAR

¢

Exhibit 62. Example questionnaire entry for item LIBCPRE_LCPTYD

— — —
LIBCPRE_LCPTYD SECTION: 32 ITEM: 6 KEEP STATUS: 4a FTF CAPI AND INTERNET PRE-ELECTION

ITEM LABEL: 7pt scale liberal conservative Dem party
ITEM RANDOM:Order of major parties

(still looking at page “prepg_d)
Where would you place the Democratic Party on this scale?
{DO NOT PROBE DON'T KNOW?}

1. Extremely liberal

2. Liberal

3. Slightly liberal

4. Moderate; middle of the road

5. Slightly conservative

6. Conservative

7. Extremely conservative

WEB SPEC: Online, omit the text '(Still looking at page [preload: prepg_d] )'.
Add onscreen: 'Click below to make your choice'.

RESPONSE OPTIONS ORDER: As listed

ENTRY TYPE: Single punch

Ballot Cards and Canditk Database Updates

TheBallot CardExhibi A1-12) was 6 lj dzA NB R Rzl gedtionioKtise préelection interview
It included the candidates who appead ¢on the ballotg or were up for election in the S
congressional district and statBallot cardscouldinclude candidates fohouseraces;senatorialraces;
and/or gubernatorialraces. Each candas tailored tothe candidates running in theoogressional
district in which the sampled addresss located and includedhe name of the sta¢ and the number
of the congressional district, or CD.

Interviewers receivedwo versions of each ballot carda yellow and a greericach caseas randomly
assigned one of the ballot card colors. The ballot card color detedhtireeorder in which names dhe
major parties and candidates appedliin the questionnaire and on the hard copy ballot card.
Democrats appead first on the yellow ballot card, and Republicans appeldirst on the green ballot
card. Independent candidates or candidates belonging tloird party also appead on the ballot card
in some congressional districts. The ballot card assignmastrandom.
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The CARysteminstructed the interviewer whiclballot card color and congressional disttictuse for
each interviewInterviewers vere required to code whether or ndhey hadthe correct ballot card
using the following options:

1.YES, HAVE [YELLOW/GREEN] COLOR BALLOT CERDIFTR®&Information on the
ballot card matchd the color, state, and district displayed in CAPI.

2.HAVE BALLOT CARD IN WRONG COLO® B RIETnformation on the ballot card
matched the state and district displayed in CAPI, but the ballot eeas not the correct color.
3.ONLY HAVE CARD(S) FOR WRONG DISTRICT OR HAVE NO BA] In®FnistiBDEN the
ballot carddid not match the state and district displayed in CAPI.

Ballot cards were produced at the home office and distributed to the field. Interviewers received a set of

ballot cards (yellow and green) for each congressional distribiiin assignment. An initial set of ballot

cards was produced on August 30, 2016. At the beginning of the field peiatetevel primariesvere

still being held in several stateand the names afandidates running in all of the race®re not known

In these situationsinterviewers didnot have a ballot aa to use during the interviewnterviews
O2yRdzOGSR o0SF¥2NBE orFftt2G OFNRA& 6SNBE RAAGNARODzASR Ay
contingency procedure detailed in the questionnaire spegiions, in which the interview proceeded

without the ballot card and by asking respondents ommed questions about their candidate choices.

As data collection progresgdgprimary resultsandthe list of candidatesvere verified and made official.
Updaeswere made to both the CAPI system and the hardcopy ballot dlrdsighout data collection
Updates wergeleasedon the following datesAugust 31, September, Geptembei8, September 2,
September21, andOctober5, 2016

Concluding the PtElectian Interview
Interviewers completed the followintasks at the end of thpre-electioninterview:

1 Paying the incentive check to the SP;

1 Thanking the SP for participation and providing the ANES Thank You Card;

1 Requesting an appointment for th@st-election interviewin certain circumstances, as directed
by CAPI;

1 Requesting telephone contact information from the SP; and

1 Completinghe pre-election observation items

An item in the CASI component of the ection interview asked the SP to eahe ANES interview

dzaAy3a | aortsS 2F af A1SRT RA&fA]TSRT 2NJ YySAARISNI f A ]
prompted the interviewelto inform the SP that follovup interviewswould be conducted in November

and December, andttemptedto set an appointment for the followap interview.This was asked of 740
respondents, or about 6Bercent For SPgho agread, an appointmentouldbe made at any timafter

the election on November,8hrough the months of November and Decemb®ixly percent of

respondents who were asked to schedule an appointment did, v@ilgercentdid not.Less than one

half of one percent of these respondents refused the palsttion survey at the time they were asked

to set an appointmentlnterviewers provieéd SPs with aANES Appointment Ca(BxhibitAl-10in

Appendix Afor the postelection interview
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For the SPs for whom CAPI did not request an appointment fqudleelection interview interviewers
did not mention a future interview.

At the conclugin of the preelection interview, interviewers completed the CAPI-ptection
observation itemsa short series of observations about the residence and th&Is#pre-election
observation items wereompleted as soon as possible after leaving th@ 8&ne and nevelin the
presence of the SP or any other household members.

The SRevel preelection observation items included questions on the following topics: skin tone;
campagning or political signdnterview setting SP behavigrand estimates of somof the SB

attributes. Interviewersrecorded the skin color of the SP using a Scale of Skin Color Darkneks

point scale, ranging from zero to 10, with zero representing albinism, or the total absence of color, and
10 representing the darkest possible skin. The eleven shades of skinvestodepicted in an image

with each point represented by a hand,idéntical form, but differing in colofhis chart was available

in the CAPI instrument

PostElection Interviewing

The postelection phase began on Wednesday, November 9, 2016; no interviewing was done on Election
Day. This section includes a discussibthe contact protocol, an overview of the CAPI/CASI instrument
and interview materials, and the conclusion of the interview including the-plesttion SRevel

observation items.

Interviewers attempted to administer the pastection interview to alBPs who completed the pre
election interview.The components of thpost-electionquestionnaire were similar to the prelection
interview: an interviewesadministered CAPI portion, followed by a CASI portion that the SP completed
on his or her own, and short closing section in CAPI.

As discussed previousht, the conclusiorof the pre-electioninterview, some SPsgere notifiedthat

they would be contactedfter the election for a followup interview others were not notified of the
follow-up interview.Interviewers tailored their contact approach based on whether the SP was aware of
the postelection interview

ForSPsvho had an appointment scheduled ftre postelectioninterview, the advance lettethanked
the SP for completing the prelection interview and reminded themf the upcoming appointment.
Interviewerscalled or texted the SPadayaheadto confirmthe appointment.Interviewers then wenin
person to the S& home at the scheduled appoiment timeto complete the interview

For SB withouta set appointmentthe letter thanked the SP for completing the pekection interview
and notified the SP of the posiection interview. Interviewers made their first contact in person,
starting November 11, 2016. If they were unable to make contact in person, theyaléd text the
SPto schedule amppointment for the interviewThe postelection contact scripts (Exhilitl-16 in
Appendix A guided interviewer interactions with SPs when making contact during thegbestion
wave.

Interviewers then attempted muiple contacts with the SP, employing all contact modes allowed by the

study protocol. For example, if the interviewer didt reach the SBnthe first phone callthey lefta
messagelf no response wareceived after a daythey sert atext to the SP Fnally,they were instructed
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to call again a day or two latand leave another messagéthe SP did not return any calls or texts,
interviewers attempted irperson contactinterviewers were encouraged to discuss h&wereach cases
with their supervisoto determine an effective plan.

The postelection interview used a respondent booklet tailored to the CAPI instrument, as well as the
same ballot cards as employed in the y@lection interview (Postvote sectionpterviewers also

followed the same gemnal interviewing protocol, such as probing techniques, for the fgdsttion
interview.

The inclusion of Facebook questions was unique to the-plestiion interview. Respondents who

reported having a Facebook account that was used in the past monthagkesl to share their

Facebook information with ANES researchers. Interviewers provided these respondents with a Facebook
Instruction Card (Exhib&1-17 in Appendix A on which the interviewer wrote a unigue code as

displayed within the CAPI instrumetftSBwere willing, they would usetheir personal computesto

connect online after the interview, using the URId amique code on the cardh& instructions neeed

for this taskwere printed on the cardinterviewersdid not assist SPs in completing tpation of the

study, including using the computer, or navigating to the website.

Concluding the PosElection Interviews
Interviewers completed the followinsks at the end of thpost-electioninterview, including:

Paying the incentive check to tigP;

Thanking the SP for participaticend,

Completinghe post-election observation items

At the conclusion of the postlection interview, interviewers completed the pestection
observation itemsa short series of observations about theaf@ the inerview processSimilar
to the pre-election observation itemshe post-election observation items wereompleted as
soon as possible after leaving the@Romeand nevelin the presence of the SP or any other
household members.

1 The postelection obseration items included items on the following topics: skin tone;
OANDdzyYaidl yoOSa &adz2NNRBdzy RAYy3 GKS AYyUSNIASST AYGSN
reactions to the interview; and other observations.

=A =4 =4 =4

Incentives

All addresses in the fade-face samplavere sent a $5 prepaid cash incentive in the advance mailing.
The advance letter offered a further incentive of $25 or $50 to complete the interview, based on an
assignment described earlier in this chapter. Lateghe preelection data collection pertbthe
incentiveoffers wereescalated in an attempt to increase response rates. On October Jgraling$25
cases were escalated to $50. On October 19atingcases were escalated to $100. The escalated
incentive amount was communicated to housethabembers andampled personby the interviewers
directly, as well as through any correspondence sent during that time.

Starting incentive for the postelection phase weréhe same as what was paid in the pekection

phase On December 7, glending$25 cases were escalated to $50. Finally, on December 21, all
pendingcases were escalated to $1@0lote that cases for which an appointment was already
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scheduled received the current, n@scalated amount.) Tab&1 shows the number of cases receiving
each incentiveoffer and payment amounduring the pre and postelection phases.

Respondent incentives were paid through checks which were distributed to the field interviewers based
on their workload. As needed, supervisors could request more checkisgioffield interviewers. In

limited special situations, interviewers provided SPs with a cash incentive instead. At theteadlata
collection period, interviewer were instructed to return all unused checks to the home office. There, a
thoroughquaity control QQ reviewof all checks distributed in the field was conducted. For each check
distributed, the home office confirmed the existence of CAPI data (e.g., check number, SP name) and/or
an incentive receipt associating the check with the casea”g check missing this information, the

home office worked witHield supervisors and field interviewets reconcile the discrepancy. When left
unresolved, the check was investigated further to determine if it had been cashed.

Table 6-1. Number of incentive offers and payments in face-to-face mode: ANES 2016

Screenet Pre-electior Pre-electior Post-electior Post-electior

Amount prepaid initial offer paid initial offer paid
$5 2880 T T T 1

$25 T 1942 494 494 338

$50 T 938 388 388 381

$100 T T 299 299 340

T none, not applicable
Note: in addition to these incentives, cases contacted for screening in the last two
weeks of data collection were offered $10 cash to complete the screening interview.

As part of the adaptive design implementation (ebapter 2, Sample Desigim the final two weeks of
the pre-election field period, a $10 cash incentive was offered to household members to encourage
completion of the screener interview.

Mailings

As shavn in Tableés-2, a variety of letters are sent to respondent$o attempt to make contact or
persuade respondents to cooperaftEhe table shows letters that were mailed after at least one
unsuccessful interview attempt by an interviewer; the table doesinciude the 2,880 advance letters.
Many of these letters were tailored to address a specific situation with the respondent, such as
confidentiality concern or lack of availability. Each of the letters was avaitaBleglish oim abilingual
(English 8Spanishyersion The letters were organized by study phasend only available during the
appropriatephase.See Appendix B for the text of these letters.
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Table 6-2. Number of letters mailed to Face-to-Face sample: ANES 2016

Number
Phase Letter English  Bilingual All
Screener 2 Screener non-contact, general 229 31 260
Screener 3 Screener non-contact, gate 122 9 131
Screener 4 Screener non-response after contact, general 180 31 211
Screener 5 Screener refusal, privacy 17 3 20
Screener 6 Screener refusal, too busy 65 11 76
Screener 7 Screener refusal, general 366 34 400
Screener 8 Screener end game 614 73 687
Screener 30 Screener refusal aversion 230 24 254
Screener Total 1,823 216 2,039
Pre-election 9 Pre refusal, too busy 22 0 22
Pre-election 10 Pre refusal, privacy 3 0 3
Pre-election 11 Pre refusal, general 10 0 10
Pre-election 12 Pre missed appointments 1 0 1
Pre-election 13 Pre no contact with SP 9 0 9
Pre-election 14 Pre general nonresponse 2 0 2
Pre-election 17 Pre end game 186 37 223
Pre-election 31 Pre refusal aversion 20 7 27
Pre-election  Total 253 44 297
Post-election 22 Post refusal, too busy 23 0 23
Post-election 23 Post refusal, privacy 1 0 1
Post-election 24 Post refusal, general 23 0 23
Post-election 25 Post missed appointments 9 0 9
Post-election 26 Post no contact with SP 44 0 44
Post-election 27 Post general nonresponse 44 0 44
Post-election 29 Post household gatekeeper 1 0 1
Post-election 32 Post end game 162 30 192
Post-election Total 307 30 337
All Grand Total 2,383 290 2,673

Note: "Bilingual” letters included text in both English and Spanish.

Starting at the end of September 2016, letters were requested by field supervisors via aseeb ba
letter system and mailed from the home office. Prior to that, the home office sent all eligible letters to
alleviate the workload for field supervisors and allow them to concentrate on case assignments and
distribution. The letter system allowed fiesdipervisors to monitor the status of the request. For each
letter that was mailedthe assignedield interviewer and field supervisor received a notification via
email. In addition, the letter system automatically created an EROC for the case.

All letters were sent via USPS first class mail except for letters #3 and #15 which were sent via FedEx.
Letters 30 and 31 were added to the protocol towards the end of theetgetion wave. In order to

boost theireffect, staff handsigned theeletters and addresed the envelopelsy hand These letters
also escalated the incentive to $100.
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Help Desk

Respondents were able to contact the ANES help dggihone or emailThehelp desk was ailable

during the duration of data collection and one month beyonbetelephonewas answeredluring

regular business hours in the Eastern time zartkerwise callers were routed to a voicemail where

they were instructed to leave information in order to receive a call bRckails were answered within

one business day unless the help desk staff needed to investigate a situation or request additional
guidance. In such a scenario, the respondent was informed that a response would be coming in a few
days.

The number of contets to the help desk is shown in Tabl8.8\ total of 179 calls and emails were
received during the prelection phasewith about 41 percent contacting the hotline to set up an
appointment, and 32 percent refusing to participate. During the pettionphase, thehelp desk
received 16 calls and emails, with@percent of the contacts being appointment requests.

Table 6-3. Number of help desk contacts by mode and purpose
Contact mode

Contact purpose Pre-election Post-election
Incoming calls 138 145
Schedule appointment 52 98
Refusals 43 2
Call-back requests 20 19
Other 23 26
Incoming emails 41 21
Schedule appointment 21 16
Refusals 15 1
Other 5 4

Website

A respondenffacingwebsite was established to provide study legitimacy and address common

respondent questions. The URL was clearly featured in the respondent materials, such as the advance

letter and brochureThemain ANES websitervw.electionstudies.org/infpwas alsedited to contain

general information for Time Series respondeintsn the faceto-face samplet KS | w[ Q& F2NJ G4KS
websites tailored to the Internet and fage-face samples differed in order to make itfaifilt for

respondents to discover that the study was being conducted in a second mode. Since respondents were

only allowed to complete the study in the mode for which they had been sampled, the discovery of this
information probably would have frustratezsbme respondents.

The respondent website featured very similar content as the study brochure, including study
sponsorship, study purpose, reason for sending cash incentive, method of address selection, use of
research, and confidentiality protections. $p@ndents were directed to call or email the project help
desk staff (respondent hotline) with any questions, or contact ANES staff at the University of Michigan
or Stanford University directly.
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Monitoring and Validation

TheANESyuality control measuwgs describedbelowwere implemented to ensure highuality work in
the data collection phase of the study. The procedures were designed to assess the quality and
completeness of data as collected gombvide timely feedback to theome office, thesupervisors, and
the interviewers.

AportionofS+ OK Ay (i SNIIA S g S NDerifyittaiNGe comréctindiddudlds Rdntace® G 2
andthe visitwas conducted according to study protocol. The following validation techniques were used:

1 Review of adio recordingsof portions the interviews
1 GPS data review
1 Telephone/teld validation

/'wL G(SOKy2f23e 2y rébr@&heagminSthidn & hepheding posteiectiing LJ
interviews, for consenting SPs. Nearly 97 percent of SPs agredldwothe recording. All SP refusals to
recording were tracked closely and subject to further validation.

Recordingsvere transmitted to thehome officealong with other dataand then reviewed by trained

staff and field management. Over the pedection phase, more than 4,500 ANES questionnaire items

were coded by QC staff. In addition to reviewing and coding the CARI recordings for validation purposes,
the coding process includes an evaluation of broader quality measures. The recordings revealed
information about the questionnaire items themselves, issues in the protocol, and information about
interviewer performance. The QC CARI review provided insight into the ongoing processes for feedback,
mentoring, training and any necessary adjustments of protoconaterials.

91 OK AYUSNIBASSHSNDRA TA MNkdiond@rviewfwasiCAR coded,RNdNE O2 NR S R

interviewers received written (emailed) feedback on the results. The system also enabled interviewers
to listen to the recordings of their interwies, as a form of continuing training.

LT Iy AYOGSNBDASGSNDA 62N] o6Fa RSGSNYAYSR (G2 FItf

was required to schedule an appointment with QC staff to receive verbal feedback on how to improve
their performarce. The threshold was defined as an interviewer performance score of less than 75
percent or an overall case evaluationfair or poor (on a scale oéxcellent, very good, good, fair

poor). During the preelection phase, 32 percent of interviewers weeted below the threshold and
therefore required to schedule a QC training session.

GPS dat#&ransmitted by the iPhone allowed quality contailecks oni K S A y (i ®oaldih &ign§ NE Q
data collection. The geospatial analysis system collectedneehtime geospatial data from
AVOISNIDASSSNEQ RSOAOSAT YR LINEGARSR YEyF3ISYsyd
interviewer movements. Specifically, home office and field management staff could see the route an
interviewer took, any stops made, dithe duration of these stops. The implementation of GPS data
validation review allowed for rapid, comprehensive falsification detection and improved interviewer
efficiency.

In situations when an interview could not be validated by CARI or GPS, desigtadftednduced

telephone and irpersonfield validation visitslf the validationvisitresulted in a questionable outcome
(e.g., not completed according to protocol, completed at the wrong addréis) management
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initiated a validation review. If amterviewer@ workwas determined to be invalid, he/sheas released
from ANES.

InterviewerRalsification

Through the procedures described above, one interviewer was determined to have falsified three cases

during the preelection field period. Théalsification was detected in late October 2016, primarily

through the review of GPS data collected from the iPhone which showed that interviews were not

conducted at the sampled addresses. All cases assigned to the field interviewer were validated through
telephone or inperson visits conducted by field supervisory staff or other local field interviewers. Cases
F2N) 6KAOK /! wL NBO2NRAy3Ia 6SNB QL AftloftS gSNB fAa
determined to have been falsified; themaining cases were determined to have been worked

according to the study protocol. Data associated with the falsified cases was deleted, and the cases were
reset and reworked by another interviewer. The interviewer who falsified these interviews was

dismised from the project.

Managing forHficiency &Hfectiveness
Throughout data collection, field management staff revéeleportsincluding information such as

Responseatesand breakoff rates

Number of contact attemptsandtime of daydayof weekof contact attempts

Time per completed intervievand

Process statistics, including completed interviemanber of cases to be completeaverage
time to complete a casenumber of casestill being workedandrates of CARI refusals

= =4 =4 =4

Field supervisorprovided continual feedback to interviewers throughout the data collection period
based on home office review of interviewer performance metrics including:

Incomplete and inaccurate data collection

Not contacting cases according to instructions;
Unusuahumber of contact attempts with limited results;
High rates of refusal and other nonresponse cases;
Broken appointments;

Infrequentdatatransmission;

Poor recordkeeping;

Repeated and/or continuous unavailability for woakid
Failure toenter/update EROCs.

=8 =4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -9

Discussions of data quality were a regular feature of the waeldgrt calls between the interviewer
and supervisor.

Interviewer Bonuses
To maintain interviewer motivation throughout data collection, and to ensure interviewersegork

efficiently during the most productive time periods, three interviewer incentive programs were
instituted during the preelection field period. These programs incentivized interviewers through both
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increases to their hourly pay, as well as productionuses for completed interviews. All cases
completed during bonus periods were validated.

Interviewer Debriefings

Several interviewer and supervisor debriefings were conducted throughout the field period to collect
input from those in direct contact with the potential respondents. On September 28, 2016, nearly three
weeks into data collection, a call was held with aba dozen interviewers who had success in the early
stages of the ANES pedection field period. To better understand the challenges interviewers
encountered at the door, they were asked about: questions received from household members or
respondents;ch f £ Sy3Sa a3SGiAy3a Ay (GKS R22NET 6KAOK YI GSN
new tools/materials; and instrument issues. Input received from this session was summarized, and
helpful hints were provided to the interviewers. As a direct resuthsf session, #st of universities and
colleges where the ANES results are used that are local to sampled respondedtsvelaped and
providedto interviewers Since ANES data are or have been used at virtually all major universities, this
list consised of major universities from each state.

Immediately after the close of the pr&ection field period, a set of conference calls was held with
interviewers and supervisors to debrief about the fglection experience and prepare for the post
election dda collection. On November 9, five field supervisors participated in a conference call
moderated by one of the ANES field directors. They discussed topics including: interviewer recruiting;
obstacles to fieldwork; feedback on incentive amounts and escalsitiuseful materials and techniques
for gaining cooperation; gated communities and locked buildings; main reasons for
nonresponse/refusals; suggestions for the pekction phase; and recommended changes for future
rounds. The following day, November 1@;12 interviewers participated in a similar conference call,
moderated by the other ANES field director. They discussed the same topics, with the exception of
interviewer recruiting. Summaries of both meetings were produced and shared with managentént sta

After the close of postlection data collection, all interviewers were asked to respond to a debriefing
guestionnaire via SurveyMonkey. Topics covered included: effective ways of dealing with gated
communities and locked buildings; effectivenesshef introductory script and brochure for study
introduction and gaining cooperation; impact of incentive escalations throughout the field period;
suggestions for other materials or techniques for gaining cooperation; reasons for respondent refusals
and lak of interest; difficult respondent questions; questionnasjeecific input; suggestions for
improvements to interviewer training; and recommendations for future cycles of ANES.
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7.DATAGCOLLECTIONATES ANBIMES

As noted in the previous chaptefaceto-face preelection interviews were conducted from September
7 to November 7, 2016. The election was Tuesday, November 8, and no interviewing was done that day.
Postelection interviewing began November 9 with appointments that had been schedutéd at
conclusion of preelection interviews, and the bulk of pastection interviewing began on Friday,
November 11. For the Internet component of the studstalcollection began with the mailing of
advancdetters on Wednesday, August 31, 20fd@lowed by an invitation contaimgthe URL and
password on September 9, 2016. The fistine survey completions occurresh September 10, 2016.
Datacollection for thepre-election phase formallyended on Monday, November, @lthough a few
interviews already iprogress were completed in the early morning hours of Novembaft8r the
election on Tuesday, November 8ilime data collection for the postlectionphaseran from

Wednesday, November 9, 2016 to Sunday, January 8, 2017.

Figure 71 shows a cumulativgraph of the number of survey atpletions by dateTable 71 shows the
number of preelection survey completions by ddfey dates of fieldwork events were noted in
chapters 5 and 6, and include the mailing of the Internet invitation letters on Septenéed the
overnight FedEx delivery of a noasponse letter to 5,511 addressesthe Internet sampl®n October
18.

Postelection completions are shown in Figur and Table 2.

Figure 71. Preelection survey completions by date
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Table 7-1. Number of pre-election survey completions by day: ANES 2016 Time Series

Internet Face-to-face All
Field day Day Date Day Cumulative Day Cumulative Day Cumulative
1 Wed 7 Sep 0 0 12 12 12 12
2 Thu 8 Sep 0 0 23 35 23 35
3 Fri 9 Sep 0 0 30 65 30 65
4 Sat 10 Sep 2 2 35 100 37 102
5 Sun 11 Sep 0 2 26 126 26 128
6 Mon 12 Sep 133 135 34 160 167 295
7 Tue 13 Sep 295 430 35 195 330 625
8 Wed 14 Sep 162 592 29 224 191 816
9 Thu 15 Sep 116 708 36 260 152 968
10 Fri 16 Sep 132 840 27 287 159 1127
11 Sat 17 Sep 136 976 43 330 179 1306
12 Sun 18 Sep 109 1085 12 342 121 1427
13 Mon 19 Sep 99 1184 22 364 121 1548
14 Tue 20 Sep 80 1264 26 390 106 1654
15 Wed 21 Sep 57 1321 23 413 80 1734
16 Thu 22 Sep 58 1379 24 437 82 1816
17 Fri 23 Sep 36 1415 29 466 65 1881
18 Sat 24 Sep 23 1438 30 496 53 1934
19 Sun 25 Sep 36 1474 6 502 42 1976
20 Mon 26 Sep 35 1509 17 519 52 2028
21 Tue 27 Sep 24 1533 24 543 48 2076
22 Wed 28 Sep 27 1560 18 561 45 2121
23 Thu 29 Sep 43 1603 14 575 57 2178
24 Fri 30 Sep 57 1660 10 585 67 2245
25 Sat 1 Oct 36 1696 19 604 55 2300
26 Sun 2 Oct 33 1729 11 615 44 2344
27 Mon 3 Oct 24 1753 25 640 49 2393
28 Tue 4 Oct 23 1776 16 656 39 2432
29 Wed 5 Oct 20 1796 15 671 35 2467
30 Thu 6 Oct 18 1814 12 683 30 2497
31 Fri 7 Oct 15 1829 12 695 27 2524
32 Sat 8 Oct 14 1843 23 718 37 2561
33 Sun 9 Oct 13 1856 14 732 27 2588
34 Mon 10 Oct 12 1868 21 753 33 2621
35 Tue 11 Oct 19 1887 16 769 35 2656
36 Wed 12 Oct 29 1916 13 782 42 2698
37 Thu 13 Oct 15 1931 18 800 33 2731
38 Fri 14 Oct 11 1942 19 819 30 2761
39 Sat 15 Oct 9 1951 22 841 31 2792
40 Sun 16 Oct 11 1962 17 858 28 2820
41 Mon 17 Oct 14 1976 13 871 27 2847
42 Tue 18 Oct 207 2183 12 883 219 3066
43 Wed 19 Oct 226 2409 15 898 241 3307
44 Thu 20 Oct 87 2496 18 916 105 3412
45 Fri 21 Oct 63 2559 20 936 83 3495
46 Sat 22 Oct 42 2601 23 959 65 3560
47 Sun 23 Oct 37 2638 21 980 58 3618
48 Mon 24 Oct 53 2691 18 998 71 3689
49 Tue 25 Oct 39 2730 14 1012 53 3742
50 Wed 26 Oct 34 2764 10 1022 44 3786
51 Thu 27 Oct 42 2806 13 1035 55 3841
52 Fri 28 Oct 34 2840 14 1049 48 3889
53 Sat 29 Oct 23 2863 13 1062 36 3925
54 Sun 30 Oct 12 2875 15 1077 27 3952
55 Mon 31 Oct 32 2907 6 1083 38 3990
56 Tue 1 Nov 28 2935 14 1097 42 4032
57 Wed 2 Nov 27 2962 12 1109 39 4071
58 Thu 3 Nov 28 2990 10 1119 38 4109
59 Fri 4 Nov 34 3024 12 1131 46 4155
60 Sat 5 Nov 16 3040 20 1151 36 4191
61 Sun 6 Nov 14 3054 15 1166 29 4220
62 Mon 7 Nov 26 3080 15 1181 41 4261
63 Tues 8 Nov 10 3090 0 1181 10 4271
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Figure 72. Postelection survey completions by date
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Table 7-2. Number of post-election survey completions by day: ANES 2016 Time Series

Internet Face-to-face All
Field day Day Date Day Cumulative Day Cumulative Day Cumulative
1 Wed 9 Nov 316 316 15 15 331 331
2 Thu 10 Nov 237 553 12 27 249 580
3 Fri 11 Nov 109 662 13 40 122 702
4 Sat 12 Nov 182 844 21 61 203 905
5 Sun 13 Nov 134 978 8 69 142 1047
6 Mon 14 Nov 137 1115 29 98 166 1213
7 Tue 15 Nov 96 1211 54 152 150 1363
8 Wed 16 Nov 62 1273 44 196 106 1469
9 Thu 17 Nov 57 1330 47 243 104 1573
10 Fri 18 Nov 57 1387 46 289 103 1676
11 Sat 19 Nov 62 1449 44 333 106 1782
12 Sun 20 Nov 75 1524 35 368 110 1892
13 Mon 21 Nov 118 1642 46 414 164 2056
14 Tue 22 Nov 103 1745 40 454 143 2199
15 Wed 23 Nov 58 1803 21 475 79 2278
16 Thu 24 Nov 26 1829 1 476 27 2305
17 Fri 25 Nov 47 1876 5 481 52 2357
18 Sat 26 Nov 38 1914 20 501 58 2415
19 Sun 27 Nov 32 1946 11 512 43 2458
20 Mon 28 Nov 54 2000 28 540 82 2540
21 Tue 29 Nov 34 2034 37 577 71 2611
22 Wed 30 Nov 29 2063 35 612 64 2675
23 Thu 1 Dec 36 2099 34 646 70 2745
24 Fri 2 Dec 22 2121 22 668 44 2789
25 Sat 3 Dec 20 2141 27 695 47 2836
26 Sun 4 Dec 31 2172 19 714 50 2886
27 Mon 5 Dec 38 2210 32 746 70 2956
28 Tue 6 Dec 40 2250 31 777 71 3027
29 Wed 7 Dec 20 2270 22 799 42 3069
30 Thu 8 Dec 18 2288 22 821 40 3109
31 Fri 9 Dec 16 2304 20 841 36 3145
32 Sat 10 Dec 11 2315 13 854 24 3169
33 Sun 11 Dec 5 2320 9 863 14 3183
34 Mon 12 Dec 14 2334 9 872 23 3206
35 Tue 13 Dec 13 2347 16 888 29 3235
36 Wed 14 Dec 7 2354 17 905 24 3259
37 Thu 15 Dec 7 2361 10 915 17 3276
38 Fri 16 Dec 29 2390 7 922 36 3312
39 Sat 17 Dec 33 2423 5 927 38 3350
40 Sun 18 Dec 14 2437 8 935 22 3372
41 Mon 19 Dec 18 2455 16 951 34 3406
42 Tue 20 Dec 15 2470 12 963 27 3433
43 Wed 21 Dec 13 2483 8 971 21 3454
44 Thu 22 Dec 5 2488 5 976 10 3464
45 Fri 23 Dec 5 2493 5 981 10 3474
46 Sat 24 Dec 2 2495 0 981 2 3476
a7 Sun 25 Dec 4 2499 0 981 4 3480
48 Mon 26 Dec 8 2507 4 985 12 3492
49 Tue 27 Dec 17 2524 10 995 27 3519
50 Wed 28 Dec 10 2534 11 1006 21 3540
51 Thu 29 Dec 16 2550 12 1018 28 3568
52 Fri 30 Dec 9 2559 14 1032 23 3591
53 Sat 31 Dec 14 2573 4 1036 18 3609
54 Sun 1 Jan 5 2578 0 1036 5 3614
55 Mon 2 Jan 4 2582 2 1038 6 3620
56 Tue 3Jan 1 2583 3 1041 4 3624
57 Wed 4 Jan 1 2584 1 1042 2 3626
58 Thu 5Jan 0 2584 3 1045 3 3629
59 Fri 6 Jan 1 2585 4 1049 5 3634
60 Sat 7 Jan 1 2586 5 1054 6 3640
61 Sun 8 Jan 3 2589 5 1059 8 3648
62 Mon 9 Jan 1 2590 0 1059 1 3649

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study

62



Survey starts by day and time

The day of the week and the time of day at which surveys are started may have operational significance
for staffing and technical systems. Tabl8 ghows the percentage distribution of pedection survey

starts by day of the week and by time of day. Tddde showghat a plurality of Internet interviews

were completed on Tuesdays, and the fewest Internet questionnaires were completed on the weekend.
The table also shows that almost three quarters of Internet questionnaires were started between noon
and midnight. In contrast, more than 95 percent ofperson interviews were started between 9am and
9pm.

These results are not only a result of respondent preferences and availability. The days for online

interviews are influenced by the days on which maabk delivered, which were not random. Most initial

invitation letters were probably delivered on Monday or Tuesday. The days and times -06 fiace
AYGSNIBASSGA INB AyTFtdzZSYOSR o6& AYUGSNIBASHSNEQ LINBTSN

Table 7-3. Percentage distribution of pre-election survey starts by day and time

Internet Face-to-face All
n % n % n %
Monday 469 15.2% 171 14.5% 640 15.0%
Tuesday 786 25.4% 157 13.3% 943 22.1%
Wednesday 545 17.6% 148 12.5% 693 16.2%
Thursday 392 12.7% 166 14.1% 558 13.1%
Friday 366 11.8% 176 14.9% 542 12.7%
Saturday 287 9.3% 228 19.3% 515 12.1%
Sunday 245 7.9% 135 11.4% 380 8.9%
Total 3090 100.0% 1181 100.0% 4271 100.0%
12:00am - 2:59am 532 17.2% 2 0.2% 534 12.5%
3:00am - 5:59am 194 6.3% 1 0.1% 195 4.6%
6:00am - 8:59am 40 1.3% 11 0.9% 51 1.2%
9:00am - 11:59am 62 2.0% 165 14.0% 227 5.3%
12:00pm - 2:59pm 367 11.9% 294 24.9% 661 15.5%
3:00pm - 5:59pm 561 18.2% 405 34.3% 966 22.6%
6:00pm - 8:59pm 653 21.1% 270 22.9% 923 21.6%
9:00pm - 11:59pm 681 22.0% 33 2.8% 714 16.7%
Total 3090 100.0% 1181 100.0% 4271 100.0%
Mon-Thu 12:00am - 2:59am 372 17.0% 2 0.3% 374 13.2%
Mon-Thu 3:00am - 5:59am 142 6.5% 1 0.2% 143 5.0%
Mon-Thu 6:00am - 8:59am 29 1.3% 6 0.9% 35 1.2%
Mon-Thu 9:00am - 11:59am 42 1.9% 90 14.0% 132 4.7%
Mon-Thu 12:00pm - 2:59pm 248 11.3% 137 21.3% 385 13.6%
Mon-Thu 3:00pm - 5:59pm 388 17.7% 201 31.3% 589 20.8%
Mon-Thu 6:00pm - 8:59pm 461 21.0% 182 28.3% 643 22.7%
Mon-Thu 9:00pm - 11:59pm 510 23.3% 23 3.6% 533 18.8%
Total 2192 100.0% 642 100.0% 2834 100.0%

Table continues.
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Internet Face-to-face All
n % n % n %

Fri 12:00am - 2:59am 76 20.8% 0 0.0% 76 14.0%
Fri 3:00am - 5:59am 18 4.9% 0 0.0% 18 3.3%
Fri 6:00am - 8:59am 4 1.1% 4 2.3% 8 1.5%
Fri 9:00am - 11:59am 8 2.2% 24 13.6% 32 5.9%
Fri 12:00pm - 2:59pm 48 13.1% 39 22.2% 87 16.1%
Fri 3:00pm - 5:59pm 61 16.7% 59 33.5% 120 22.1%
Fri 6:00pm - 8:59pm 77 21.0% 45 25.6% 122 22.5%
Fri 9:00pm - 11:59pm 74 20.2% 5 2.8% 79 14.6%
Total 366 100.0% 176 100.0% 542 100.0%
Sat 12:00am - 2:59am 48 16.7% 0 0.0% 48 9.3%
Sat 3:00am - 5:59am 16 5.6% 0 0.0% 16 3.1%
Sat 6:00am - 8:59am 3 1.0% 1 0.4% 4 0.8%
Sat 9:00am - 11:59am 10 3.5% 39 17.1% 49 9.5%
Sat 12:00pm - 2:59pm 43 15.0% 77 33.8% 120 23.3%
Sat 3:00pm - 5:59pm 61 21.3% 82 36.0% 143 27.8%
Sat 6:00pm - 8:59pm 57 19.9% 26 11.4% 83 16.1%
Sat 9:00pm - 11:59pm 49 17.1% 3 1.3% 52 10.1%
Total 287 100.0% 228 100.0% 515 100.0%
Sun 12:00am - 2:59am 36 14.7% 0 0.0% 36 9.5%
Sun 3:00am - 5:59am 18 7.3% 0 0.0% 18 4.7%
Sun 6:00am - 8:59am 4 1.6% 0 0.0% 4 1.1%
Sun 9:00am - 11:59am 2 0.8% 12 8.9% 14 3.7%
Sun 12:00pm - 2:59pm 28 11.4% 41 30.4% 69 18.2%
Sun 3:00pm - 5:59pm 51 20.8% 63 46.7% 114 30.0%
Sun 6:00pm - 8:59pm 58 23.7% 17 12.6% 75 19.7%
Sun 9:00pm - 11:59pm 48 19.6% 2 1.5% 50 13.2%
Total 245 100.0% 135 100.0% 380 100.0%

Completions on differerdtay than the interview started

Most interviews were completed on the same day they were begun. In some capesgiess

interviews were interrupted and completed on a later date. We compared interview start and end dates

and times, considering interviewlat ended before 4:00am on the day after the interview started to be

GKS dalyYS RIe&deé ¢KAA | O0O2dzyia ¥F2N AydaSwmiawssa GKI G
There were 22 factn-face preelection interviews completed on a different dayatinthey were started,

amounting to 2 percent of fact-face cases. There were 345 Internet interviews completed on a

different day than they were started, amounting to 11 percent of Internet cases. Combined, these 367

cases constitute 9 percent of all pmnses.
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8. DISPOSITIONSNDOUTCOMHERATES

Dispositions refer to theesultof an attempt to contact or interview a sampled unit, such as a
K2dzaSK2f R 2NJ LISNA2Yy ® 9OSNE &dzOK | dnie Yatdibfagel a f 233 S
component& (G KS addzReéx | aOlFtfé¢ dzadzrfte O2yarada 2F |y
sampled address and speak to someone there. In the Internet component of the study, a call usually

consists of mailing a letter to the sampled address. In both compsratthe study, calls can also

consist of telephone calls or emails. Each sampled address is usually called many times in the course of

the study.

The dispositions of multiple calls to a sampled address are summarized in a final disposition record. For
example, a case in the fate-face sample could have had four calls, with a sequence of the interviewer
first failing to find the sampled addressecondfinding no one at homehird speaking to someone who
refused to be interviewed, anfiburth speakingo a household resident who completed the screener
andreportedthat no adult living there was a US citizen. Such a waskd be assigned a final

disposition indicating the address was ineligible for the study. The final dispositsunsbe every case

in the sample and can be used to calculate various outcome rates, such as response rates.

Dispositions for the Internet Study

Table8-1 shows he final disposition of every sampled address for thegleetion phases of the
Internet component of thestudy. Dispositions are described as follows.
10.4/ 2 YL SESROUMNBY AyiSNBASgdE | AONBSYSNI gl a O2YLX
the onlinequestionnairg and this individual completed thguestionnaire
20.4 t | NJi-gldction int#WSS ¢ @£ { (0 | NJusBonriairedsit di@l yot finigh$.
21,49t A3A0E S NERAIBYYWRST WS 'y 22/ONBSYSNI gl a O02YLX SGSR |
household vas selected for the main survey but the selected person did not start the online
guestbnnaire.
30,aLYO2YLX SGS &ONES Sstreanap bit eifhe MiSrdtydntete it (5tdis&Ror
skipped one or more questions that were required in order to select an eligible person (5 cases).
3l.ab2WBaARSY G > (SYLI2 NI Mded ta tihd ndakbidvitafiod by haicatg thabtey J2
did not live at the sampled address and were staying there temporafkidyone who lived at the
sampled address responded to the invitatidris disposition and the related dispositions 32, 33,
and34a O 6SA2NAT SR a aO2yilOiaéd Ay GKAA NBLRNI o
invitation by logging into the online survey, however, based on the information reported in that
online survey, these dispositions may not be considered household comatis iraditional sense
of making contact with a responsible resident of the sampled dwelling unit.
322.b2WSAARSY (X YAARStAGSNER®E {2YS2yS NBALRYRSR G2
not live at the sampled address and the invitatiotide had been delivered to them by mistakgo
one from the sampled address responded to the invitation.
33.ab2WSAARSY(iX F2NBI NRSRdPe {2YS2yS NBaLRyRSR (2 (K
not live at the sampled address and that the lettead been forwarded to themNo one from the
sampled address responded to the invitation.
4.ab2WaARSY(G>X 20KSNWé {2YS2yS NBaLRYyRSR (2 G4KS YI
at the sampled address and that they had received the leitesome other way that was not
specified No one who lived at the sampled address responded to the invitation.
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35.

40.

50.

51.

52.

53.
54.

GwSFdzAal f 00SF2NB AONBSYSNL ®E S5dNRAy3I | O2y il 00 o6&
the invitation by refusing to participate the studyand communicating this refusal to Westat

oMailed with no response or retufd£he invitation protocol was followed and no mail was returned

as undeliverable and no one logged into the survey or contacted Westat to refuse

G{ ONBYS/ SIRREdzf i OAGAT Sydé ¢KS 2yt AyS AONBSYSNI g1 &
reported that no one living at the address was an adult U.S. citizen.

4{ ONBSYSR> y20 | K2dzaSK2f R®¢ ¢KS 2yfAyS AONBSyS!
the address was an institution or group quarters, not a household.

GwSGdzZNYy SR YI Af Zaddreswayretdnsed & A KSie2a &St { SNBDAOS Yl
GwSGidzNYySR YIAfXZ y2 adzZOK | RRNBaaodé al Afe. 2z GKS &
GwSGOdzNYySR YIFIAEIT 20KSNJ AyStA3TA0f Sodé thertedsobnthatz (G KS 2
indicated theaddress was not an occupied household. Envelope markings assigned this code were
GFGGSYLIISR y20 1y26y2Zé Ga@2VYSKIDAL T of BREBIA & B2 A ¢ S
K2dzaS Al 0dz2NYSR R2gy>é ay2 YFAf NBOSLII Oft ST dzylt ¢
Gdzy Ot F AYSRZé¢ | yR adzySYR2NERSR odzZ 1 o0dzAAySaa YI Afc

- o

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study 66



Table 8-1. Dispositions of ANES 2016 Time Series Internet Sample

Percent of
Category Number  sample
Interview
10 Completed pre-election interview 3,090 39.6
Eligible nonresponse
20 Partial pre-election interview 185 24
21 Eligible respondent, non-response 294 3.8
Unknown eligibility, household contacts
30 Incomplete screener 54 0.7
31 Non-resident, temporary stay 17 0.2
32 Non-resident, misdelivery 5 0.1
33 Non-resident, forwarded 3 0.0
34 Non-resident, other 10 0.1
35 Refusal (before screener) 234 3.0
Unknown eligiblity, non-contacts
40 Mailed with no response or return 3,064 39.3
Ineligible
50 Screened, no adult citizen 65 0.8
51 Screened, not a household 12 0.2
52 Returned mail, vacant 303 3.9
53 Returned mail, no such address 380 4.9
54 Returned mail, other ineligible 84 11
Totals
Total sample size (10-54) 7,800 100.0
Interviews (10) 3,090 39.6
Known eligible (10-21) 3,569 45.8
Eligible nonresponse (20-21) 479 6.1
Unknown eligibility (30-40) 3,387 43.4
Refusals (35) 234 3.0
Contacts (10-35) 3,892 49.9
Non-contacts with unknown eligibility (40) 3,064 39.3
Screened (10-21, 50, 51) 3,646 46.7
Maximum eligible (10-40) 6,956 89.2
Max. eligible for screener (10-51) 7,033 90.2
Ineligible (50-54) 844 10.8

There were 7,800 addresses in the Internet sample. Of these, 3gv8pletedthe pre-election
interview. 3,064did not respond to repeated invitations by mail and nonetd tail pieces were

returned. 479completed the online screening process but did not complete thegbeetion interview.

234 communicated their refus& participate. 84l were determined to be ineligible, of which 77

completed the screening questionnaire and the remainder had mail returned by the post office.
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In the postelection survey (not shown in a table), the 3,090-plection cases with completinterviews

were invited. Of these, 2,590 completed the pe$tction interview, 85 started the interview but did

not complete it, 6 refused, and 409 did not respond. The remaining cases in the sample were not eligible
for the postelection study becausthey did not complete the prelection study.

Response Rates and Other Outcome Rates: Internet Study

Outcome rates for the Internet component of the study are shown in Tallle 8

Table 8-2. Outcome rates for ANES 2016 Time Series Study, Internet con

Outcome Rate
Observed eligibilitye .809
Screening rate (screener AAPOR RR1) .518
Response rates

Minimum (AAPOR RR1) 444

Estimated based on observed(AAPOR RR3) 490

Maximum (AAPOR RR5) .866
Refusal rate, minimum (AAPOR REF1) .034
Refusal rate, estimated based on obseree(PAPOR REF2) .037
Household contact rate, minimum (AAPOR CON1) .560
Cooperation rate (AAPOR COOP?3) 794

We conservatively estimated response rates assuming all addrestbesnknown eligibility had an

eligible person. This assumption defines the response rate formula known as AAPOR respdhsa rate

which the numerator for the response rate is the number of completed interviews and the denominator

is the maximum numbeof potentially eligible sample memberBhese numbers, respectively 3,090 and
6,9%, were givenintable®1® ¢ KS & GdzReéQa NBalLlRyaS NIGS OFf Odz I S

We alsoestimateda response rate based on the assumption that the eligibitite, e, at addresses
where eligibility was not determined was the same as the eligilbdity at addresses where eligibility
was determined. That eligibility rate, was 809 percent, which gives an estimated response rate for
the study of 49 percenfThis approach to the response rate is known as AAPOR response rate 3.

We also estimated the maximum response rate (AAPOR response rate 5), which reflects the assumption
that all of the cases where eligibility was undetermined were ineligibihe respores rate under this
assumption was 87 percenthis rate is used to establish a boundary for reference, not as a credible
SAGAYILIGS 2F GKS addzRéQa NBalLRyaS NIraSo

The screening interview had a response rate2pércent using the AAPOR response rafermula.

The numerator for the screener response rate is the number of cases that completed a screening
interview, which is defined as dispositions 10 (completed main interview), 20 (partialguion
interview), 21 (eligible respondent, naesponsedo the pre-election interview), 50 (screened, no adult
citizen), and 51 (screened, not a householdjis total, 3,68, was given in table-8. The denominator

for the screener response rate is the maximum number of sampled addresses that could have been
eligible for the screener, which is the numerator plus the number of cases in dispositions 30 thtbugh
(incomplete screener and nemesident cases, where we did not determine if anyone eligible for the
study lived at the sampled addres$his total, 7,03, was also given in table®8
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The refusal, contact, and cooperation rates are not very meaningful for a mail survey of this design.
.S80lFdzaS GKS aSO2yR fI NBSal RAALRaAAGAZY OF(GS3I2NR 6
y 2 NI i dzbdfuisewe kayiriet kidow how many of these letters were received and read, we cannot
1y26 K2g Ylye NBaLRyRSylta oSNB aO2yidl OGSRe¢ Ay i
S 1y26 K2¢ YlIye aNBTFTdzaSRé Ay (i KSonsciBuslydecligngtodzy RS
participate. Nor can we know the denominator for a meaningful cooperation rate, which would be the
YdzYoSNJ 2F LIS2LX S STFFSOGAGSte O2y il OG4SR® hdzNJ a NB ¥ dz
communicated to us, but is likely that norcommunicative refusals were far more numerous. With

these caveatsTable 82 shows refusal, contact, and cooperation rates calculated using standard

formulas.The refusal rate is the number of refusals we received divided by the maximnber of

eligible cases. The contact rate is the number of contacts divided by the number of contacts plus the

number of noncontacts with unknown eligibility. The cooperation rate is the number of interviews

divided by the number of contacts.

KS
NE

Dispostions for the Faceo-Face Study

After every contact or contact attempt at a sampled addresgrviewers assigned OF f £ ¢ RA&LR2 aA
codes through the EROC feature in the hatewer Management System (IMSyp@rvisors assigned

final codes through th&uperisor Management System (SMBgfore finalizing a case, supervisors

reviewed all electronic documentation for the case, including interviewer notes from prior contact

attempts. As needed, supervisors also followgziwith members of the communityud as apartment

managerdo collect additional information before assigning the final code.

The interim and final status codekown in Table 8 were availabldéo be assigned to each address.
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Table 8-3. Address-level interim and final status codes: ANES face-to-face sample

Iterim  Fina
Summary Description code code
No one home FI was able to access the residence, but no contact was r 111 151
(interim)/ Maximum with resident
attempts (final)
Refusal A household member responded to an in-person visit by 112 152
sayingono,¢ they did not want to complete the Screener
Appointment A firm appointment with a date and time was agreed upon 113 N/A
with an eligible household member to complete the Scree
Callback Fl was able to access the residence, but contact attempt ¢ 114 N/A
not result in an appointment, refusal, no one home, or oth
applicable code.
Spanish FI Needed No eligible household members spoke English, and a Spz 115 N/A
Fl was needed.
Broken Appt/No A firm appointment had been set, and the household men 116 N/A
Show was not home at the time of the appointment, canceled by
phone, or otherwise was not available to complete the
Screener.
Disabled Only residents were permanently disabled and unable to 117 157
permanently can® answer the questions in the Screener.
interview
Carf2speak No eligible household member spoke English or Spanish. 118 158
English/Spanish
Unavailable Field  No eligible household member was available to complete 119 159
Period Screener through November 7th (e.g., out of the country,
extended vacation).
Vacant No current residents at the time of the visit, or returned mi 131 171
indicated address was vacant.
Vacation Home Residence was confirmed to be a rental or vacation home 132 172
with no permanent residents.
Not a DU Structure was a business, there was a confirmation of 133 173
demolition or consolidation of residences (the address no
longer exists), or it was some other type of structure.
Invalid address, Transient housing, shelters and other ineligible structures 134 174
Other serve as temporary housing.

Unable to Locate  Address could@be found using GR8ost office maps 135 175
Unable to Access Address was in a locked apartment building, gated 138 178
community, behind an inaccessible fence or gate, or

otherwise inaccessible.

Adaptive Design Assigned to cases not available for additional contact in tt N/A 180
adaptive design phase.
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The status codeshown in table 8 were available to bessigned to each SP at teeage of thepre-
electionextended interview.

Table 8-4. Pre-election interim and final status codes: ANES face-to-face sample

Iterim  Fina
Summary Description code code
SP not home FI was able to access the residence, but no contact was r 411 451
(interim)/ Maximum with SP.
attempts (final)
Refusal SP indicated they did not want to complete the interview. 412 452
Appointment A firm appointment with a date and time was scheduled w 413 N/A
the SP to complete the interview.
Callback FI was able to access the residence, but contact attempt « 414 N/A
not result in appointment, refusal, no one home, or other
applicable code.
Spanish FI Needed SP did not speak English, and a Spanish FI was needed. 415 N/A
Broken Appt/No A firm appointment had been set, but the SP was not horr 416 N/A
Show the time of the appointment, canceled by phone, or
otherwise was not available to complete the interview.
Disabled SP was permanently disabled and unable to answer the 417 457
permanently can® questions in the interview.
interview
Carfdspeak SP did not speak English or Spanish. 418 458
English/Spanish
Unavailable Field  SP was not available to complete the pre-election intervie 419 459
Period before November 8 (e.g., out of the country, on extended
vacation).
SP Moved SP moved from the sampled address, and no forwarding 421 461
information was available, or no interviewer was available
the vicinity of the new address.
Unable to Access Address was in a locked apartment building, gated 438 478
community, behind an inaccessible fence or gate, or
otherwise inaccessible.
Adaptive Design Assigned to cases not available for additional contact in tt N/A 480

adaptive design phase.

The status codeshown in table & were available to be assigned to eadmpled person at the post

election stage.
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Table 8-5. Post-election interim and final status codes: ANES face-to-face sample

Iterim  Fina
Summary Description code code
SP not home Fl was able to access the residence, but no contact was r 711 751
(interim)/Maximum  with SP.
attempts (final)

Refusal SP indicated they did not want to complete the interview. 712 752

Appointment A firm appointment with a date and time was scheduled w 713 N/A
the SP to complete the interview.

Callback FI was able to access the residence, but contact attempt « 714 N/A

not result in appointment, refusal, no one home, or other

applicable code.
Spanish FI Needed SP did not speak English, and a Spanish FI was needed. 715 N/A
Broken Appt/No A firm appointment had been set, but the SP was not homr 716 N/A
Show the time of the appointment, canceled by phone, or

otherwise was not available to complete the interview.

Disabled SP was permanently disabled and unable to answer the 717 757
permanently can® questions in the interview.
interview
Carf2speak SP did not speak English or Spanish. 718 758
English/Spanish
Unavailable Field  SP was not available to complete the post-election intervi 719 759
Period before the end of the field period (e.g. out of the country, «

extended vacation).
SP Moved SP moved from the sampled address, and no forwarding 721 761

information was available, or no interviewer was available
the vicinity of the new address.

Unable to Access Address was in a locked apartment building, gated 738 778
community, behind an inaccessible fence or gate, or
otherwise inaccessible.

SP Deceased SP died between the pre-election interview and the N/A 789
attempted post-election interview.

Status codes were consolidated into disposition repgrimategories as summarized in Tablé §he

table shows the final dispositions of all 2,880 addresses in thettafare sample. There were 1,181
pre-election interviews completed. 129 screened and selected individuals refused to take the pre
election irterview, and 90 additional selected individuals did not respond for other reasons detailed in
the table. 380 households refused to complete the screening interviewaaid householdshe

interviewer made contact with a person but was not able to congkscreening interview for other
reasons. In 23 cases the interviewer located the sampled address but could not reach the dwelling unit,
usually because of locked gates, and in 66 cases the interviewer did not make contact with anyone for
other reasons, ¥ch as no one being home on repeated visits. The remaining 934 sampled addresses
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were ineligible to participate, either because they did not exist (13), were not a permanently occupied
household (303 consisting of both vacant housing units and housinigswmsed seasonally, such as
vacation homes), had no adult citizi’), or were excluded from the sample during subsamp(i5g1)

as described in the sampling section of this report.

Table 8-6. Dispositions of ANES 2016 Time Series Face-to-Face Sample

Weighted Weighted

Category Number number percent
Interview
11 Interview 1,181 1,222 42.4
Eligible nonresponse
21 Refusal, post-selection 129 135 4.7
23 Breakoff 0 0 0.0
24 R could not speak English or Spanish 6 6 0.2
25 R not available, post-selection 9 11 0.4
26 R physically/mentally incapable 22 22 0.8
27 Other nonresponse without refusal 53 58 2.0
Unknown eligibility, household contacts
31 Refusal, pre-selection 380 696 24.2
32 Other contacts not complete 77 119 4.1
Unknown eligiblity, non-contacts
35 Located but unable to reach DU 23 44 15
36 Other non-contact 66 123 4.3
Ineligible
41 Address does not exist in sampled area 13 20 0.7
43 No permanent occupied household 303 337 11.7
44 No adult citizen 87 87 3.0
45 Subsampled out 531 0 0.0
Totals
Total sample size 2,880 2,880 100.0
Interviews 1,181 1,222 42.4
Eligible (11-27) 1,400 1,454 50.5
Eligible nonresponse (21-27) 219 232 8.1
Unknown eligibility (31-36) 546 982 34.1
Refusals (21, 23, 31) 509 831 28.9
Contacts (11-32) 1,857 2,269 78.8
Non-contacts; unknown eligibility (35, 36) 89 167 5.8
Screened (11-27, 44) 1,487 1,541 53.5
Maximum eligible (11-36) 1,946 2,436 84.6
Ineligible (41-45) 934 444 154

Note: Weight accounts for subsampling only.

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study 73



Response Rates and Other Outcome Rates: Radéace Study

Response rateand other outcome ratefor the faceto-F  OS a (i dzReé Ydzald 6S 6SAIKGS
sample designOutcome rates are shown in Tabl&’8

Table 8-7. Outcome rates for ANES 2016 Time Series study, face-to-face component

Outcome Rate
Observed eligibilitye 0.766
Screening rate (Screener AAPOR RR1) 0.539
Response rates

Minimum (AAPOR RR1) 0.502

Estimated based on observed(AAPOR RR3) 0.554

Maximum (AAPOR RR5) 0.840
Refusal rate, minimum (AAPOR REF1) 0.341
Refusal rate, estimated based on obsernee(PAPOR REF2) 0.377
Household contact rate, minimum (AAPOR CON1) 0.931
Cooperation rate (AAPOR COOP3) 0.545

Note: COOP3 excludes those who were incapable of interviewing (codes 24 and 26).
All rates are weigthed to account for subsampling.

The weighted minimum response rate for the screener &#percent. The weightechinimum
responserate of the preelection study was 50 percenthese minimum rates assume that all sample
cases with unknown eligibility were eligible. This assumption defines AAPOR response rate formula 1.

Based on the observed rate of eligibility of 76.6 percenctmes where eligibility was determined, the
estimated weighted response rate for the fameface component of the study was 55 percent. This is

the response rate using AAPOR response rate formula 3. The maximum response rate, under the (surely
false) assmption that all cases with unknown eligibility were ineligible, was 84 percent.

The minimum refusal rate (AAPOR REF1) was 34 percent.

The minimum household contact rate (AAPOR CON1) was 93 péerbenis the percentage of sampled
addresses where anterviewer spoke to someone, excluding addresses that were found to be
ineligible.

The cooperation rate (AAPOR COOP3) was 55 pefidgatis the number of interviews divided by the
number of household contacts, excluding those who were incapable atjpating due to disability or

language barriers.

The reinterview rate for the poselection interview (also known as the conditional response, ratd
shown in tableswas 90 percent.
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9. DATAPROCESSING AKDDING

Data processing activities incled reconciling data format differences between the fdodace and

Internet datasets (which were programmed, collected, and stored separately, using different systems),
cleaning, labeling, and formatting the data for public release, producing summaafphesrfor analyst
convenience, and redacting and coding ogmrded responses.

Summaryor DerivedVariables

Numerous variables on the data file are summary vaesjderived from questionnaire responses from
more than one questionnaire item. Variablesding in the letter x, such as V161025x, are summary
variables.

Redacting OpetEnded Responses

Responses to opeended questions have been redacted and publicly released in a file separate from

the main data file. These text data can be reviewed, coded, and merged with the main data file. Before

public release, all opeanded data were reviewed and responses or portiohgesponses were

redacted if they could contribute to the risk that a respondent could be identified. Information such as
AYRAGARIZ £t aQ yIYSas GKS ylYSa 2F LXIFOSa 2N SYLX 2@
GAGK aww95! / ¢ 9 Hibos of @twaskeildcted: FoReSain@e\¥ a hypothetical
NEALR2YRSYG RSAONAOSR GKSANI 200dzLd GA2Y & GLINRPFSaa
GLINPFSaaz2N d ow95!/¢95 ! bL+x9w{LC,6 8d¢

Coding OperEnded Responses
Manual Coding of Other Opdimded Responses

As of the date of theompletionof this report, manual coding of responses to opeded questions

was underway. This process will assign codes to the responses teeaded questions including what

the respondent likes and dislikes about the presidential candidates, likes and diddigtsthe

5SY20NI GAO | yYyR wSLJztAOFYy LI NIGAS&aE GKS NBaLRyRSyl
facing the country. The coding methods for these questemesbased orthe coding methods developed

for the ANES 2008 Time Series study, which wieiseribed in the reports for that project on the ANES

website:

http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/anes_timeseries 2008/anes_timeser2008 CodingProject.htm

Computer Coding of Political Knowledge Responses

The operended political knowledge items asking what job or political office was held by Joe Biden,
Angela Merkel, Vladimir Putin, John Roberts, and Paul Ryan were coded hyteouging scripts based
on scriptsoriginallydeveloped for the ANE®@8 Time Series studgnd shown to be very reliable for
the 2008 data® The scripts recognizegsponses in both English and Spanistluding some common
misspelling®r typographicderrors & dzOK | & A.4DKeSchde & praviziddIonti@ kueSidn
about Vice President Joe Biden. Two alternative codes are provided for the other fifjoess.

5 See Matthew DeBell. 2013. Harder than it looks: coding palitedtdge on the ANEBolitical Analysid, 393
406.
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I NAFofSa SYRAYy3a Ay dal é¢ $SNB LINB LI NSskeledgadfoy 3 Y S G K?2
the 2012 Time Series study.

Joe BiderfvV162072)the Vice President of the United Stat@$is item is coded correct if the answer
alrea a+xA0S t NBaARSyide 2N azxt ¢OteMiseitiskdiddincoarettNSE A | G A
Thiscoding follows the method described by DeBell (2013, see footnote above) as Cheney Scheme 1.

Paul Ryan (V162073dhe Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatiieis is coded correct if the
responsameans head, leader, or speaker of the House or @magand is otherwise coded incorrect.
{LISOATAOFff&Y AT GKS NBaLRyaS AyOfdzRSa GKS 62NR «a
GOFYFNYZé O0{LIYAEAK FT2NJ K2dzaS0X |yR | faz2z AyOfdzQRSa
GLINS A A RSTFISS®E /N dR2Sa y20 &l @ avYlre22NAGe fSFRSNE¢
as incorrectThis coding follows the method described by DeBell (2013) as Pelosi Scheme 3.

Paul Ryan scheme 2 (V162076 ® L ¥ G KS NBalLRyaS OQlYill Rlya KRB g2 aANR
O2yilAya GKS g2NR dal)lSI{SNE¢ GKAa Aa O2RSR | a ¥d
GK2dzaSzZ¢ AGNBLI ¢ O0AYyOfdzRAY3a &LI OS FFGSNI GKS £ SGGSN
is coded as partly correcDtherwise it is coded as incorre@tis coding follows the method described

by DeBell (2013) as Pelosi Scheme 2.

Angela Merkel (V162074ahe Chancellor of Germanyhis is coded to @erypermissive standard. If

the response says that Merkel isemderor says that she is from Germany or Berlin, it is coded as

correct. Otherwise it is coded as incorrect. Specifically, it is coded as correct if the response includes one

of the following words or text strings: chancellor, leader, pm, prime min, heaaciller, president,

LINAYSN) YAYAAGNRT ASNNIYS FESYFYyS 2NIJOSNIAYy®d® ob2idS
GDSNXYI yeéé Xhis codidgddidws tieRmeihod described by DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 3
(adapted for nationality of the official

Angela Merkel scheme 2 (V162074b). This is a stricter version of the Merkel coding. It is coded correct if
the response means German leader and is otherwise coded incorrect. Specifically, it is coded correct if
the response includes the word germanademan and also includes the word chancellor, leader, pm,

prime min, head, canciller, president, or primer minisffhis coding follows the method described by
DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 2.

Vladimir Putin (V162075ahe President of Russiaike thed ¢ O2 RS F2NJ ! y3aStt+ aSNJ] S
a permissive standard that treats the response as correct if the response says Putin is a leader or is from
Russia. Specifically, it is coded as correct if the response includes any of the words leader, @m, prim

min, head, president, primer ministroancillier, russia, rusia, ruso, or moscawis coding follows the

method described by DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 3.

Vladimir Putin scheme 2 (V162075bhis is a stricter version of the Putin coding in V162075

SljdzA @1 £t Sy G2 GKS dlbigcode@darkct i theNdsponsa Bearts RusSaNJedslér
and is otherwise coded incorrect. Specifically, it is coded correct if the response includes the word
Russia, rusia, or ruso and also includes thedweader, pm, prime min, head, president, or primer
ministro. This coding follows the method described by DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 2.

John Roberts (V162076dhe Chief Justice of the United Statest (1 KS g2 NRa AaOKASTE¢ |y
present, orif the response means head or chief judge or justice in the US, this is coded as correct. If the
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response does not meet that standard but does indicate that Roberts is a judtpedoris connected

to acourt, then this is coded partly correct. Spedifig, for partial credit the response must contain any

one of the following words: chief, justice, court, supreme, judge, or various misspellings of these. For full
ONBRAG GKS NBaLRyaS Oly O2&0G%RK) &St 6@ bR&A0 G OKK S T Bl
combine the wordshief, head, jefe, top judge, president, or juez principal with the words supreme

court, high court, sc, tribunal suprem, or corte suprema. For full credit the response can also combine

chief, head, or top with judge, justicer just, and also combine these with supreme court, high court,

SC, united states, or us. Other responses that are given full credit include president del tribunal supremo,
president de la corte suprema, and jefe de justice de la corte supréhiscodig follows the method

described by DeBell (2013) as Roberts Scheme 5.

W2KY w20SNIa a0KSYS H o0xmMcHANTCcOoOdP ¢KA& Aa O2RS
present, includingcommbé YA &3a LISt f Ay BTl & YRORIAT £ (KENdh@ @ S 2
coding follows the method described by DeBell (2013) as Roberts Scheme 3.
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10. WEIGHTS

To account for the sample design and to ensure appropriate estimation of variances, sample weights
were constructed for thénternet sample, the Fae®-Face sample, and for the two samples combined.

The steps in the weighting process were as follows:

1 Construction obase weights the base weights are the reciprocals of the selection probabilities
for each address;

1 Constructdn ofjackknife replicate weightsthe replicate weights are designed to allow the user
to easily produce valid jackknife variance estimates based on the sample design;
1 Adjustment foradaptive desigrfFaceto-Face sample only)
1 Adjustment for addresses whesdigibility was unknowr(Internet sample only)
9 Screener nonresponsgjustment;
1 Adjustment forwithin-household sampling
1 Preelectionnonresponse adjustment
1 Preelectionraking and trimmingusing the preelection nonresponse adjusted weights);
1 Postelectionraking and trimmingusing the preelection raked weights);
1 Composite Faem-Face and Internet prelection raking and trimmin¢using the final pre
election raked weights from both surveys);
1 Composite Faem-Face and Internet poslectionraking and trimmindusing the final
composite preelection raked weights).
Internet Weights
BaseWeights

The full sample base weight for each sampled address was constructed as the inverse of the probability
of selection for each addresghere was no variation in the base weights. Each address had a selection
probability of (n/N) where n=7,800 and N=127,040,840 (the count of addresses on the ABS frame).

ReplicatéNeights

A jackknife2 (JK2) or paired stratified jackknife replication heed was used to create replicates. One
important advantage of using replication to estimate variances is that it accounts for adjustments that
are made in weighting. Due to the complex sample design of the ANES 2016 fFace survey, the JK2
method wasused to create the replicates for that study (dbe Faceto-Face Weights section belypw
Since composite weights that allow for analysis of the Internet and-teaEace studies combined were
created, using the same replication method for both survegdifated the procedures for computing
these composite weights.

To create variance strata, sampled addresses were randomly sorted and numbered in pairs, such that
100 variance strata (replicates) were created. Within each variance stratum, addressesssigreed a
value of 1 or 2 to create the variance units.

Adjustment forunknownHigibility
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In a study with this particular design, where sampled addresses are mailed a letter inviting someone
from the household to participate in a survey administeredimaweb, there are often a large number
of sampled units from which no response is ever obtairfrext.this general category of addresses,
unreturned mail, eligibility is uncertain at the completion of the screener. Since we do not know if
unreturned mailaddresses are eligible or not, the number of eligible addresses among them is
estimated. This estimate is then used in the screener nonresponse adjustment process to adjust the
weights accordingly.

One approach to estimating eligibility, the approach vgedi for the Internet survey, can be referred to
as thedbacking out approach to estimating. Here we used the estimate of the total number of
householdsTacg, the total number of respondentd#), the total number of nonrespondent3nNg), and
the total number of unknown eligibility case®j to estimatee as follows:

Y YooY Qv
(where”Y is estimated number of households fraime American Community Survg&C$

SoQ — Y Y Y

The screener nonresponse adjustnts within each specified adjustment cell will be equal to the
summation of base weights over all eligible addresses in the cell, divided by the summation of base
weights for all screener respondent households in the cell. The numerator will includengllesunits

which are definitely identified as being eligible (respondent or not), and exclude all sample units which
are definitely identified as being ineligible. For the set of addresses for which eligibility is unknown, the
estimated portion of eligild addresses will be computed and added to the numerator.

ScreeneNonresponséddjustment

A total of 3,732 of the 7,800 sampled addresses were screener respondents, 234 were nonrespondents,
722 were ineligible addresses, and 3,112 were unreturnedrasdlting in unknown eligibility. The

overall weighted screener response rate accountior unknown eligibility was S%rcent. Among the

3,732 screener respondents, 3,599 were eligible to continue to thesjgetion survey.

The nonresponse adjustmenglts were defined to be heterogeneous in response propensity (the
probability of responding) across cells, and homogeneous in response propensity within cells. The final
nonresponse adjustments are equal to the inverse of the basighted response ratesithin the

selected nonresponsadjustmentcells.

Westa@ software routine WESSEARCH was used to define nonresponse cells within each sampling
stratum for screener nonresponse and for gtection nonresponse. WESSEARCH is based on a search
algorithm produced by and used with the permission of the Universityliofiigan
(http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/smp/searchy.

The WESSEARCH algorithm searches within specified strata, avoids cells with a sample size smaller than
10, and avoids adjustments larger thandhrtimes the mean adjustment within the stratum.
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Nonresponse adjustment cell for screener nonresponse adjustment were formed within Census region
for each eligible householéor each region, the following characteristics were used to further define
respase cells:

Dwelling type (single family, mufiamily, or missing);

Whether or not the address had a telephone number associated with it (provided on the
sample); and

1 Census division

T
T

This resulted in 26 initial adjustment cells. One initial cell conthareadjustment factor above thre#.
was collapsed with three other cells to form 23 final cells, with adjustment factors ranging from 1.65 to
2.37 with a median of 1.90.

The unknown eligibility adjusted full sample and replicate weights were adjustestfeener
nonresponse using the final adjustment cells and resulting factors.

Within-Householdsampling Adjustment

After the screener interview was administered, one eligible adult citizen was randomly selected from
each household to complete thare-election and postlection surveysTo account for this selection,

the full sample and replicate screener nonresponse adjusted weights were adjusted by a factor equal to
the number of eligible adult citizens within each household. The factor was caedr to avoid large
weights.

PreelectionNonresponsé\djustment

Similar to the screener nonresponse adjustment, nonresponse adjustment cells for teéeption

survey were defined to be heterogeneous in response propensity (the probability afneisiy) across
cells, and homogeneous in response propensity within defishe 3,599 eligible, completed screeners,
3,090 completed the prelection survey and 509 were nonrespondents, for a weighted conditional pre
election survey response rate of gércent.

Two variables from the screener were used to form the-@ection nonresponse adjustment cells:

1 Gender; and
1 Number of eligible adults in the household (1 or more than 1)

Full data were available for number of eligible adults in the houseftidte were 18 missing values for
gender. A distributiorbased imputation was done to assign a value for these 18 cRggd. were
randomly assigned to be male and 10 to be female.

There were six adjustment cells formed with no collapsing needed. Thstadjnt factors ranged from
1.10 to 1.31 with a median adjustment factor of 1.17.

The screener nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights that were adjusted for within

household sampling were then adjusted for fiection nonresponse using thimal adjustment cells
and resulting factors.
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PreelectionRaking

Raking is a calibration weighting process that adjusts the full sample and replicate weights for survey
respondents iteratively to independent controls totals for various demographegoaies. The process

has the effect of differentially adjusting the weights of the sampled households within groups of
demographically similar households, so that the total sum of weights for the sampled households equals
the corresponding independent cat totals for all households. These demographic groups are the

raking dimensionsThe weights are adjusted to equal the totals within the cells for each dimension in an
iterative process, until the process converges, and every dime@siefi totals equlathe independent

control totals.

Raking dimensions for both the prand postelection raking included the following:

= =4 =4 =4 -4 =9

Seebelowfor specific categorieand control totalsor each dimension.

Age by gender;

Race/ethnicity by educational attainment;

Marital status by gender;

Race/ethnicity by Census region;

Nation of birth; am

Home tenure by Metropolitan status

Dimension 1. Age by Gender

AGE_SEX Label for AGE_SEX Total
1 (18,39) male 40,810,968.39
2 (18,39) female 41,912,891.16
3 (39, 59) male 36,749,843.34
4 (39, 59) female 38,905,301.04
5 60+ male 29,993,020.05
6 60+ female 35,686,981.10

224,059,005.08

Dimension 2: Race/ethnicity by Educational Attainment

RACETHN_EDUC Label for RACETHN_EDUC Total
1 HISP, less than HS 5,023,482.73
2 HISP, HS 8,350,891.83
3 HISP, HS+ 13,287,919.38
4 BLK, less than HS 3,394,149.78
5 BLK, HS 9,300,184.94
6 BLK, HS+ 14,831,522.87
7 OTH, less than HS 11,940,364.38
8 OTH, HS 47,866,980.93
9 OTH, HS+ 110,063,508.24

224,059,005.08
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Dimension 3: Marital Status by Gender

MARITL_SEX Label for MARITL_SEX Total
1 Married male 59,110,107.66
2 Married female 58,101,736.80
3 Others male 15,342,663.08
4 Others female 28,314,696.45
5 Single male 33,101,061.04
6 Single female 30,088,740.05

224,059,005.08

Dimension 4: Race/ethnicity by Census Region

RACETHN_REGION Label for RACETHN_REGION Total
1 HISP, NE 3,896,543.75
2 HISP, MW 2,355,788.18
3 HISP, South 9,738,856.33
4 HISP, West 10,671,105.68
5 BLK, NE 4,201,578.97
6 BLK, MW 4,784,757.17
7 BLK, South 16,068,129.85
8 BLK, West 2,471,391.61
9 OTH, NE 31,961,295.67
10 OTH, MW 42,115,734.59
11 OTH, South 58,350,452.31
12 OTH, West 37,443,370.97

224,059,005.08

Dimension 5: Nation of Birth

NATION Label for NATION Total
1 US born 204,212,112.89
2 Foreign born 19,846,892.19

224,059,005.08

Dimension 6: Home Tenure by Metropolitan Status

TENURE_URBAN

Label for TENURE_URBAN

Total

1

2
3
4

Not rented, urban
Not rented, nonurban
Rented, urban
Rented, norurban

133,347,764.47
25,499,294.22
57,629,146.74
7,582,799.65

224,059,005.08
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In order for the raking process to converge, variables that are used to form the raking dimensions must
be fully available (not missing) from both the respondents to the survey andtfreraontrol data, and

must be coded identically on each data set. The November 2016 Current Population Survey (CPS) was
used to develop the control totals for raking, except for the dimension for home témyrarbanicity,

where the September 2016 CPS wasd and the proportions in each cell of that dimension were

applied to the November 2016 CPS weighted counts.

Five items from the ANES petection respondent data needed imputation prior to raking, including
race/ethnicity (29 missing values), educatib attainment (65 missing values), marital status (21 missing
values), nativity (26 missing values), and home tenure (28 missing values). A hot deck imputation
procedure was used, sorting by Census division and number of eligible adults in the houssdoaldd

to 1 and more thari). Once the data were sorted, donors for each missing case were selected at
random from the set of cases that matched on the sort variables.

The preelection nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights fopithelection

respondents were raked until convergence was achielredrder to avoid extreme weights, trimming
was planned in conjunction with the raking to ensure that no raking adjustment factor was allowed to
be larger than 5 times the mean adjustmefhe overall weighted mean adjustment factor was 1.04 and
convergence was achieved in 16 iterations for the full sample weights, and in 15 iterations for the
replicate weights. No weights required trimming.

Postelection raking

The raking procedures werepeated using the set of pestection respondents (n=2,590, weighted
conditional postelection response rate was §#rcent) and the same dimensions that were used for
pre-election rakingThe full sample and replicate padection raked weights weréhe input weights for

this process. The overall weighted mean adjustment factor was 1.20 and convergence was achieved in
15 iterations for the full sample weights, and in 13 iterations for the replicate weights. No weights
required trimming.

Faceto-FaceWeights
BaseWeights

The full sample base weight for each sampled address was constructed as the inverse of the product of
the PSU, block group (SSU), and address selection probabilities.

ReplicatéNeights

A jackknife2 (JK2) or paired stratified jackfereplication method was used to create replicates. One
important advantage of using replication to estimate variances is that it accounts for adjustments that
are made in weighting. The JK2 method is appropriate for the-teaEace survey since the spha

design was stratified and could be represented by pairs of units within each PSU.

6 Home tenure was not available on the November 2016 CPS file. The most recent CPS file where it was available was
the September 2016 file.
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To create variance strata, pairs of PSUs were formed using sampling strata (Census regions) as a hard
boundary. Within Census region, the PSUs were sorted by an udpahiindicator, quartiles of county

level percent minority citizens, and quartiles of couteyel percent below povertybefore forming the

pairs. The number of PSUs in each region was 11 (Northeast), 12 (Midwest), 22 (South), and 10 (West),
respectivelywith an additional five certainty PSUs. This resulted in six variance strata in the Northeast
where the last one contained three PSUs, six variance strata in the Midwest, 11 variance strata in the
South, and five variance strata in the West. Each cegtd®8U is its own variance stratum. This resulted

in a total of 32 initial variance strata (replicates).

As noted above, uk to theodd number of PSUs in the Northeast region, one variance stratum
contained three PSUs. While appearing initially as its waviance stratum, this stratum ultimately
occupied two replicates and each of these was weighted by a factor of 1.5 rather than the typical factor
of 2. This resulted in a final total of 33 variance strata (replicates).

Adjustment forAdaptive Design

As described iohapter 2 on lhe sampling methodologydaptive design procedures were implemented

for the final two weeks of data collectiomo adjust for this,ull sample and replicate base weights

received a factor of 1 if they completed the surveydre adaptive design was implemented, O if they

were subsampled out after adaptive design was implemented, or 2 if they were kept in the sample after
adaptive design was implementésince one of the two pairs of SSUs was subsampled with equal
probability)

ScreeneNonresponsédjustment

Given that nonresponse ismaajor and continuously growing problem with virtually every survey,
including the ANES 2016 FdoeFace, we developed appropriate nonresponse adjustments to the
weights at both the screenetage and the preelection stage of weighting.

A total of 1,486 of the 2,880 sampled addressvere screener respondents} Bwere nonrespondents,

316 were ineligible address&sand531were subsampled out for adaptive desitjiihe overall screener
response rate accounting for adaptive design was 61 percent. Among the 1,486 screener respondents,
1,399 were eligible to continue to the pedection survey.

7 The percent minority and percent poverty data were abfi@inethe American Community Survey (ACS)-2010
5year data.

8 Addresses determined to be ineligible during the screening process included addresses that were vacant, seasonal
(vacation homes), not a dwelling unit, or otherwise invalid. An ad8&ibaddresses were subsampled out for
adaptive design. These addresses were excluded from the screener nonresponse adjustment and all subsequent
weighting adjustments.

9 Case dispositions show that 531 cases were subsampled out for adaptive degjbtingutateeand other field
records show 527 cases subsampled out. The discrepant cases are case IDs 300084, 300981, 301585, and 302794. For
these cases, the adaptive design adjustment factor was 1, indicating the weights treat these cases as having been
finalized before adaptive design was implemented, but the sample disposition data indicate the cases were dropped.
These four ceases amounaboutoneseventhof one percent of thiaceto-facesample, so this discrepancy has no
material effect on the \ghis or response rates.
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The nonresponse adjustment cells were defined to be heterogeneous inmssgopensity (the

probability of responding) across cells, and homogeneous in response propensity within cells. The final
nonresponse adjustments are equal to the inverse of the hasighted response rates within the

selected nonresponsadjustmentcells.

2§ 3 ( dofim@ra routine WESSEARCH was used to define nonresponse cells within each sampling
stratum for screener nonresponse and for gection nonresponse. WESSEARCH is based on a search
algorithm produced by and used with the permission of thevdrsity of Michigan
(http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/smp/searchy.

The WESSEARCH algorithm searches within specified strata, avoids cells with a sample size smaller than
20, and avoids adjustmentsriger than three times the mean adjustment within the stratum.

Nonresponse adjustment cells for screener nonresponse adjustment were formed within Census region
for each eligible household. For each region, the following characteristics were used &r filefine
response cells:

Dwelling type (single family, mufiamily, or missing)

Whether or not the address had a telephone number associated with it (provided on the
sample)

9 Urban/rural indicator

1 Quartiles of countylevel percent minority citizens S) and

1 Quartiles of countyevel percent poverty (ACS)

T
1

This resulted irb7 initial adjustment cellsSeverabf theseinitial cells contained adjustment factors
abovethree, with many of the cells havirfgwerthan 20 respondentsThese cells wereollapsed to
form 35 final cells, with adjustment factors ranging from 1.09 t@2véh a median of 1.56.

The adaptive design adjusted full sample and replicate weights were adjusted for screener nonresponse
using the final adjustment cells and resuffifactors.

Within-householdsampling Adjustment

After the screener interview was administered, one eligible adult citizen was randomly selected from
each household to complete the padection and postlection surveys. To account for this selection,

the full sample and replicate screener nonresponse adjusted weights were adjusted by a factor equal to
the number of eligible adult citizens within each household. The factor was capped at four to avoid large
weights.

PreelectionNonresponsé\djustment

Sinilar to thescreener nonresponse adjustmemnpnresponseadjustment celldor the pre-election

surveywere definedto be heterogeneous in response propensity (the probability of responding) across

cells, and homogeneous in response propensity within defishe 1,399 eligible, completed screener

cases, 1,181 completed the petection survey and 218 were nonrespondents, for a conditional pre

election survey response rate of 84 percent. None of thegdeetion partial interviews contained

sufficientdatali 2 0SS O2YyaARSNBR | O2YLX SiSd ¢KS ONRGSNAI ¥
completion of all CAPI items, up to the start of the CASI component.
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Variables from the screener were used to form the-ptection nonresponse adjustment cells, including
items collected about the sampled person and household:

Gender

Age (1839, 4059,60+)

Educational attainment (less than high school, high school owvatgnt, more than high school)
Home tenure (rent or other)

Whether there were children in the hoebkold

Number of eligible adults in ¢hhousehold (1 or more than 1)

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 =9

Full screener data were available for gender, age, and number of eligible adults. There were five missing
values for educational attainment and home tenure, and one missing vafwehiether or not there

were children in the household. A simple imputation was performed to obtain the modal value for all
screener respondents within the block group of each case with a missing value.

Initially, 36 adjustment cells were formed, followéyy collapsing to reduce adjustment factorslass
than 1.5 when possible and to have all celtsitain at least 25 record$here were 27 cells following
collapsingThe highest adjustment factor was 1.56 with a median adjustment factor of 1.13.

The sceener nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights that were adjusted for-within
household sampling were then adjusted for gection nonresponse using the final adjustment cells
and resulting factors.

Pre and Post-electionRaking

As noted &ove in the description of the Internet weightsking is a calibration weighting process that
adjusts the full sample and replicate weights for survey respondents iteratively to independent control
totals for various demographic categories. The processthe effect of differentially adjusting the

weights of the sampled households within groups of demographically similar households, so that the
total sum of weights for the sampled households equals the corresponding independent control totals
for all howseholds.These demographic groups are the raking dimensidhe.weights are adjusted to

equal the totals within the cells for each dimension in an iterative process, until the process converges,
and every dimensia® cell totals equal the independent coal totals.

Raking dimensions for both the prand postelection raking included the following:

Age by gender;

Race/ethnicity by educational attainment;
Marital status by gender;

Race/ethnicity by Census region;

Nation of birth; and

Home tenure byMetropolitan status.

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 -9

See below for specific categories for each dimension.

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study 86



Dimension 1: Age by gender

AGE_SEX Label for AGE_SEX

(18,39) male
(18,39) female
(40, 59) male
(40, 59) female
60+ male

60+ female

OO~ WN P

Dimension 2: Race/ethnicityby educational attainment

RACETHN_EDUC Label for RACETHN_EDUC

HISP, less than HS
HISP, HS

HISP, HS+

BLK, less than HS
BLK, HS

BLK, HS+

OTH, less than HS
OTH, HS

OTH, HS+

© 00 NO 01T B~ WDN P

Dimension 3: Marital status by gender

MARITL_SEX Labelfor MARITL_SEX

Married male
Married female
Others male
Others female
Single male
Single female

OO~ WN PP

Dimension 4: Race/ethnicity by census region

RACETHN_REGION Label for RACETHN_REGION

HISP, NE
HISP, MW
HISP, South
HISP, West
BLK, NE
BLK, MW
BLK, South
BLK, West
OTH, NE

© 00 ~NO OB~ WDN P

Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study

87



10 OTH, MW
11 OTH, South
12 OTH, West

Dimension 5: Nation of birth

NATION Label for NATION
1 US born
2 Foreign born

Dimension 6: Home tenure by metropolitan status

TENURE_URBAN Label for TENURE_URBAN
Not rented, urban
Not rented, nonurban
Rented, urban
Rented, nonurban

A W NP

In order for the raking process to converge, variables that are used to form the raking dimensions must
be fully available (not missing) from badtie respondents to the survey and from the control data, and
must be coded identically on each data set. The November 2016 Current Population Survey (CPS) was
used to develop the control totals for raking, except for the dimension for home téhoyeurbaricity,

where the September 2016 CPS was used and the proportions in each cell of that dimension were
applied to the November 2016 CPS weighted counts.

Four items from the ANES pedection respondent data needed imputation prior to raking, including
eduational attainment (11 missing values), marital status (six missing values), nativity (two missing
values), and home tenure (nine missing values). A hot deck imputation procedure was used, sorting by
Census division, number of eligible adults in the hoof#krecoded to 1 and more than Bnd

guartiles of the percent in the Census tract below poverty (ACS).

The preelection nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights for thelection

respondents were raked until convergence was achievedrder to avoid extreme weights, trimming

was planned in conjunction with the raking to ensure that no raking adjustment factor was larger than 5
times the mean adjustment. The overall weighted mean adjustment factor was 1.11 and convergence
was achievedh 13 iterations for the full sample weights, and in 12 iterations for the replicate weights.
No weights required trimming.

The raking procedures were repeated using the set ofptesttion respondents (n=1,059) and the same
dimensions that were used f@re-election raking. The full sample and replicate-ptection raked

weights were the input weights for this process. The overall weighted mean adjustment factor was 1.10
and convergence was achieved in 13 iterations for the full sample weights, aBdtérdtions for the
replicate weights. No weights required trimming.

10Home tenure was not available on the November 2016 CPS file. The most recent CPS file where it was available was
the September 2016 file.
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CompositéNeights for theCombinedSample

In order to be able to analyze the combined set of respondents to both the ANE®Hamee and

Internet components, a composite weight wamestructed. Respondents from the padection ANES
Faceto-Face study and the ANES Internet study were raked together, using a compositing factor. The
Faceto-Face component was assigned a composite factor of 0.26 and the Internet component was
assigned @omposite factor of 0.74 (0.26). The factor was determined by first computing an effective
sample size for each component (the respondent sample size divided by the design effect associated
with the variation in the weight). The composite factor for fh@ceto-Face component was the

effective sample size for the Fat®Face survey divided by the sum of the effective sample sizes of the
two components.

Final preelection raked weights from the Fate-Face and the Internet componenigere used as the

input weights for the preelection composite raking. The composite factor of 0.26 was applied to the
input weights of the Facto-Face respondents and 0.74 was applied to the input weights of the Internet
respondents. The set of replicates was expanded ®tb3account for the 100 original Internet

replicates and 33 original Fate-Face replicates.

Raking was done using the same dimensions used for the individual surveys, but using the control totals
from the faceto-face which exclude Alaska and Hawaiingrgence was achieved in nine iterations for

the pre-election composite full sample weight and in eight iterations for the replicates. No trimming was
required.

For the postelection respondents, the input weights were the composited-@lextion full ample and
replicate weights. Convergence was achieved in 14 iterations for thegtestion compositdull sample
weight and in 12 iterations for the replicatddo trimming was required.

While analyzing the two sets of respondents using a compositaght is desirable, there are a few
caveats to this approach. Using the composite factors of 0.26 fortBdeace and 0.74 fdnternet
results in the Internet data hang a large influence othe surveyestimates and variance other
words, when thetwo studieshave differenceghe estimates from the composited weights look more
like thelnternet surveyestimates. Additionally the variances using the composited weigate smaller
than if more weight had beegivento the Faceto-Face component.

Design Effects

¢tKS aRS&aA3IYy SFFTFSOl¢é RSAONROSAE GKS QGFINRIFYyOS 2F aly
obtained from a simple random sample. The complex sampling and weighting used in studies like this

one lead to greater variandén practce, larger sampling errorghan would be obtained with simple

random sampling.

Average design effects cée used to estimate the effective sample size of the study, that is, the sample

size using simple randm samplehat would produce the same amotinf statistical power as the

current study with its complex design. The squiaret of the average design effeestimatesthe

F SN} 3S STFSOG 2y alyYLiAy3d SNNBNBR RdzS G2 GKS &ddzR
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For a study with weights scaled to a mean of 1, the averagerdeffiect is the sum of the squared
weights divided by the sum of the weightsK S G NR 200 RSaA3dy STFFSOGE Aa GKS
effect. The more general formula for the desigffeet, regardless of how the weights are scaled, is:

€ 0
00"0C -

In the formula DEFHs the design effecty is the number ofespondingcases in the sapie, wsswis the
sum of thesquaredweights (i.e., square the weights and then find the suanjjws,? is the sum of the
weights squared

Tablel0-1 shows the average design effects and root design effectthis study The average design

effect of the combined sample weights for the p@béction study, 1.46, means that the combined

al YLX SQa adldAradaort LI g SN sampke size s, 2F1pdsiNgd BySL26, &) dzA Bt
2,925. The root design effect, 1.21, means that the sampling errors for estimates using thegotisn

combined sample weights are, on average, 1.21 times larger for this study than they would be for an

equal sample size with a simple random sample.

Tablel10-1. Average design effects and root design effects for the ANES 2016 Time £

Study

Sample weight Design effect (DEFF) Root design effect
Preelection, Internet only 1.42 1.19
Preelection, FtF only 1.53 1.24
Preelection, combined sample 1.45 1.20
Postelection, Internet only 1.43 1.20
Postelection, FtF only 1.54 1.24
Postelection, combined sample 1.46 1.21

Note that the true design effects for individual estimatggicallydiffer from the averagesThe
differences can be large for estimates involving population subgroups that have received relatively large
weighting factors
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APPENDIA: FACETOFACEDATAGOLLECTIOMATERIALS

Numerous materials were developed and pré@d6 R (2 & dzLIJLI2 NI G KS Ay i SNIBASHSN

described in this section. Unless otherwise noted, the full suite of materials was used for both the pre
election and poselection waves.

ANES Logo

Most materials were designed to incorporate and dmmpatible with the ANES lodExhibitAl-1). Most
materials also featured the logos of the associated organizations, including Stanford University,
University of Michigan, NSF and Westat.

ExhibitA1-1. ANES logo

Advance Letter
The Advance Letter (Exhildil-2) was sent to all sampled addresses prior to the launch of data
collection. Interviewers carried generic versions of the advance letter to remind household members of

the letter that was sent, or as an aid to prove studyitietacy and answer questions. The letter was
printed with English on one side and Spanish on the other.
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