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1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 
 
This report describes the data collection methodology for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study, including 
both the face-to-face and Internet components of the study.  
 
The ANES 2016 Time Series is a continuation of the series of election studies conducted since 1948 to 
support analysis of public opinion and voting behavior in U.S. presidential elections. The 2016 study 
consisted ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŜƪǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ уΣ нлмс ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ όǘƘŜ άǇǊŜ-
ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿέύ ŀƴŘΣ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ŀ ǎŜŎƻnd interview with the same respondent during the weeks 
ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ όǘƘŜ άǇƻǎǘ-ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿέύΦ  
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜd a dual-mode design with both traditional face-to-face interviewing (n=1,181) 
and questionnaires administered on the Internet (n=3,090), with a total pre-election sample 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 study was calƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ {ǘǳŘȅέ ƻǊ b9{Φ ¢ƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
many other national election studies in other countries, it has been called the American National 
Election Studies (ANES) since 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 other than 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 
Řŀǘŀ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ά¢ƛƳŜ {ŜǊƛŜǎϦ -- in this case, the "ANES 2016 Time Series 
{ǘǳŘȅϦ όǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άǘƘŜ нлм6 !b9{έύΦ  
 
ANES 2016 Time Series Study features 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 public opinion concerning the 2016 general election for 
president, and to continue the measurement of trends over time from past ANES 
studies.  

 
Design & modes:  Dual-mode two-wave panel design using address-based sampling (ABS).  

In the face-to-face mode, the study used a stratified, clustered ABS design with 60 
primary sampling areas in the 48 contiguous states and DC, with in-person 
recruitment and interviews.  
In the Internet mode, ABS from the 50 states and DC preceded recruitment by mail 
and questionnaires administered on the Internet. 
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Population:  U.S. citizens age 18 or older living in the 50 states or DC (for the Internet sample) or 
in the 48 states or DC (for the face-to-face sample). Note that the study is not 
designed to represent smaller geographic areas such as individual U.S. states. 

 
Sampling frame:  US Postal Service Delivery Sequence File, provided by Marketing Systems Group 
 
Field dates:  Pre-election survey: September 7 through November 7, 2016.  
 (Election: Tuesday, November 8, 2016) 

Post-election survey: November 9, 2016 through January 8, 2017.  
 

Interviews (n):  4,271 pre-election interviews consisting of 1,181 face-to-face and 3,090 online (and 
3,649 post-election re-interviews consisting of 1,059 face-to-face and 2,590 online).  

 
Incentives paid:  Respondents interviewed online received a $10 or $20 prepaid incentive and were 

subsequently given $40 or $80 per interview (for total payments of $50 to $180 per 
respondent).  
Respondents interviewed face-to-face received a $5 prepaid incentive and were 
subsequently given $25, $50, or $100 per interview (for total payments of $30 to 
$205 per respondent).  
 

Languages:  English and Spanish 
 
Response rate:  50 percent for the face-to-face mode and 44 percent for the Internet mode (AAPOR 

RR 1, the minimumτi.e., strictestτresponse rate). 
 
Re-interview rate:  On the post-election interview, re-interview rates were 90 percent for the face-to-

face mode and 84 percent for the Internet mode. 
 
Interview length:  The questionnaires were designed to be administered in a median of 80 minutes 

pre-election and 80 minutes post-election. Face-to-face median times were 80 
minutes pre-election and 78 minutes post-election. Internet medians were 64 and 
68 minutes pre and post, respectively.  

 
Weights:  Weights are required for valid inferences about the population.  
 
Design effects:  For the pre-election study, average design effects were 1.42 for the Internet sample, 

1.53 for the face-to-face sample, and 1.45 for the combined sample. For the post-
election study, average design effects were 1.43 for the Internet sample, 1.54 for 
the face-to-face sample, and 1.46 for the combined sample.  

 
Data collection:  Westat, Inc.  
 
Data:  Data are available free of charge from the ANES website, www.electionstudies.org. 

A few variables have access limited to researchers who complete a human subjects 
research protocol ŀƴŘ άwŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ 5ŀǘŀ !ŎŎŜǎǎέ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ; see the ANES website 
for more information about Restricted Data Access.  

 

  

http://www.electionstudies.org/
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2. SAMPLE DESIGN 
 
This was a dual-mode study (face-to-face and Internet), with two independently drawn address-based 
samples. The face-to-face component of the study was a complex, stratified, multi-stage cluster sample 
of addresses in the 48 contiguous states and Washington DC, while the Internet component was a 
simple random sample of eligible addresses in the 50 states and Washington DC. The two samples are 
detailed separately. This chapter addresses the selection of addresses. The selection of individuals at 
ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ άǎŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎΣέ ƛǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊΦ The screening 
procedures selected one eligible person (that is, one U.S. citizen age 18 or older at the time of screening) 
per selected housing unit.  
 
During the last two weeks of data collection, adaptive design procedures were implemented for the 
face-to-face sample in an attempt to concentrate resources to help meet the goal of 1,200 completed 
pre-election interviews and improve response rates. This 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 the United States age 18 and older who lived in 
the 50 states or District of Columbia at the time of the survey. 
 
Sampling Frame 
 
The sampling frame ς that is, the list from which we drew the sample ς was the list of residential 
addresses to which the United States 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 updates. The May 
2016 frame provided by MSG was used to select the sample, which was de-duplicated against the 
address sample selected for the ANES Recruitment Pretest Study to assure that no one selected for that 
study would be selected for the Time Series study. 
 
Sample Size and Coverage 
 
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 was άcoveredέ by the frame, meaning that most of the population 
had a chance to be included in the study. After excluding addresses selected for the Recruitment Pretest 
(noted above) and drop points (see below), an initial sample of 10,000 addresses was selected from the 
DSF using simple random sampling without replacement. We then subsampled 7,800 addresses to be 
fielded to achieve the response targets, holding the remaining 2,200 addresses in reserve. The reserve 
sample was not needed and was not used. All 7,800 fielded addresses received invitations addressed to 
the residence.  
 
A άdrop pointέ or άdrop stopέ 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 dwelling units are 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 buildingΩs front door, with no apartment designation 
in the address, and residents would 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 means we could not practically 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 2.9 percent of residential addresses nationwide. They are likely to be 
urban. Our review of mailing list data indicated that they are about 20 percent of housing units in New 
York City, 15 percent in Chicago, and 10 percent 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. 
 
Face-to-face Sample 
 
The sample for the ANES 2016 face-to-face component was selected from the 48 contiguous states plus 
DC and consisted of three stages of household selection: primary sampling units (PSUs), secondary 
sampling units (SSUs, in this case, Census block groups or CBGs) within the selected PSUs, and addresses 
within the selected SSUs. Finally, after completion of a screening interview, one eligible person within 
each household was randomly selected to complete the questionnaires; this person is referred to as the 
SP, or selected person. 
 
PSU Selection 
 
60 PSUs were selected, consisting of individual counties, combinations of counties, or halves of Los 
Angeles County, as detailed below.  
 
An initial list (sampling frame) of PSUs was formed 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 combined with neighboring counties to form county combinations with at least 50,000 
adult citizens (based on data from the American Community Survey 2010-2014 tables). To make 
interviewer travel within PSUs more economical, combinations were chosen that met the population 
target while also limiting the geographic size of the combined counties. Second, due to its extraordinary 
population size, 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 both parts of Los Angeles County, Cook 
County, IL, Maricopa County, AZ, and Harris County, TX. 
 
The non-certainty PSUs were stratified to improve the precision of the survey estimates. They were first 
stratified by Census region and a target number of PSUs was allocated to each region based on the total 
measure of size (number of adult citizens) in each region. While 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 
100,000 adult citizens for PSUs that were smaller than that. This was done to avoid having large 
sampling weights for these PSUs. Within each region we implicitly stratified (i.e., sorted and 
systematically sampled within each region) by quartiles of percent below poverty and percent minority 
citizens, based on information from the American Community Survey, and by urban/rural status, based 
on USDA rural-urban continuum codes.  
 



Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study  8  

In addition to the 5 PSUs selected with certainty, we selected 55 PSUs with probability proportional to 
size (PPS) using the number of adult citizens aged 18 and over as the measure of size. The 55 non-
certainty PSUs and 5 certainty PSUs together comprised the total of 60 PSUs selected for the ANES 2016 
Time Series Study Face-To-Face component. 
 
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 SSUs were randomly selected within each PSU for a total of 240 
block groups in the sample.  
 
The address based sampling (ABS) frame, which we used for both computing a measure of size for each 
block group and for address sampling later, was the DSF. For both SSU and address sampling we 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 or three 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 whole block 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 expected 0.31 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 the remaining block 
group to either County 1 or County 2. If the random number was less than or equal to 0.31, County 1 
was allocated the 4th block group. Otherwise County 2 was allocated the 4th block group.  
 
For PSUs with four or more counties (five PSUs), maps were used to divide the PSUs into two reasonable 
άǎǘǊŀǘŀέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŦƻǊ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǎǘŀŦŦΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊǳƭŜǎ 
as for PSUs with two or three counties were applied to allocate block group sampling in each of the 
pseudo-strata. 
 
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 and the 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 step was selecting 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 complete and 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 addresses from 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 listing 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 frame listings. 
 
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 non-listed block groups using ABS. An additional 48 addresses were 
selected from the listed block groups (12 from each 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 data collection) 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 (see below). 
 
The final stage of sampling was selecting a person at each selected address. See the sections on 
άǎŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŀǘŀ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ-selection process. 
 
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 pre-election surveys and to increase weighted response rates. For the set of cases that had 
not yet responded and were not hard refusals or already had interview appointments, we modeled the 
aggregate response propensity by SSU (block group), using available sampling frame, geographic, and 
para-data. The model used to assess response propensity was based on the block group level low 
response score available on the Census Planning Database (PDB) and was developed from a face-to-face 
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 paired the SSUs considering 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 case-specific information. Attempts were made to pair 
SSUs with different response 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 subsampled 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 and the other pair was dropped 
from data collection efforts. These selections resulted in 663 addresses continuing to be worked through 
the end of the data collection period (November 7, 2016), and 531 addresses being subsampled out. 
Sample weights were adjusted for cases 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 not meaningful for this study and 
response rates must be weighted. See the Weights chapter for further detail on the sample weights. 
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3. INTERVIEWER RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING 
 
Recruiting & Hiring 
 
Our goal was to recruit 120 field interviewers (FIs) to staff 60 PSUs for the face-to-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 team used WestatΩs corporate Field HR department to help recruit field staff. To 
supplement the pool of Westat experienced candidates, the recruitment team targeted sampled areas 
with job advertisements. External applicants were screened and interviewed in-depth, 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 thirty-three interviewers were recruited and offered the position, with 15 of them 
withdrawing their application before training. Of the remaining 118, 9 were designated as full-time 
travelers who could work in areas that were not fully staffed by local interviewers. Most of the 
inteǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ƘƛǊŜŘ ƘŀŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ мм ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ 
Training (GIT), which teaches the basic of survey research interviewing. Eighty four of the interviewers 
hired were shared with other Westat field studies.  
 
Training 
 
Interviewers spent approximately 20 hours in training and study for the pre-election ANES interview 
before beginning fieldwork. Westat designed a comprehensive training package that was presented to 
interviewers through distance learning. The initial training covered procedures and protocols related to 
the pre-election survey only; a separate training focusing on different or new elements of the post-
election survey was conducted later.  
 
The pre-election training guided the interviewers through a series of self-paced blocks of reading the 
field procedures manual, watching online instructional videos, practicing interviews in group web 
conference sessions, role-playing interviews in online practice sessions while paired with another 
interviewer, and participating in discussion 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, handling 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 and eligible 
respondent, and whom to interview for the pre-election 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 item refusals and "don't know" answers, and transcribing 
answers to open-ended 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 27, 2016. Scheduled group sessions began on Tuesday, August 
30. Field supervisors monitored the completion of all types of sessions, and ensured that interviewers 
stayed on course. Approximately 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. 
Each interviewer received: 
 

¶ Training Instruction Guide ς 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.  

¶ Field Procedures Manual ς A 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 for use during the pre-election interview practice session. 

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

¶ wŜŦǳǎŀƭ /ƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ Ƨƻō ŀƛŘΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ Converting Refusals magazine. 

¶ Laptop Computer ς Toshiba Portege R30 i5. 

¶ iPhone ς iPhone 5S or iPhone 6. 
 
Training Sessions 
 
The training sessions were designed to be completed sequentially. Table 3-1 displays information about 
each type of training session. 

 
Table 3-1.  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 Manual: 

Introduction and Overview 

1 30 Reading 

3 Introduction to ANES; overview of sample 

and tasks 

1 10 Video 

4 Read Chapter 2 of Field Procedures Manual: 

Field Interviewer Responsibilities 

1 15 Reading 

5 Responsibilities of an FI on ANES 1 15 Video 

6 Quiz: Basics of ANES Study and FI 

Responsibilities 

1 15 Online 
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7 Read chapters 3, 4 and 5 of FPM: Working 

with Sampled Addresses, Contacting 

Household Members, Managing Cases in the 

IMS 

1 60 Reading 

8 Introduction to the IMS 1 45 WebEx 

9 Read chapter 6 of FPM: Overview of the 

iPhone and mFOS 

1 30 Reading 

10 Using your iPhone 1 25 Video 

11 Practice using your iPhone 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 

Screener 

1 30 Reading 

14 Dwelling Unit Observations and Screener 

Demo 

1 45 Scheduled interactive 

web training session 

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 

cooperation role-play 

2 45 Scheduled interactive 

web training session 

19 Read chapters 8 and 9 of FPM: Pre-Election 

Questionnaire Admin and Wrapping up the 

PRE Interview 

3 90 Reading 

20 Introduction to the PRE questionnaire 3 20 Video 

21 PRE Interactive 3 90 Scheduled interactive 

web training session 

22 Dyad pairs for role-plays 3 120 Phone 

23 Address based sample and working your 

cases 

4 60 Conference call 

24 Self-paced administration: organize supplies, 

plan a work week 

4 50 Self-paced 

administrative tasks 

25 EROC entry practice 4 30 Practice 

26 Mobile EROC practice 4 30 Practice 

27 Supervisor check-in 4 45 Phone with 

supervisor 



Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study  13  

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 & 

Administrative Procedures 

5 30 Reading 

31 Working with your supervisor 5 45 Conference call 

32 Your assignment: receive assigned cases and 

prepare for work 

5 90 Administrative 

 
Testing Interviewers 
 
After training and before they began fieldwork, interviewers completed a test of their knowledge of key 
elements of the training. LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿέ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ 
supervisor, and interviewers completed a written test. The certification interview required the 
interviewer to complete representative tasks from an ANES 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 household who 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 does not count as a household member? 

A. Someone who lives at the address as their primary residence 

B. Someone who usually 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 following is not a 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 must do 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. It will be done at Westatôs main office at the end of the study in November. 

 

5. When should you enter your work hours in your 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 hours 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 locate - Screener 

Thu Sep 8  10:18am 111 No one home - Screener 

Sat Sep 10  2:30pm 111 No one home - Screener 

 

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 are eligible dwelling units?  

Mark all that apply. 

__ A single family home 

__ A condominium  

__ A rented apartment 

__ A trailer in a trailer park 

__ An apartment over a retail shop where the shop owner lives 

__ A convalescent hospital 

__ A college dormitory 

__ A homeless shelter 

__ A vacation home used by the owners 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 EROC for ñNo one home - Screener.ò At the end of your day the sampled 

address is on your way home so you stop a second time and also find 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 ï Screener 

B. 134 Invalid address, Other ï Screener 

C. 138 Unable to Access ï Screener 

D. 139 Multi Unit ï 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 conduct the Pre interview 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 allowed to do the Pre 

 

13. During the Pre interview you ask a question and the SP says, ñIôm not going to answer 
that.ò How should you respond? 

A. Code the answer ñrefusedò and continue the interview. 

B. Say, ñWe are paying you for this so I need you to answer, please.ò 

C. Say, ñI understand, but your responses are confidential.ò Then repeat the question. 

D. Wait 3 seconds, then say, ñIt would be a big help if you could please give your best 
answer, even if youôre not completely sure.ò 

 

14. During the Pre interview you ask a question and the SP says, ñHmm. I donôt know how to 

answer that one.ò How should you respond? 

A. Code the answer ñdonôt knowò and continue the interview. 

B. Say, ñWe are paying you for this so I need you to answer, please.ò 

C. Say, ñI understand, but your responses are confidential.ò Then repeat the question. 

D. Wait 3 seconds, then say, ñIt would be a big help if you could please give your best 
answer, even if youôre not completely sure.ò 

 

15. At the beginning of the Pre interview the respondent goes off on a tangent about how 

terrible one of the presidential candidates is. Which of these would be your best response 

before you continue the interview? 

A. Say, ñOh I know, I feel the same way sometimes.ò  

B. Say, ñI hear that a lot these days.ò 

C. Say, ñIôll be asking you some questions on that topic later.ò 

D. Say, ñSome of my best friends feel that way.ò  

 

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 neighbor or household 

member 

 

17. When recording an SPôs answer to an open-ended question, what should you type? 

A. Summarize the answer briefly in a few words. 

B. Describe the SPôs answer briefly in your own words. 

C. Type everything the SP says exactly, in full, word-for-word. 

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. If someone at a sampled DU refuses to complete the Screener, what should you do? 

A. Accept the refusal respectfully and later discuss follow-up strategies with your field 

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. 

 

20. When are you allowed to discuss a respondentôs answers to the interview with someone 

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: A  2: D  3: B  4: A  5: D   6: B  7: C  8: 1 thru 5  9: C  10: C  11: B  12: D  13: C  14: D  15: C 

16: A  17: C  18: A  19: A  20: D 
 
Training on the Post-Election Wave 
 
Prior to the launch of the post-election phase of the study, interviewers received training in the changes 
to data collection materials and protocols required for post-election interviewing. The post-election 
training consisted of approximately 4.5 hours of the following components: independent reading; video 
and quiz; independent practice with the post-election questionnaire; and scheduled dyad practice. Each 
interviewer received: 
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¶ Training Instruction Guide ς A hard copy booklet with tabbed sections for each of the 6 training 
sessions. Each session was located behind sequentially numbered tabs, and contained precise 
instructions for completing that session. 

¶ Respondent Booklet for the post-election survey for use during the practice session. 

¶ Job Aid card that helped interviewers use probes and follow interviewing protocol. 
 
The self-guided training was completed between November 4-10, 2016; interviewers were required to 
complete all six training modules before working any post-election cases. 
 
Continual Training  
 
As needs arose throughout the data collection period, additional training was provided to field 
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. 
 
Field Supervisor Training 
 
In addition to completing all of the training sessions assigned to interviewers, field supervisors received 
ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ CƛŜƭŘ Iw ǎǘŀŦŦΦ CƛŜƭŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
administered using conference calls and WebEx 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, supervising interviewers, and how to use the 
online supervisor management system. 
 
¢ǿƻ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜǿ ǘƻ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ CƛŜƭŘ 
Supervisor Training to prepare them for monitoring data collection, supervising field staff, and handling 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǘŀǎƪǎΦ !ƭƭ ǎƛȄ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ 
and evaluations, the ANES Study Management System, ANES production reports, and study specific 
components of probing, gaining cooperation, refusal conversion, using travelers, and tracking expenses. 
¢ƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ CƛŜƭŘ Iw ǎǘŀŦŦ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ Ǿƛŀ ²Ŝō9Ȅ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ 
calls, and memos. 
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4. QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Objectives 
 
Two of the main purposes of the ANES Time Series are to collect data that allow scholars to describe and 
explain voting behavior in the current election and to monitor trends over time. Asking timely questions 
about current elections requires innovations, while continuing the long-running time series to monitor 
trends requires some continuity in instrumentation. To meet these objectives the questionnaire 
repeated many questions that have been asked on prior ANES surveys and incorporated many new 
questions as well.  
 
Innovation in ANES questionnaire development is led by the PIs with support from the ANES board, 
staff, and broader scholarly community, especially through the Online Commons. The ANES has been 
built over many decades by input from a broad base of support in the scholarly community, and the PIs 
have sought to enhance that 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 2012 study. 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 median face-to-face interview length down to a maximum 
of 80 minutes. 
 
Questionnaire content was selected by the PIs based 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 Commons (OC) is a forum on the ANES website (www.electionstudies.org) for scholars 
to propose questions for the Time Series and to provide constructive feedback ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΦ The 
OC was first developed for the ANES 2006 Pilot Study and ANES has regularly relied on OC proposals 
since then for the 2008, 2012, and 2016 Time Series studies as well as the 2010-2012 Evaluations of 
Government and Society Study. Collectively, hundreds of scholars have proposed thousands of 
questions for the ANES.  
 
ANES conducts pilot studies from time to time to test new questions prior to their inclusion on Time 
Series studies. ANES conducted the ANES 2016 Pilot Study for this developmental purpose for the 2016 
Time Series.  
 
Scholars made 33 OC proposals for the current study or the ANES 2016 Pilot Study. ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ PIs 
reviewed all proposals and the ANES Board provided additional review. About half of the proposals 
resulted in questions being asked on an ANES study in 2016. 
 
Proposals were reviewed by ANES Board members and PIs using several criteria, as follows. 
 
1. Problem-Relevant. 
Are the theoretical motivations, proposed concepts and survey items relevant to ongoing controversies 
among researchers?  How will the data that the proposers expect to observe advance the debate? What 

http://www.electionstudies.org/
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specific analyses of the data will be performed? What might 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 paribus, concepts 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 
has various 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 test-retest 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 paribus, items that are potentially relevant for a wide range of analyses will be considered 
more favorably than items that would seem to have less applicability. 
 
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 technique and 
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 questionnaires consisted of approximately 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. Approximately 7 percent 
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, campaign finance, Middle East policy, policing and race, vaccination requirements, 
transgender issues, and matters of equality or inequality such as parental leave, gender differences in 
pay, and the minimum wage. New items also addressed candidate traits such as an even temperament 
ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƳƛƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŘƛǎƎǳǎǘ ŦƻǊ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ 
regarding the treatment of women. New questions regarding the political process addressed satisfaction 
with parties and party nominees, 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 conducted in January, 2016, for the purpose of testing such 
questions 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 Series questionnaires cover a broad range of topics. The approximate percentage of the 2016 
questionnaire devoted to each concept (excluding CSES) is shown below: 
 

10% Voting behavior 
11% Candidate evaluations 
3% Party evaluations 
7% Evaluations of government and 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 questionnaires weǊŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ άƳƻŘǳƭŜǎέ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ όŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ 
άƛǘŜƳǎέύ ƻƴ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΦ Table 4-1 describes the modules that were new in 2016. The table includes a 
brief description of the items in each module and a count of items (separated by the main content 
questions and the follow-up questions that determine attitude strength).  
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Table 4-1. New modules in ANES 2016 Time Series questionnaire 

 
 
 

  

Brief Description of Item(s) Module Name # of 

content 

Qs

# of 

strength 

follow-

up Qs
Economic issues

1 Economic equality Minimum wage should be increased/decreased;

Govt should increase/decrease spending on health insurance

ECONEQUAL 2 1

2 Economic mobility How much opportunity in U.S.; 

Ability to improve financial well-being compared to 20 yrs ago

ECONMOBIL 2 1

3 Free trade Favor/oppose U.S. making free trade agreements; 

Increasing trade good/bad for U.S.

FREETRADE 2 1

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; 

Favor/oppose allowing Syrian refugees in U.S.

SYRIA 2 2

6 Vaccinations Favor/oppose requiring children vaccinated for public school; 

Do health benefits of vaccinations outweigh risks

VACCINE1/

VACCINE2

2 2

7 Transgender policy Which bathroom should transgender people use TRANSPOLICY 1 1

8 Religious exemptions Should businesses be allowed to refuse wedding-related services 

to same-sex couples

RELIGEXEMP 1 1

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; 

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

POLVIOL 4 0

12 Third party Is a third party needed; 

How much would R like to have a third party

THIRDPARTY 2 0

13 Reasons for not registering to vote Main reason R did not register to vote NONREG 1 1

14 Percent vote each candidate will 

receive

Percent vote each candidate will receive in national vote and in 

state vote

VOTEPERC1/

VOTEPERC2

2 0

15 Release of Trump recording Did R hear about Trump recording; 

Does R think the recording should matter

RPCVID 2 0

16 Hispanics in political office How important is it that more Hispanics are elected to political 

office

HISPPRES 1 0

17 Retrospective items at end of 2-term 

presidency

Feel "angry" because of Obama (Last time in TS in 2008)

Feel "proud" because of Obama (Last time in TS in 2008)

Economy better/worse/same compared to 2008 (Last time in TS in 

2000)

RETRO 3 1

18 Updated CSES module (CSES 5) bŜǿ vΩǎ (20) on topics of "attitudes about elites," "outgroup 

attitudes," "national identity" and more. Some questions (3) were 

included in the new CSES module and were not in 2012, but 

appeared in CSES modules in previous ANES Time Series surveys. 

CSES5 23 0

New Module 
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Table 4-1. New modules in ANES 2016 Time Series questionnaireτcontinued  

 

 

Table 4-2 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 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘΦ LǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƴŜǿέ if they were not asked in the ANES 2012 

Time Series Study; a few items were previously asked in earlier Time Series studies, and this is noted in 

Brief Description of Item(s) Module Name # of 

content 

Qs

# of 

strength 

follow-

up Qs
Gender

19 Gender policy Favor/oppose equal pay for women; 

Favor/oppose parental leave

GENDPOL 2 2

20 Feminism Does R consider self to be feminist/anti-feminist (Similar 

"feminist" question asked in 1992); 

How important is being feminist/anti-feminist

FEMINISM 5 0

21  Gender resentment Women interpret innocent remarks as sexist; 

Women fail to appreciate what men do for them; 

Women gain power by getting control over men; 

Women put men on a tight leash

GENDRES 4 0

22 Presidential candidate treatment of 

women

Does RPC/DPC treat women well/poorly TREATWOMEN 2 2

23 DŜƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴDoes R have any sons/daughters RCHILD 1 0

Attitudes

24 Right-wing authoritarianism Country needs free thinkers; 

Country would be great if we honor ways of our forefathers; 

Country needs a strong, determined leader who will crush evil

RWA 3 0

25 White racial consciousness How important is it that whites change laws unfair to whites; 

How likely that whites unable to find a job because employers hire 

minorities

WHITE 2 0

26 Political correctness People too easily offended vs change the way we talk to be more 

sensitive

POLCORRECT 1 0

27 Attitudes towards police Do police treat whites or blacks better; 

Does fed govt treat whites or blacks better

TREATBLACK 2 2

28 Nationalism World would be better if people from other countries were more 

like Americans

NATLSM 1 0

Personal experiences

29 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻƭƛŎŜPast 12 mos, R/family member stopped/questioned by police;

R ever been arrested

OWNPOLICE 2 0

30 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻǿƴ ǎƪƛƴ ǘƻƴŜR select skin tone from graphic; 

How much discrimination has R faced because of skin color

SKINTONE 2 0

31 Boycott/buycott R ever bought or declined to buy product or service due to 

political/social values of the company

BUYCOTT 1 0

32 Respondent experiences with survey How easy for R to access internet; 

Rate interviewer's performance; 

Rate interview; 

Open-ended comments

IW/ENDWEB 4 2

33 Allow access to Facebook Does R use Facebook account; 

Will R share some data with ANES

FACEBOOK/

FBCARD

2 2

New Module 
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the table. Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘŜǊǊƻǊƛǎƳ ǿƻǊǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ǎǘȅƭŜ όάƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜέύΣ Ǉŀǎǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ 

have measured the concept using different items. 

 

Table 4-2. 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 

Module 

Name

# of 

content 

Qs

# of 

strength 

follow-

up Qs

Feeling thermometers

1 Pre political figure feeling 

thermometers (FT)

FT for Bill Clinton (Last time in TS in 2008); 

FT for Gary Johnson (Libertarian Pres Cand) (Last time 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2004);

FT for Bill Weld (Libertarian VP Cand) (Last time 3rd party VP FT in TS in 2002);

FT for Jill Stein (Green Pres Cand) (Last time another 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2002)

THERMPRE 4 0

2 Post political figure FTs FT for Pope Francis;

FT for Gary Johnson (Libertarian Pres Cand) (Last time 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2004);

FT for Jill Stein (Green Pres Cand) (Last time another 3rd party Pres FT in TS in 2002);

FT for second foreign leader (Putin; Merkel already added in place of Cameron)

THERMPO 4 0

3 Post group FTs FT for transgender people;

FT for scientists;

FT for Black Lives Matter;

FT for the police (Last time in TS in 1992);

FT for Jews (Last time in TS in 2008)

THERMGR 5 0

Presidential candidates affect/traits

4 Affect for presidential 

candidates

Feel "disgusted" because of DPC and RPC CANDAFF 2 0

5 Pres candidate traits Speaks his/her mind;

Even-tempered

CTRAIT 4 0

Policy Issues

6 Campaign finance Favor/oppose limits on campaign spending;

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]

CAMPFIN 3 0

7 Government policy on 

immigration

Favor/oppose changing constitution so that children of unauthorized immigrants do not 

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

IMMIG 3 3

8 Environmental policy Favor/oppose fracking;

Should fed govt be doing more about rising temperatures

ENVIR 2 1

9 Effect of health care law Has health care law increased/decreased cost of health care for Americans;

Has health care law increased/decreased cost of health care for R

HLTHLAW 2 0

10 U.S. position in the world How willing should U.S. be to use military force to solve international problems 

(Last time in TS in 1998; revised in 2016)

USWORLD 1 0

11 Supreme Court When selecting for Supreme Court, how much should legal qualifications be considered;

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

SUPCT 3 0

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?

(in one version, Israeli Q comes first; in another version, Palestinian Q comes first)

ISRSUPP 1 1
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Table 4-2. New items added to existing ANES 2012 Time Series modules for the ANES 2016 Time Series 

Studyτcontinued  

 

 
Self-administered Sections of the Questionnaires 
 
The entire Internet interview was self-administered, while most of the face-to-face interview was 
administered by a professional interviewer. A section of the face-to-face interview was self-
administered, which is a process known as Computer Aided Self-Interviewing (CASI). For this part of the 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ƭŀǇǘƻǇ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊ ǎǘŜǇǇŜŘ ŀǿŀȅΣ 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ Ǿiew, so the respondent could answer questions 
privately. The purpose of a CASI section of the questionnaire was to improve data quality and 
completeness for questions where respondents may be more truthful or cooperative when responding 
to a computer-administered questionnaire than to a live interviewer.   
 
Topics included in the pre-election 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 post-election CASI section, questions addressed parenthood, experiences with 
the police, income, feeling thermometers for groups, white racial opinions, government and police 
treatment of blacks and whites, racial identity, personality, violence, stereotyping, discrimination, and 
use of Facebook.  
 

Existing Module Brief Description of Added Item(s) Existing 

Module Name

# of 

content 

Qs

# of 

strength 

follow-

up Qs

Attitudes on race/ethnicity/gender

14 CASI attitudes toward race 

and gender groups

How much influence do Asian-Americans have in U.S. politics (Last time in TS in 2000) RACEGENPO 1 0

15 CASI group stereotypes Rating of "violent-peaceful" for Whites (Last time in TS in 1992);

Rating of "violent-peaceful" for Blacks (Last time in TS in 1992);

Rating of "violent-peaceful" for Hispanics (Last time in TS in 1992);

Rating of "violent-peaceful" for Asian-Americans (Last time in TS in 1992);

STYPEPO 4 0

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;

Discrimination against men;

Discrimination against Muslims;

Discrimination against Christians;

Discrimination against transgender people

DISCRIM 5 0

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;

Does R trace ancestry to Mexico

DEM 2 1

20 Community involvement In past 12 months, has R contacted: federal elected official; federal non-elected official; state 

elected official; state non-elected official

INVOLV 4 4

21 Cognitive 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 incorrectlySELFGEND 0 1

24 Political knowledge What is the minimum wage in R's state KNOWL 1 0
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Format Differences for Self-completed Items 
 
There were slight formatting or interface differences between the web administration and the self-
administered portion of the face-to-face interview. Internet questionnaires were programmed using 
Unicom Intelligence and administered over the Internet in web browsers, while CASI questions were 
programmed and administered using Blaise on laptop computers. The resulting graphical interfaces 
were not identical.  
 
The CASI system displayed questions in white text on a dark blue-gray background, with the response 
options spaced approximately two lines below the question and indented approximately 18 characters 
from the left edge of the question text. Response options used radio buttons. The questions appeared in 
a sans-serif typeface that appears similar to Calibri. άbŜȄǘέ ŀƴŘ ά.ŀŎƪέ ōǳǘǘƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ǊƛƎƘǘ 
and left corners of the window, respectively.  
 
In the web format, the ANES name and logo appeared in the top left corner of the screen. Many 
ŦƻǊƳŀǘǘƛƴƎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ browser. The questions 
normally were displayed in black text on a white background, with the response options appearing 
immediately below the question text, with radio buttons indented about 1 character from the left edge 
of the question text. The typeface also ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ōǊƻǿǎŜǊ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΣ ōǳǘ ƻǳǊ ǘŜǎǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ƛǘ ƛƴ ŀ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŜǊƛŦ ŦŀŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ¢ƛƳŜǎ bŜǿ wƻƳŀƴΦ άbŜȄǘέ ŀƴŘ ά.ŀŎƪέ ōǳǘǘƻƴǎ 
were relatively closely spaced just below the response options and were shaped like boxes 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 questionnaire was designed for comparability between modes. Most questions were administered 
the same way in the face-to-face interviews and online questionnaires. Some mode differences in the 
questionnaire were necessitated by differences in the mode of administration.  
 
Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ά²9. {t9/έ 
ŦƛŜƭŘΦ LŦ ƴƻ ά²9. {t9/έ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƳƻŘŜǎΦ 
The first example of a distinctive 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 answer. The face-to-face CAPI interface also would have included a field for interviewers to 
ŜƴǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ   όbƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ ōǊŀŎƪŜǘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά5h bh¢ twh.9 Ψ5YΩ 
w9{thb{9έΣ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /!tL screen for interviewers to read 
but were not read aloud to respondents and were not displayed in the online questionnaire.) 
 
Web specifications that called for differences from the face-to-face interview consisted primarily of the 
following types: 
 

¶ Change pronouns to be appropriate for the self-ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƳƻŘŜΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ άLέ ǘƻ 
άǿŜέ ǿƘŜƴ άLέ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΣ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ άL ŀƳ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ ȅƻǳ ŀ ƭƛǎǘέ ǘƻ άǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ 
ǎƘƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŀ ƭƛǎǘΣέ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ άǘŜƭƭ ƳŜέ ǘƻ άŜƴǘŜǊΦέ 

¶ Include a text box in placŜ ƻŦ ŀ άǎǇŜŎƛŦȅέ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ 

¶ Omit parentheses around text that was optional for interviewers to read aloud. 

¶ Display two items on the same screen. 

¶ Add an online-ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά/ƭƛŎƪ bŜȄǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜΦέ ƻǊ ά¢ȅǇŜ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΦέ 

¶ Omit a face-to-face-oƴƭȅ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά¸ƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ƎƛǾŜ ƳŜ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΦέ 

¶ Omit references to the respondent booklet. 

¶ Omit volunteered response options.  

¶ Explicitly offer response options that are only accepted in the FTF interview if volunteered. 

¶ Correct punctuation that was ungrammatical in the face-to-face questionnaire, such as replacing 
an ellipsis with a colon. 

¶ Provide item selection logic that accounts for the different codes used for item nonresponse in 
the two modes.  

¶ Change listed response options to match the question stem when the listed options in the face-
to-ŦŀŎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎǘǊƛŎǘƭȅ ƳŀǘŎƘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŜƳ ōŜƛƴƎ 
ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C¢C ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ  

¶ Add a nonresponse prompt conditional on the length of the response to an open-ended 
question. For example, at DEM_OCCNOW, if the response was fewer than 15 characters the 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻƳǇǘŜŘΣ ά/ŀƴ ȅƻǳ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƧƻōΚέ  

 
Substantive mode difference in party identification question 
 
Perhaps the most noteworthy substantive mode difference applies to the questions measuring party 
identification (PID). These questions have a long history on the Time Series and were written at a time 
when it was considered acceptable to code volunteered responses to closed-ended questions.  
 
The traditional PID question (PTYID_RPTYID), in use since 1952, ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀǎƪǎΣ άDŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎΣ Řƻ ȅƻǳ 
usually think of yourself as a Republican, a DemocratΣ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΣ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘΚέ ¢ƘƻǎŜ who say 
άƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΣέ ƻǊ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘ ƻǊ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴΣ ŀǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ-up question 
(PTYID_LEANPTY)Υ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ tŀǊǘȅ ƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ 
tŀǊǘȅΚέ 9ǾŜǊȅ ȅŜŀǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ to this follow-up question have said άƴƻέ ƻǊ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊΦέ Lƴ ŦŀŎŜ-to-
face interviewing, throughout the Time SŜǊƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ 
ŎƻŘŜΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
options, is the main way for a respondent to end up in the middle, pure Independent category of the 
traditional 7-point party ID scale. (Respondents are also considered pure independents if they refuse to 
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ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ know how to answer. Recently about three fourths 
of pure independents in the face-to-face surveys have been so classified because of a volunteered 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻŦ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέΦύ  
 
This type of question is impossible to administer in a self-administered format, such as an online 
questionnaire, in a manner with no mode differences from the face-to-face interview, because online 
questionnaires do not accept volunteered response options. The online questionnaire could be written 
ōȅ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻǳǘ ŀƭtogether, but this would change the response distribution, relative 
to the face-to-face survey, by substantially reducing the number of respondents placed in the middle 
category of the 7-point PID scale. The online questionnaire could, alternatively, be written by offering 
ǘƘŜ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ would give the online respondent a categorically 
different stimulus than the face-to-ŦŀŎŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΣ ōȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέ ƻǇǘƛƻn explicitly available. 
This would also change the response distribution, relative to the face-to-face survey, this time by 
increasing the number of respondents placed in the middle category. Since the first online ANES surveys 
ƛƴ нллуΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ άƴŜƛǘƘŜǊέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻn when administering 
it online.  
 
Adaptive Battery ŦƻǊ άbŜŜŘ ǘƻ 9ǾŀƭǳŀǘŜέ 
The post-election questionnaire included an adaptive battery of items (V162248 through V162253) 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ άƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜΣέ (NTE) based on an Online Commons proposal.1  NTE reflects a tendency 
to judge objects or experiences as good or bad. (Strictly speaking, it appears to be a propensity, not a 
άƴŜŜŘΦέύ tŜƻǇƭŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴ b¢9 ŦƻǊƳ ƳƻǊŜ evaluations of this kind. 
 
Adaptive testing batteries improve the efficiency of measurement by asking questions of greater or 
ƭŜǎǎŜǊ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅΩ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƻǊ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ and reducing the total number of questions 
ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ.2 For example, in a vocabulary test, 
if ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀƭέ ŀƴŘ άǎŜŀǎƻƴŜŘΣέ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ŀǎƪ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŀōƧǳǊŜέ ƻǊ άǇŜǊǘƛƴŀŎƛƻǳǎέ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƻ ŀǎƪ Ŝŀǎȅ ƻƴŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ 
άƘŜƭƭƻέ ƻǊ άƴŀƳŜΣέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǿƻǊds can be assumed to know the easy ones. 
{ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǿƘŜƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀǘŜƴǘ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘǊŀƛǘǎΣ ƛŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΩ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 
measured, then some questions can be skipped. This applies to attitude, personality, and policy 
preference questions as well as knowledge tests; if a respondent believes abortion should be illegal in 
ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƎƴŀƴŎȅ ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ƭƛŦŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŀƭǎƻ 
believes it should be illegal if the child will not be the sex the woman prefers it to be.  
 
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 respondents. Once 
a sufficient number of items 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.  
 
The adaptive battery for measuring NTE administered 4 questions from a maximum of six available. The 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

                                                           

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

2 See Jacob M. Montgomery and Josh Cutler. 2013. Computerized Adaptive Testing for Public Opinion Surveys. Political 
Analysis 21: 141-171. 

http://www.electionstudies.org/onlinecommons/2016Pilot/AdaptivePersonality.pdf
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initial questions. Summary scores for the NTE items, meaǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜΣ ŀǊŜ 
shown in the variable V162253x. These scores were calculated by Jacob Montgomery and Erin Rossiter 
using the R package catSurv,3 which provides methods of computerized adaptive testing.  
 
Facebook Data Linkage 
 
For testing purposes, ANES 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. The purpose of this request was to assess the 
value and feasibility of such data collection for future efforts, to test technical means of collecting such 
data, to determine cooperation rates, and to develop a coding system for Facebook 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 pre- and post-election waves. The purpose of 
the pretests was to identify any difficulties that interviewers might have in administering the 
questionnaires and that respondents might have in responding to the questionnaires. The pretests 
focused on usability testing of the CAPI/CASI instruments and the Respondent Booklet. The pretests did 
not include other study procedures, instruments, or materials (although separate technical tests were 
performed on all software systems for the data collection, including the programmed instruments, 
sample and interviewer management systems, audio recording, data transmission, supervisor 
management, iPhone data, and GPS data collection).  
 
The pretest of the pre-election interview took place in mid-July, 2016, with 30 recruited adults from 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 received a brief training on the pre-election 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 post-election pretest occurred in two stages: qualitative cognitive pretesting of selected 
questionnaire items and usability testing of the programmed instrument. In late August, 14 one-on-one 
interviews were conducted by trained survey methodologists to pretest a subset of questions for 
inclusion in the post-election CAPI instrument. Findings from the pretest were based on respondent 
reports of issues following scripted probing and any additional spontaneous issues that arose during the 
interview.  
 
The second stage of post-election pretesting occurred in early November, 2016. An ANES field 
interviewer and an ANES quality control staff member (both of whom worked on the pre-election phase) 
participated in a usability session in which they independently reviewed the programmed post-election 

                                                           

3 See https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=catSurv 

https://cran.r-project.org/package=catSurv
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CAPI/CASI instrument and provided input. Their feedback was reviewed with ANES project staff, and 
incorporated into the post-election training program.  
 
Westat wrote a reports of recommendations based on the pretesting and held a debriefing conference 
call with ANES staff and PIs from the University of Michigan and Stanford University. Feedback on the 
questionnaires was mostly positive. Based on feedback regarding the procedures, respondent 
comprehension and difficulty in answering questions, interviewer difficulties, and observations about 
probing and interviewer-respondent interaction, some 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 
feedback, some 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 Items 
 
The questionnaire 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, based on Talkers 
magazine reports 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 additional Internet-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 Graduate 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 editions were included; local, specialized, 
and advertising supplements were excluded. For example, the Atlanta Journal-/ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ άaǳƴŘƻ 
IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎƻέ ŀƴŘ ά9ǾŜƴƛƴƎ 9ŘƎŜέ ŀƴŘ ά.ǳȅŜǊǎ 9ŘƎŜ {ŜƭŜŎǘΦέ hƴƭȅ ά!ǘƭŀƴǘŀ WƻǳǊƴŀƭ-/ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴέ ǿŀǎ 
offered. Special editionǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜǘ ƻŦŦ ōȅ ŀ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ƘȅǇƘŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǇŀŎŜ όά ς άύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǘƭŜǎΦ ¢ƛǘƭŜǎ 
with a hyphen separated by spaces were excluded. This retained paper titles with hyphenated titles, 
such as Atlanta Journal-Constitution and Chicago Sun-Times, but excluded editions such as the Chicago 
Sun-Time ς Chicago Reader.   
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5. INTERNET DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 
 
Overview 
 
Data collection for the Internet component of the study consisted of an online screening interview to 
select one eligible household member, followed by a pre-election interview, followed by a post-election 
re-interview. All of these steps were completed online with computer-aided self-administered 
interviewing. (We refer to these as άinterviews,έ but no interviewers in the conventional sense of 
person-to-person interaction were involved; respondents completed questionnaires online.) The 
sections that follow provide details of the data collection tasks. 
 
The sequence of events for data collection is summarized as follows and elaborated throughout this 
chapter. Selected addresses were sent an advance letter announcing the study followed by an invitation 
letter with $10 or $20 cash enclosed (with the amount randomly assigned) that invited any household 
member to complete an online survey for $40. Repeated mailings followed to promote response, 
eventually escalating the promised incentive to $80. The initial online survey was a household screener 
that randomly selected one household member to participate in the study. If the self-selected screener 
respondent was the person randomly selected to participate in the study, the instrument seamlessly 
transitioned from the screener to the pre-election survey. If the selected person was another household 
member, the screener respondent was paid and the other household member was asked to complete 
the pre-election survey. The instrument could proceed immediately to the pre-election survey if the 
selected person was available, or the selected person could log in later if they responded to invitations 
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 of Advance letters on Wednesday, August 31, 2016, followed by 
an invitation containing the URL and password on September 9, 2016. The first survey completions 
occurred on September 10, 2016. Data collection for the pre-election phase ended on Monday, 
November 7. The election was Tuesday, November 8 and data collection for the post-election phase ran 
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 2016 ¢ƛƳŜ {ŜǊƛŜǎ {ǘǳŘȅΩǎ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ 
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 (DeBell et alΦ нлмтύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ άTo the family atέ ǘƘŜ 
sampled address, and initially offering $40, formed the optimal cost-conscious strategy among those 
considered, so that design was used for the Internet component of the Time Series.  
 
Advance letters, invitations, and reminders were delivered in a variety of ways using FedEx, USPS First 
Class mail, and postcards. USPS Priority Mail was used in lieu of FedEx for Post Office (PO) Boxes. 
 
A combination of letters and postcards invited and reminded sampled households and persons to 
participate in ANES. Once a selected person (SP) was chosen, email was also used as a contact method, if 
an email address was provided at the end of the screener. The screener phase of the study included up 
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to seven contact attempts, the pre-election phase up to six contact attempts, and the post-election 
phase up to 10 attempts. Contacts ceased once the interview was completed, so those who responded 
earlier received fewer contacts. 
 
Each letter, postcard, and email was available in English or in a bilingual (English and Spanish) version. 
Using data from the American Community Survey (ACS), each sampled case was flagged to indicate if it 
was considered likely to be a Spanish-speaking household.4 Likely-Spanish addresses (n=996) were sent 
the bilingual version of the mailings, while others (n=6,804) were sent the English-only version. 
 
The initial invitation mailing sequence consisted of the following steps: 

1. An advance letter sent on August 31, 2016, by FedEx for 2-day 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, and promised $40 for doing so.  

3. A reminder 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 doing so.  

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

6. A non-response letter sent by overnight FedEx made an escalated offer of $80 and stated a 
November 7 deadline to complete the online survey. 

7. A final reminder postcard, offering $80.  
 
A list of the letters, the first date on which each letter could have been mailed, the number sent, and 
other information is shown in Table 5-1. The text of all letters, postcards, and emails is provided in 
Appendix C. Some of the letters included Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on the back or instructions 
for connecting to the study website, and these materials are also presented in Appendix C. The specific 
circumstances under which each letter was sent, including intervals between letters and criteria that 
warranted sending specific letters, were determined by a lengthy flowchart provided in Appendix D.  
 
The flowchart in Appendix D does not include letters 50a and 50b that were mailed October 31 on an ad 
hoc basis. These letters were sent to respondents who had started the pre-election 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 by FŜŘ9Ȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ Ϸр ŎŀǎƘ ŜƴŎƭƻǎŜŘ όάрлŀέ ƛƴ Table 5-1). When the 
selected respondent was the screener respondent the letter was sent by first class mail and did not 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ŎŀǎƘ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ όάрлōέύΦ  
 
Letter numbering is non-consecutive because most numbers correspond 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 in a linguistically isolated area, defined as a Census tract where the percent of limited-English-
speaking households was greater than 13 percent as indicated in the American Community Survey. 
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Screener 
 
The purpose of the screener was to determine if the household was eligible for ANES and to randomly 
select one person to participate. It was not necessary to randomly select a household member to 
complete the screener, so initial invitations asked any household member to go online to begin the 
survey. 
  
Online screening was designed to be minimally burdensome. Screener respondents confirmed the 
address and reported the number of adult citizens living in the household and some basic demographic 
characteristics. 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 study. The screener completion rate in the main study, conditional on logging into the online 
survey, was 98 percent. 
 
If the screener respondent was not selected to continue with the pre-election survey, then he or she 
was asked to complete a short battery of 19 ANES items from the pre-election questionnaire, such as 
voting behavior, health, home tenure, and income. After 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 the main study were still paid. 
 
 

Table 5-1. Letter protocol for ANES 2016 Time Series Study, Internet component

Letter Stage Letter type Mail mode

First eligible 

mailing date Addressee

Enclosed 

incentive

Promised 

incentive

Other 

enclosures

Number 

mailed

5 screen Advance letter FedEx 2 day 8/31/2016 family 0 $10 or $20 FAQ 7800

12 screen Invitation letter 1st class #10 9/9/2016 family $10 or $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 1st class #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 1st class #10 10/20/2016 name 0 $40 or $80 instructions 39

32 pre Person ref. conversion 1st class #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 1st class #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 1st class #10 11/10/2016 name $40 or $80 0 none 2578

Content
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Pre- and Post-Election Interviews 
 
 
There were three scenarios for how the survey flowed from the screener to the pre-election survey. 
 

1. If the screener respondent was selected for the pre-election survey, the screener flowed directly 
into the pre-election interview.  

2. If another individual in the household was the selected person (SP), then the flow depended on 
whether the SP was available to take the survey right away. 

a. If the SP was available, the pre-election survey began immediately after the screener.  
b. If the 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 folded and sealed for privacy protection since they were 
addressed to a specific individual. SPs 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 pre-election survey, or who had gotten far enough to be considered a 
partial complete, was invited to the post-election phase. SPs were invited through a series of letters and 
reminder postcards. The post-election mailing protocol followed two paths: one if the respondent 
provided an email address, and one if the respondent did not. Unlike the protocol for the screener and 
pre-election survey, the same postcards and emails were used multiple times in the post-election phase. 
The rules for mailings are shown in the flowchart in Appendix 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 pre-election or post-election survey was sent an incentive as a thank you for 
their time. In addition, screener respondents who were not selected for the pre-election survey received 
an incentive. The incentive was either $40 or $80, depending on whether the incentive had been 
escalated. The incentive offered to the pre-election respondent started at the same amount as the final 
incentive offered to the screener respondent (i.e., if a screener respondent was escalated to $80, the 
pre-election respondent received $80). Sixty-three percent (1940) of pre-election respondents were 
given $40, while 37 percent (1150) were given $80. The incentive for the post-election survey was 
identical to the incentive provided for the pre-election survey. No escalation occurred in the post-
election phase of the study. 
 
Late in the pre-election 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 Table 5-2.  
 
Payment letters and accompanying checks were mailed via First Class mail on a flow basis throughout 
the data collection period. The checks were addressed to the name indicated by the respondent during 
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 the pre-election phase of the study were automatically sent 
cash in the post-election phase of the study, as well. 
 

 
 
 
Telephone Prompts 
 
A telephone prompt by a live interviewer was implemented between October 21 and 27, 2016. All cases 
which had no reported activity were eligible for this telephone prompt in an attempt to increase 
response rates.  
 
Phone numbers 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 the individuals who have lived at the address. Some addresses had 
one phone number associated, while others had up to 10 phone numbers. The accuracy of the phone 
number matching to addresses was unknown. 
 
Up to three numbers per address were selected for calls, and interviewers attempted to call these 
numbers until they either reached someone or could leave a voicemail message, up to five times. The 
rule for selecting numbers was as follows: 
 

¶ If there is no number from MSG, call the first three numbers from Catalist.  

¶ If there is a number from MSG, call that number, and if there are additional or different 
numbers from Catalist, call the first two of those that do not duplicate the MSG number.   

 
Interviewers from ²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ telephone research center called the identified telephone numbers. 
Interviewers verified 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 complete. The 
scripts for each are below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

Amount

Prepaid 

invitation

Prepaid 

reminder to 

finish

Screener 

payment

Pre-election 

payment

Post-election 

payment

$5 τ 80 τ τ τ

$10 5200 τ τ τ τ

$20 2600 τ τ τ τ

$40 τ τ 940 1940 1634

$80 τ τ 440 1150 947
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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 from them online 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 about a research study, 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 [STREET NUMBER & NAME]? 
 
 IF REFUSED TO CONFIRM ADDRESS: I understand. Iõm only trying to reach an adult at 

this address. I will have another letter mailed there. Thank you. [END CALL] 

IF YES AND DOES NOT REMEMBER LETTER:  
I will have another letter sent to you. [CONFIRM FULL MAILING ADDRESS AND THANK 
RESPONDENT. END. RE-SEND REMINDER LETTER #14.] 
 
IF YES AND RECEIVED LETTER: 
I 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, you just go online to A N E S dot stanford dot edu and enter the ID 
number on your letter. Are you able to get online from home?  
 
 IF YES, ABLE TO GET ONLINE FROM HOME: 

Great. I hope you can take the survey today. And I'll just remind you that if you take the 
survey, 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 public libraries. And 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 5-2. Voicemail script 

 

 
Hi, I'm calling for Stanford University trying to reach [STREET NUMBER & NAME]. 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 855-809-9988. 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 addition, 116 households verified their address and agreed to do 
the web survey (at 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 contact the ANES project staff for help by phone or email. These contact 
modes were available during the duration of data collection, and for one month after the end of data 
collection, mainly to respond to queries about incentive payments. The telephone was answered during 
regular business hours in the Eastern time zone; outside of regular business hours, callers were routed 
to a voicemail where they were instructed to leave information in order to receive a call back. Emails 
were answered within one business day 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 during the pre-election 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 conveyed in our 
communications). The four main reasons for calling were difficulty getting to the website, lack of 
computer access, technical difficulties while taking the survey, and refusal to participate.  
 
The most prevalent problem experienced by respondents was not being able to get to the website. The 
most common cause of difficulty was ŜǊǊƻƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ƛƴǎŜǊǘƛƴƎ άwwwέ in front of the URL, and caching a 
URL with άwwwέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƻǇŜƴ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ άǿǿǿέ ǿŜǊŜ ƻƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
subsequent attempts. ANES staff at Stanford University solved this problem by registering the domain 
with άwww.έ  
 
Another common problem was respondents typing the URL in a search engine instead of the URL bar. In 
some browsers, the first choice returned ǿŀǎ άases.stanford.eduΣέ leading respondents to the wrong 
website. The most effective solution to this problem was to email the respondent a link to the survey. 
When that was not possible, the help desk staff walked the respondent through the required steps. 
Because the issue was so common, a set of instructions was enclosed with the invitations, starting mid-
October 2016. See Appendix C for these instructions. 
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During the post-election phase of the study, the help desk received a total of 133 phone calls and 231 
emails. Almost 74% of these contacts occurred in the first four weeks of data collection. The largest 
number of help desk contacts in this phase of the study involved people who had lost their PIN. While 
the PIN was provided in all post-election materials (including all reminder letters and postcards), these 
respondents seemed to think that the PIN was only on the pre-election letter which they had since 
discarded or lost. As a result, we moved the PIN number higher-up in the letter and bolded it. The 
second most common reason for contacting the help desk was to check on the status of the incentives. 
This most often occurred with SPs who completed the survey late in the pre-election phase and 
therefore were invited to the post-election survey prior to the payment being processed. A handful of 
people also claimed never receiving their incentive. In such cases, the payment was re-issued and sent 
via FedEx. 
 

 
 
Respondent-facing Website 
 
A website for respondents was established to provide study legitimacy and address common respondent 
questions as well as to launch the survey. The URL (anes.stanford.edu) was clearly featured in the 
respondent materials. Some difficulties in accessing the website occurred as described earlier in this 
chapter under the Help Desk heading. 
 
The website had four pages: 

¶ ¢ƘŜ άIƻƳŜέ ǇŀƎŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦ !ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ 
the survey was controlled by a 9-character alphanumeric PIN that was provided in all 
communication. See Exhibit 5-3. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ά/ƻƴǘŀŎǘ ¦ǎέ ǇŀƎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ mailing address for the ANES Field Room, the phone 
number, email address, webpage URL, and main study URL. See Exhibit 5-4.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ ά!ƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ !ōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘȅέ ǇŀƎŜ included the same basic content as the FAQs 
printed on the back of the letters, but was more generic. For example, the amount of the 
enclosed incentive payment was not specified since some people received $10 while others 
received $20. See Exhibit 5-3. On most displays, vertical scrolling was required to see the 
content at the lower part of the page. Exhibit 5-5 shows the page in reduced size to show all the 
content at once.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ άaŀƛƴ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ²ŜōǎƛǘŜέ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ a version of the main ANES web site 
(http://www.electionstudies.org/) customized for members of the Internet sample of the 2016 
Time Series. The entire ANES website was replicated there, differing in that it included a link to 
anes.stanford.edu on every page, and it was set not to be indexed by search engines. The 
address for this site was www.electionstudies.org/web. 

 
 

  

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

http://www.electionstudies.org/
http://www.electionstudies.org/web
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Exhibit 5-3. Screen shot of anes.stanford.edu Home page  
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Exhibit 5-4. Screen shot of anes.stanford.edu Contact Us page 
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Exhibit 5-5. Screenshot of anes.stanford.edu Answers to Questions about the Study page 
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6. FACE-TO-FACE DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 
 
Overview 
 
Data collection for the face-to-face component of the ANES 2016 Time Series Study consisted primarily 
of a screening interview to select one eligible household member, followed by a pre-election interview, 
followed by a post-election re-interview. Each interview was administered by an interviewer who visited 
tƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘƻƳŜΦ The face-to-face mode included three additional data collection tasks not 
included for the Internet mode: dwelling unit observations, pre-election interviewer observations, and 
post-election interviewer observations.  
 
After describing 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 

¶ Conduct screening interview and select one eligible respondent  

¶ Mail non-response or other letters (if necessary) 

¶ Conduct Pre-election interview 

¶ Perform Pre-election interviewer observations 

¶ Mail post-election invitation letters 

¶ Mail post-election refusal conversion or other letters (if necessary) 

¶ Conduct Post-election interview 

¶ Perform Post-election interviewer observations 
 
Field Dates 
 
Pre-election interviews were conducted from September 7 to November 7, 2016. The election was 
Tuesday, November 8, and no interviewing was done that day. Post-election interviewing began 
November 9 with appointments that had been scheduled at the conclusion of pre-election interviews, 
and the bulk of post-election interviewing began on Friday, November 11.  
 
Interviewer Management System and Call Records 
 
The Interviewer Management System (IMS) was used by ANES interviewers to organize assignments, 
launch data collection tasks, and record the results of contact attempts. The IMS also controlled the 
order in which the data collection tasks were administered.  
 
The IMS provided the following information for each case ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘΥ  
 

¶ Case ID 

¶ PSU 

¶ Segment 

¶ Incentive amount 

¶ Case-level status 

¶ Status date/time 

¶ SP name 



Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study  42  

¶ Street address and city/state/ZIP 

¶ Appointment date and time 

¶ County 
 
Call Records 
 
Every contact or attempted contact (e.g., in-person, telephone, text) with a selected address or selected 
person was documented in a call record referred to as an Electronic Record of Call (EROC). Call records 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ƭŀǇǘƻǇ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ƻǊ ƛtƘƻƴŜ. Interviewers also had a paper form in 
their case folder (see Exhibit A1-8 in Appendix A) they could use to temporarily record call records 
before entering them into the electronic system. Interviewers documented the following information for 
each contact attempt with a selected address or SP: 
 

¶ Date and time 

¶ Type (in-person, telephone, text) 

¶ Name/role of person contacted 

¶ Result of contact 

¶ Appointment date/time (if any) 

¶ Comment 
 
Additional information as described below was collected for calls that resulted in refusals, the 
interviewer being unable to reach the housing unit, or the identification of an address as not having a 
dwelling unit: 
 

¶ Refusals 
o Describe refusal: Document exactly what happened during the encounter with a 

household member or SP.  
o Strength of rŜŦǳǎŀƭΥ {ŜƭŜŎǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭ ǿŀǎ ŀ άǎƻŦǘ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭέ ƻǊ ŀ άƘŀǊŘ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭΦέ 
o How did person refuse?: If ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭ ǿŀǎ άǎƻŦǘ,έ select the reason for refusal: too busy; not 

interested; privacy concerns; or other. 
o If the ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭ ǿŀǎ άƘŀǊŘΣέ select the type: hard, do not contact; hard, 

hostile/threatening; or hard, other. 

¶ Unable to access 
o What prevented you? Document exactly what prevented you from accessing the 

Dwelling Unit (DU).  
o Type of restricted access: Indicate whether you encountered either: gated community; 

locked apartment complex; or other-inaccessible housing unit. 

¶ Type of address 
o Address type: Indicate the type of non-residential address discovered: institutional or 

group quarters, including barracks, hospital or prison; business; vacant lot, under 
construction, demolished, or condemned; or other. 

 
Advance Letters and Initial Incentives 
 
Each sampled address was sent an advance mailing via USPS during the last week of August 2016. The 
mailing contained $5 in cash, the study brochure, and the advance letter customized with the promised 
initial incentive amount for that case (either $25 or $50). 
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Sampled addresses were assigned a pre-election incentive amount at the time of address sampling. The 
low response score from the Census Planning Database 
(https://www.census.gov/research/data/planning_database/) was modeled to assign a predicted 
response probability for each sampled block group (SSU). For addresses where the predicted response 
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 probability and 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 and addresses using the 
ƛtƘƻƴŜΩǎ Dt{ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ƳŀǇǎΦ hƴŎŜ an address was identified and 
determined to be eligible, interviewers attempted to complete the DU-level observation items and the 
household screener. 
 
Prior to the administration of the screener, interviewers were required to determine address-level 
eligibility. For the ANES 2016 Time Series Study, the following types of addresses were ineligible:  
 

¶ Business, demolition, condemned, some other type of structure that did not include a housing 
ǳƴƛǘ όάNot a DUέύΤ  

¶ ±ŀŎŀƴǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ όά±ŀŎŀƴǘέύΤ  

¶ Rental/vacation homes with no permanent residents όά±ŀŎŀǘƛƻƴ IƻƳŜέύΤ  

¶ Transient housing, shelters, other ineligible structures that serve as temporary housing όάInvalid 
Address, OtherέύΤ ŀƴŘ  

¶ Group quarters, or places 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 
όάInvalid Address, OtherέύΦ  

 
Interviewers documented any addresses that did not qualify as a DU through an EROC entry. For 
ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ŎƻŘŜŘ ŀǎ άNot a DUέ ƻǊ άInvalid Address, OtherΣέ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ the address 
type (institutional or group quarters, including barracks, hospital, 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 sampled address and confirming its eligibility, interviewers completed the DU-level 
observation items about the residence and neighborhood in which the sampled address was located. 
Study protocol called for the DU-level observation items to be collected before making any contact with 
the address. LǘŜƳǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ observation only. Members of the 
community or residents of the address were not asked to help answer the questions. 
 

https://www.census.gov/research/data/planning_database/
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The DU-level observation items included items on the following topics: Campaign and Political Signs; 
Religious Items/Symbols; Security; Structure Type and Size; Segment or Block Characteristics; Building 
Characteristics; and Neighborhood Characteristics. They were only completed for eligible addresses; 
they were not completed for ineligible and unknown eligibility όŜΦƎΦΣ άUnable to Locateέ ŀƴŘ άUnable to 
Accessέύ addresses. 
 
The DU-level observation items were available as a CAPI task. If interviewers were not in an ideal 
situation for unobtrusively entering the data into the laptop, they could use the hardcopy version of 
these items, located in the inside of the Case Folder (see Exhibit 6-1). Interviewers were required to 
enter any information documented on the hardcopy form into the CAPI Observation Items task as soon 
as possible. 
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Exhibit 6-1. DU-level observation items inside Case Folder 
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Screening and Within-Household Sampling 
 
The screener contact protocol required in-person 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 from the address sample vendor, as well as other 
tracing service providers. Interviewers used the introductory script on the front of the Case Folder 
(Appendix A, Exhibit A1-8) to confirm the address, introduce themselves and the study, and identify an 
adult resident who could complete the screener, or determine a better time to find someone home. 
 
CAPI Screener Instrument 
 
Interviewers attempted to conduct a brief CAPI screening interview at each sampled address in their 
assignment. The purpose of the Screener was to collect the demographic characteristics of household 
members in order to determine if the household was eligible for ANES. Household eligibility is defined 
by having one or more household members, 18 years of age or older, who was a U.S. citizen. If the 
household was eligible, CAPI selected one sampled person (SP) for the extended portion of the 
interview.  
 
The screener was available in both English and Spanish. At the end of the screener, the interviewer was 
asked to code whether the interview was conducted in English or Spanish. Over 96 percent of screeners 
were conducted in English. Under very rare circumstances, the Screener could be translated into 
another language, provided a household member was available to do so.   
 
The computer-assisted screener instrument served a number of purposes: 
 

¶ Collection of first name or initials of all persons living within the sampled address, as well as 
their age, U.S. citizenship status, gender, and level of education completed. 

¶ Implementation of a sampling procedure to select an SP for the pre-election interview and 
associated tasks. 

¶ Collection of phone number information used to recontact the SP for purposes of scheduling 
appointments or conducting validation quality control measures, if the SP was not available to 
begin the pre-election interview immediately following the screener. 

 
An eligible screener respondent was defined as a household member 18 years of age or older. In 
practice, respondents determined if they lived at the sampled address. Formally, the following rules 
were established to determine who qualified as a household member: 
 

¶ Persons who usually lived at the sampled address and who were: 
o Living at home at the time of the contact, or 
o Temporarily absent at the time of the contact (e.g., on vacation, business, short-term 

hospitalization). 

¶ Students who lived away from the sampled address in dormitories, sorority housing and 
fraternity housing while attending school, who 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 lived (and slept) at the selected address; and 

¶ Persons temporarily visiting with the household who had no usual place of residence elsewhere. 
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The following individuals were not counted as household members: 
 

¶ Students who lived away from the sampled address in an off-campus dwelling unit while 
attending school. 

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

¶ Persons temporarily visiting with the household who had a usual place 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 at an adjacent, but 
separate address. 

 
These detailed definitions of household member residency were not typically reviewed with screener 
respondŜƴǘǎΦ Lƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
the screener item that asked who lived at the address.  
 
Transitioning from the Screener to the Pre-Election Interview 
 
Following the completion of the screener, interviewers were guided to one of three options:  
 

¶ If the screener respondent was the SP, they transitioned directly to the administration of the 
pre-election interview. 

¶ If the screener respondent was not the SP, the interviewer asked if the SP was available and 
attempted to transition directly to the administration of the pre-election interview. 

¶ If the SP is was not available to complete the pre-election interview at that time, the 
interviewer collected contact information and tried to schedule an appointment to return. If an 
exact appointment was scheduled, the interviewer left an Interview Appointment card. If unable 
to schedule an exact appointment, a ά{ƻǊǊȅ-I-Missed-¸ƻǳέ card was used. See Appendix A for 
these materials. 

 
If unable to complete the pre-election interview during the screener visit, interviewers used the contact 
information collected during the Screener to follow-up with the SP via telephone (call or text) or in-
person visit. Approximately 60 percent of the pre-election 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 the pre-election 
questionnaire. For discussion of the questionnaire content, see the Questionnaire Development chapter.  
 
After the successful completion of the screener interview and the selection of an SP, the interviewer 
directed efforts to the administration of the pre-election interview. This section includes a discussion of 
the required contact protocol, an overview of the CAPI/CASI instrument and interview materials, and 
the conclusion of the interview including the observation items.  
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The pre-election questionnaire is, along with the post-election questionnaire, the main data collection 
instrument in ANES, collecting information on voting behavior, party affiliation, media habits, various 
attitudinal items, and standard demographics. The pre-election questionnaire was primarily 
administered via CAPI, supplemented by a CASI component in which the SP controlled the laptop. 
 
If interviewers were unable to complete the pre-election interview in the same interviewing session as 
the screener or if the SP was not available, they were required to follow-up with the SP to set an 
appointment. Preferably, they set an appointment at the end of the screener. If this was not possible, 
they were trained to follow-up no later than one week after the completed screener. Interviewers 
attempted to contact the SP via phone call, text message and in-person attempts. In-person data 
collection was required for all pre-election interviews.  
 
The pre-election questionnaire consisted of the following components, which were required to be 
completed in a single visit. 
 

¶ Gain Cooperation and Begin Recording. The first two screens of the CAPI pre-election 
instrument gained informed consent to participate in the interview, and to make an audio 
recording some of the items for quality control purposes. 

¶ Administer CAPI. Once the interviewer gained consent, they began the administration of the 
CAPI instrument, reading each question aloud to the SP and recording the response into the 
laptop. 

¶ Administer CASI. At the conclusion of the interview, the interviewer was prompted to set up the 
laptop for the SP to privately answer a series of CASI items. 

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

 
Special Interviewing Techniques 
 
The pre-election (and post-election) interviews required special rules regarding probing techniques and 
the recording of verbatim responses, as described below: 
 

¶ Probing: Interviewers were trained to use the Job Aid (Appendix 1 Exhibit A1-14) for general 
ANES probes, or if applicable, read the specific probe text on the screen. Some items had 
specific άDo Not Probeέ instructions. 

¶ Recording Verbatim: Some questions required interviewers to type ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ full, or 
open-ended, response. For the open-ended questions, answers were to be typed verbatim and 
abbreviations were not to be used.  

 
Respondent Booklet 

 
The respondent booklet included the response options for questions that involved sensitive or complex 
topics, or required a visual graphic (such as a scale). Interviewers and SPs were clearly notified of every 
question that required the use of the Respondent Booklet. The first part of the question included a 
statement the interviewer read aloud such as, ά[ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ м ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪƭŜǘΧέ As the interviewer 
read this to the SP, the interviewer ensured the SP was 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, to be read alƻǳŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ 
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 Exhibit 6-2. In this item, the 
ǇŀǊŜƴǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǘŜȄǘ άό{ǘƛƭƭ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ ϣǇǊŜǇƎψŘύέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ 
ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ ŀǎ άό{ǘƛƭƭ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ оΦύέ όtŀƎŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜŘ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ 
for last-minute edits to the respondent booklet to be updated automatically.) Because this text was 
enclosed in parentheses, interviewers read it at their discretion when they believed the respondent 
ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪƭŜǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ǊŜŀŘ ŀƭƻǳŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘŜȄǘΣ ά²ƘŜǊŜ 
would you place the Democratic Party on ǘƘƛǎ ǎŎŀƭŜΚέ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀŘ ŀƭƻǳŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƭ-capitals 
ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ά5h bh¢ twh.9 5hbΩ¢ Ybh²Σέ ƴƻǊ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŀŘ ŀƭƻǳŘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ  
 
Exhibit 6-2. Example questionnaire entry for item LIBCPRE_LCPTYD 
 

 
 
 
Ballot Cards and Candidate Database Updates 
 
The Ballot Card (Exhibit A1-12) was rŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άPrevoteέ section of the pre-election interview. 
It included the candidates who appeared άon the ballot,έ or were up for election in the SPΩs 
congressional district and state. Ballot cards could include candidates for: house races; senatorial races; 
and/or gubernatorial races. Each card was tailored to the candidates running in the congressional 
district in which the sampled address was located, and included the name of the state and the number 
of the congressional district, or CD. 
 
Interviewers received two versions of each ballot cardτa yellow and a green. Each case was randomly 
assigned one of the ballot card colors. The ballot card color determined the order in which names of the 
major parties and candidates appeared in the questionnaire and on the hard copy ballot card. 
Democrats appeared first on the yellow ballot card, and Republicans appeared first on the green ballot 
card. Independent candidates or candidates belonging to a third party also appeared on the ballot card 
in some congressional districts. The ballot card assignment was random. 
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The CAPI system instructed the interviewer which ballot card color and congressional district to use for 
each interview. Interviewers were required to code whether or not they had the correct ballot card, 
using the following options:  
 

1. YES, HAVE [YELLOW/GREEN] COLOR BALLOT CARD FOR RΩS DISTRICT ς Information on the 
ballot card matched the color, state, and district displayed in CAPI. 
2. HAVE BALLOT CARD IN WRONG COLOR FOR RΩS DISTRICT ς Information on the ballot card 
matched the state and district displayed in CAPI, but the ballot card was not the correct color.  
3. ONLY HAVE CARD(S) FOR WRONG DISTRICT OR HAVE NO BALLOT CARDS ς Information on the 
ballot card did 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 district in their assignment. An initial set of ballot 
cards was produced on August 30, 2016. At the beginning of the field period, state-level primaries were 
still being held in several states, and the names of candidates running in all of the races were not known. 
In these situations, interviewers did not have a ballot card to use during the interview. Interviews 
ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ŎŀǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ άƴƻ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ŎŀǊŘέ 
contingency procedure detailed in the questionnaire specifications, in which the interview proceeded 
without the ballot card and by asking respondents open-ended questions about their candidate choices.  
 
As data collection progressed, primary results and the list of candidates were verified and made official. 
Updates were made to both the CAPI system and the hardcopy ballot cards throughout data collection. 
Updates were released on the following dates: August 31, September 6, September 8, September 20, 
September 21, and October 5, 2016.  
 
Concluding the Pre-Election Interview 
 
Interviewers completed the following tasks at the end of the pre-election interview: 
 

¶ Paying the incentive check to the SP; 

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

¶ Requesting an appointment for the post-election interview in certain circumstances, as directed 
by CAPI; 

¶ Requesting telephone contact information from the SP; and 

¶ Completing the pre-election observation items. 
 
An item in the CASI component of the pre-election interview asked the SP to rate the ANES interview 
ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ άƭƛƪŜŘΤ ŘƛǎƭƛƪŜŘΤ ƻǊ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƭƛƪŜŘ ƴƻǊ ŘƛǎƭƛƪŜŘΦέ LŦ ǘƘŜ {t ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƭƛƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ, CAPI 
prompted the interviewer to inform the SP that follow-up interviews would be conducted in November 
and December, and attempted to set an appointment for the follow-up interview. This was asked of 740 
respondents, or about 63 percent. For SPs who agreed, an appointment could be made at any time after 
the election on November 8, through the months of November and December. Sixty percent of 
respondents who were asked to schedule an appointment did, while 39 percent did not. Less than one 
half of one percent of these respondents refused the post-election survey at the time they were asked 
to set an appointment. Interviewers provided SPs with an ANES Appointment Card (Exhibit A1-10 in 
Appendix A) for the post-election interview. 
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For the SPs for whom CAPI did not request an appointment for the post-election interview, interviewers 
did not mention a future interview. 
 
At the conclusion of the pre-election interview, interviewers completed the CAPI pre-election 
observation items, a short series of observations about the residence and the SP. The pre-election 
observation items were completed as soon as possible after leaving the SPΩs home and never in the 
presence of the SP or any other household members.  
 
The SP-level pre-election observation items included questions on the following topics: skin tone; 
campaigning or political signs; interview setting; SP behavior; and estimates of some of the SPΩs 
attributes. Interviewers recorded the skin color of the SP using a Scale of Skin Color Darkness, an 11-
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 skin color were depicted in an image, 
with each point represented by a hand, of identical form, but differing in color. This chart was available 
in the CAPI instrument. 
 
Post-Election Interviewing 
 
The post-election phase began on Wednesday, November 9, 2016; no interviewing was done on Election 
Day. This section includes a discussion of the contact protocol, an overview of the CAPI/CASI instrument 
and interview materials, and the conclusion of the interview including the post-election SP-level 
observation items. 
 
Interviewers attempted to administer the post-election interview to all SPs who completed the pre-
election interview. The components of the post-election questionnaire were similar to the pre-election 
interview: an interviewer-administered CAPI portion, followed by a CASI portion that the SP completed 
on his or her own, and a short closing section in CAPI.  
 
As discussed previously, at the conclusion of the pre-election interview, some SPs were notified that 
they would be contacted after the election for a follow-up interview; others were not notified of the 
follow-up interview. Interviewers tailored their contact approach based on whether the SP was aware of 
the post-election interview. 
 
For SPs who had an appointment scheduled for the post-election interview, the advance letter thanked 
the SP for completing the pre-election interview and reminded them of the upcoming appointment. 
Interviewers called or texted the SP a day ahead to confirm the appointment. Interviewers then went in 
person to the SPΩs home at the scheduled appointment time to complete the interview. 
 
For SPs without a set appointment, the letter thanked the SP for completing the pre-election interview 
and notified the SP of the post-election interview. Interviewers made their first contact in person, 
starting November 11, 2016. If they were unable to make contact in person, they could call or text the 
SP to schedule an appointment for the interview. The post-election contact scripts (Exhibit A1-16 in 
Appendix A) guided interviewer interactions with SPs when making contact during the post-election 
wave.  
 
Interviewers then attempted multiple contacts with the SP, employing all contact modes allowed by the 
study protocol. For example, if the interviewer did not reach the SP on the first phone call, they left a 
message. If no response was received after a day, they sent a text to the SP. Finally, they were instructed 
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to call again a day or two later and leave another message. If the SP did not return any calls or texts, 
interviewers attempted in-person contact. Interviewers were encouraged to discuss hard-to-reach cases 
with their supervisor to determine an effective plan. 
 
The post-election interview used a respondent booklet tailored to the CAPI instrument, as well as the 
same ballot cards as employed in the pre-election interview (Postvote section). Interviewers also 
followed the same general interviewing protocol, such as probing techniques, for the post-election 
interview. 
 
The inclusion of Facebook questions was unique to the post-election interview. Respondents who 
reported having a Facebook account that was used in the past month were asked to share their 
Facebook information with ANES researchers. Interviewers provided these respondents with a Facebook 
Instruction Card (Exhibit A1-17 in Appendix A) on which the interviewer wrote a unique code as 
displayed within the CAPI instrument. If SPs were willing, they would use their personal computers to 
connect online after the interview, using the URL and unique code on the card. The instructions needed 
for this task were printed on the card. Interviewers did not assist SPs in completing this portion of the 
study, including using the computer, or navigating to the website. 
 
Concluding the Post-Election Interviews 
 
Interviewers completed the following tasks at the end of the post-election interview, including: 
 

¶ Paying the incentive check to the SP; 

¶ Thanking the SP for participation; and, 

¶ Completing the post-election observation items. 

¶ At the conclusion of the post-election interview, interviewers completed the post-election 
observation items, a short series of observations about the SP and the interview process. Similar 
to the pre-election observation items, the post-election observation items were completed as 
soon as possible after leaving the SPΩs home and never in the presence of the SP or any other 
household members.  

¶ The post-election observation items included items on the following topics: skin tone; 
ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΤ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {t ŀƎŜΤ {tΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 
reactions to the interview; and other observations. 

 
Incentives 
 
All addresses in the face-to-face sample were 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. Later in the pre-election data collection period the 
incentive offers were escalated in an attempt to increase response rates. On October 11, all pending $25 
cases were escalated to $50. On October 19, all pending cases were escalated to $100. The escalated 
incentive amount was communicated to household members and sampled persons by the interviewers 
directly, as well as through any correspondence sent during that time.  
 
Starting incentives for the post-election phase were the same as what was paid in the pre-election 
phase. On December 7, all pending $25 cases were escalated to $50. Finally, on December 21, all 
pending cases were escalated to $100. (Note that cases for which an appointment was already 
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scheduled received the current, non-escalated amount.) Table 6-1 shows the number of cases receiving 
each incentive offer and payment amount during the pre- and post-election phases.  
 
Respondent incentives were paid through checks which were distributed to the field interviewers based 
on their workload. As needed, supervisors could request more checks for their field interviewers. In 
limited special situations, interviewers provided SPs with a cash incentive instead. At the end of the data 
collection period, interviewers were instructed to return all unused checks to the home office. There, a 
thorough quality control (QC) review of 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 case. For any check missing this information, the 
home office worked with field supervisors and field interviewers to reconcile the discrepancy. When left 
unresolved, the check was investigated further to determine if it had been cashed.  
 

 
 
As part of the adaptive design implementation (see chapter 2, Sample Design) in 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 shown in Table 6-2, a variety of letters were sent to respondents to attempt to make contact or 
persuade respondents to cooperate. The table shows letters that were mailed after at least one 
unsuccessful interview attempt by an interviewer; the table does not include 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 available in English or in a bilingual 
(English & Spanish) version. The letters were organized by study phases and only available during the 
appropriate phase. See Appendix B for the text of these letters.  
 

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

Amount

Screener, 

prepaid

Pre-election 

initial offer

Pre-election 

paid

Post-election 

initial offer

Post-election 

paid

$5 2880 τ τ τ τ

$25 τ 1942 494 494 338

$50 τ 938 388 388 381

$100 τ τ 299 299 340

τ 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.
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Starting at the end of September 2016, letters were requested by field supervisors via a web based 
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 field supervisors to monitor the status of the request. For each 
letter that was mailed, the assigned field 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 the pre-election wave. In order to 
boost their effect, staff hand-signed these letters and addressed the envelopes by hand. These letters 
also escalated the incentive to $100. 
 

Table 6-2. Number of letters mailed to Face-to-Face sample: ANES 2016

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.

Number
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Help Desk 
 
Respondents were able to contact the ANES help desk by phone or email. The help desk was available 
during the duration of data collection and one month beyond. The telephone was answered during 
regular business hours in the Eastern time zone; otherwise callers were routed to a voicemail where 
they were instructed to leave information in order to receive a call back. Emails 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 contacts to the help desk is shown in Table 6-3. A total of 179 calls and emails were 
received during the pre-election phase, with about 41 percent contacting the hotline to set up an 
appointment, and 32 percent refusing to participate. During the post-election phase, the help desk 
received 166 calls and emails, with 69 percent of the contacts being appointment requests. 
 

 
 
Website 
 
A respondent-facing website 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 brochure. The main ANES website (www.electionstudies.org/info) was also edited to contain 
general information for Time Series respondents from the face-to-face sample. ¢ƘŜ ¦w[Ωǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
websites tailored to the Internet and face-to-face samples differed in order to make it difficult 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 frustrated some 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. Respondents 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.  
 
 

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

http://www.electionstudies.org/info
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Monitoring and Validation 
 
The ANES quality control measures described below were implemented to ensure high-quality work in 
the data collection phase of the study. The procedures were designed to assess the quality and 
completeness of data as collected and provide timely feedback to the home office, the supervisors, and 
the interviewers. 
 
A portion of ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ verify that the correct individual was contacted 
and the visit was conducted according to study protocol. The following validation techniques were used: 
 

¶ Review of audio recordings of portions the interviews 

¶ GPS data review  

¶ Telephone/field validation 
 
/!wL ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ƭŀǇǘƻǇ recorded the administration of the pre- and post-election 
interviews, for consenting SPs. Nearly 97 percent of SPs agreed to allow the recording. All SP refusals to 
recording were tracked closely and subject to further validation.  
 
Recordings were transmitted to the home office along with other data, and then reviewed by trained 
staff and field management. Over the pre-election 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 protocol or materials.  
 
9ŀŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǇǊŜ-election interview was CARI coded, and 
interviewers received written (emailed) feedback on the results. The system also enabled interviewers 
to listen to the recordings of their interviews, as a form of continuing training.  
 
LŦ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ Ŧŀƭƭ ōŜƭƻǿ ŀ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊ 
was required to schedule an appointment with QC staff to receive verbal feedback on how to improve 
their performance. The threshold was defined as an interviewer performance score of less than 75 
percent or an overall case evaluation of fair or poor (on a scale of excellent, very good, good, fair or 
poor). During the pre-election phase, 32 percent of interviewers were rated below the threshold and 
therefore required to schedule a QC training session.  
 
GPS data transmitted by the iPhone allowed quality control checks on ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ location during 
data collection. The geospatial analysis system collected near real-time geospatial data from 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊȅ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀǇǎ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ 
interviewer movements. Specifically, home office and field management staff could see the route an 
interviewer took, any stops made, and the 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, designated staff conducted 
telephone and in-person field validation visits. If the validation visit resulted in a questionable outcome 
(e.g., not completed according to protocol, completed at the wrong address), field management 
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initiated a validation review. If an interviewerΩs work was determined to be invalid, he/she was released 
from ANES.  
 
Interviewer Falsification 
 
Through the procedures described above, one interviewer was determined to have falsified three cases 
during the pre-election field period. The falsification 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 in-person visits conducted by field supervisory staff or other local field interviewers. Cases 
ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ /!wL ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ ¢ƘǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
determined to have been falsified; the remaining 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 
dismissed from the project. 

 
Managing for Efficiency & Effectiveness 
  
Throughout data collection, field management staff reviewed reports including information such as: 
 

¶ Response rates and break-off rates; 

¶ Number of contact attempts, and time of day/day of week of contact attempts; 

¶ Time per completed interview; and 

¶ Process statistics, including completed interviews, number of cases to be completed, average 
time to complete a case, number of cases still being worked, and rates of CARI refusals. 

 
Field supervisors provided 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; 

¶ Unusual number of contact attempts with limited results; 

¶ High rates of refusal and other nonresponse cases; 

¶ Broken appointments; 

¶ Infrequent data transmission; 

¶ Poor recordkeeping; 

¶ Repeated and/or continuous unavailability for work; and 

¶ Failure to enter/update EROCs.  
 
Discussions of data quality were a regular feature of the weekly report calls between the interviewer 
and supervisor. 
 
Interviewer Bonuses 
 
To maintain interviewer motivation throughout data collection, and to ensure interviewers worked 
efficiently during the most productive time periods, three interviewer incentive programs were 
instituted during the pre-election field period. These programs incentivized interviewers through both 



Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study  58  

increases to their hourly pay, as well as production bonuses 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 about a dozen interviewers who had success in the early 
stages of the ANES pre-election field period. To better understand the challenges interviewers 
encountered at the door, they were asked about: questions received from household members or 
respondents; chŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ άƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƻǊέΤ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΤ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 
new tools/materials; and instrument issues. Input received from this session was summarized, and 
helpful hints were provided to the interviewers. As a direct result of this session, a list of universities and 
colleges where the ANES results are used that are local to sampled respondents was developed and 
provided to interviewers. Since ANES data are or have been used at virtually all major universities, this 
list consisted of major universities from each state. 
 
Immediately after the close of the pre-election field period, a set of conference calls was held with 
interviewers and supervisors to debrief about the pre-election experience and prepare for the post-
election data 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 escalations; useful materials and techniques 
for gaining cooperation; gated communities and locked buildings; main reasons for 
nonresponse/refusals; suggestions for the post-election phase; and recommended changes for future 
rounds. The following day, November 10, 10-12 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 management staff.  

 
After the close of post-election data collection, all interviewers were asked to respond to a debriefing 
questionnaire via SurveyMonkey. Topics covered included: effective ways of dealing with gated 
communities and locked buildings; effectiveness of the 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 lack of interest; difficult respondent questions; questionnaire-specific input; suggestions for 
improvements to interviewer training; and recommendations for future cycles of ANES. 
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7. DATA COLLECTION DATES AND TIMES 
 
As noted in the previous chapters, face-to-face pre-election interviews were conducted from September 
7 to November 7, 2016. The election was Tuesday, November 8, and no interviewing was done that day. 
Post-election interviewing began November 9 with appointments that had been scheduled at the 
conclusion of pre-election interviews, and the bulk of post-election interviewing began on Friday, 
November 11. For the Internet component of the study, data collection began with the mailing of 
advance letters on Wednesday, August 31, 2016, followed by an invitation containing the URL and 
password on September 9, 2016. The first online survey completions occurred on September 10, 2016. 
Data collection for the pre-election phase formally ended on Monday, November 7, although a few 
interviews already in progress were completed in the early morning hours of November 8. After the 
election on Tuesday, November 8, online data collection for the post-election phase ran from 
Wednesday, November 9, 2016 to Sunday, January 8, 2017. 
 
Figure 7-1 shows a cumulative graph of the number of survey completions by date. Table 7-1 shows the 
number of pre-election survey completions by day. Key dates of fieldwork events were noted in 
chapters 5 and 6, and include the mailing of the Internet invitation letters on September 9 and the 
overnight FedEx delivery of a non-response letter to 5,511 addresses in the Internet sample on October 
18. 
 
Post-election completions are shown in Figure 7-2 and Table 7-2. 
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Figure 7-1. Pre-election survey completions by date
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Table 7-1. Number of pre-election survey completions by day: ANES 2016 Time Series

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

Internet Face-to-face All
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Figure 7-2. Post-election survey completions by date
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Table 7-2. Number of post-election survey completions by day: ANES 2016 Time Series

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

47 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 3 Jan 1 2583 3 1041 4 3624

57 Wed 4 Jan 1 2584 1 1042 2 3626

58 Thu 5 Jan 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

Internet Face-to-face All
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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. Table 7-3 shows the percentage distribution of pre-election survey 
starts by day of the week and by time of day. The table shows that 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 of in-person 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 mail was delivered, which were not random. Most initial 
invitation letters were probably delivered on Monday or Tuesday. The days and times of face-to-face 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΦ 
 

 

 

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

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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Completions on different day than the interview started 

Most interviews were completed on the same day they were begun. In some cases, in-progress 

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

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

ǘƘŜ άǎŀƳŜ ŘŀȅΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜŘ ƭŀǘŜ ŀǘ ƴƛƎƘǘ ŀǎ ǎŀƳŜ-day interviews.  

There were 22 face-to-face pre-election interviews completed on a different day than they were started, 

amounting to 2 percent of face-to-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 responses.  

  

¢ŀōƭŜ тπоΦ tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊŜπŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ōȅ Řŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜ ς ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ

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%

Internet Face-to-face All



Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study  65  

8. DISPOSITIONS AND OUTCOME RATES 
 
Dispositions refer to the result of an attempt to contact or interview a sampled unit, such as a 
ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƻǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΦ 9ǾŜǊȅ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƻƎƎŜŘ ƛƴ άŎŀƭƭ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴέ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ. In the face-to-face 
component oŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŀ άŎŀƭƭέ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ōȅ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
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 components of the 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 face-to-face sample could have had four calls, with a sequence of the interviewer 
first failing to find the sampled address, second finding no one at home, third speaking to someone who 
refused to be interviewed, and fourth speaking to a household resident who completed the screener 
and reported that no adult living there was a US citizen. Such a case would be assigned a final 
disposition indicating the address was ineligible for the study. The final dispositions describe every case 
in the sample and can be used to calculate various outcome rates, such as response rates. 
 
Dispositions for the Internet Study 
 
Table 8-1 shows the final disposition of every sampled address for the pre-election phases of the 
Internet component of the study. Dispositions are described as follows. 
 
10. ά/ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǇǊŜ-ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΦέ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘΣ ŀƴ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ 

the online questionnaire, and this individual completed the questionnaire. 
20. άtŀǊǘƛŀƭ ǇǊŜ-election intervƛŜǿΦέ {ǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ questionnaire but did not finish it. 
21. ά9ƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΣ ƴƻƴ-ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦέ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

household was selected for the main survey but the selected person did not start the online 
questionnaire.  

30.  άLƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜǊΦέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ screener but either did not complete it (51 cases) or 
skipped one or more questions that were required in order to select an eligible person (5 cases).  

31. άbƻƴ-ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΣ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ǎǘŀȅΦέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻnded to the mail invitation by indicating that they 
did not live at the sampled address and were staying there temporarily. No one who lived at the 
sampled address responded to the invitation. This disposition and the related dispositions 32, 33, 
and 34 arŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ άŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƭŜŘ 
invitation by logging into the online survey, however, based on the information reported in that 
online survey, these dispositions may not be considered household contacts in the traditional sense 
of making contact with a responsible resident of the sampled dwelling unit.  

32. άbƻƴ-ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΣ ƳƛǎŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΦέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƭ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ 
not live at the sampled address and the invitation letter had been delivered to them by mistake. No 
one from the sampled address responded to the invitation.  

33. άbƻƴ-ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΣ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘŜŘΦέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƭ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ 
not live at the sampled address and that the letter had been forwarded to them. No one from the 
sampled address responded to the invitation. 

34. άbƻƴ-ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΣ ƻǘƘŜǊΦέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƭ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƭƛǾŜ 
at the sampled address and that they had received the letter in some other way that was not 
specified. No one who lived at the sampled address responded to the invitation. 
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35. άwŜŦǳǎŀƭ όōŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜǊύΦέ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ōȅ ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜΣ ƳŀƛƭΣ ƻǊ ŜƳŀƛƭΣ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ 
the invitation by refusing to participate in the study and communicating this refusal to Westat.  

40. άMailed with no response or returnΦέ The invitation protocol was followed and no mail was returned 
as undeliverable and no one logged into the survey or contacted Westat to refuse. 

50. ά{ŎǊŜŜƴŜŘΣ ƴƻ ŀŘǳƭǘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƴǘ 
reported that no one living at the address was an adult U.S. citizen. 

51. ά{ŎǊŜŜƴŜŘΣ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 
the address was an institution or group quarters, not a household. 

52. άwŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ƳŀƛƭΣ ǾŀŎŀƴǘΦέ aŀƛƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ address was returned ōȅ ǘƘŜ tƻǎǘŀƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ άǾŀŎŀƴǘΦέ 
53. άwŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ƳŀƛƭΣ ƴƻ ǎǳŎƘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΦέ aŀƛƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǳƴŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭe. 
54. άwŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ƳŀƛƭΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜΦέ aŀƛƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴƻther reason that 

indicated the address was not an occupied household. Envelope markings assigned this code were 
άŀǘǘŜƳǇǘŜŘ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿƴΣέ άŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΣέ άŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ƴƻǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŎƭƻǎŜŘΣέ άƴƻ 
ƘƻǳǎŜ ƛǘ ōǳǊƴŜŘ ŘƻǿƴΣέ άƴƻ Ƴŀƛƭ ǊŜŎŜǇǘŀŎƭŜΣ ǳƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΣέ άǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ǳƴŎƭŀƛƳŜŘΣέ 
άǳƴŎƭŀƛƳŜŘΣέ ŀƴŘ άǳƴŜƴŘƻǊǎŜŘ ōǳƭƪ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳŀƛƭΦέ 



Methodology Report for the ANES 2016 Time Series Study  67  

 
 
There were 7,800 addresses in the Internet sample. Of these, 3,090 completed the pre-election 
interview. 3,064 did not respond to repeated invitations by mail and none of the mail pieces were 
returned. 479 completed the online screening process but did not complete the pre-election interview. 
234 communicated their refusal to participate. 844 were determined to be ineligible, of which 77 
completed the screening questionnaire and the remainder had mail returned by the post office.  
 

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 2.4

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 1.1

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
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In the post-election survey (not shown in a table), the 3,090 pre-election cases with complete interviews 
were invited. Of these, 2,590 completed the post-election 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 post-election study because they did not complete the pre-election study.   
 
Response Rates and Other Outcome Rates: Internet Study 
 
Outcome rates for the Internet component of the study are shown in Table 8-2.  
 

 
 
We conservatively estimated response rates assuming all addresses with unknown eligibility had an 
eligible person. This assumption defines the response rate formula known as AAPOR response rate 1, in 
which the numerator for the response rate is the number of completed interviews and the denominator 
is the maximum number of potentially eligible sample members. These numbers, respectively 3,090 and 
6,956, were given in table 8-мΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǿŀǎ пп ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΦ 
 
We also estimated a response rate based on the assumption that the eligibility rate, e, at addresses 
where eligibility was not determined was the same as the eligibility rate at addresses where eligibility 
was determined. That eligibility rate, e, was 80.9 percent, which gives an estimated response rate for 
the study of 49 percent. This 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 ineligible. The response rate under this 
assumption was 87 percent. This rate is used to establish a boundary for reference, not as a credible 
ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŀǘŜΦ 
 
The screening interview had a response rate of 52 percent using the AAPOR response rate 1 formula. 
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 (partial pre-election 
interview), 21 (eligible respondent, non-response to the pre-election interview), 50 (screened, no adult 
citizen), and 51 (screened, not a household). This total, 3,646, was given in table 8-1. 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 through 40 
(incomplete screener and non-resident cases, where we did not determine if anyone eligible for the 
study lived at the sampled address). This total, 7,033, was also given in table 8-1. 

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

Outcome Rate

Observed eligibility, e .809

Screening rate (screener AAPOR RR1) .518

Response rates 

Minimum (AAPOR RR1) .444

Estimated based on observed e  (AAPOR RR3) .490

Maximum (AAPOR RR5) .866

Refusal rate, minimum (AAPOR REF1) .034

Refusal rate, estimated based on observed e  (AAPOR REF2) .037

Household contact rate, minimum (AAPOR CON1) .560

Cooperation rate (AAPOR COOP3) .794
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The refusal, contact, and cooperation rates are not very meaningful for a mail survey of this design. 
.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όŀŦǘŜǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜύ ƛǎ άƳŀƛƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŀƴŘ 
ƴƻ ǊŜǘǳǊƴΣέ ŀƴŘ ōecause we cannot know how many of these letters were received and read, we cannot 
ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ άŎƻƴǘŀŎǘŜŘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƴƻǊ Ŏŀƴ 
ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ άǊŜŦǳǎŜŘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴd consciously declining to 
participate. Nor can we know the denominator for a meaningful cooperation rate, which would be the 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘŜŘΦ hǳǊ άǊŜŦǳǎŀƭέ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ 
communicated to us, but it is likely that non-communicative refusals were far more numerous. With 
these caveats, Table 8-2 shows refusal, contact, and cooperation rates calculated using standard 
formulas. The refusal rate is the number of refusals we received divided by the maximum number of 
eligible cases. The contact rate is the number of contacts divided by the number of contacts plus the 
number of non-contacts with unknown eligibility. The cooperation rate is the number of interviews 
divided by the number of contacts.  
 
Dispositions for the Face-to-Face Study 
 
After every contact or contact attempt at a sampled address, interviewers assigned άŎŀƭƭέ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 
codes through the EROC feature in the Interviewer Management System (IMS). Supervisors assigned 
final codes through the Supervisor Management System (SMS). Before finalizing a case, supervisors 
reviewed all electronic documentation for the case, including interviewer notes from prior contact 
attempts. As needed, supervisors also followed-up with members of the community such as apartment 
managers to collect additional information before assigning the final code.  
 
The interim and final status codes shown in Table 8-3 were available to be assigned to each address. 
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Table 8-3. Address-level interim and final status codes: ANES face-to-face sample

Summary Description

Iterim 

code

Final 

code

No one home 

(interim)/ Maximum 

attempts (final)

FI was able to access the residence, but no contact was made 

with resident

111 151

Refusal A household member responded to an in-person visit by 

saying άno,έ they did not want to complete the Screener.

112 152

Appointment A firm appointment with a date and time was agreed upon 

with an eligible household member to complete the Screener.

113 N/A

Callback FI was able to access the residence, but contact attempt did 

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

applicable code.

114 N/A

Spanish FI Needed No eligible household members spoke English, and a Spanish 

FI was needed.

115 N/A

Broken Appt/No 

Show

A firm appointment had been set, and the household member 

was not home at the time of the appointment, canceled by 

phone, or otherwise was not available to complete the 

Screener.

116 N/A

Disabled 

permanently, canΩt 

interview

Only residents were permanently disabled and unable to 

answer the questions in the Screener.

117 157

CanΩt speak 

English/Spanish

No eligible household member spoke English or Spanish. 118 158

Unavailable Field 

Period

No eligible household member was available to complete the 

Screener through November 7th (e.g., out of the country, on 

extended vacation).

119 159

Vacant No current residents at the time of the visit, or returned mail 

indicated address was vacant.

131 171

Vacation Home Residence was confirmed to be a rental or vacation home 

with no permanent residents.

132 172

Not a DU Structure was a business, there was a confirmation of 

demolition or consolidation of residences (the address no 

longer exists), or it was some other type of structure.

133 173

Invalid address, 

Other

Transient housing, shelters and other ineligible structures that 

serve as temporary housing.

134 174

Unable to Locate Address couldnΩt be found using GPS, post office, maps. 135 175

Unable to Access Address was in a locked apartment building, gated 

community, behind an inaccessible fence or gate, or 

otherwise inaccessible.

138 178

Adaptive Design Assigned to cases not available for additional contact in the 

adaptive design phase.

N/A 180
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The status codes shown in table 8-4 were available to be assigned to each SP at the stage of the pre-
election extended interview.  
 

 
 
The status codes shown in table 8-5 were available to be assigned to each sampled person at the post-
election stage.  
 

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

Summary Description

Iterim 

code

Final 

code

SP not home 

(interim)/ Maximum 

attempts (final)

FI was able to access the residence, but no contact was made 

with SP.

411 451

Refusal SP indicated they did not want to complete the interview. 412 452

Appointment A firm appointment with a date and time was scheduled with 

the SP to complete the interview.

413 N/A

Callback FI was able to access the residence, but contact attempt did 

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

applicable code.

414 N/A

Spanish FI Needed SP did not speak English, and a Spanish FI was needed. 415 N/A

Broken Appt/No 

Show

A firm appointment had been set, but the SP was not home at 

the time of the appointment, canceled by phone, or 

otherwise was not available to complete the interview.

416 N/A

Disabled 

permanently, canΩt 

interview

SP was permanently disabled and unable to answer the 

questions in the interview.

417 457

CanΩt speak 

English/Spanish

SP did not speak English or Spanish. 418 458

Unavailable Field 

Period

SP was not available to complete the pre-election interview 

before November 8th (e.g., out of the country, on extended 

vacation).

419 459

SP Moved SP moved from the sampled address, and no forwarding 

information was available, or no interviewer was available in 

the vicinity of the new address.

421 461

Unable to Access Address was in a locked apartment building, gated 

community, behind an inaccessible fence or gate, or 

otherwise inaccessible.

438 478

Adaptive Design Assigned to cases not available for additional contact in the 

adaptive design phase.

N/A 480
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Status codes were consolidated into disposition reporting categories as summarized in Table 8-6. The 
table shows the final dispositions of all 2,880 addresses in the face-to-face sample. There were 1,181 
pre-election interviews completed. 129 screened and selected individuals refused to take the pre-
election interview, and 90 additional selected individuals did not respond for other reasons detailed in 
the table. 380 households refused to complete the screening interview, and at 77 households the 
interviewer made contact with a person but was not able to complete a screening 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, such as no one being home on repeated visits. The remaining 934 sampled addresses 

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

Summary Description

Iterim 

code

Final 

code

SP not home 

(interim)/Maximum 

attempts (final)

FI was able to access the residence, but no contact was made 

with SP.

711 751

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

Appointment A firm appointment with a date and time was scheduled with 

the SP to complete the interview.

713 N/A

Callback FI was able to access the residence, but contact attempt did 

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

applicable code.

714 N/A

Spanish FI Needed SP did not speak English, and a Spanish FI was needed. 715 N/A

Broken Appt/No 

Show

A firm appointment had been set, but the SP was not home at 

the time of the appointment, canceled by phone, or 

otherwise was not available to complete the interview.

716 N/A

Disabled 

permanently, canΩt 

interview

SP was permanently disabled and unable to answer the 

questions in the interview.

717 757

CanΩt speak 

English/Spanish

SP did not speak English or Spanish. 718 758

Unavailable Field 

Period

SP was not available to complete the post-election interview 

before the end of the field period (e.g. out of the country, on 

extended vacation).

719 759

SP Moved SP moved from the sampled address, and no forwarding 

information was available, or no interviewer was available in 

the vicinity of the new address.

721 761

Unable to Access Address was in a locked apartment building, gated 

community, behind an inaccessible fence or gate, or 

otherwise inaccessible.

738 778

SP Deceased SP died between the pre-election interview and the 

attempted post-election interview.

N/A 789
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were ineligible to participate, either because they did not exist (13), were not a permanently occupied 
household (303 ς consisting of both vacant housing units and housing units used seasonally, such as 
vacation homes), had no adult citizen (87), or were excluded from the sample during subsampling (531), 
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 1.5

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 15.4

Note: Weight accounts for subsampling only. 
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Response Rates and Other Outcome Rates: Face-to-Face Study 
 
Response rates and other outcome rates for the face-to-ŦŀŎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ 
sample design. Outcome rates are shown in Table 8-7. 
 

 
 
The weighted minimum response rate for the screener was 54 percent. The weighted minimum 
response rate of the pre-election study was 50 percent. These 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 percent for cases where eligibility was determined, the 
estimated weighted response rate for the face-to-face 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) assumption 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 percent. This is the percentage of sampled 
addresses where an interviewer spoke to someone, excluding addresses that were found to be 
ineligible.  
 
The cooperation rate (AAPOR COOP3) was 55 percent. This is the number of interviews divided by the 
number of household contacts, excluding those who were incapable of participating due to disability or 
language barriers.  
 
The re-interview rate for the post-election interview (also known as the conditional response rate, not 
shown in tables) was 90 percent. 
 
  

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

Outcome Rate

Observed eligibility, e 0.766

Screening rate (Screener AAPOR RR1) 0.539

Response rates 

Minimum (AAPOR RR1) 0.502

Estimated based on observed e  (AAPOR RR3) 0.554

Maximum (AAPOR RR5) 0.840

Refusal rate, minimum (AAPOR REF1) 0.341

Refusal rate, estimated based on observed e  (AAPOR 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. 
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9. DATA PROCESSING AND CODING 
 
Data processing activities included reconciling data format differences between the face-to-face and 
Internet datasets (which were programmed, collected, and stored separately, using different systems), 
cleaning, labeling, and formatting the data for public release, producing summary variables for analyst 
convenience, and redacting and coding open-ended responses.  
 
Summary or Derived Variables 
 
Numerous variables on the data file are summary variables, derived from questionnaire responses from 
more than one questionnaire item. Variables ending in the letter x, such as V161025x, are summary 
variables.  
 
Redacting Open-Ended Responses  
 
Responses to open-ended 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 open-ended data were reviewed and responses or portions of responses were 
redacted if they could contribute to the risk that a respondent could be identified. Information such as 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ƴŀƳŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ 
ǿƛǘƘ άώw95!/¢95ϐέ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘŜǎŎǊiption of what was redacted. For example, if a hypothetical 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ άǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ ŀǘ {ǘŀƴŦƻǊŘΣέ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜŘƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ 
άǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ ŀǘ ώw95!/¢95 ¦bL±9w{L¢¸ϐΦέ  
 
Coding Open-Ended Responses 
 
Manual Coding of Other Open-Ended Responses 
 
As of the date of the completion of this report, manual coding of responses to open-ended questions 
was underway. This process will assign codes to the responses to open-ended questions including what 
the respondent likes and dislikes about the presidential candidates, likes and dislikes about the 
5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ 
facing the country. The coding methods for these questions are based on the coding methods developed 
for the ANES 2008 Time Series study, which were described in the reports for that project on the ANES 
website: 
http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/anes_timeseries_2008/anes_timeseries_2008_CodingProject.htm  

 
Computer Coding of Political Knowledge Responses 
 
The open-ended 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 by computer using scripts based 
on scripts originally developed for the ANES 2008 Time Series study and shown to be very reliable for 
the 2008 data.5  The scripts recognized responses in both English and Spanish, including some common 
misspellings or typographical errorsΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŎƘŜƛŦέ ŦƻǊ άŎƘƛŜŦ.έ One code is provided for the question 
about Vice President Joe Biden. Two alternative codes are provided for the other figures. These 

                                                           

5 See Matthew DeBell. 2013. Harder than it looks: coding political knowledge on the ANES. Political Analysis, 21, 393-
406. 

http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/anes_timeseries_2008/anes_timeseries_2008_CodingProject.htm
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ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ άŀέ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŀƴŀƭƻƎƻǳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŎƻŘŜs released for 
the 2012 Time Series study. 
 
Joe Biden (V162072), the Vice President of the United States. This item is coded correct if the answer 
ǎŀȅǎ ά±ƛŎŜ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘέ ƻǊ ά±tέ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀōōǊŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ±ƛŎŜ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΦ Otherwise it is coded incorrect. 
This coding follows the method described by DeBell (2013, see footnote above) as Cheney Scheme 1. 
 
Paul Ryan (V162073a), the Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives. This is coded correct if the 
response means head, leader, or speaker of the House or Congress, and is otherwise coded incorrect. 
{ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘƻǳǎŜΣέ άŎƻƴƎǊŜǎΣέ όǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ άǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅύΣ 
άŎŀƳŀǊŀΣέ ό{ǇŀƴƛǎƘ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎŜύΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǎǇŜŀƪΣέ άƘŜŀŘΣέ άƭŜŀŘŜǊΣέ άŎƘƛŜŦΣέ 
άǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘŜΣέ ƻǊ άƧŜŦŜΣέ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŀȅ άƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊΣέ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƻŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΦ hǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƻŘŜŘ 
as incorrect. This coding follows the method described by DeBell (2013) as Pelosi Scheme 3. 
 
Paul Ryan scheme 2 (V162073ōύΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘƻǳǎŜέ ƻǊ άŎŀƳŀǊŀέ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ 
Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΣέ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻŘŜŘ ŀǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ 
άƘƻǳǎŜΣέ άǊŜǇ έ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǇύΣ άǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜΣέ άŎŀƳŀǊŀΣέ ƻǊ άǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀƴǘŜǎΣέ ǘƘƛǎ 
is coded as partly correct. Otherwise it is coded as incorrect. This coding follows the method described 
by DeBell (2013) as Pelosi Scheme 2. 
 
Angela Merkel (V162074a), the Chancellor of Germany. This is coded to a very permissive standard. If 
the response says that Merkel is a leader or 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, head, canciller, president, 
ǇǊƛƳŜǊ ƳƛƴƛǎǘǊƻΣ ƎŜǊƳŀƴΣ ŀƭŜƳŀƴΣ ƻǊ ōŜǊƭƛƴΦ όbƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ άƎŜǊƳŀƴέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
άDŜǊƳŀƴȅέ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘΦύ This coding follows the method 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 german or aleman and also includes the word chancellor, leader, pm, 
prime min, head, canciller, president, or primer ministro. This coding follows the method described by 
DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 2. 
 
Vladimir Putin (V162075a), the President of Russia. Like the άŀέ ŎƻŘŜ ŦƻǊ !ƴƎŜƭŀ aŜǊƪŜƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻŘŜŘ ǘƻ 
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, pm, prime 
min, head, president, primer ministro, cancillier, russia, rusia, ruso, or moscow. This coding follows the 
method described by DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 3. 
 
Vladimir Putin scheme 2 (V162075b). This is a stricter version of the Putin coding in V162075a, 
ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άōέ ŎƻŘŜ ŦƻǊ !ƴƎŜƭŀ aŜǊƪŜƭ. It is coded correct if the response means Russian leader 
and is otherwise coded incorrect. Specifically, it is coded correct if the response includes the word 
Russia, rusia, or ruso and also includes the word leader, pm, prime min, head, president, or primer 
ministro. This coding follows the method described by DeBell (2013) as Brown Scheme 2. 
 
John Roberts (V162076a), the Chief Justice of the United States. LŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άŎƘƛŜŦέ ŀƴŘ άƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέ ŀǊŜ 
present, or if 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 judge or chief or is connected 
to a court, then this is coded partly correct. Specifically, 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 
ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άŎƘƛŜŦέ ŀƴŘ άƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ.έ CƻǊ Ŧǳƭƭ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴse can also 
combine the words chief, 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, justice, or 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 suprema. This coding follows the method 
described by DeBell (2013) as Roberts Scheme 5. 
  
WƻƘƴ wƻōŜǊǘǎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ н ό±мснлтсōύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻŘŜŘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άŎƘƛŜŦέ ŀƴŘ άƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέ ŀǊŜ ōƻǘƘ 
present, including commoƴ ƳƛǎǎǇŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ άŎƘŜŦέ ƻǊ άŎƘeifΣέ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ŎƻŘŜŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΦ This 
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 the Internet sample, the Face-to-Face sample, and for the two samples combined.  
 
The steps in the weighting process were as follows: 
 

¶ Construction of base weightsτthe base weights are the reciprocals of the selection probabilities 
for each address; 

¶ Construction of jackknife replicate weightsτthe replicate weights are designed to allow the user 
to easily produce valid jackknife variance estimates based on the sample design; 

¶ Adjustment for adaptive design (Face-to-Face sample only) 

¶ Adjustment for addresses where eligibility was unknown (Internet sample only); 

¶ Screener nonresponse adjustment; 

¶ Adjustment for within-household sampling; 

¶ Pre-election nonresponse adjustment; 

¶ Pre-election raking and trimming (using the pre-election nonresponse adjusted weights); 

¶ Post-election raking and trimming (using the pre-election raked weights); 

¶ Composite Face-to-Face and Internet pre-election raking and trimming (using the final pre-
election raked weights from both surveys); 

¶ Composite Face-to-Face and Internet post-election raking and trimming (using the final 
composite pre-election raked weights). 

 
Internet Weights 
 
Base Weights 
 
The full sample base weight for each sampled address was constructed as the inverse of the probability 
of selection for each address. There 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). 
 
Replicate Weights 
 
A jackknife-2 (JK2) or paired stratified jackknife replication 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. Due to the complex sample design of the ANES 2016 Face-to-Face survey, the JK2 
method was used to create the replicates for that study (see the Face-to-Face Weights section below). 
Since composite weights that allow for analysis of the Internet and Face-to-Face studies combined were 
created, using the same replication method for both surveys facilitated 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, addresses were assigned a 
value of 1 or 2 to create the variance units. 
 
Adjustment for Unknown Eligibility 
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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 administered on the web, there are often a large number 
of sampled units from which no response is ever obtained. For this general category of addresses, 
unreturned mail, eligibility is uncertain at the completion of the screener. Since we do not know if 
unreturned mail addresses 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 we used for the Internet survey, can be referred to 
as the άbacking outέ approach to estimating e. Here we used the estimate of the total number of 
households (TACS), the total number of respondents (TR), the total number of nonrespondents (TNR), and 
the total number of unknown eligibility cases (TU) to estimate e as follows: 
 

Ὕ Ὕ Ὕ ὩὝ  
(where Ὕ  is estimated number of households from the American Community Survey [ACS]) 
 

So Ὡ Ὕ Ὕ Ὕ  

 
The screener nonresponse adjustments 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 include all sample units 
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 eligible addresses e will be computed and added to the numerator. 
 
Screener Nonresponse Adjustment 
 
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 unreturned and resulting in unknown eligibility. The 
overall weighted screener response rate accounting for unknown eligibility was 55 percent. Among the 
3,732 screener respondents, 3,599 were eligible to continue to the pre-election survey. 
 
The nonresponse adjustment cells 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 base-weighted response rates within the 
selected nonresponse adjustment cells. 
 
WestatΩs software routine WESSEARCH was used to define nonresponse cells within each sampling 
stratum for screener nonresponse and for pre-election nonresponse. WESSEARCH is based on a search 
algorithm produced by and used with the permission of the University of Michigan 
(http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/smp/search/). 
 
The WESSEARCH algorithm searches within specified strata, avoids cells with a sample size smaller than 
10, and avoids adjustments larger than three times the mean adjustment within the stratum. 
 

http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/smp/search/
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Nonresponse adjustment cell for screener nonresponse adjustment were formed within Census region 
for each eligible household. For each region, the following characteristics were used to further define 
response cells: 

 

¶ Dwelling type (single family, multi-family, or missing); 

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

¶ Census division 
 
This resulted in 26 initial adjustment cells. One initial cell contained an adjustment factor above three. It 
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 adjusted for screener 
nonresponse using the final adjustment cells and resulting factors. 
 
Within-Household Sampling Adjustment 
 
After the screener interview was administered, one eligible adult citizen was randomly selected from 
each household to complete the pre-election and post-election 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. 
 
Pre-election Nonresponse Adjustment 
 
Similar to the screener nonresponse adjustment, nonresponse adjustment cells for the pre-election 
survey were defined to be heterogeneous in response propensity (the probability of responding) across 
cells, and homogeneous in response propensity within cells. Of the 3,599 eligible, completed screeners, 
3,090 completed the pre-election survey and 509 were nonrespondents, for a weighted conditional pre-
election survey response rate of 86 percent. 
 
Two variables from the screener were used to form the pre-election nonresponse adjustment cells: 
 

¶ Gender; and 

¶ Number of eligible adults in the household (1 or more than 1) 
 
Full data were available for number of eligible adults in the household. There were 18 missing values for 
gender. A distribution-based imputation was done to assign a value for these 18 cases. Eight were 
randomly assigned to be male and 10 to be female. 
 
There were six adjustment cells formed with no collapsing needed. The adjustment 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 pre-election nonresponse using the final adjustment cells 
and resulting factors. 
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Pre-election Raking  
 
Raking is a calibration weighting process that adjusts the full sample and replicate weights for survey 
respondents iteratively to independent controls totals for various demographic categories. 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 control totals for all households. These demographic groups are the 
raking dimensions. The weights are adjusted to equal the totals within the cells for each dimension in an 
iterative process, until the process converges, and every dimensionΩs cell totals equal the independent 
control totals. 
 
Raking dimensions for both the pre- and post-election 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 by Metropolitan status 

 
See below for specific categories and control totals for each dimension. 

 

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 Not rented, urban 133,347,764.47  

2 Not rented, non-urban 25,499,294.22  

3 Rented, urban 57,629,146.74  

4 Rented, non-urban 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 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 tenure6 by urbanicity, 
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. 
 
Five items from the ANES pre-election respondent data needed imputation prior to raking, including 
race/ethnicity (29 missing values), educational 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 household (recoded 
to 1 and more than 1). 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 pre-election nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights for the pre-election 
respondents were raked until convergence was achieved. In order 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 adjustment. The 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. 
 
Post-election raking  
 
The raking procedures were repeated using the set of post-election respondents (n=2,590, weighted 
conditional post-election response rate was 83 percent) and the same dimensions that were used for 
pre-election raking. The full sample and replicate pre-election raked weights were the 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. 
 
Face-to-Face Weights 
 
Base Weights 
 
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. 
 
Replicate Weights 
 
A jackknife-2 (JK2) or paired stratified jackknife replication 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 Face-to-Face survey since the sample 
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 urban/rural indicator, quartiles of county-
level percent minority citizens, and quartiles of county-level percent below poverty7 before forming the 
pairs. The number of PSUs in each region was 11 (Northeast), 12 (Midwest), 22 (South), and 10 (West), 
respectively, with 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 certainty PSU is its own variance stratum. This resulted 
in a total of 32 initial variance strata (replicates).  
 
As noted above, due to the odd number of PSUs in the Northeast region, one variance stratum 
contained three PSUs. While appearing initially as its own variance 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 for Adaptive Design 
 
As described in chapter 2 on the sampling methodology, adaptive design procedures were implemented 
for the final two weeks of data collection. To adjust for this, full sample and replicate base weights 
received a factor of 1 if they completed the survey before adaptive design was implemented, 0 if they 
were subsampled out after adaptive design was implemented, or 2 if they were kept in the sample after 
adaptive design was implemented (since one of the two pairs of SSUs was subsampled with equal 
probability). 
 
Screener Nonresponse Adjustment 
 
Given that nonresponse is a major and continuously growing problem with virtually every survey, 
including the ANES 2016 Face-to-Face, we developed appropriate nonresponse adjustments to the 
weights at both the screener stage and the pre-election stage of weighting.  
 
A total of 1,486 of the 2,880 sampled addresses were screener respondents, 547 were nonrespondents, 
316 were ineligible addresses8, and 531 were subsampled out for adaptive design.9 The 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 pre-election survey. 
 

                                                           

7 The percent minority and percent poverty data were obtained from the American Community Survey (ACS) 2010-2014 
5-year 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 additional 531 addresses 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 design, but weighting data and 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 amount to about one seventh of one percent of the face-to-face sample, so this discrepancy has no 
material effect on the weights or response rates.   
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The nonresponse adjustment cells 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 base-weighted response rates within the 
selected nonresponse adjustment cells.  
 
²ŜǎǘŀǘΩǎ software routine WESSEARCH was used to define nonresponse cells within each sampling 
stratum for screener nonresponse and for pre-election nonresponse. WESSEARCH is based on a search 
algorithm produced by and used with the permission of the University of Michigan 
(http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/smp/search/). 
 
The WESSEARCH algorithm searches within specified strata, avoids cells with a sample size smaller than 
20, and avoids adjustments larger 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 to further define 
response cells: 
 

¶ Dwelling type (single family, multi-family, or missing); 

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

¶ Urban/rural indicator; 

¶ Quartiles of county-level percent minority citizens (ACS); and 

¶ Quartiles of county-level percent poverty (ACS). 
 
This resulted in 57 initial adjustment cells. Several of these initial cells contained adjustment factors 
above three, with many of the cells having fewer than 20 respondents. These cells were collapsed to 
form 35 final cells, with adjustment factors ranging from 1.09 to 2.62 with 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 resulting factors. 
 
Within-household Sampling Adjustment 
 
After the screener interview was administered, one eligible adult citizen was randomly selected from 
each household to complete the pre-election and post-election 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. 
 
Pre-election Nonresponse Adjustment 
 
Similar to the screener nonresponse adjustment, nonresponse adjustment cells for the pre-election 
survey were defined to be heterogeneous in response propensity (the probability of responding) across 
cells, and homogeneous in response propensity within cells. Of the 1,399 eligible, completed screener 
cases, 1,181 completed the pre-election survey and 218 were nonrespondents, for a conditional pre-
election survey response rate of 84 percent. None of the pre-election partial interviews contained 
sufficient data ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ ŀ άǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
completion of all CAPI items, up to the start of the CASI component.  

http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/smp/search/
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Variables from the screener were used to form the pre-election nonresponse adjustment cells, including 
items collected about the sampled person and household: 
 

¶ Gender 

¶ Age (18-39, 40-59, 60+) 

¶ Educational attainment (less than high school, high school or equivalent, more than high school) 

¶ Home tenure (rent or other) 

¶ Whether there were children in the household 

¶ Number of eligible adults in the household (1 or more than 1) 
 
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 value for whether 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, followed by collapsing to reduce adjustment factors to less 
than 1.5 when possible and to have all cells contain at least 25 records. There were 27 cells following 
collapsing. The highest adjustment factor was 1.56 with a median adjustment factor of 1.13. 
 
The screener nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights that were adjusted for within-
household sampling were then adjusted for pre-election nonresponse using the final adjustment cells 
and resulting factors. 
 
Pre- and Post-election Raking 
 
As noted above in the description of the Internet weights, raking 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 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 control totals 
for all households. These demographic groups are the raking dimensions. The weights are adjusted to 
equal the totals within the cells for each dimension in an iterative process, until the process converges, 
and every dimensionΩs cell totals equal the independent control totals.  
 
Raking dimensions for both the pre- and post-election 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 by Metropolitan status. 
 
See below for specific categories for each dimension. 
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Dimension 1: Age by gender 

 

AGE_SEX Label for AGE_SEX 

1 (18,39) male 

2 (18,39) female 

3 (40, 59) male 

4 (40, 59) female 

5 60+ male 

6 60+ female 

 
Dimension 2: Race/ethnicity by educational attainment 

 

RACETHN_EDUC Label for RACETHN_EDUC 

1 HISP, less than HS 

2 HISP, HS 

3 HISP, HS+ 

4 BLK, less than HS 

5 BLK, HS 

6 BLK, HS+ 

7 OTH, less than HS 

8 OTH, HS 

9 OTH, HS+ 

 
Dimension 3: Marital status by gender 

 

MARITL_SEX Label for MARITL_SEX 

1 Married male 

2 Married female 

3 Others male 

4 Others female 

5 Single male 

6 Single female 

 
Dimension 4: Race/ethnicity by census region 

 

RACETHN_REGION Label for RACETHN_REGION 

1 HISP, NE 

2 HISP, MW 

3 HISP, South 

4 HISP, West 

5 BLK, NE 

6 BLK, MW 

7 BLK, South 

8 BLK, West 

9 OTH, NE 
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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 

1 Not rented, urban 

2 Not rented, non-urban 

3 Rented, urban 

4 Rented, non-urban 

 
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 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 tenure10 by urbanicity, 
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 pre-election respondent data needed imputation prior to raking, including 
educational 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 household (recoded to 1 and more than 1), and 
quartiles of the percent in the Census tract below poverty (ACS). 
 
The pre-election nonresponse adjusted full sample and replicate weights for the pre-election 
respondents were raked until convergence was achieved. In order 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 achieved in 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 of post-election respondents (n=1,059) and the same 
dimensions that were used for pre-election raking. The full sample and replicate pre-election 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, and in 12 iterations for the 
replicate weights. No weights required trimming. 
 
                                                           

10 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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Composite Weights for the Combined Sample 
 
In order to be able to analyze the combined set of respondents to both the ANES Face-to-Face and 
Internet components, a composite weight was constructed. Respondents from the pre-election ANES 
Face-to-Face study and the ANES Internet study were raked together, using a compositing factor. The 
Face-to-Face component was assigned a composite factor of 0.26 and the Internet component was 
assigned a composite factor of 0.74 (1-0.26). 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 the Face-to-Face component was the 
effective sample size for the Face-to-Face survey divided by the sum of the effective sample sizes of the 
two components. 
 
Final pre-election raked weights from the Face-to-Face and the Internet components were used as the 
input weights for the pre-election composite raking. The composite factor of 0.26 was applied to the 
input weights of the Face-to-Face respondents and 0.74 was applied to the input weights of the Internet 
respondents. The set of replicates was expanded to 133 to account for the 100 original Internet 
replicates and 33 original Face-to-Face replicates. 
 
Raking was done using the same dimensions used for the individual surveys, but using the control totals 
from the face-to-face which exclude Alaska and Hawaii. Convergence 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 post-election respondents, the input weights were the composited pre-election full sample and 
replicate weights. Convergence was achieved in 14 iterations for the post-election composite full sample 
weight and in 12 iterations for the replicates. No trimming was required. 
 
While analyzing the two sets of respondents using a composited weight is desirable, there are a few 
caveats to this approach. Using the composite factors of 0.26 for Face-to-Face and 0.74 for Internet 
results in the Internet data having a large influence on the survey estimates and variances. In other 
words, when the two studies have differences, the estimates from the composited weights look more 
like the Internet survey estimates. Additionally, the variances using the composited weights are smaller 
than if more weight had been given to the Face-to-Face component. 
 
Design Effects 
 
¢ƘŜ άŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘέ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
obtained from a simple random sample. The complex sampling and weighting used in studies like this 
one lead to greater variance (in practice, larger sampling errors) than would be obtained with simple 
random sampling.  
 
Average design effects can be used to estimate the effective sample size of the study, that is, the sample 
size using a simple random sample that would produce the same amount of statistical power as the 
current study with its complex design. The square root of the average design effect estimates the 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ  
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For a study with weights scaled to a mean of 1, the average design effect is the sum of the squared 
weights divided by the sum of the weights. ¢ƘŜ άǊƻƻǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǉǳŀǊŜ Ǌƻƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ 
effect. The more general formula for the design effect, regardless of how the weights are scaled, is:  
 

ὈὉὊὊ
ὲ  ύ

ύ
 

 
In the formula, DEFF is the design effect, n is the number of responding cases in the sample, wssw is the 
sum of the squared weights (i.e., square the weights and then find the sum), and wsw

2 is the sum of the 
weights, squared. 
 
Table 10-1 shows the average design effects and root design effects for this study. The average design 
effect of the combined sample weights for the post-election study, 1.46, means that the combined 
ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎΣ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ sample size (4,271) divided by 1.46, or 
2,925. The root design effect, 1.21, means that the sampling errors for estimates using the post-election 
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.  
 

Table 10-1. Average design effects and root design effects for the ANES 2016 Time Series 
Study 

Sample weight Design effect (DEFF) Root design effect 
Pre-election, Internet only 1.42 1.19 
Pre-election, FtF only 1.53 1.24 
Pre-election, combined sample 1.45 1.20 
Post-election, Internet only 1.43 1.20 
Post-election, FtF only 1.54 1.24 
Post-election, combined sample 1.46 1.21 

  
Note that the true design effects for individual estimates typically differ from the averages. The 
differences can be large for estimates involving population subgroups that have received relatively large 
weighting factors.  
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APPENDIX A: FACE-TO-FACE DATA COLLECTION MATERIALS 
 
Numerous materials were developed and produŎŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΣ ŀǎ 
described in this section. Unless otherwise noted, the full suite of materials was used for both the pre-
election and post-election waves.  
 
ANES Logo 
Most materials were designed to incorporate and be compatible with the ANES logo (Exhibit A1-1). Most 
materials also featured the logos of the associated organizations, including Stanford University, 
University of Michigan, NSF and Westat. 

 
Exhibit A1-1. ANES logo 

 

 

 

 
Advance Letter 
The Advance Letter (Exhibit A1-2) 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 study legitimacy and answer questions. The letter was 
printed with English on one side and Spanish on the other. 

 








































































































































































































