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Part One. Executive Summary and the
History of NSF Support of Election Studies

|. Executive Summary

On February 14 and 15, 2003 the Political Science Program sponsored an American Electoral Behavior Workshop at
the National Science Foundation in Balston, Virginia. The Workshop's objective was to provide advice on the
Program’ s forthcoming recompetition for the study of American Electoral Behavior.

The participants at the Workshop included members of the American National Election Studies Board and externa
(nationa and international) experts knowledgeable in the methodology and/or substance of survey research and
electoral research.

Workshop participants were given a set of discussion points and asked to provide written commentaries related to the
discussion points. Participants were aso given the option to present their own concernsand vision for thefuture. The
Workshop wastranscribed and the comments are avail able on the Program’ s Web page (http://www.nsf.gov/sbe/ses/
polisci/start.htm). Thisreport servesasthe basisfor are-competition of the current American National Election Studies
(ANES) award supported by the Political Science Program (SES-0118451). An announcement and call for proposals
will beissued during the spring of 2004.

In both written and/or spoken commentaries, American Electoral Behavior Workshop participants recommended that
the Political Science Program at the NSF address the foll owing methodol ogical and substantive chalengesin the next
10 years.

» The need to support a presidentia study that includes a core component.

» The possibility of using apanel design for the presidentia election study.

» The vaue of maintaining primarily face-to-face interviewing of the core component.

» Theneed to ensurethat investigators have the capacity to conduct pilot research on innovative methodol ogiesand
substantive issues specific to atime and place.

» Thevaue of including a dynamic component that captures on-going events of political importance.

» Theimportanceto Political Science of having acore national study asa* docking station” for substantive modules
submitted by researchers who may not be part of the current ANES community.

» The need to encourage the research community to seek cooperative arrangements with private funding
organizations, other government agencies (e.g., using census addresses for mail surveys), other surveys (e.g.,
Bureau of Labor Statistics), and the like.
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II. History of NSF Electoral Support

A. The ANES and NSF: 1948-1980*

The University of Michigan's Survey Research Center (SRC) first conducted a survey on presidentia eectionsin
1948. Under the direction of Robert Kahn and Angus Campbell the SRC administered a pre-post survey for the
1948 U.S. presdentid eection. Among the innovations was the use of Ledie Kish's area probability sampling
procedurethat wasin part aresponseto faulty sampling methods. Kish' smethodol ogy andinnovationshad acumen:
the pre-dection results had Truman the winner (Sapiro 1999: 7).

A second survey was used to study the 1952 presidentia e ection and resulted in the publication of theclassic book,
The Voter Decides (1954) by Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin, and Warren Miller. In the wake of this success
Campbe| and Miller wanted to extend the dection sudy series, which meant they immediately faced the problem
of how tofunditscontinuation. Therewerethenfew private sourcesof funding for basic socid scienceresearchand,
whilethe Bureau of Agricultura Economicsand anumber of different defense-rel ated agencieshad sponsored survey
research, there was not yet any federa agency with an interest in socia science research per se.

1. External Funding and Innovation in Data Collection

A turning point in the quest for funding came in 1956, when Campbel and Miller obtained funding from the
Rockefeller Foundation. Inaddition, the collaborators sought fundsto continuethe seriesof eection studiesinaway
that allowed for continuous monitoring and replication over subsequent eections. They prepared for thefirst magjor
pane study, which ultimately included re-interviews of the 1956 sample during the 1958 congressiona and 1960
presdentia eection studies (Sapiro 1999: 9-10), even before they had secured funding for it.

Thispane design became amodd emulated and further devel oped by many studiesover theyears. Miller secured
supplementary funding to interview the congressiond candidates associated with asub-sample of the congressiona
digtricts represented in the mass survey in 1958. In the period from the 1956 study to that of 1958, the project
incorporated both a cross-sectiona time series and pand datainto the design. Theresearchers objective wasto
integrate the mass survey with other types of datain order to generate more theoretically sophisticated models and
better empirica tests of specific hypotheses about the nature of eectora behavior.

The 1960 dection study completed the first (of three) multi-election panels. A seriesof influentid articles, known
primarily to dectionsexpertsrather thanthelarger readership of The American Voter (Campbell, Converse, Miller,
and Stokes 1960), wasthe collection published asEl ectionsand the Political Order (Campbell, Converse, Miller,
and Stokes 1966). This also includes some of the representation work as well as cross-national analysis (Sapiro
1999: 11).

! This section is based on the recollections of Frank Scioli, who has been Political Science Program Director since 1981, and excerpts from
the 1999 paper “Fifty Y ears of the National Election Studies: A Case Study in the History of ‘Big Socia Science'” by Virginia Sapiro, aformer
ANES Principal Investigator.
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The SRC dection studies continued through the 1960s. Survey instruments combined continuity and innovation.
Maintaining atime series of core questions, repeated from one survey to the next, preserved continuity. Innovation
was encouraged through the incorporation of new batteries or design features geared toward the specific
circumgtances of the political and electora context and scholarly and scientific devel opments, such astheemphasis
on new theoretical approaches and methodologica techniques.

2. The Political Science Program’s I ncreasing Role with the ANES

In 1970 NSF provided funding to the ANES for an dection study as a whole, thus initiating a reationship that
continuestothisday. Thebas cfunding for eachwavecamefromNSF, dthoughin 1974 the Johnand Mary Markle
Foundation aso provided important funding. The 1974 study had a substantia focus on the mass media, including
detailedinformation onwhich mediasourcesrespondentsused, thusalowing researcherstoincorporateinformation
on those sources into the data.

Anissuethat wasraised early in NSF sinvolvement in the ANES, becauseit had implicationsfor theoveral quaity
of the ANES, wasthe need to extend thefunding cycle. To accomplishthis, Warren Miller entered into discussions
with NSFprogram officers(David L eegein particular) over thepossibility of long-term funding for thedection sudies
that would obviate the need for facing the uncertainties of seeking funding every two years.

Therewereobviousdifficulties. Inthemid-1970s, the NSF Political Science Programwasasmdl part of thesociad
sciences a the Foundation, having been frozen for some time with an annua budget of approximately $1,000,000.
Inlight of the competition among the many sub-fields of political science, any given proposd for anationd eection
study would be asking for one-third to one-haf of the disciplinary budget. The Political Science Program’ s budget
was not large enough to contain a*“big science’ project (Sapiro 1999: 16).

Leegeand Miller addressed thisparticular probleminwaysthat would havemgor effectson thefutureof theelection
sudies, on the Political Science Program and, indeed, onthe socia sciencesmorebroadly. Leege* considered the
models offered in the biological and physica sciences, and began to devise a plan for what he and the Foundation
cameto defineasa‘ nationd resourcein the socid sciences” Heworked with Miller on ideasfor transforming the
project and Richard Dawson, Leege' s successor at NSF, continued these efforts’ (Sapiro 1999: 16).

Their effortsresulted in the creation of the American Nationa Election Studies. It wasto take on the character of
anationa socid scienceresource. It now would have up to afive-year funding period that could be renewed only
upon submission of afull proposal to NSF which would be reviewed in the usua way by the appropriate program.

The specific features of the 1977 proposd were the following:

« The University of Michigan served as hogt for the project.

» ThePrincipd Investigator and study staff were based a the Indtitute for Social Research.

» The PI, however, would be advised by a national Board of Overseers representative of the community of
scholarsinterested in American nationa elections.

« The Board would, in conjunction with the Principa Investigators, develop long-range plans, review work
programs and budgets, make decisionsregarding prioritiesintheinstrument, assist the principasin developing
further proposals, and make an annua report to the ISR

» Fromtheoutsat, the Principa Investigator wasresponsibleto the Board with NSF having to approve members
of the Board.
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As Sapiro (1999) notes: “the new plan for the project could still have been hampered by therdaively small size of
the NSF Political Science Program budget. It did not, after dl, make the project cheaper” (pp. 19). To address
this Leege sought joint review and funding of political science proposdsthat had amultidisciplinary emphass. As
a consequence, a Political Science Program budget of roughly $1,000,000 could be expanded by more than 50
percent.

As aconsequence of thiswork by Leege, the 1977 proposa for “Long-Term Support for the American Nationa
Election Studies,” succeeded in making the project anationa socid science resource with awholly new structure,
and guaranteed funding for five years (1978-1982). Thiswasfollowed by atwo-year grant (1982-84), two more
five-year grants (1984-1988; 1989-93) and three four-year grants (1994-97; 1998-2001; 2002-2005) (Sapiro
1999: 15).

The ANES dso changed the funding environment for other large-scale socia science surveys. Following the lead
of ANES, the Generd Socid Survey and the Pand Study of Income Dynamics started to work with the Foundation
to develop multi-year proposas as “national socia science resources’ (Sapiro 1999: 20).

B. EventsLeading up tothe First ANES Recompetition

In the years following the 1977 framework, the Board of Overseers worked with the Principa Investigators to
formulate data collections. *Each dection study was developed by a‘ Planning Committee’ sdlected by the Board
and conggting partly of Board members and partly of other scholarswith interests and expertise especidly relevant
to the themes and problems of the study” (Sapiro 1999: 20).

In the ensuing years, thelist of Principa Investigators has evolved. From 1978 to 1988, Warren Miller continued
as Principd Investigator. In 1990 and 1992 Miller was joined as a Principa Investigator by Dondd Kinder and
Steven Rosengtone. 1n 1997 Rosenstoneresigned from the University of Michigan faculty to takeaDeanship at the
Universty of Minnesota, and Virginia Sapiro of the University of Wisconsin-Madison was now part of the team of
Principa Investigators. Inthe ANESgrant for the period 1998-2001 Sapiro and Rosenstone appeared asPrincipal
Investigators. Starting in 1999 Nancy Burns and Donad Kinder, both of the University of Michigan, joined the
project as a Co-Principa Investigators.

During this period there were important events within the larger politica science research community that hed
implicationsfor the ANES. Therewas continued and increasing pressure on NSFto fund other projectsthat were
deemedto beasintdlectualy excitingandimportant asthe ANES. Thiswasbound to occur asother subfieldswithin
political science became increasingly proficient in using technica and scientific means to examine theories and
hypotheses. Thetechnicd advantage held by students of American politica behavior and indtitutions (Congressin
particular) over other subfields was narrowing.

It was the intersection of these forcesthat ultimately lead to the re-competition of ANESin 2000. The documents
are presented in chronologica order.
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1. The 1990 Committee of Visitors Report?

In 1990, NSF was under increasing pressure to re-compete the ANES for purposes of saving money for other
worthy projectsaswell asletting market forcesencourageinnovationinthe ANES. The 1990 Committeeof Visitors
Report states.

...we bdieve that it would be useful a this juncture for the Foundation to set up a committee to review both the
research and planning aspectsof the ANESand theactud fieldwork. Becausewebdlievethat marketshave sautary
effects, thiscommitteewould be charged with considering the possibility of having the Foundation solicit competitive
bids for the field work portion of the study and with finding ways to ensure the ongoing leadership, planning, and
research function carried out by the ANES board.

2. The National Science Board Resolution on Recompetitions (1997)

There was dso arenewed emphasis on re-competitions from within NSF. On November 13, 1997 the National
Science Board (NSB) released a Resolution Concerning Competition, Re-competition, and Renewa of NSF
Awards (NSB 97-224). In this Resolution it states that the NSB:

Affirmsits strong support for the principle that expiring awards are to be re-competed unlessit is
judged to beinthebest interest of U.S. science and engineering not to do so. Thispostionishbased
on the conviction that peer-reviewed competition and re-competition is the process most likely to
assure the best use of NSF funds for supporting research and education.

And

Requests that the Director, NSF, take such steps to ensure that NSF practices embody this
principle.

3. The 1998 Committee of Visitors Report

As with the 1990 Committee of Vidtors Report, the 1998 Committee of Vidtors reiterated the need for are-
competition. The 1998 Committee of Vistors Report states:

While recognizing the important contributions of the ANES to the discipline, the Committee bdieves it is now
gppropriateto consder thepossibility of re-competingit. A vitd initid stepinany re-competitionwill betoinvestigate
avariety of questionsrel ated to the survey methodol ogy currently employed by the ANES. The present methodol ogy
isexpensve, and cogt-effectivedternativesmust becarefully investigated. . . To thisend, the Committeerecommends
that theN'SF Political Science Program condtituteacommittee of methodol ogistscharged with conductinganinquiry
into the substantive consequences of are-competition of the ANES. Werecommend that the Committee members
should be palitica scientistswho are expertsin various aspects of survey research methodology, and at least some
should have experience in conducting large-scae ANES-style surveys in the United States and other countries.

2 A Committee of Visitorsis constituted approximately every three years by NSF management to conduct an evaluation of each discipline-
based program. The Committee advises NSF on the management of the Program and future directions and opportunities for the Program.
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4. The Palitical Science I nfrastructure Workshop (1999)

In kegping with the Committee of Vistors Report, the Politica Science Program convened an Infrastructure
Workshop of leading scholars who fit the description of the 1998 Committee of Visitors recommendation.

Thelnfrastructure Workshop washeld on October 15, 1999. Thediscussion of the ANESresulted inthefollowing
recommendations. Firgt, are-competition wasto be held for the August, 2000 cycle. Second, therewasto bea
cap of $2,000,000 over a4-year period, or $500,000 annualy.

The judtifications for these recommendations rested on the Workshop members' thinking that the ANES could be
done more economicaly. Members of the Workshop had considerable experience with smilar surveys and hed
assessed their cogts to be much less expensive than the existing ANES practice. Another concern, expressed dso
by previous Committee of Vistors, was that outstanding projects were being “ crowded out” for funding because
of the sheer enormity of theANES. At thetime (1999) it was consuming gpproximately 25% of the Political Science
Program’ sannua budget. A third concerndedt with ancillary projectsthe ANES produced. Theseprojects, it was
thought, could be competed in the Palitical Science Program and, independent of the large Presidentid study, and
where meritorious, could be funded as separate individua projects.

C. The Recompetition Announcement (February, 2000)

Within the backdrop of the events of the 1990s, the Political Science Program made aforma announcement to the
political science research community regarding an ANES re-competition. The February 1, 2000 re-competition
announcement followed the recommendations of the 1999 Infrastructure Panel. In particular, acap of $2,000,000
over a4-year period, or $500,000 annually, was imposed for the next round of submissions (August, 2000).

The re-competition announcement issued in February, 2000 resulted in an award to Nancy Burns and Dondd
Kinder, Principa Investigators, University of Michigan, for the period 2002-2005 in the amount of $3,000,000.3
The current project involves a 2004 study of a nationd probability sample of 1,200 individuds interviewed in the
pre-presidentia election period. Approximately eighty-five percent of those respondentswill bere-interviewed in
the pogt-election period. Both interviewswill last approximatdly fifty minutes, and will be carried out face-to-face.
All dataareto bemade quickly avallableviaaWeb steand through the I nter-university Consortiumfor Politica and
Socid Research. A Board of Overseers, Chaired by John Mark Hansen, University of Chicago, advisesthePrincipa
Investigators and serves as representatives of the larger community of users of the ANES data.

1. NSF’sRolein the Future Study of American Electoral Behavior

Given thishigtory of NSF involvement and support of the ANES, the politica science community will beinvited to
submit proposal sfor the ANESrecompetition during thefirst quarter of 2005. Withthisinmind, thePolitica Science
Program Directors have begun conversations with the ANES Principa Investigators, the Board of Overseers, and
thelarger politica science community to encourage themto develop innovetive plansfor future studies of American
electord behavior. Implicitin thisencouragement isthe beief that innovations are necessary to advance the science
of electoral studies and to do so at a reasonable cost.

Based on the February 14-15, 2003 Workshop, NSF staff stress methodological rigor and potentia utility for
theoretica development as the two key features of any further studies of the American electorate. Theoretica
development is, in fact, a problematic sandard when oneis creating a common data resource since if thedesignis
carefully planned totest certain (the Principal Investigator’ s) theories, it may bepoorly planned totest theoriesothers
bring to the data. There are some important trade-offs here. To assst NSF in understanding how the best gains
instudying the American el ectorate can beredized, theWorkshop met and discussed goal sfor thefuture of el ectora
behavior studies.

3 NSF management decided that the original cap of $2,000,000 was unredistic.
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Part Two: Challenges
|. Overall Study Characteristics

Thestudy of ectionsinvolvesaprocesswith aknown termination point whereajoint (aggregate) decisonismade
nearly smultaneoudy. Over the course of the processthereis both common and variable exposure to avariety of
information and stimuli that can influence the find voting decison. As such, the study of eections has dements of
anaturd experiment that is unusud in the socid sciences.

Workshaop participants advised the Politica Science Program officers that the next ANES platform — and those
that follow — shoul d beflexibleenough to alow for foundationa examinationsof behavior. Thestudiesshouldalow
researchersto find out what people are doing, not just what they are saying. Furthermore, we have been advised
that having an instrument that follows the same voter(s) over an extended period of time can ensure this.

Withthesechdlengesinmind, thegod of thenext 10 yearsof study should have characterigticsthat addressavariety
of issues.

A. Dynamics

Despitethe considerabl e atention that € ectora behavior hasdrawnin the pressand academic community, thereare
il questions regarding how, how much, and under what conditions citizensvote. Thereisadso asensethat recent
research strategies for studying political phenomena can be strengthened.

Workshop participants asserted that an emphasis on dynamics in studying eectord behavior should dlow
determination of how votersforecad, react, learn, and adjust to new information. Asnoted above, individuasreact,
within the context of €lections, to a process with aknown termination point (€l ection day) whereajoint (aggregate)
decisonismade. Thisisadynamic process.

Further, voter assessments of candidates are dynamic, but harden over time. The speed with which voters make
judgments about candidates varies, given the information they possess at the sart of the eectora process and that
which they receive during the campaign, but it is clear that over the course of acampaign, voterslearn and update
their assessments. Asvotersupdate, it isaso possiblethat they can be surprised from timeto timeand will reassess
their projections. These (re)assessmentsinclude, among other things, expectations about candidate character and
policy stances. Sources of these surprises include the acquigition of new information through campaign activity,
changesin assessment by friendsand acquai ntances, and exogenousshockslikeillnessesor employment that change
the rdlative sdience of different candidate postions.

The relaionship and roles of both voters and eected officids create interesting methodologica challenges. Most
sudiesof eectora behavior haverdied on static mode s, usng for examplesatic regresson (logit) andyssof asngle
survey based on cross sectiond data. Yet, a Sgnificant t-gatistic from a single empirica equation means little
scientificaly snce thisamountsto an attituding assessment & asingle point intime. Thisfailsto capture important
agpects of what happens during the election season (campaigns).
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B. Continuity and Innovation

Workshop participants noted that dynamicsarekey characteristicsof emerging theoriesof voting behavior. Thedata
acquired must alow for testing dynamic theoriesand d so be conduciveto theresolution of theoretical conflicts. Time
frames of interest include those spanning just sSingle campaigns aswell asthose that poan numerous dections. This
creates tension between the twin gods of historical continuity and overal innovetion.

The Workshop participants spent a considerable amount of time discussing what has been cdled the“ core’ of the
American Nationd Election Studies. For the last two cycles of the studies funded by the Nationad Science
Foundation, support hasbeen provided for acoreand the ANES has sought ancillary support for modulesand other
add-ons. During the Workshop the ANES Principa Investigators stated that the core component of the survey
involves gpproximately 60% of the interview time undertaken during the presidentia study.

Workshop participants agreed that maintaining the coreis critical for reasons of continuity. Much of the scholarly
research that employs ANES detaiis based on interest in retaining long standing questions that alow for examining
long-standing relations. But what isimportant ismaintaining equiva ent measurement of key conceptsnot necessarily
identica modes of probing them. Indeed, identically worded questions may have different meanings a different
pointsintime. Consider, for example, thequestion whether former communistsshould bedlowedtoteach at colleges
and universities as a measure of tolerance for unpopular opinions in 1954 and today. Thus, scholars who might
consider competing in an ANES recompetition have congderable room for innovation eveninther treetment of the
core?

The Workshop had no difficulty determining that the gathering of socia and demographic data had to be continued
and thought it best left to the Board of Overseers (or some similarly condtituted body) to determine which of the
conceptual items need to be preserved.

The Workshop participants had similar thoughts on preserving innovation in ancillary studies associated with the
ANES. Traditionaly, modulesfor add-onswerevetted by the Board of Overseersand pre-tested in pilot projects.
Unfortunately, budget consgtraintsimposed by the NSF on the ANES when they were considering what to include
inaproposa submission meant submitting a proposa for a core-only study. This precluded the ANES Principa
Investigators from including subgtantive modules and pilot tests in thelr continuing investigation.  The modules
sometimes came in to the Program’s regular competitions as independent entities and competed with al other
proposals.

Workshop participants agreed that for afirg-rate study to be undertaken it is critically important to include funding
for pilot testing of potential conceptua and methodological innovations. NSF management and staff agree on the
necessity of encouraging innovationsand thetesting needed to develop them. Inthenext recompetition, prospective
submitterswill be encouraged to solicit ancillary support for modulesand pilot studies. ANES could be envisioned
asa“docking station” that includes a core with modules and pilot studies attached to it. Itisnot clear, at thispoint,
whether NSFwill havethe resourcesto fund astudy that includesthese additional, add-ons, but aproposal should
account for their cost and discussthe trade-offsthat will have to be madeif the NSF budget cannot fully fund them.

4 For afull explication of the discussion of the core, see the transcript on the NSF Website op. cit., especially pages 123-141.
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C. Modelssues

AsWorkshop participants noted in their discussion and commentaries, the question of representativenessin survey
researchisacrucia and obviousissue. The standard approachesto collecting dataare telephone and face-to-face
surveys. Trade-offs exist between the two approaches, and both affect representativeness.

A drawback totelephonesurveysre aivetoface-to-face surveysisthar exclusion of househol dswithout telephones.
As noted in the Workshop discussion and commentaries roughly 5 percent of the U.S. household population has
no access to atelephone. The continuing rise in the number of households that possess only a cellular telephone
(roughly 4 percent of thegenera population, substantialy morefor important subgroups) a so representsalimitation
for telephone surveys. These households are automatically excluded from the sample popul ation and many people
are reluctant to converse at length on cell phones given the cogts entailed.

It isacknowledged that coverageislikely to be worsein telephone than in face-to-face surveys. Depending onthe
exact amsof the study, however, these coverage problemsmay not introduce dramatic biases. For example, it was
noted in Workshop commentariesthat, asapercentage of likely voters, the omiss onsfrom telephone surveys might
be relatively smdl.

Workshop participants adso discussed risng nonresponse rates in household surveys. This phenomenon is not
restricted to the United States, and is occurring in the rest of the world aswell. It was noted that throughout the
developed world the increase in nonresponse influences both telephone and in-person surveys, but the problemis
worse for telephone surveys.

The seriousness of the potential non-response bias is not clear. A series of studies have shown that larger
nonresponseratesdo not necessarily Sgnal larger biasesin subsequent statistical model's, but thisdoes not mean that
nonresponse is never aproblem. Theissueisan empirica one of whether the variables of interest are unrelated to
the factors that produce nonresponse (as they seem to bein exit palls).

Workshop participants thought that reporting differencesare not likely to begreat.  Although moddity might have
asubgtantia effect on response rates (favoring the face-to-face sample), they argued that there were rel atively few
differencesin the estimatesfrom differently conducted surveys. However, it was agreed that in responding to open-
ended questions, face-to-face respondents were likely to give longer answers than telephone respondents. This
suggests that the face-to-face interviews may be conducted at a dower pace or foster greater motivation in the
respondents. In generd, the differences between telephone and face-to-face interviews are thought by many to be
small, but with telephone interviews providing relatively less capacity for in-depth responses®

Therewere, however, some participantswho pointed out that the ANESisone of socid science' s*gold standard”
surveys againgt which many other surveysare calibrated and they felt that to maintain thisleve of qudity, face-to-
face interviewing should be maintained. There was dso some question about whether changing modality might
underminecomparisonswiththehistorica core. Thus, intherecompetition NSFwill entertain proposalsthat include
ether face-to-face or telephoneinterviewing, or some combination of thetwo aswell asaprotocol for acontrolled
and evauated trandtion from one mode to the other.

5 Thereis also the concern about differential response rates between face-to-face and phone surveys. One practice that can have adverse
consequences is the use of quota sampling to address poor response rates. This can harm the random design.
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The combination approach received the greatest support in the workshop. There seemed to be a consensus that
the best design should probably include certain features:

* Include face-to-face interviewing of a sample much like the current area probability design.

e Include a combination of list and random digital dialing (RDD) sampling methodology based on
congressional digtricts (or some other geographic stratification directed specifically at measuring electora
behavior).

» Takeadvantageof theinformationinthe overlapping portionsof thetel ephone and face-to-faceframesto produce
estimates for the telephone design that are enhanced from information in the face-to-face frame.

Thesegpproaches, it wasargued, could yieldimproved estimatesfrom thetelephonedesign. Inaddition, cost savings
from telephone use could be achieved while redlizing some of the benefits of face-to-face interviewing.

Themethod chosen should becarefully justified intermsof both costsand benefits. Wedonot mean by thisdiscusson
to ruleout completely other modesof collecting survey datasuch aspostd or internet surveys. However, itisunlikely
that aproposd that rdiesexclusively on oneor theother will havethequality we seek and, aswith other modes, costs
and benefits must be carefully considered.

D. Design Issues®

1. Panel Design

Another important topic of discussion at the Workshop was the use of pand designs by the ANES. It was noted
that the choice of pand designs depends on the measurement goals and substantive theoretical goals of the survey.
Panel designs were seen as important for their overall power in testing competing theories.

Neverthd ess, Workshop participants pointed out that there aretrade-offsinvolved with longitudinal panel sampling
drategies. Longitudinal pand surveys may not support adequate cross-sectiond andys's, particularly asthe pand
agesand respondentsdrop out after having beeninthefield for severa rounds. Thereisaso animportant costissue
involved with pand surveysthat istheresult of theincreased expense associ ated with locating and gaining cooperation
from the pand subjects (with the passage of time).

Workshop participants noted that to minimize estimation problems, cross-sectiona samples could be included.
However, costswill most likely be larger than for adesign that isentirely cross-sectiond. Cost consderations can
be addressed by increasing the degreeto which tel ephoneinterviewingisused.” However, thisgivesriseto theissues
associated with telephone vs. face-to-face interviewing. The consderations center around whether the potential
andyses made possible by the use of the pand methodology would outweigh the associated increasein costs and
loss of precison in cross-sectiond analyses. Thisissue should be carefully evauated in any ANES submisson.

6 There was also discussion of other designs including rolling cross sections. Other design issues are summarized in the book,
The Analysis of Household Surveys: A Microeconometric Approach to Development Policy (1997) by Angus Deaton.

" For exampl e, telephone interviewing is now used with the majority of interviewsfor the 1979 cohort of the National Longitudinal Survey
of Youth.
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E. Relation to the Community

Future NSF support of eectora studies of the size of the current ANES will include requirements for oversight
provided by an independent Board of Overseers. This must include distinguished scholars representative of the
scientific community of ANES users. At present, the ANES Board has played akey rolein representing interests
of thebroader palitica sciencecommunity. Workshop participantsnoted that it isimportant to havetheright balance.
Board members should be substantia scholars and represent the views and interests of the research community
broadly defined, including interests and perspectives that are not well-represented by core project staff. Board
membership should not preclude those serving from submitting research proposasfor eectora studiesto the NSF
and/or other funding agencies.

Workshop participants thought that the ANES Principa Investigators and staff have done a superb job of making
data available to the scholarly community in a user friendly manner. Data are archived a the Inter-universty
Consortium for Politicd and Socia Research at the Univeraty of Michigan and are readily available for interested
users. The NSF expects tha this same high standard will be maintained in future investigations.

F. Funding

It was generdly agreed that funding support for the ANES has not kept up with increases in survey research costs
andthat NSFfunding for the ANES i sin danger of falling below what isneeded to support a* gold sandard” survey.
Moreover, some desirable innovationsin ANES, like apanel component, and needed improvements, like greater
pilot testing, can only add to the cost. NSF cannot in this report commit to a specific level of funding, though we
hope to increase, perhaps substantidly, the amount available for support. Estimates of available support will be
indicated in the recompetition announcemern.

Two approachesto funding, which may be combined, were discussed at theworkshop. Oneisto fund acomplete,
theoretically coherent, ANES. A second isto fund the ANES core and alow researchers, who may or may not be
ANES Principa Investigators or Board members, to compete for funds that can be linked to the core. Proposals
to the ANES recompetition should make clear what eements condtitute the core, what proportion of the funds
requested are needed to support the core, what proportion of the funds requested are to support projects around
the coreand, how openthe ANESwill beto funded modulesfrom researchersnot otherwiseincluded inthe ANES
core survey.

11
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Part Three: Summary

In the course of structuring arecompetition processto dlow for innovationsin studies of eectord behavior for the
next 10 years, it isimportant to note the overdl am of NSF sinvestment in dectord studies. Consstent with the
Executive Summary, certain atributes are expected, including:

» Thedatagathered must be sufficiently rich to allow researchers to address issues using both smple (e.g., cross-
tabular) and more sophigticated research designs and must allow advances in our knowledge of voting behavior
without resorting to empirically ungrounded or unrealistic assumptions.

» The instrument developed must capture variability in behavior that expands on what is known about voting
behavior.

These two srengths mean the data should be revedling in cross-tabulations even while supporting more complex
model swith direct, testableimplications. To useawell known example, Warren Miller hasshown that crosstabular
andysis of biennid pand data can answer the question: “When avoter’ s political opinions and party identification
aredivergent, which oneusualy adjusts? For al but college-educated voters, theanswer is. Opinion” (Achen 1999:
145).8

Thefinding that party identification takes precedence over voter opinion is among the more powerful lessonsfrom
past ANES research and points the way to issues that can be explored using more advanced, yet theoreticaly
informed, gtatistica methodologies. These basic findings aso have been important in making the ANES not just a
scienceresource, but dsoapublicresource. Asagenera resourcethe ANES must answer questions, at many levels
and be of valueto many different users. Proposals should have different user communities, including student users,
inmind.

The Workshop participants noted that the chalenge for future investigatorsisto develop a platform that includes a
basic core and dlows for innovative ancillary studies. Furthermore, the ancillary studies should feed into the core
and builduponit. A platformthat alowed for concurrency, the rapid incorporation of innovation donein aseamless
way, isessentid. Aswas noted above, these rgpidly incorporated innovations would not be limited to substantive
areas of eectoral studies but include innovation regarding design (pand, rolling cross-section) and mode (face-to-
face interviewing, telephone interviewing, computer asssted interviewing, €tc.).

Overdl the Workshop participants concluded the ANES has been of tremendous importance in understanding the
American Electord sysem aswell asserving asamodd for smilar sudiesaround the globe. Numerousbooksand
articles, including anumber now regarded as classics, could not have been written without ANES data. For more
than fifty years (and more than thirty with NSF support) the ANES has been aflagship for students of the American
Electord process. The chalengeisto maintain its relevance and importance for the decade, and the haf-century,
to come.

8 Christopher H. Achen, 1999. “Warren Miller and the Future of Political Data Analysis.” Palitical Analysis 8, 2: 142-146.
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Comments for NSF Workshop on “ American Electord Behavior,” February 14-15, 2003
Chrigtopher H. Achen, University of Michigan
The Importance of NES

Let me sy firg that, in spite of my current inditutiond affiliation, 1 have never had any connection to NES
adminigration. | havenever served ontheNES Board, nor beeninvolvedinan NESpilot sudy, nor havel proposed
even one question that NES might ask. Indeed, | first arrived at Michigan when | wasdready in my forties, and dl
my education and the great bulk of my career have been spent elsewhere. The NES staff work down the hal from
mein ISR, but then so do specidists in American history, socid work, and African palitics.

That said, | have been arelentlessuser of NES data, beginning with my dissertation. Therearethousandsmorelike
meinthe professon. Over theyears, it has been the most va uable item that NSF Political Science has supported.
Most of what we know about voting in Americaderivesfromit. Hundreds of academic, governmental, and private
sector users make use of it every month, and tens of thousands of people around the world have used the data at
some time or another.

Naturdly, itiseasy toimaginewaysinwhich NESmight bereformed to better fit one sown privateresearch agenda.
Or to suppose that if NES were abolished, most of the money would go to NSF proposaslike one’sown. Many
complaints about NES that I’ ve heard over the years fdl into those categories. Obvioudy, though, NES is a
cooperdive enterprise, and necessaxrily involves compromise. By its nature, it will not satisfy dl of usal thetime.
But political scientists above dl should redlize that compromise isthe art of making large data sets possible.

Of course, NES needs continud updating and revison. That is the nature of research. Even with the many
congtituenciesinvolved, improvement of NESisundoubtedly possible. Doing so, however, isby no meansaseasy
asmany criticsimagine. Much of what scholars didike about NES conggts of items that many other intellectudly
powerful researchers have ingsted that NESinclude. Theenemy isus. Thusthetrick to revising NESistofind a
package of changesthat advances the subject, benefits most researchers, and that does so at a pricethat NSF can
be convinced to pay. That task isnot smple. It isaso necessarily collective, but | will try to contribute abit toward
it in this memo.

Where Are We Now?

Voting behavior and public opinion research continue to be empiricaly rich, indeed the richest part of politica
science. Within the subfield, researchers largely agree on the facts, and in political science, that is no smdl
achievement. Moreover, thereis broad agreement on a set of empirical generdizations about voting, a necessary,
indeed crucid, step in the building of theory. Thereisno other part of palitica science for which those satements
are equaly true.

The best empirica politica scientists of the Thirties and Forties didiked the unbridled political speculation of their
era, and they lamented the paucity of trustworthy information. To help discipline theorizing about democracy, they
caledfor just the sort of research activitiesthat NES represents. We have met that challenge. 1n consequence, the
field of voting behavior has driven out the chegp talk of an earlier eraand replaced it with verifidoleinformation. Far
more than any other research enterprise, NES made that possible, and without NES it would not have happened.
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That said, we have reached a stage in voting research different from that of the founding generation and their
immediate successors. At the time of the early studies, the practicable Satistica methods were mostly tabular.
Regresson analysisand itscross-sectional extensionseventualy succeeded cross-tabulationinthe Sixtiesand early
Seventies. Those methods were perfect for descriptive work in cross-sectiond studies. They were not very good
when theoretical questionsarose: Does party |D cause attitudes, or vice-versa, or both, and how much? Aninitia
flurry of interest in structura equation models occurred when they seemed to offer a solution in the Seventies and
Eighties, those hopes have largely been dashed.

Empiricd findingscontinueto pile up, andthey aredwaysvauable. Lesshappily, though, theoretical integration has
often duded us. Theresultisakind of satistica sprawl in the literature, frequently making it difficult to distinguish
genuine causationsfrom gatisticaly fancy corrdations. The digointed undergraduate readers on * developmentsin
public opinion and voting behavior” tell asad tale.

Serious, agreed-upon theory is everyone s god, but it has proven dusive. Where might we look for inspiration?
Consumer choicetheory isperhapsthepart of socia scienceclosesttovoting studies. Likeus, it dedswithindividua
choices. Likeus, it usessurveys. Unlike us, it has made powerful theoretica advancesthat have strong empirica
support and receive consensus approva from the discipline. How?

Consumer theory’ sinitial successesoccurredin thefirst part of the previous century aseconomistssought toexplain
how categories of consumer spending (food, durables, etc.) varied with income. Psychologica aspects of the
choosers or the choiceswere set aside. Instead, relentless attention was paid to clearly obser vableactions, and
that provedto bethekey step. Empirica regularitiesamong the observableswerefound. Then, to explain consumer
actions, alargetheoretica structure of unobservablefesturesof people (utilities, characteristicsof goods, and soon)
wascongtructed and gradualy tied to consumer survey datafor testing. Rigorousmathematicswasused throughot,
and theory wastied closdly to explaining firm empirical generalizations.

Consumer theory had acons derable advantagein getting started asan empirica science. Consumershavedifferent
incomes, and they buy acomplex market basket of goods. Theresultisalargearray of continuousdata. Moreove,
economists can measure incomes and expenditures rather well, which cuts the noise.

The problem for voting behavior, by contragt, isthat our observable dataare rdatively thin. 1n most countriesand
mogt elections, each voter has a Single vote and assignsit to one party or candidate. Compared to the choicesin
agrocery dtore, the list of candidates in an election is extremely short, and the choices are discrete rather than
continuous. At any onetime, the voters do not do much.

Our best academic survey, the NES conssts mostly of single cross-sections, with the voters casting a single vote
for afew federd offices. Thuswehaverdatively littlehard evidencetowork with. Inevitably, thetemptationtorevert
to purely descriptive cross-sectiond work or to try measuring the near immeasurableto get supplementary variables
isvery strong. Many of thesesupplementary variablesinthesocid psychologicd framework arequitenoisy insurvey
implementation. In consequence, too much of thevating and public opinion literature consstsof ajumbleof findings,
many disputed. The socid psychologica tradition has taught us most of what we know about voting, but it isfar
to say that within that tradition, consensud theory has been dow to emerge. In my view, data limitations—data
limitations about behavior, not attitudes—are alarge part of the reason.

Certainpolitical scientistshave proposed an dternative, or at least thebeginningsof one. Essentidly borrowed whole
cloth from consumer theory, thisdternateframework isthe spatia votingmodel. Consumersareturned into voters,
goods turned into candidates, and the samelogic applied. Theresult isatheoreticaly impressve literature that has
forever changed how we think about elections.
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Thegpatiad mode wasnever designed to explainthewell known empirica generadizationsfrom survey research. The
argument for it wasingtead that larceny from an adjacent disciplinewas S0 easy, and that other aspects of eections,
notably candidate and party competition would beilluminated. That promise was amply fulfilled. With respect to
the voters, however, theresult isarelatively daborate structure with many degrees of freedom for fitting the sparse
dataof individud political choices. Sinceonly afew different decisonsare possblein thevoting booth for any given
office, then if we have no additiona information, the modd can be madeto fit agiven dection only toowdl. Thus
if we concentrate on describing observable behavior in across-section, the spatiad model onitsown haslittle power.
Worse, even after many yearsof elaboration, very few of the sandard empirica regularities of voting research can
be derived from this moddl.

In consequence, poalitica scientistshave been driven to supplementing thespatia voting modd with moreinformation.
Perhaps the voters can tell us where they and the candidates are located in the multidimensiona space, with no
distortion due to misperception, projection, cognitive dissonance reduction, or sheer fibbing. Thenwe canjust ask
them. But of course these assumptions are very doubtful. The votersjust don't know that much about their own
menta processes, and they often know little about politics.

Infairness, the main thrust of spatia voting theory isdirected at political dites. Only an ancillary part of it relatesto
thevoters. However, that part strugglesfor theoretical persuasiveness, just asthe socia psychological tradition does.
By the nature of the subject, our data are thin, and so in both traditions, we are currently forced to do too much
guessng.

Doing Better

How might we do better? One approach is to borrow from consumer theory, not their models, which are
inappropriate for us, but their rather more appropriate style of work. That is, pay more attention to voter actions
and lessto atitudes, and second, direct formal theory toward empirical generaizations. Bothideaslead, | believe,
to longer pane studies.

Fird, | believethat dl our explanatory traditionswould bea ded if we could start paying moreattentionto whet voters
do rather than what they say. That would discipline our hunt for evanescent variables to help us with our cross-
sections. The problem, asalready noted, isthat our observablesat any onetimearefew. Weneed to look at more
than one time period, so that we have many voting choicesrather than just one. Once we do so, we can leave the
cross-sectiond world and begin seeing dynamicaly. “Votingfor theDemocrats’ meansonethingin 1936 when FDR
is running, and quite another in 1988 when the candidate is Michael Dukakis. 1t dso means different things when
the voter isjust entering the palitica system a age 21, and quite another when it is done by alife-long Republican.
Thus paying attention both to the dynamics of the palitical system and dso to the dynamics of individud lives seems
to me to offer us a great opportunity for moving forward theoreticaly.

My own prejudices lie with Bayesian voter theory, which has made some driking initid progress dong theselines,
Abandoning the attempt to represent voters in their full complexity, its sark modeling has led to theorems that
subsume many of theempirical generdizationswedready knew from socid psychology, and that dso point theway
to quite new perspectives and research programs. Created by politicd scientists over the last decade and a hdlf,
Bayesan theory shares the explanaiory dyle of consumer theory: a collection of substantively plausible
unobservables are sudied in a greatly smplified but rigorous mathemética fashion to derive the well established
empirica regulaitiesin thefied.

The Bayesian emphasis on observable actions offers quite precise, agreed-on predictions from rigoroustheory. It
a0 offersthose predictionsinan easly tested framework that survey researchershave mostly dready implemented
and would have no trouble completing. The main limitation of the Bayesan approach isthat Bayesian voters lack
the depth and redlism of socid psychologica voters. The current Bayesian modes are very smple, undoubtedly
wrong in at least some respects, and conceivably so wrong that the entire effort should be abandoned . Empirica
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testing issorely needed. Unfortunately, it has been hard to truly check the main Bayesian clamswiththe NES data
that we have, because the theory has astrong time series flavor that requires longer panelsthan we have. And so
legitimate doubts persist about the entire gpproach, due to the same data limitations that have bedeviled the socia
psychologica tradition and the spatia model.

We have learned much from al three of the theoretical viewpoints | have mentioned and from others aswell, and
this essay is not the place to make the argument for any one of them. My point is more embracing and hasno red
connectionto any onetheoretica perspective. Throughout politica sciencethesedays, whentheoretica clamsneed
testing, timeseriesmethodsareusudly the satigtica techniqueof choice. Causd clamsaremuch easer to establish
when we study the same people over time rather than try to match them with “smilar” people in a cross-section.
Bayesantheory leadsrather directly andlogicaly tolooking at time seriesdataon voting, but sodovirtudly al other
theoretical pergpectives. The socid-psychologica tradition and the spatiad modd framework would profit just as
much from longer time horizons.

Unfortunately, with the exception of thethree short panels, the current NES data offer amost no opportunity to use
time seriesmethods. Evenin afour year period, which isthe length of our longest panel sudies, the voters cast at
most two presidentia votes, two Senatevotes, three Congressiond votes, and generdly just oneor two gubernatoria
votes. Timeseriesmethodscan barely get started. A few littledynamic studieshavebeen done, but they arecrippled
by datalimitations. We have never had the money to do anything more.

It isimportant to recognize just how thin our time series dataon voting redly are. Ask yoursdlf, for ingtance, what
percent of thedigible population voted for Reagan both timesand for Bush senior aswel? Or for Clinton bothtimes
but for Bush theyounger in 2000? Theanswer isthat no oneknows. Wehaveno datawhatsoever for thosedection
triplesor for any other such eection combinationsin our history. No voter hasever been tracked for morethan four
years. (Theexceptionisafew nineteenth century countieswhere peoplevoted out loud, but thosehistorical datasets
arevery smdl ingze, very few innumber, and mostly locked upin Austrdia(sc) outsdethe publicdomain.) Indeed,
to my knowledge, thereis no place in the world where a representative sample of individua voting records can be
traced for more than two nationa dections. In consequence, a gigantic research areg, critica to dl our current
theoretical frameworks, is blocked.

A Different Futurefor NES?

Theinference from dl this seems clear: we need longer panels of voters. One option isrolling cross-sections. In
somewaysthesearethe easi est panel sto construct, and they offer substantial advantagesto researchers, asthe 1984
“Roalling Thunder” design hasamply proven. But wemight aso consder whether NES might conduct along, perhaps
ten-year, pand, or even an ongoing, permanent panel where some voters rotated in for long periods. It does not
take long thought to redize the strikingly new research opportunities such adesign would generate for usdl.

Needless to say, doing longer pands will be naither easy nor cheap, particularly not in the longest versons.
Respondents haveto be paid to avoid excess ve dtrition, and they haveto berotated in and out in staggered fashion
toavoidre-interview effectsand ahost of other evils. Itisnot ajobfor aninexperienced research teamwithtemporary
gaff. Butit can bedone, asthe Pand Study of Income Dynamics(PSID) hasshown. Moreover, themorewefocus
on concrete behavior and the less on attitudes, the smdler the interview effects should be.

In short, | believethat thereis an opportunity here to remake the study of voting from al perspectives. Thisfuture
isnot cheap, and it may require apolitica battleto retire some of theworn-out explanatory variablesthat may have
taught usalot in the past, but have now outlived their usefulness. 1t may aso require usto persuade abroad group
of NSF decisonmakers that the money would be well spent. But in my judgment, the case is there.

Whatever the future brings, whether these suggestions or others, NES cannot and will not stand till. There are

opportunitiesin front of us, whatever they may turn out to be. The NESfutureiswell worth fighting for. NSF could
help.
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The Canadian Election Study

1.

20

André Blais, Université de Montréal

Funding

Since 1968, an dection study has been funded by the Sociad Sciences and Humanities Research Council
of Canada (SHRCC) or its predecessor for every eection except in1972. 9 eections out of 10. There
was an eection study for each of the last 8 dections.

Recent dection studies have been funded under the Magor Collaborative Research Initiatives (MCRI)
program. The program funds “maor” projects over a five-year period. These projects typically involve
researchers from different disciplines and universities. There is a competition every year. Typicaly, around
30 projects (letters of intention) are submitted every year. Thereisan initial screening of these projects, about
10 teams are invited to write a detailed proposal, and about 5 projects are funded.

Thereisno guarantee that there will be an election study. The CESisin competition with other projects, most
of them interdisciplinary. There can be two or more different election study proposals (this has happened) or
there could be no proposal. Or proposals can be turned down (this happened in 1972).

Thetimetableisaseriousproblem. Thelast two electionswere“early” dections. In 1997, the study got funded
in January 1997, and the election was called in April. In 2000, the snap election was called in October, took
place in November, and got funded in December.

SHRCC encourages teamsto have partners. Elections Canada was apartner in 1997 and 2000. The Ingtitute
for Research on Public Policy was also a partner in 2000.

The MCRI program isgeared to fund “ excellent”, “innovative’, “new frontier”, “ cutting edge” research. The
focusis very much on innovation. SHRCC iskeen on international collaboration. The Canadian team was an
active participant in the CSES project and it initiated a collaborative project involving 9 countries about the
impact of leadersin elections.

The 2000 CESteam obtained atota budget of $1 million (US) for afive-year period, 0.8 million from SHRCC
and 0.2 million from universities and partners. The fieldwork corresponds to 30% of the budget. The MCRI
program is strong on student training and dissemination of research. A large fraction of the budget goes to
graduate students and post-docs. The study funds coursereleasetimefor the principal co-investigators, travel
expenses, the organization of workshops and seminars.

The CES data become publicly available one year after the election.

Thedesign

The CES hasthree components. acampaign telephonerolling cross-section survey of about 3500 respondents,
with about 100 interviews for each of the 35 days of the campaign; a post-election telephone reinterview of
about 3000 respondents and amailout questionnairefilled and returned by about 1800. The CES dso performs
acontent analysisof TV news. The campaign and tel ephone interviews last about 30 minutes. Almost al the
guestions are close ended. The questionnaire includes quite a few experiments.

The most original aspect of the CES is the campaign rolling cross-section element. The main impetus for the
rolling cross-section design was the suspicion that campaigns matter, that vote intentions, leader images and
opinionsmove during the course of the campaign, that there are priming effects. We have observed substantial
changein each of the electionsthat we have examined (aswell asin the 1992 referendum on Charlottetown).
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Regionisamajor concern. The Bloc québécoisisamajor actor, with more than 40% of the vote in Quebec,
and does not have candidates outside Quebec. M ost of thetime, we perform separate analyses of Quebec and
outside Quebec, with subsamples of 1000 and 2500. And there are strong regional divisions outside Quebec.
In 2000, the Canadian Alliance got 50% in the West, 24% in Ontario, and 10%in Atlantic Canada. Tothe extent
possible, we perform separate analyses for the West and Ontario.

The daily samples (about 100) are too small. They are OK to measure the impact of big shifts but more
problematic when these shiftsare small and/or confined to someregions. Fortunately for us, the key campaign
event, the leaders debates, occurs at mid-campaign.

The plan for the 2000 el ection study wasto doublethe size of the sample. The snap election prevented usfrom
implementing that strategy.

In the 2000 election study, we incorporated contextual (constituency level) data into the data set.

In the 1997 eection study, small groups of students were invited to watch the (amost full) coverage of the
campaignon one TV gtation from day one of the campaign to day 35. A tota of about 100 news stories. They

were asked to rate each news story as positive, negative, or neutral for a given party. A smilar study was
conducted in the 2000 dection, this time with small groups of survey respondents.

Substantive contributions

Perhapsthe main contribution has been the study of campaign dynamics. Thisisvery much thefocusin Letting
the People Decide and The Challenge of Direct Democracy. A particular emphasison theimpact of televised
debates.

A great interest in the impact of media coverage on the vote. The empirical findings have been somewhat
equivocd.

A maor interest in the role of information in eections. What do people learn over the course of eection
campaigns? Does the information gap increase or decrease? Do the better informed vote differently, on the
basisof different cons derations? Doeslearning contributeto vote shift? Thisisamajor themein The Challenge
of Direct Democracy and is being explored further in on-going work on the 1997 and 2000 elections.

A concernwith measurement i ssuesand with experiments. Particularly with respect to party identification. See
“Measuring Party Identification”. Experiments conducted in the 1997 post-election survey and in the 2000
campaign election survey.

A concern with strategic considerations and their impact on the vote. The CES includes questions tapping
respondents’ perceptions about the various parties chances of winning.

Turnout hasdeclined very substantialy in Canadaand thishasbecomeahot topic. It hasbeen difficult toinclude
specific questions about the decision to vote or not to vote, and so the contribution of CESto our understanding
of the motivationsfor voting or abstaining is somewhat limited. But we have recently pooled election studies
since 1968 in order to disentangle life-cycle and generation effects.

gover nance and accountability

the project is administered like all other MCRI projects. No special rule.

SHRCC strongly encourages us to have an international and interdisciplinary advisory board. The board is
utilized especialy in the early stages of the project...unless there is an early election.

there is much flexibility in the administration of the budget. It isrelatively easy to shift budget items, provided
that the total budget is respected.
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- SHRCC gtrongly urges us to disseminate findings to the “interested” public. We publish short piecesin the
newspapers immediately after the election, we launched our book at the Press Club in Ottawa, we organized
aone day workshop last year in Toronto (at the time of the annual meeting of the Canadian Political Science
Association), mostly for graduate students, to show how to use the CES.

5. continuity versusinnovation

- asindicated above, SHRCC puts much more emphasis on innovation. The MCRI program does not fund data
collection as such.

For more information, see: www.fas.umontredl .ca/pol/ces-eec.
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To:  Participantsin “American Electoral Behavior Workshop”
From: Henry E. Brady
Re:  Future Design Recommendations

The Accomplishments of the ANES® — It makes no senseto talk about future design recommendations for the
American Nationd Election Studies without asking what the ANES is supposed to accomplish.  Throughout its
higtory, the ANEShasbeentruetoitsname. It hasbeen primarily anationd dectionstudy. Startingfromitsemphass
onthepresidentia vote, it hasexpanded to aconcern with Congressiona and Senatorid € ections, but thesedections
are essentiadly nationd eections, abeit Stuated in specific geographica aress. In dl these studies, vote choice has
been the primary concern, and the basic design of the Sudies, either both pre- and post-election in the presidentia
years or just post-election in the midterm elections, has been focused on getting a post-€l ection measure of vote
choice and explaining this choice. Indeed, the vote vaidation studies, which have been one of the ANES mgor
research efforts, indicate the centrality of voting to the studies.

Mogt of theinnovativeinstrumentation that has been developed in the past fifty years has a so been concerned with
explaining votechoice, identifying theparty and coditiona structureof thee ectorate, and studying therepresentation
of condtituencies through the dectord process. The ANES (and the surveys from which it is descended) have
contributed the party identification question, the queriesabout likesand didikes of the partiesand candidates, seven
point individua and candidate placements, economic and financia conditionsquestions, 100 point thermometersfor
individuas and groups, the traits and feelings batteries for candidates, measures of peopl€'s closeness to and
estimation of the influence of groups, perceptions of the congtituency services of Congressiona candidetes, and
estimates of party differences. The responses to these questions are invauable for explaining vote choice, party
identification, and representation. They have been used in many path-breaking volumes and articles:.

* Presidential Votes: In The American Voter, Angus Campbell, Philip Converse, Warren Miller, and Donad
Stokes provided the point of departurefor al subsequent work. In The Changing American Voter, NormanNie,
Sid Verba, and John Petrocik made a controversid casefor increasesinissuevoting. In Restrospective Voting
in American National Elections, MorrisFiorinaprovided anew perspectiveinformed by rationa choicethinking.
Andin The New American Voter, Warren Miller and J. Merrill Shanks demongtrated the importance of issues
while returning to themes from The American Voter. Many other books have explored these themes.

» Congressional Votes: InThePoliticsof Congressional Elections(and other works), Gary Jacobson explored
theimportance of money, namerecognition, competition, and Srategy in Congressiona elections. InThe Personal
Vote, Bruce Cain, John Fergjohn, and Morris Fiorina demonstrated the importance of constituency service and
incumbency. And many other volumes have explored these themes.

» Elections as a Whole: The series of books on “Change and Continuity in American Elections’ by Paul
Abramson, John Aldrich, and David Rohde have provided adetailed analysis of each election, primarily using the
ANES data. Other volumes have done the same.

9 Any memorandum about the ANES should begin by thanking those people, especially the Principal Investigators and the staff, but also
the Board Members and others, who have contributed so much to the ANES enterprise. Having been aPl for the Canadian National Election
Study, | have someideaof the effort that goesinto getting funding for national election studiesand getting them off theground. Those people
who have devoted themselves to the ANES deserve our heartfelt thanks and our admiration for their dedication to the enterprise.
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Representation: Warren Miller and Donald Stokesin “ Constituency Influencein Congress’ (APSR, 1963) and
Christopher Achenin*Measuring Representation” (AJPS, 1978) set out aresearch agendathat getsat one of the
fundamental questions of democratic governance. Do those who win elections represent their constituents?
Subsequent work on Congressiona elections has elaorated on this theme by demonstrating the importance of
incumbency and constituency service for re-election.

Party Identification: Starting with The American Voter, party identification has been a central concept in
political science. Sincethat time, other important works on party identification have included Herbert Weisberg,
“A Multidimensiona Conceptualization of Party Identification,” Political Behavior, 1980; Charles Franklin and
John Jackson, “The Dynamics of Party Identification,” APSR, 1983; Bruce Keith et d., The Myth of the
Independent Voter, 1992; Donald Green, Bradley Palmquist, and Eric Schickler, Partisan Hearts and Minds,
2002.

Inarecent paper, “ Trust the People: Palitical Party Coditionsand the 2000 Election” (in The Unfinished Election
of 2000), | persondly learned about the richness of the ANES goldmine, and | found that it was invauable for
characterizing thecoditiona structureof the American e ectorate, therepresentation of interests, and thevotechoice
in 2000. Thereissmply no other source for thiskind of information.

ANES hasd s0 devel oped important innovationsfor measuring peopl€ sreligiousinvolvement and orientation, their
mediaattentiveness, and their knowledge. Thesefactorsstructurecoditions, contributeto theformation of attitudes,
and affect vote choice. Thework done by the ANES has substantialy improved our ability to determine how they
do thesethings. The ANES has dso added contextual information on Congressiona and Senatorid racesthat has
been very helpful to researchers.

While focusing on vote choice, the ANES has done less to study the following topics, dthough it has neverthdess
made some remarkable contributions to these areas as well:
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Dynamics of Political campaigns (but consider the 1980 panel and cross-sections and the 1984 weekly
continuous monitoring designs and the 1988 primary study; also consider Larry Bartds, Candidate Choice and
the Dynamics of the Presidential Nominating Process or Henry Brady and Richard Johnston, “What's the
Primary Message: Horse Race or Issue Journalism?’ in Media and Momentum)

Palitical participation (but consider the use made of these data by Steven Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen,
Mobilization, Participation, and Democracy in America)

Public opinion in general (but consder amost any textbook on public opinion in America which will make
extensiveuse of ANES dataand consider John Zaller’ spathbreaking The Natur e and Origins of Mass Opinion,
1992).
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« Palitical tolerance, efficacy, and trust (but see Jack Citrin, “ The Political Relevance of Trust in Government,”
APSR, 1974; Stephen C. Craig, Richard G. Niemi, and Glenn E. Silver, “Political Efficacy and Trust: A Report
on the NES Filot Study Items,” Political Behavior, 1990; and for areview of theliterature on trust which shows
that ANES has made magjor contributions in that area, see Margaret Levy and Laura Stoker, “Trust and
Trustworthiness,” Annual Review of Politial Science, 2000)°

e Palitical Identity and Group Consciousness (but see Arthur H. Miller, Patricia Gurin, Gerad Gurin, and
Oksana Maanchuk, “Group Consciousness and Political Participation,” AJPS, 1981.

» Attitudes towards race (but consder Ted Carmines and James Stimson, Issue Evolution: Race and the
Transformation of American Politics or Donald Kinder and Lyn Sanders, Divided by Color: Racial Politics
and Democratic Ideals)

 Political valuesand demacr aticideal s (but consider thework by Stanley Feldman, “ Structure and Consistency
in Public Opinion: The Role of Core Beliefs and Values,” AJPS, 1988.)

 Interpersonal networksand their impactson political attitudesor voting (but see Stephen Weatherford,
“Interpersona Networks and Political Behavior,” AJPS, 1982).

* Impact of themedia and advertising on palitics (but see Stephen Ansolabehere, Shanto lyengar, and Adam
Simon, “Replicating Experiments Using Aggregate and Survey Data: The Case of Negative Advertising and
Turnout,” APSR, 1999 and Kim Fridkin Kahn and Patrick Kenney, “ Do Negative Campaigns Mobilize or Suppress
Turnout? Clarifying the Relationship between Negativity and Participation,” APSR, 1999.)

Although the ANES has contributed to these aress, it seems safe to say that most of the magjor work in each area
has used datasets other than the ANES.M!

Methodologicaly, the ANES hasdeve oped anumber of new designs such ascontinuousmonitoring withthe Rolling
Cross-Section (1984), representationa studiesusingthe Congressiona District asasampling unit (1978 and 1980),
and studies of the dynamics of presdentid primaries using various designs (panels and cross-sections in 1980,
nationa continuousmonitoringin 1984, and sateand regiond leve surveysaroundthetimeof the primariesin 1988).
But the ANES has not been aleader in:

« Embedding substantive experimentsin surveys (see Paul Sniderman and Douglas Grob, “Innovations in
Experimental Design in Attitude Surveys, 1996),1?

10 Although ANES has made very little contribution to the study of tolerance and only modest contributionsto the study of efficacy, it has
made substantial contributions to the study of trust in government.

111t would be tendentious to name the major works in each of these areas, but my quick review suggests that only a handful of them make
extensive use of the ANES. Instead, researchers have designed new surveys (or experiments) or they have used existing Roper, Gallup, Harris,
media, or exit polls. Nevertheless, a quick review of John Robinson, Phillip R. Shaver, and Lawrence Wrightsman, Measures of Political
Attitudes suggests that ANES sponsored work has made substantial contributionsto about athird of the areas covered by the thirteen chapters
including political partisanship, political information, trust, and economic values and inequality. No other single project has contributed
anything like this to our measures of political attitudes.

2 The ANES has tried many methodological experiments where they have varied question formats (e.g., five point branching versus seven
point scales), but it has done very little experimentation that used question wording to probe people's opinions.
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¢ Developing methods for studying social networks and social context (see the many articles by Robert
Huckfeldt and his book, Politics in Context: Assimilation and Context in Urban Neighborhoods, 1986),

» Developing batteries of issue questions to study political agendas (see J. Merrill Shanks, “Politica
Agendas,” in Measures of Political Attitudes),

e Exploring people’s perceptions of the generalized other, (see Diana Mutz, Impersonal Influence: How
Perceptions of Mass Collectives Affect Political Attitudes, 1998).

Overall Assessment —What' sthebottomlineondl of this? Without any doubt, the ANEShasbeen extraordinarily
successful asan dection study. Itisthesurvey dataof record for every nationd eection sncetheearly 1950's, and
it hasdevel oped measuresthat are unmatched for explaining vote choiceand the coditiond structureof the American
electorate. It has been the core dataset for devel oping new explanations of party identification, presidentia voting,
Congressond voting, Senatorid voting, and the dynamicsof presdentid primaries. The ANESisdso anextensve
and detailed time-series that can be mined for comparing dection results and public opinion over time.

Perhaps the greatest strength of the studiesisthat they are about the warp and woof of palitics. They focuson the
electord linkage between the public and the palitical partiesand their candidates. Because of the ANES, weknow
much more about € ections and voting than we did a haf century ago. They have advanced political scienceasa
disciplineinmany differentways. No other sngleenterprisehasdoneasmuchtofurther thescientific sudy of palitics.

The ANEShasbeenlesssuccessful inmoving outwardsfromitscoremissonto consider political campaigns, politica
participation, public opinion, and theimpact of themedia. The ANES has had trouble moving outwards because
therearevery strong reasonsto maintain afocuson eections, to preserve scarce survey timefor coreeectionitems,
to maintain the continuity of the time-series, and to limit the number of projects given the available resources. In
addition, the mgor mode of administration, namely in-person surveys, has not lent itself to some kinds of designs
(e.g, ralling cross-sections or representative samplesof smal areas) and somekinds of instrumentation (e.g., survey
experiments)*® that would be useful for studying other topics. One of the major questions that we might ask
during thisweekendiswhether the ANES coremission must besacrificedin order for ANESto becomemore
than an election study, and if parts of it must be sacrificed, then which parts?

The ANES has dso had amixed record in bringing new socid science perspectives to bear on the study of voting
and public opinion. Therelationship betweenthe ANESand rationd choicetheorists (especidly thosedoing spatiad
modeling and those thinking about Bayesan information processing) in the 1970s and 1980s was very productive
with theinvention of seven point placement scalesto mimic theissue dimensonsof spatial models, theinvestigation
of the originsand gtability of party identification touched off by MorrisFiorina sarticleon “ An Outlinefor aModel
of Party Choice” (AJPS, 1977), theextension of V.O. Key’ s notion of retrospective voting by Morris Fiorinaand
others, the development of new ways to think about economic voting by Donald Kinder and Rod Kiewiet, the
identification of chalenger strength asanimportant variable, the devel opment of mode sof momentumin presdentia
primaries, and many other innovations.

13 As noted below, modern Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing can incorporate experimentation in away that traditional in-person
pencil and paper forms could not.
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But in the 1990s the ANES seems to have been less successful in linking up with the latest theoretica innovations
such as work in cognitive psychology on information processing, research in behaviora economics on decison-
meaking, theoreticad and empirica work in socid psychology on politica identity, and the research in sociology on
socid networksand socid context. Itisnot clear why thisisso. Onepossibility, which should not bedismissedessily,
isthat the ANESdid not have the resourcesin the 1990sto support thiskind of research. Another possibility isthat
some of these areas of research (e.g., behaviorad economics and cognitive psychology) rely heavily on experimen-
tation, but the ANES sfocus on voting and its use of in-person surveysare not conduciveto experiments. Another
possibility isthat someareas of research such associd networksand social context require new instrumentation and
the collection of new kinds of information that do not fit eadly into the treditiond pattern of the ANES. And il
another possibility isthat the ANES has not attracted scholars with these kinds of interests. Thus, we might also
ask how could the ANESdo a better job of attracting scholarswho want to do these kinds of thingsand how
their needs could be met?

New T opics—Oneof thegreat srengthsof the ANES i sthat it hasbeen fundamentally concerned with politics: with
voting, with dections, with representation, with party identification. Thisconcernisequaly, if not more, important
than a.concern with advancing scientific knowledge about decision-making or attitude formation. 1, for one, would
not like to see the ANES become dominated by a desire to test new theoriesin cognitive psychology, behaviora
economics, socia psychology, or socid network theory to the excluson of afocus on palitics. Thus, | begin by
suggesting afew fundamentaly political things that the ANES might emphasize because they are closeto its core
misson of studying eections. These areas are paliticd participation (especidly politica contributions), political
issues, politica context, and politicd parties.

Palitical Participation—Despitethefact that money in politics has been amgjor topic of debate for decades, the
ANES does not do a particularly good job of measuring political contributions and other forms of politica
participation. Asaresult, for example, we do not have a time-series on the average contribution to politics by
Americansover theladt fifty years. Y et, there are reasonsto believe that thistime-series, broken down by various
demographic and socio-economic characteristics, would be very interesting. Other research shows that contribu-
tionsare heavily skewed by incomeleve, and some observers of American politics have suggested that Americans
have been subgtituting contributions for the time that they used to devote to politics. With the substantia increase
in income inequality during the 1980s and early 1990s, it dso seems likely that the rich may have increased their
contributions while the poor may have decreased theirs. It isashame that we can't test these hypotheses. And it
isashame that we don’t know more about how what large contributors want out of politics differs from what the
gamall contributors want. It istime to remedy thislacunain the ANES.

Palitical 1ssues—The ANES could aso do abetter job of conceptudizing and measuring palitical issuesalong the
lines recommended by Merrill Shanks. The ANES has some very good issue questions, but they are certainly not
comprehensive, and they do not make it possibleto track the emergence of new issues or to describe the nuances
of Americans issueagendas. Y €, issuesdo matter, and agendasdodiffer. Weshould know moreabout thesethings
because they are the fundamental stuff of politics.

Political Context —Although thereis strong evidence that the political contexts of the workplace, the church, the
neighborhood, the Congressiond digtrict, and the state matter alot for palitics, the ANES is not well equipped to
study context. Inarecent article, LauraStoker and Jake Bowers(“ Designing Multilevel Sudies” Electoral Studies,
2002) show that digtrict level variables have asizeableimpact on Congressond vote choice. From other research,
weknow that workplaces, churches, organizationa memberships, and family membersa so haveasubstantia impact
on politica attitudes and preferences. We need to know more about these contextua influences.
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Palitical Parties— The atomized design of asample survey isamost inherently antithetica to the sudy of groups
likeparties. The ANESand its predecessors €lided this problem by focusing on party identification —theindividua
manifegtation of party in the electorate. This approach has made party identification a centra concept in political
science, but it hasdonelittle for the study of politica partiesas organized entities. Itistimeto bring partiesback in,
andtodevelopadesignthat will alow researchersto study how partiesoperateat their natura level whichisdectora
digtricts and the American dates.

Thesefour topicsfit together inthefollowingway. Weneed to know how issue concernsget activated and reinforced
inlocd areasandinloca indtitutions. We need to know what role parties and candidates play in thisprocess. We
need to know how concerns about issues and the actions of political parties and candidates lead to politica
participation through voting, contributing and campaigning. We need to know how these processes contribute to
the“red-blue’ eectoral map of 2000 that |ocated Republicansinthe South and inthe Great Plains of thewest, while
Democratswerein the Northeast and thefar West. Or even more specifically, we need to know how they lead to
an advantage for Democrats in the cities and the Republicans in the towns and suburbs.

New Designs — This discusson leads us inexorably to the congderation of new designs. | will not dwell on the
practicaities of variousmodes of survey administration, although asthe director of a Survey Research Center, | am
keenly aware on adaily basis of declining telephone response rates and the high costs of in-person interviewing. |
am aso aware that Internet interviewing has not yet come of age, dthough it can be useful in some circumstances
— but probably not for anationd dection sudy asthistime. But | will ignore all these concernsand just talk about
designs.

| believethat ANES should think about designsthat alow for variationin space, time, and question wording. A mid-
term survey using thetelephone or theinternet could be designed with Congressiond Didtricts asthe sampling units
S0 asto get maxima variation acrossspace. LauraStoker (“Design of theMidterm Studies’) hasaready proposed
suchadesign. A continuousdally monitoring study, such asthe Canadian Election Studies or the 2000 Annenberg
Study, would providevariationintime. Andateephoneor internet sudy with embedded experimentswould provide
controlled variation in question wordings for probing attitudes and preferences. All three designs have substantial
merit.

Congressional District Sampling Units— Thisdesign would alow researchersto study context, socia networks,
political parties, candidates, and representation by sampling some of the 435 Congressiond Didtricts and then
sampling randomly within thosedidricts. But the design presents some difficult problemsfor in-personinterviewing
because national sampling frames for in-person surveys cluster thar interviews within gpproximately 80 primary
sampling units. Asaresult, these surveysaretypicaly only representative of large regionsand, of course, the entire
United States. But asampleof Congressiona Didtrictswouldidedly start with asubstantia fraction of dl 435 didtricts
(say 150) and then sample randomly within those didricts.  Thisdesign, therefore, would require an entirely new
sampling frame (alarge expensein itsdlf) and then it would require much less clugtering within each didrict than the
usua sample, thus subgtantidly increasing trangportation cogs for interviewers.  Although the design can be (and
has been) done with in-person interviews, it presents serious obstacles.

Although this design is difficult to implement with in-person interviewing, it is very smple with random digit diding
(RDD) samples because such studies choose randomly from every CD. 1n our Canadian election studieswe could
usethisfact to anadyzevariationsacrossthe gpproximately 295 Ridings(Canadian Parliamentary digtricts) in Canada.
For thiskind of andys's which focuses on context, the effective Sze of the sampleis the 295 Ridings and not the
number of interviews which, in the Canadian case, was over 3500.

Thus, if context matters, then the goa should be to get as much variation in context as possible which suggests
sampling over alargenumber of Congressiona Didtricts. But with435 Congressond digtricts, and asampleof 2175,
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there would be only five people per district. Furthermore, it would be necessary to get contextua information on
al 435 digrictswhich might prove cogtly for somevariables. Consequently, it might make senseto cluster digtricts
according to interesting characteristics (competitiveness, incumbency, compaosition, politica history, political party
characterigtics, etc.) and to choose randomly from within the clugters. 1t might also make senseto diratify by these
characteristicsand to over-sampleespecidly interesting typesof areas. All of this, of course, would haveto bedone
while being ever mindful of preserving a (weighted) nationd representative sample. 1t might also be done with the
god of being representative of at least some, if not dl, of the Sates.

Somethought would haveto gointo theoptima way todothis. Stoker considersanumber of designs. Oneinvolves
sampling 27 peoplefor 80 CDsand severd peoplefor 80 more CDsfor atotal N of about 2500. Many other designs
arepossible, and their utility depends upon thetotal sample size, theamount of contextud variation that is expected
and needed, and the degree to which within digtrict analyses are useful. It might, for example, make sense to get
relaively large samplesin somedigtrictsin order to understand the socia networks, mediausage, or other contextua
features of those didricts. Of course, whatever the design, collecting useful contextud information would have to
be one of the mgjor gods.

Continuous Monitoring —Inacontinuousmonitoring sudy, respondentsareinterviewed insuchaway that a(smdl)
random sample of the population being studied is interviewed every day (or week). Inthe 1984 ANES Ralling
Cross-Section, about 100 peoplewereinterviewed every week. Inthe Canadian e ection studies, about 75 people
have been interviewed every day during the 40 days of a Parliamentary campaign. 1n the 2000 Annenberg study,
approximately 300 people were interviewed every day from January through December — for atotal of almost
100,000 interviews.

Ralling cross-sections have been inva uable for studying the dynamics of campaigns, athough some have criticized
their lack of basdineinformation. Because they consst of repeated cross-sections, changesin the mean value of
some characterigtic from one day to another can reflect sampling error instead of red change. Panel studies help
to contral for thisby providing basdlineinformation against which new observations of individua s can be compared
to thair initid circumstancesto seeif red change has occurred. Johnston and Brady (2002, “The Rolling Cross-
SectionDesign,” Electord Studies) havethereforerecommended combining apost-€lectioninterview (to get at vote
choiceandto provide something likean“ endling” ingtead of a“basdling”) with therolling cross-section design. They
uggest addidtica estimator that, under conditionsthat they make explicit, will do aswell asapand estimator with
abasdine,

With our without a panel component, | believe that continuous monitoring is the best way to capture the impact of
daily events during campaigns such as debates, gaffes, new issues, or other events. The design has aso provided
indghtsinto how quickly informationflowsto peopleand how eventsaffect attitudesand votes (see Richard Johnston,
Andre Blais, Henry E. Brady, and Jean Crete, Letting the People Decide, 1992). It has revealed that debates,
advertiang, and media coverage do have impacts during the course of a campaign.

The drawback of continuous monitoring is thet it requires large samples in the American context because of the
drawn-out campaigns. The Annenberg project ssemsto have overcomethis problem by getting enough funding for
nearly 100,000 interviews. It seemsunlikely that the ANES could match thisfunding. Inshort, it seemslikedy that
the Annenberg group currently hasahead-start and even amonopoly onthisdesign. Itisnot clear that ANESshould
try to match what Annenberg has done.

Embedded Experiments— Beginning in the late 1980s, the Canadian eection studies and other survey projects
began to incorporate experimentsin their designs. Inthe early 1990s, the “Multi-Investigator Study” organized by
Paul Sniderman, Phil Tetlock, and Henry Brady put together agroup of researcherswho werecommitted totheidea
of embedding experimentsin surveys. Survey experiments use variations in question wording to probe peopl€'s
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attitudes and preferences. They are a powerful way to investigate the causal structure of peopl€e' s attitudes and
opinions, and they have proved useful ininvestigating racid attitudes, campaign rhetoric, thestrength of opinions, the
degree of peopl€ stolerance, and many other topics.

Experiments are sometimes criticized because they are difficult to administer and they lead to different questionsfor
different parts of the sample, thus making it hard to make a summary statement about peopl€'s atitudes. But if
randomization is done properly, these different questions are administered to arandom subset of the sample, and
hence provide representative information on the population. Furthermore, the ANES has actually dready engaged
in numerous experiments, but amog dl of them have been methodologica experiments. The 2000 survey, for
example, randomized many different question formatsin order to determinetheimpact of different formatsusingin-
person or telephoneinterviewing. The administration of these complex questionnaireswas easy for both modes of
adminigration because with modern CAPI (Computer Assisted Persond Interviewing) systems, it is as easy to
randomize question administration on persond interviewsasit hasbeento randomizequestionsin Computer Assisted
Teephone (CATI) interviewing.

Despite this higory of ggnificant methodologica experimentation, the amount of subgtantive, as opposed to
methodologica, experimentation on the ANES has been meager. Thereisno reason why thisshould be so, and the
ANES could profit agreat ded by including more substantive experiments. Experimentation could inform us about
the structure and strength of peopl€e’ s political opinions and preferences, and it could provide awonderful vehicle
for testing theories from behaviora economics, cognitive psychology, and socid psychology.

Conclusions —A combination of embedded experimentsand either continuousmonitoring or Congressond didtrict
sampling would provide a very powerful design for attacking interesting political questions and for smultaneoudy
testing socid science theories. | would opt for Congressiond digtrict sampling because Annenberg has dready
implemented a continuous monitoring design and gpparently has plans to continue.

Given theimportance of thein-person time-series, it would be best if it could be preserved for both the presidentid
and mid-term el ections, and thenew innovative study could bean* add-on” tothe current design. But the2002 study
has dready seen abreak with thistradition. Consequently, a second-best solution would be to try thisinnovative
study inmid-term electionsandtoretainthein-persontime-seriesfor presidentia eections. Althoughthiswill reduce
comparability between presdentia and midterm elections, it will nonetheless provide an opportunity for sgnificant
innovation.

Itiseasy, of course, to make paper recommendationsfor changesinthe ANES. All of us, however, should remember
that there are powerful reasonsfor kegping the ANES time-seriesintact. Consequently, we must wrestle with the
question of how to combine the virtues of innovation with the wisdom of repetition.
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We are pleased that the National Science Foundation is §ponsoring a conversation on the future of an American
nationd dection study and pleased again to have been invited to participateinit. Our brief remarks are organized
around threeprincipa themes: judtifications (why should NSF support anationd e ection study?), requirements (what
resources—meaterid, technicd, and intellectual —doesiit take to do anationd e ection study right?), and prospects
for the future (over the next decade, what should a nationa eection study attempt to do?).

|. Why a National Election Study?

What isthejustification for anationa €ectionstudy: thet is, for aunitary project, focusng on € ections, and supported
by the Nationd Science Foundation?

Why a study of elections?

The questions it engages. The importance of a naiond dection sudy derives in the firg ingance from the

importance of the questions it engages. For society, the questions are, in one way or another, about democracy,

about the promise and redlity of self-governance. Democracy means more than elections, of course, but when dl

is said and done, voting remains, as William Riker once put it, democracy’s “centrd act” (1982, p. 5). Ina
democracy, eections supply aprimary point of contact between citizensand their government. How doesthislink

function, and how well?

Todate, theNationa Election Studies have made possblean intensveempirica investigation of democratic politics
that isunpardlded in placeand time. They have identified the centraity of partisanship in citizens evauations and
choices, thelimitationsin the public’ s gppreciation and gpplication of policy issuesin voting, therole of sdf interest
and ethical reasoning in public opinion and behavior, the mass processes through which the media create campaign
momentum, the way in which incumbency produces dectord advantage, why some Americanstake part in politics
and why many do not, the conditions under which voters: demands and aspirationsinfluencethe decisonsof public
officids, astheories of democracy ingst they must —thelist goeson. Over the past hdf century, asthe world has
moved to democracy, nationd € ection studiescarried out intheUnited Stateshave provided the scientific foundation
for degpening socid and scholarly understanding of the democratic experience in a growing number of countries.

The issues and topics taken up by the scientific anayss of nationd dection study data are not only of academic
importance, for theanswersreached inform ongoing debates about demacratic practice. They affect how onethinks
about the vaue of politica parties, the effects of campaign finance reform, the conduct of the mass media, the
possbilities for amore ddiberative politics, and more (see, for example, Bartels & Vavreck 2000; Zdler 2002).
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Moreover, the normative questions that animate a nationd € ection study have not diminished in importance, nor is
it likely that they will anytime soon. Firdt, as academic discourse progresses, scholars proffer new answers to
enduring questions. Associd psychologica approacheschalenged sociology, asrationa choiceaccountscontested
socid psychology, as cognitive psychological approaches questioned rationa choice, the American Nationa
Election Studies provided a platform for investigation of what each had to offer. Second, as American palitical
practiceevolves, democratic paliticsitself putsnew questionsbeforeus. Throughfifty years, eectionshavebecome
vastly more expensive, more centered on candidates, and moreintensivein use of themedia. By andyzing nationd
election study data, we can understand the sources and the implications of these dterations.t®

A natural laboratory for social science: acoordinating event. Asvauableasan dection study isin producing
anormative understanding of akey set of societd indtitutions, it isequaly vauable for socid science understanding
of abroader sort. For elections are, or can be, alocus for inquiry into collective processes of comprehension,
evauaion, and choice.

The opportunity for sciencein dections semsfirst from the specid features of decisonsin dections. Elections, we
argue, are coordinating events that are uniquein the socia sciences. Here, we mean “ coordination” in four ways.
Firdt, in atempora sense, eections are the momentsin which vast numbers of people face animportant decison at
roughly thesametime. What peoplehear varies, what they bring to the decision varies, and so dotheexact decisons
each is asked to make. But the underlying smilarities in the decision are substantid and provide a ready-made
laboratory for the study of many critical dynamics of human perception and choice. By putting the same choice a
thesametimebeforedifferent people, e ectionsabstract away therich but unmanageable heterogeneity intheobjects
of choiceinmogt other natural decision contexts. Electionsare contextsinwhich peoplemust coordinateonalimited
number of common choices.

Moreover, eectionsare coordinaing eventsinadecisond sense. Inasingleeection, American citizens participate
inaset of choicesover candidatesfor executiveand legidative podsin nationd, state, andlocd contests. Thechoices
are not conceptually separable, asin amarket basket of goods and services, but rather inextricable. Each choice
contributes to the formation of a government whose decisonsin toto affect atizens daily livesin sgnificant and
immediate ways. By putting related choices before people, dections pose the problem for individuas to fit their
decisonstogether. Elections are contexts in which people must coordinate their own choices in consistency with
their own interests and intentions.

Further, dections are coordinating eventsin acollective sense. Elections are choices among public goods bundled
together by party and campaign platforms. The decisons are not limited in their effects, either to the person or to
thesmall group. Inélections, citizensdecidefor themsalvesbut a so—because public policy appliestodl —for others
aswdl. By putting public choices before entire communities, dections raise consderations of sdf-interest, fellow
feding, principle, and srategy in individua perception and behavior. Elections are contexts in which people must
coordinate with others in producing outcomes.

Finally, eectionsareeventsthat coordinate other socid processes. Asageneration of scholarship ontheingtitutiona
processof American government underscores, e ectionsare never far from mind when government eitesmaketheir
decisons, whether legidative or executive. Nor are they distant when lobbying groups approach. Elections are
where the decisions of citizens and governors come together, where we can observe the influence one important
socid processhasonanother. By samplingacrucid point intheongoing processof democratic governance, eections
giveindght intotheway choicesfeed back from outcomesintofurther choices. Electionsare contextsinwhich people
coordinate the experience of their past with their hopes for the future.
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Thecoordinating event that € ectionsrepresent iscertainly of primeinterest to political scientists, who havehigtoricaly
played the largest role in the development of the American Nationd Election Studies and whose ranks contain the
world' sleading expertsin the essentia dynamicsand mechanicsof the dectora process. Semina worksonawide
variety of subjectsrdy exclusvely or importantly on NES data, ranging from the paradigmatic study The American
Voter (Campbell, Converse, Miller & Stokes 1960) to such notable works asRetr ospective Voting in American
National Elections (Fiorina1981), Presidential Primariesand the Dynamics of Public Choice(Bartel s1988),
I ssue Evolution (Carmines & Stimson 1989), The Natureand Originsof Public Opinion (Zdler 1992), and The
Macro Polity (Erikson, MacKuen & Stimson 2002).

More generdly, the gppetite for nationd eection study data is large and growing, a point we document in the
Appendix to our memorandum. Books, conference papers, journa articles, and dissertations al show the same
upwardtrgectory. Inthelast fiveyearsaone (1998-2002), NES datawerefeatured in 76 articlesin the American
Political Science Review and the American Journa of Political Science, arguably politica science smost prestigious
journds. Atthemost recent meeting of the American Political Science Association, two of thetop four book awards
inthefied of American palitics went to works that made sgnificant use of NES data (Burns, Schlozman & Verba
2001; Mendelberg 2001). The NESBibliography, apartia catal ogue on the published usesof NES data, now lists
more than 3400 items.*®

Aninterdisciplinary laboratory. Nationd eection sudiesespecidly attract theattention of political scientists. But
the substantive issues for which eections are a unique laboratory — perception, comprehension, choice, strategy,
collective action — are dso of centra interest to psychologists, sociologists, and economists. Indeed, through the
yearsscholarsfromal thesedisciplineshave participated inthe design of thestudiesand benefited from theavailability
of the results®

The cross-disciplinary interest in €l ectionsraises asecond aspect of the socid scientific opportunitiesinherent inthe
sudy of dections. the unique congtitution of political science asadiscipline. Asafield, politica scienceisdefined
by a context rather than a predominant research gpproach. Asaresult, its contributions and controversestake a
different form than those emanating from di sciplines such as psychol ogy and economics. In political science, people
with training in a discipline such as psychology interact in close and frequent proximity to those with training in
disciplines such as sociology, philosophy, mathematics, history, and economics. There is no presumption that any
particular theoretica gpproach dominatesal otherswithinthefield of study. Instead, such credibility isearnedthrough
performance. Thisisdifferent than what currently occursevenin cross-disciplinary partsof theother socia sciences.
Inbehaviord economics, for instance, sandard practiceisto retain thefoundations of microeconomic reasoning and
to useingghtsfrom particular psychologica experimentsto augment thetheories. Itisavauableintegration but one
withanunderlying hierarchy. Inpolitica science, by contrast, different gpproachesmeet onamoreleve playingfield,
without a near-universa presumption of hierarchy. Consequently, even the most basic aspects of disciplinary
gpproaches to research are extensively debated, and universal, context-free resolutions are unlikely. But from the

15 Available through the NES Website: www.umich.edu/~nes. NES data also show up regularly in the prestige press, including, in just the
last several years, The Washington Post, Christian Science Monitor, The Atlantic Monthly, NPR, The Wall Street Journal, The Los Angeles
Times, The Economist, The New York Times, and The National Journal.

16 |n the last several years alone, NES data have shown up in journals in the fields of psychology, demography, aging, communications,
sociology (including articlesin the discipline's flagship journals: The American Sociological Review and The American Journal of Sociology),
labor economics, natural resources, computing, and business.
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gpparent cacophony arisesan unusua underlying respect for different formsof socid inquiry and abasic presumption
that multiple scientific perspectives can provide aunique wisdom about critical socid phenomena. The debatesare
not dwayspretty, and their conduct can be puzzling to people outside of thefie d. But whenthescholarly community,
inawidevariety of theoretical guises, seeksanswersto questionsabout fundamenta socid dynamics, they very often
turn to studies such asthe National Election Studies. The study of dectionsiswhere both the substantive interests
and the theoretica gpproaches of the social sciences convene.

Why study el ections with sample surveys?

Few complex socid problemslend themselves so reedily to investigation by the sample survey asthe * one-person,
one-vote’ ethic of democratic theory. A properly drawn cross-section of the enfranchised adult population is a
sample of the electorate, active and otherwise. Not for nothing has the sample survey becomethe socid scientist’s
telescope, as indigpensable to the measurement of “flows of information, opinion, and feding” through society
(Converse 1987, p. 1) as the telescope has proven to the scientific exploration of space. The andogy may be
extravagant, but it is hard not be impressed by the depth of the technica literatures that have developed around
virtudly al aspectsof the sample survey method: sampling design, problemsof sample coverage and non-response,
modeeffects, theintegration of experimenta and survey methods, theformulation and placement of survey questions,
andmore(e.g., Schwarz, Groves& Schuman, 1998; Holbrook, Green & Krosnick 2003; Groves, Dillman, Eltinge
& Little 2002).

Why a national study?

These days, an American Nationa Election Study will surely not be the only survey-based examination of the
American dectorate underway in an eection season. Collectively, candidatesfor office pend millionsof dollarson
surveysof likely voters. Newspapers and networks commission dozens of pollsleading up to and through Election

Day.7

Campaign and media pollsversusa scientific study. With al thesedternativesat hand, why should astudy of
elections be anationd resource, the beneficiary of support from the Nationa Science Foundation? The answer is
that mediaand campaign palls, asva uableasthey might befor other reasons, areinherently limitedin the contribution
they make to socid science. Their processes are not inclusive. And their purposes are not scientific.

Media, candidate, and commercia pollsareproprietary. Inmost cases, theresultsare not made available promptly
and without redtriction to the scholarly community. By commercia agreement, most pollsters never make public
releaseof candidate polls. Datadisseminationisbeyond the cgpabilitiesof many of theregiond mediaorganizations,
and some of the nationd organizations. Media, candidate, and private organizations are under no obligationto give
their data to the public for its scientific benefit, and they usudly do not.

Someorganizations, particularly themgor mediapolls, do maketheir dataavail ableto researchers, notimmediately,
but on fairly short order. They make their data available, but often without providing essentid procedurd details:
sampling, weights, field periods, interviewer training, responserates, and more (V oss, Gman & King 1995). Even
when the scientific community ispermitted accessto such data, thisissecondary anadlysisat best. Designand planning
remain under the control of others.

17 During the last presidential election cycle, both the Annenberg School of Communication at the University of Pennsylvania and the
Kennedy School of Government at Harvard mounted el aborate surveys of prospective voters. We will take up these studies below.
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And those who design and plan polls have different purposes in mind that those of socia science. The agenda of
the media polls is st for the most part by journaists, who want to write compelling sories. As for privatdy
commissioned politica polls, theagendathereis set by candidatesand parties, who want to win el ectionsand direct
policy. Incontrast, the agendaof anationa e ection study should be set by the clash of theoretica perspectivesthat
shape the socid sciences. Some of these disputes will naturdly have implications for practitioners, but first and
foremodt, socid scientists come to nationa eection study datato test theories of human behavior. The purpose of
anationa eection study is only incidentaly to deepen appreciation of the public's view on some contemporary
controversy, however important it may be, and it is never to provide tactica advice to candidates and parties.

Differencesin purposelead to differencesin operation. By comparisonto the Nationd Election Study, palls, intheir
haste to keep up with news or providetimely advice, make substantial compromisesin qudity. Such compromises
affect virtudly al phases of operation: sample design, non-response, the development and testing of survey items,
questionnaire design, thetraining of interviewers, and the maintenance of aprofessona staff (Converse & Traugott
1986; Brady & Orren 1992; Mogteller et al. 1949; Traugott & Lavrakas 1996).

We do not mean to suggest that nothing good ever comes of polls. On afew occasons, socid scientists have
exploited the sheer density of measurement spawned by poll proliferation to devel op useful aggregate indicators of
opinion. In thisway, we have learned much about the dynamics of presdentia popularity (e.g., Hibbs, Rivers &
Vaslaos1982; Ostrom & Simon 1985), themovement of nationa partisanship (or “ macropartisanship”: MacKuen,
Erikson & Stimson 1989; Box-Steffensmeer & Smith 1996), fluctuations in public mood (Stimson 1998), the
political culture of the American states (Erickson, Wright & Mclver 1993), and more. These literatures congtitute
real contributions to our understanding of public opinion, but such investigations are necessarily limited by the
characteridic features of polls: questionable sampling procedures, amateur interviewing daffs, variation in basic
procedures, over timeand acrossfirms(often undocumented), and brief and superficid interviewspreoccupied with
the topics of the moment.

For dl thesereasons, pollsdo not, and ascurrently congtituted, cannot, do thework of anationd dectionstudy. The
first answer to why an dection sudy must be a national resource is that private organizations do not address the
important questions of democratic politicsin away that advances socid scientific understanding. The relationship
of mediaand politica pollsto the science of society israther like the relationship of televison westhercagtersto the
science of meteorology. Each plays an important role in informing the public about critical phenomena, but each
sarves the public in adifferent and irreplaceable way.

The unique contributions of a collaborative study. The second answer to why an eection sudy isanationa
resource isthat the resourceis not only inthe data. 1t isaso in the benefit of alarge, unitary collaborative project
tosocid science. An dection study that isnationd inits participatory compass accomplishes morefor sciencethan
any equa-sized collection of discrete and isolated Sudies.

Firg, anationa collaborative study must be open to the contributions of researchersfrom al waks of scholarly life.
Inits very inception, the project istoo big and its aims too broad not to need the help of the scholarly community,
the root source of new and borrowed concepts, innovations in design, fresh instrumentation, inventive Satistical
models, and more. A nationd collaborativestudy affordsscholarsthe opportunity to seetheir best ideasimplemented
in ahigh-quality academic survey.

Second, alarge collaborative study redlizes economies of scaein the promotion of effective socia science. Many
scholars with powerful idess lack the expertise to turn them into instrumentation and survey designs. Not only can
acollaborativestudy help scholarstest their ideas, it can d so help themimprovethe power and expand therelevance
of thetest. Moreover, anationa project can dso maintain aprofessiona staff with the ability to undertake awide
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range of customer service activities, such as data distribution, documentation, and requestsfor specid access. The
intellectud payoff per dollar spent isvery high.

Third, a collaborative study produces intellectud human capital for the benefit of individua scholars and for the
improvement of the scientific disciplines. Collaboration in anaiond project crestes an environment for learning,
juniorsfrom seniors, authoritieson substancefrom expertson methods, and thereverse. It spurshealthy competition,
asingrumentation must pass tests both of substantive importance and of measurement qudity to make a successful
clam on scarce aurvey time. Participation in sudy planning is an intensve posigraduate seminar in public opinion,
political behavior, survey methodology, and measurement theory. It istraining for better socia science.

Findly, aunitary nationa study provides coordination that leveragesresources. It insurescontinuity in study design,
procedures, instrumentation, and content, changes in any of which can have profound effects on data qudity and
usability. It promotes harmonization across studies, say in presidentid and midterm years, in federa and Sate
contedts, or in primary and genera el ections, sothat each relatesto theothersinwaysthat facilitate effectiveandysis.
Finaly, it fosters uniformity in documentation, data formats, data cleanliness, and data access.

A truly nationd study provides broad accessto a process whose aim is scientific discovery and whose results are
avaldbleto dl.*®

Why add another to the series of election studies?

At 50 years, the American Nationa Election Studies are the longest continuous research project in the socid
sciences, an effort without pardld anywhereintheworld. Inthebeginning, aninterdisciplinary teemfromthelngtitute
for Socid Research at the University of Michigan undertook aseries of nationa election studiescovering al thirteen
presidentia and midterm elections between 1952 and 1976. Since the creation of NES with the support of the
National Science Foundation in 1977, the project has provided unbroken coverage of al mid-term and presidentia
electionsfrom 1978 to the present. The 2002 study, funded entirely from private sources, isthe twenty-fifth in the
series. With so many eection studies dready in hand, why do more?

Enabling systematic comparison. Fird, a centrd requirement of scientific practice is the ability to undertake
systematic comparison. Comparable measures of corevariables, posed to comparable samplesat regular intervals,
provide the foundation for comparison and aplatform for historica analyss. Researcherscan exploit the NEStime
seriesto understand, inter alia, participation and withdrawa from politicd life, the emergence and consolidation of
incumbency as an eectord asst, thelife history of partisan issues, and the dynamics of dectord choice. They can
explore processes that unfold over long periods of time: for example, the partisan redlignment of the South; the

18 The Annenberg and Kennedy School studies we mentioned earlier fall short on exactly these dimensions: they aren’t open to the
contributions of researchers from al walks of scholarly life; their private nature prevents them from realizing economies of scale in the
promotion of effective social science; because they operate in a closed way, they can’t do the work that a collaborative study can in building
intellectual human capital; and without coordinating with other studies — studies done at other times and in other places — they have limited
ability to leverage resources.
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breakdown of the New Dedl party system; the incorporation of newly-enfranchised blacks, 18- to 20-year olds,
and immigrants; and the evolution of public atitudes on the role of government. Precisely because of the continuity
inthestudy, eech new editionisnot just astudy initself, but dso astudy that can put the current e ection inthe context
of 50 yearsof dections. Another way to put thisisthat NES data have along shdf lifeand can, infact, increasein
vaue asthey age® A new ideaor specid conditions today can quicken interest in eections padt.

Poised to study change.  Second, thingschange. American politicsand socid scienceare both vastly different now
fromwhat they werein 1952. Just asnew perspectiveson public opinion, politica behavior, campaigns, anddections
ao=e in the past, s0 will they arise in the future. The NES predates Downs on issue voting, Key on partisan
reglignment, VVerbaand Nie on participation, and Kramer on economic voting, and sometime soon in thefuture the
Nationa Election Study will test and refine new theoriesjugt asit tested and refined those. New opportunitieswill
aiseaswdl ashisory happens. Assgnificant palitica events unfolded — the 2 Recongtruction, Vietnam, urban
unrest, the end of the Cold War —the Nationd Election Study was there to chronicle them in the experience of the
meass public, and to exploit their potentia to advance our understanding of key socid processes. Opportunitiesfor
the advancement of socid science cannot necessarily be known beforehand.

II. What Does It Take To Do A National Election Study Right?

A nationa €lection study that isanationa resource, worthy of the Foundation’ ssponsorship, entailsresponsihilities.
It entails repongibilities to the socid scientific research community. It entals respongbilities to effective science.
What doesit take to make possible the maximum value to socid science from anationd eection sudy?

1. Astudy that leveragesresources. A coordinated series of studies enable replication and make context —time
and place dike—aserious component in the study. The current studies relate to each other in variousways. Most
obvioudy, as addressed following, they share content. But they also share a design, face-to-face interviews with
respondentsdrawn from anational areaprobability sample. And sometimesthey aso sharerespondents, with panel
studiesembedded in the cross sections. Theintegration of the studies has enabled the socid science community to
redlize benefitsthat could not be obtained from aseriesof unrelated studies: the opportunity for longitudina andysis
of two different kinds, improvementsin insrumentation, design, and adminigtration, the introduction of innovations
inwaysthat alow assessmentsof both substantive and artifactud effects, and theremova of the confounding effects
of differencesin study design and adminidtration. And the integration of the studies has enabled the incorporation
of new dementsinto the sudy, from new content to contextua data to the American module for the Comparative
Study of Electora Sysems?°

2. Corecontent, carried consistently. Thevaueof astudy to ananalyst dependsnot only on the content of central
interest but aso on dependableaccesstoindicatorsof congtructsthat areessentia to any analysisof eectora choice,
public opinion, and palitical behavior. Onemight say, infact, that core content makesandysispossible. Moreover,
core content creates the opportunity to investigate questions that did not necessarily guide the creation of the

19 Injust thelast four years of articlesin the American Journal of Political Science and the American Political Science Review, scholars have
employed datafrom the 1952, 1956, 1958, 1960, 1962, 1964, 1966, 1956-58-60 panel, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1978, 1980, 1982, 1984,
1988, 1990, 1991 pilot, 1992, 1993 pilot, 1994, 1995 pilot, 1996, 1998, 2000, the 1988-92 Senate Election Studies, and the 1948-2000
Cumulative Data File.

20 As Curtice (2002, 10) says, “By exploiting the developing time series within countries, and by engaging in systematic programmes of
international collaboration between countries, ...[national election studies] are beginning to makeit possibleto turn el ectionsand systemsfrom
constantsinto variables.”
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indrument, through nove use of exiding items. Bartels's (1988) imaginative reuse of “feding thermometers,”
designed asmeasuresof affect toward candidates, opened up new possibilitiesfor thestudy of theroleof uncertainty
indectord choice. Findly, corecontent enablesanayssof historica change. Examining public opinion changeover
thelife cycle of issues requires comparable content, carried throughout the cycle (e.g., Carmines & Stimson 1989;
Zaller 1992).

3. Commitment to measurement excellence. Throughout the socid sciences, measurement isalwaysaresearch
problem, evenif it sddomistakentobeone. No quantity of sophiticated theory and cutting-edge statisticscan make
up for variablesthat are poorly measured. A nationd dection sudy must choose instrumentation carefully. 1t must
be able to demonstrate that indicators measure what they areintended to measure. 1t must haveindicatorsthat are
reliable, often through multiple measuresfor concepts. Only through extraordinary carein measurement will thestudy
produce religble results, replicable results, results that work deeply into the dataat hand. In the promotion of high
standards for measurement, a nationa election study is a necessary complement to the theoreticd and gatigtica
concerns of the project on Empirica Implications of Theoreticd Modds.

4. Hightechnical standardstoinsureuseful, long-lasting data. Ensuringaquality nationd e ection study requires
capacity and expertise. Thismeansaprofessond and experienced Saff, overseeing aprofess ona and experienced
survey center. A nationa € ection study doesn’t just happen. Or rather, whileit hgppens, invisbleto nearly dl those
who will make use of the data ultimately produced, awhole series of problems needs to be surmounted: a sample
designed, instrumentation standardized and checked, randomization schemes implemented, interviewers trained,
initial refusasconverted, study progressmonitored, errorscaught, datacleaned, and onit goes. High quaity survey
research is not cheap, and thereisareason for it. Partly what we mean when we say that the American Nationa
Election Study is and should continue to be a nationa resource, is a commitment to professona capacity and
expertise that make dection study data worth analyzing, now and for many yearsto come.

5. Venuesfor innovation. Radica theoretical departuresrequire investmentsin basic research and devel opment.
I nnovation requires planning conferences to map the research questions and to refine the conceptud content of the
study. Innovationrequirespretesting, ether through pilot studiesor through someother vehicle, to enable assessment
and to facilitate the mogt efficient choices in new indrumentation. Innovation requires a body empowered to
adjudicate clams on the inevitably scarce commodity of survey time, to insure anaytic coherence and to defend
scientific vdidity. Findly, innovation reguires an organization with the knowledge and kill to trandate aset of items
into the interview schedule that is put before study participants.

6. Aprocessfor responsivenessand accessfor theresearch community. Asanationa dataresource, anational
electionstudy isdifferent from other NSFfunded projects. They arenot theprivateresearch domain of thePrincipa
Investigators or aBoard of Overseers. They arefor the public good of the community of scholarswhose research
intereststouch on the study of dections. The stewardship of anationa resource bringswithit the obligation to serve
the broader community of research scholars. Before the study reaches the field, it requires a process by which
research scholarsin addition can contribute to the design and content, through public comment and through direct
involvement in planning conferencesand pilot and study planning committees. After the study returnsfromthefield,
it requires aprocess by which research scholars may gain accessto the datain aform thet fecilitatesanalyss. Data
should be made available expeditioudy, with every interested researcher enjoying equa, smultaneous, and
unrestricted access.

7. Service to the research community. Leveraging the data means making the data accessible to the research
community, and this entails making sure that the research community can ask questions of the study — about details
of research design, about details of survey implementation, about the availability of specidized datasets of open-
ended or geographic data, and more— and can expect the study to offer valuable assstance. Researchers should
expect data, documentation, and data resources to be available easily on the Web. They should expect these
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materias to be constantly updated and improved —and congtantly coordinated with the study’ s ability to respond
to individud requests for data and information and ass stance — so that the resources of the study are available to
scholars, students, journaists, and policymakers dike.

I11. What Next for a National Election Study?

Having articulated reasons why there ought to be a nationa eection study and then a set of sandards that such a
study should meet, weturnin thisthird and last section to the future. Wewill be sketchy here, in part because any
futurenationa e ection study must be nimbleenough to respond to new ideasand new methodsin thesocid sciences,
andtonew circumstancesand practicesin politics. Andwhilethisisnether thetimenor theplaceto spell out adetailed
proposal, we hope to provide points of departure for a profitable discussion.

A commitment to continuity. Wearec ear about onething: afuture American nationd € ection study shouldinclude
acommitment to continuity. At the very beginning, the Nationa Science Foundation charged NESwith the god of
maintaining and extending the time-series collection of core data on eections, public opinion, and politica
participation initiated in 1952. This should continue. 1n doing so, we leverage the best of NES s padt.

The NES series now conssts of twenty-five biennia nationa surveys covering some 50 years. Assuch, NES has
been witness to a remarkable period in American society: dternations between Democratic and Republican
adminigtrations, united and divided control of the government, prosperity and recession, peace and war, domestic
tranquility and disorder, momentsof dramatic political change and quiet consolidation. To assessthe politica nature
and electord consequence of such higtorica transformations, NES has supplied core measures, posed to
comparable samples, digtributed a regular intervals acrossfifty years of history. Sustaining the NES series makes
fundamenta work on political and socid change possible.

What kindsof turbulenceawait American society asthenew century opens, no onecan say. Consder theremarkable
and utterly unpredictable chain of events set in motion by the razor-thin presidentid vote of 2000. To assessthe
consequencesof the 2000 e ection and itscontested outcomefor Americans faithindemocratic proceduresrequires
what? It requires placing the 2000 experiencein context. It requires, more specificaly, that comparable questions
on democratic procedure be posed to comparabl e samples of Americans, not only inthemidst of an electord crisis,
but under ordinary, more tranquil, circumstances as well. The same holds for understanding the politica
consequences of September 11, asit doesfor the other “natura experiments’ that history hasin storefor the United
States. Continuation of the NES series will place socid scientigts in position to describe and explain whatever
changescome. Thustheobjectivethat wascentral to the Foundation’ screation of NESaquarter century ago should
remain & the heart of any nationd dection study of the future.

Adding new scientific leverage. While continuity iscrucid in just thewayswe ve outlined, we believe there are
waysto expand anationd dection sudy’ sscientific potentid. Theseinnovationswould servetwo gods: they would
provide even greater leverage on the decision context that American elections offer, and they would offer tighter
linkages between indiitutions and individuas. Both of these innovations would open new opportunities for socia
science.

Wedtart our discussion of new designsby highlighting theleveragethe existing design provides. Withthisdiscusson
inhand, it will be easier to seethe contributions additiond pieces of aportfolio could offer. Sowhat doesthe study
provide dready?

First, the study enables scholars to understand causdlity in a cross-section, a cross-section centered on the
coordinating event. Of course, in a cross-section, powerful results come not from a single parameter estimate,
Rather, scholars learn about this coordinating event by working deeply in the data to find many observable
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implicationsof causa arguments. Thisdegpwork ismade possibleby high dataqudity and by awide-ranging survey
ingrument.

Second, the existing design enables scholarsto study causdlity in coordinated, replicated cross-sections. Thisway
of studying causdity relieson themethodsused to study causdlity in across-section, but then addstothose. Scholars
can replicate results across contexts, working deeply in the data in multiple contexts, ingde multiple sorts of
coordinating events, across multiple kinds of inditutiona settings, building linkages between individuds and
ingtitutions and fine-tuning the understanding of the effects of dections by taking advantage of variance across
electoral contexts.

Finally, the existing design makes use of panelsto enable scholarsto understand dynamics. These panelscomein
twovarieties. pre- and post-election panels, which are standard features of past Presidentia studies, and cross-study
pandscoupled with small fresh cross-sections. Of course, these partsof the design add another way to put causality
in the service of understanding elections. Here the conception of causdity relies on the methods used in cross-
sectionsandin coordinated cross-sections. It addstheimportant ability to track dynamicswithinanindividud. This
design is easily compromised, of course: dynamics on increasingly unusud or trained samples are not especidly
informative. For thesereasons, NEShasrdied onreatively short panelscoupled with fresh cross-sectionstoenable
these short pandls to be useful.

Asvauable and crucid as these three parts of the design are, one could smply do more to take advantage of the
|aboratory elections offer.

An enhanced portfolio of coordinated studies. Firdt, wewould give scholarsthe ability to compare decision-

making, judgment, and behavior indde e ections with decison-making, judgment, and behavior outsde eections.
Scholarswould cometo seeelectionsmore clearly through clean comparisonsboth acrosskinds of events, between
quiet timesand coordinating times, and over individuads. Thisdarity of visonwould comefromindependent rolling
Ccross-sectionsin non-el ection years, with respondentsempanel led from aPresidentid year sudy, plussmdl fresh
cross-sectionsto compensatefor panel conditioning and attrition. Theaggregation of theindependent rolling cross-

sections could alow for richer samples of geographic units— and, thus, of political ingitutions —and of particular
groups. The brief panels would enable scholars to compare this central coordinating event with other kinds of
coordinating events (September 11t with the 2000 e ection with the 2002 e ection, for example). Intheend, we'd
have a portfolio of datato use to understand decision-making, opinion, participation, and elections. And because
there would be a number of studies carrying core content, there would be many opportunities from scholars from
arange of disciplines to shape these rolling cross-sections.

A second innovation would be in the service of understanding the dynamics of coordinated decison-making. This
design would incorporate rolling-cross-sections within the campaign. Done repeatedly and consigtently, we
would have clean comparisons of dynamics. To provide enough Statistica power, the surveyswould be donevia
large dally replicates and the survey ingrumentation would be identicd from day to day. By itsdlf, thisinnovation
would provide important data on dynamics. It would aso be easlly integrated with data from the last 50 years,
enabling continuing comparisons. The earlier dection studies have utilized related design fegtures — square take,
relaively even take, and multiple replicates — that would enable one to compare the rolling cross-section data
aggregated acrossthe el ectionwith € ection datatakenin the past and with €l ection datafrom other countries. There
arereasonsto couple thisdesign with therolling cross-sectionsin non-election years. Rolling cross-sectionswithin
the campaign would offer more limited opportunities to draw in a broad group of scholars from across the socid
sciences because every day’s study would, of necessity, carry the same instrumentation. And, of course, thereis
oneother reason to couplethisdesigninnovation withthedesign weoutlinedinthelast paragraph: thisdesigndoesn't
offer comparisons across kinds of decison-making contexts, that is, across ingtitutions and across kinds of
coordinating events.
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A third kind of innovation centersits attention most congpicuoudy on indtitutiona variation. Here onewould invest
instate-based over-samples, over-samplesthat would add power to the of f-year independent rolling cross-sections
we mentioned earlier. Of course, the power of the design would come from the incorporation of representative
respondents sprinkled across many states (Stoker and Bowers 2002), states chosen to maximize variation in
inditutions. For every sateincorporated here, scholarswould gain the ability to connect indtitutiona configurations
—datelegidatures, legd inditutions, bureaucracies, the Senate, for example—toindividuas. Theconsequencewould
be astudy that fosters— even more than it does now —the ability of scholarsto integrate theories about indtitutions
with theories about individuas.

Implicit in these new lines of andyss and dternative design possihilitiesis the wish that the nationd eection study
of thefutureexpanditssearch for new ideas, broadenitshorizons. Initscurrent form, NESisaready used by scholars
fromarangeof disciplines, and fromtimeto time, psychologistsand sociol ogistshave served asmembersof theNES
oversght board. But amore intensive effort of this sort — coupled with the outreach that would likely be required
— could have exciting intellectud payoffs.

Earlier we sad that it isimpossble to specify exactly what form anationa eection study should take because we
can't know a present what new ideasare going to cometo prominence. Thisproblem—if itisaproblem—multiplies
should the nationa eection study become, aswe hopeit will, amore interdisciplinary venture. For thisto happen,
for the nationa dection study of the future to be an effective sStefor the empirica examination of diversetheoretica
perspectives, some vehiclefor preliminary testing will berequired. We bdieve that anew brand of modest-szed
pilot studies could serve this purpose in the future. These smdl studies would provide the opportunity for new
insrumentation to be tested, the measurement of core concepts to be improved, innovations in methods to be
developed, and intellectud risksto be run. These studies would help make ideas from across the socid sciences
vauable and immediatdy rdevant for progress in neighboring disciplines.

V. Close

The study of eections, public opinion, and political participation inevitably raises deep questions about the
performance and promise of democracy. Exactly how such studies should be carried out, by whom, under what
auspices, are clearly open questions. But however these questions are resolved, the importance of such a study
remainsclear. We ask the Foundation to continue and strengthen its commitment to an American nationd election
study, to insure that such serioustopics are given the kind of careful and dose scientific scrutiny that a democratic
society deserves.
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NES Bibliography (1976-), Cumulative Uses
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NES Datasets, Cumulative Downloads (2000-2002)
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V. Appendix
NES Web Page, Cumulative Page Requests (1998-2002)
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Reverse Links

As of February 2003, the number of web sites that link to the NES Web Page total between 1500 and 2000,
depending on the search engine used.

Breakdown of NESWeb Site Visitorsin 2002

Web Page Requests  Domain

in 2002

297,059 Commercia (.com)

246,037 United States Educationd (.edu)
227,048 Numerical Address

183,118 Network (.net)

22,376 Japan (,jp)

22,261 Tawan (.tw)

11,456 United States (.us)

11,291 Canada (.ca)

9,964 United Kingdom (.uk)

8,656 Non-Profit Organization (.org)
7,044 Germany (.de)

4,060 Audrdia(.au)

3,976 France (.fr)

3,602 Netherlands (.nl)

3,158 Spain (.e9)

2,941 United States Government (.gov)
2,533 United States Military (.mil)
2,446 Sweden (.se)

2,375 Mexico (,mx)

2,214 Italy (.it)

2,122 Denmark (.dk)

30,896 One of 119 other countries (with less than 2,000 page requests each)
1,004 Other extension (with less than 2,000 page requests each)
1,107,637 TOTAL
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Scholars Associated with NES (1976-pr esent) *

Scholars Associated with NES (1976-pr esent)*

[Board Members, Conference Attendees, Fellows, Planning Committee Members,
Principle Investigators, and Visiting Scholar s]
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Alan 1. Abramowitz
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John H. Aldrich
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Larry Bartels
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Dave Bennett
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Jake Bowers
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Richard A. Brody
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James Campbell
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Jack Citrin
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Peter Clarke
Jeffrey Cohen
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Philip E. Converse
Margaret Conway
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Stephen Craig

Ann Crigler
Russell Dalton
Darren Davis
James Davis

Jack Dennis

Brian Duff

Eud Elliot

Michael J. Ensley
Lutz Erbing

Robert Erikson
Heinz Eulau
Stanley Feldman
Richard F. Fenno, Jr.
John Ferejohn
AdaFinifter
MorrisP. Fiorina
Susan Fiske
William Flanigan
LindaL Fowler
CharlesH. Franklin
Kathleen Frankovic
Carlolyn Funk
Edie Goldenberg
Kenneth Goldstein
Thomas Graham
Donald Green

Fred Greenstein
Bernard Grofman
Paul Gronke
Randall Guynes
Michael J. Hanmer
John Mark Hansen
John A. Herstein
John Hibbing
Kevin Hill

Barbara Hinckley
Melvin J. Hinich
Jennifer Hochschild
Thomas Holbrook
Barry Hollander
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Robert Huckfeldt

L eonie Huddy
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Jon Hurwitz
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Mary Jackman
Simon Jackman
John E. Jackson
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Kenneth Janda
Ted Jelen
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M. Kent Jennings
Malcolm Jewell
Joel Johnson

J. Paul Johnston
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Marion Just

Kim Kahn

Cindy D. Kam
Elaine Kamarck
Elihu Katz
Jonathan Katz
Richard S. Katz
William R. Keetch
Stanley Kelley, Jr.
Henry C. Kenski
Samuel Kernell
John H. Kessel
Roderick Kiewiet
Donald R. Kinder
Gary King

Ethel Klein

Casey A. Klofstad
Stephen Knack
Kathleen Knight
David Knoke
Warren L. Kostroski
Jonathan Krasno
Michael Krassa
Jon A. Krosnick
James H. Kuklinski
Everett Ladd
Robert Lane
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Richard Lau

David C. Leege
Peter H. Lemieux
Henry R. Lieberman
Milton Lodge
Arthur Lupia

John C. Macartney
Stuart Elaine MacDonal d
Thomas E. Mann
George Marcus
Gregory B. Markus
Michael Martinez
David R. Mayhew
William T. McAllister
Harwood McClerking
John B. McConahay
James Meernik
Mark Mellman

Tali Mendelberg
Arthur Miller
Warren E. Miller
Warren Mitofsky
Jeffery Mondak
GiovannaMorchio
John Mueller
DianaMutz

Robin Nabi

Candice J. Nelson
John Newhagen
David Newman
Richard G. Niemi
Richard E. Nisbett
Helmut Norpoth
Barbara Norrander
Bruce Oppenheimer
Benjamin |. Page
Zhongdang Pan
Won-ho Park

Glenn R. Parker
Samuel C. Patterson
Thomas Patterson
Jerry Perkins

Mark Pfeffley
Tasha Philpot
Nelson Polshy
Grerald M. Pomper
Samuel Popkin
Linda Powell
Vincent Price
George Rabinowitz

Lynn Ragsdale
Wendy H. Rahn
Austin Ranney
June Woong Rhee
Bradley Richardson
DouglasRivers
David Rohde
Steven Rood
Steven J. Rosenstone
Marc Ross
Thomas J. Rudolph
Jerrold Rusk
Arthur Sanders
Mitch Sanders
Virginia Sapiro
Frank Scala
Mildred A. Schwartz
David O. Sears
Gary Segura

Patrick Sellers
Byron E. Shafer

J. Merrill Shanks
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W. Phillips Shively
Jonathan W. Siegel
Barbara Sinclair
Eric Smith

Mark Snyder

John Sprague
Peverill Squire
Charles Stewart
Marianne Stewart
Laura Stoker
Walter J. Stone
Mark Synder
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Katherine Tate
Shelley Taylor
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Michael Traugott
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Cliff Zukin

* Note: list isnot complete
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THE BRITISH ELECTION STUDIES: 2001 AND BEFORE

Harold Clarke
University of Texas at Dallasand University of Essex
email: hclarke@utdallas.edu

website: www.essex.ac.uk/bes

A Very Brief History

The British Election Studies (BES) project isnow four decadesold. Thefirst (1963) BES survey wascarried
out by David Butler (Nuffidld College, Oxford) and Dondd Stokes (University of Michigan) to provide abasdine
for the 1964 pogt-election survey. BES surveyshave been conducted after dl subsequent genera dections. There
isnow aseries of 11 consecutive data collections. Unlike the ANES, the BES has been housed at two locations.
The project moved from Nuffield to Essex in 1974, with the February 1974, October 1974 and 1979 studiesbeing
directed by Ivor Crewe and Bo Sarlvik. The BES returned to Nuffield in 1983. Under the direction of Anthony
Heath, Roger Jowdl | and John Curtice, the tudy remained there through 1997. 1n 2001, Essex once more became
thehomeof theBES. ThePrincipd Investigatorsfor the2001 study areHarold Clarke, University of Texasat Ddlas
and University of Essex, David Sanders and Paul Whiteley, University of Essex, and Marianne Stewart, University
of Texasa Ddlas.

Funding

Mg or funding for the several BES hasbeen provided by the Economicsand Socid Research Council (ESRC),
theBritish equivaent of the American Nationd Science Foundation (NSF). Onoccason, additiond financid support
has been supplied by private foundations. Perhaps most notable is the 1983 study which, for atime, looked as if
it would go unfunded. Publishing magnate, Robert Maxwel| then offered to help, and the ESRC provided maiching

money.

Funding isad hoc, i.e, thereis no guarantee from one dection to the next that the ESRC will provide money
for aBES. Awards are made on a competitive basis — re-competition is the norm. The announcement of a
competition and subsegquent announcement of an award often come quite late in the life of aparliament. Requests
have been made to the ESRC to move the process forward to facilitate project planning and execution.

The2001 BESwasfunded by the ESRC. An ESRC grant wasawarded after an open competition. Thewinning
team was required to agree to a set of conditions including aspects of sudy design, and awillingness to entertain
competitive bidsto do the fieldwork. The ESRC award was 1.2 million $ (U.S.), with approximately 85% of this
amount going to survey organizations to conduct the fiedldwork. Remaining funds were used for salaries for two
research officers and a part-time secretary, as well as some travel money for the p.i.s and participants in two
consultation exercisesonthedesign of thesurvey instruments(seebelow). Nofundsweredlocated for ay or summer
sdariesfor the p.i.s or for indirect cogtsto the University of Essex.

Key Design Features

Post-Election, In-Person Interviews: Since the 1960s, the principa BES surveys have used in-person
interviews (now CAPI), with fidldwork beginning immediately after a generd dection. To maximize desgn
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continuity, the ESRC mandated that the principa survey inthe 2001 BES utilize post-election, in-personinterviews.
At present, it is unknown whether that mandate will obtain for a future dection study.

LargeN’s: Compared to the ANES, the BES surveys have tended to have relatively large sample sizes. For
example, the N'sfor the 1992, 1997, and 2001 post-election surveys were 3534, 3615 and 3219, respectively.
Similar tothe CNES (Canadian Nationa Election Study), theselargeN’ saremotivated, inpart, by adesretoandyze
voting behavior onaregiond basis(Scotland and Walesinthe British case). 1n2001, the ESRC mandated booster
samplesin Scotland and Wales. (The ESRC a so subsequently requested aseparate post-el ection tel egphone survey
in Northern Irdand.) Thelarge N'sadso are attractive to investigators because they facilitate multi-level modeling
of local party activities and other contextua effects on voting.

Multi-Wave Panels. Although post-€lection cross-sectiona surveys congtitute the principa BES data sets, from
the beginning BES surveys have had significant panel components. The panel design reflected Butler and Stokes
interest in Sudying political change, atheme that has motivated much subsequent research on ectord choicein
Britain. Most BESpand sinvolvere-interviewswith respondentsfrom previous BES post-d ection surveys, but there
areinter-election panelsaswell (e.g., 1963-64-66-69-70; 1974 (February)-1974 (October)-75-79; 1983-86-87;
pre- and post-election 2001 and 2002/03

Inthe1990s, theamount of relevant datawas s gnificantly enhanced by theinitiation of the British Election Pand
Studies (BEPS) at Nuffidd's Center for Research on Economic and Socid Trends (CREST). The BEPS design
involvesyearly re-interviewswith largenationa pands. Thefirst BEPS panel covered the 1992-97 timeperiod, and
the second one, the 1997-2001 period. Sincethe BEPS surveysinclude anumber of key questionsfrom the BES,
theBEPSdataprovidesgnificant additiona |everagefor addressingimportant topi csconcerning the short- andlong-

run dynamics of party support.

Mail-Back Questionnaires. Likethe CNES, recent BES have employed drop-off, mail-back questionnairesto
enhance the range of topics consdered in the data collection.

Articulation to Compar ative Election Studies. Periodic atempts have been made to include the BES in
coordinated, cross-nationd dection studies. The 1997 BES partici pated in onesuch project, the Comparative Study
of Election Systems (CSES).

Related Projects: 1n 1997 and 2001, BES p.i.s conducted content analysis projects to monitor mediacoverage
of the eection campaign. Media consumption experiments aso were performed.

The 2001 BES

Resear ch Questions: The 2001 BES focused on four mgor research questions. (a) Why do people decide to
(not) vote? (b) Why do people make the eectoral choices they do? (c) What factors explain the 2001 election
outcome? (d) How doesthe 2001 e ectionfit into thebroader matrix of democratic politicsin contemporary Britain?

Rival Theoriesof Electoral Choice: Rather than designing astudy totest (demonstrate”?) the power of aprivileged
theory, we endeavored to provide researchers with the range of variables needed to compare the performance of
severd mgjor theories of turnout and electoral choice.

Rival Theoriesof Turnout: High levelsof voter turnout long have been assumed by students of British voting
behavior. For example, Butler and Stokes (1969) did not do asingle individua-level analysis of turnout, dthough
they recognized thet differentia voting rates could help to explain e ection outcomes. Going to the pollsisnolonger
“asurething” inBritain, aswitnessed by the 59.4% turnout in 2001 (and agenerd,, if irregular, downward trend since
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the 1950s). The2001 BES containsalarge set of questionsdesigned to operationdizekey variablesinriva theories
of voter turnout. (Severd of these questionsweredevel oped by AndréBlaisin hisstudiesof factorsaffecting turnout
in Canada and other countries).

Consultation Exercises. In developing the 2001 survey insruments, we conducted two consultation exercises
with the research community. Anyone interested in making input was invited to participate in meetings held first at
the University of Sheffied, and then at the University of Essex. The EPOP (Elections, Public Opinion and Parties)
specidist group of the PSA (Politicd Studies Association) helped usto notify and mobilize interested researchers.
The consultation exercises enabled the 2001 BES to facilitate interesting research on locad dections and
condtituency-leve effects on political choice.

Election study survey insruments run area danger of becoming “granny’sattic’ — alot of “buggy whip” stuff can
accumulate after severa decades. In 2001, we “backed up the science truck” to that attic — questions had to
demondirate their theoretica and methodological promise to be included. Our decision rule was straightforward.
Insofar as possible, we included existing questions (and crafted new ones) that were directly related to the four
research questions motivating the study (seeabove). Pressurestoinclude questionssmply becausethey were“old
favorites’ that had been in the BES since the Bestles played Ed Sullivan carried no weight.

Surveys.

(a) Pre-Election Campaign Basdline Survey, Post-Election Survey and Pre-Post Pand: Although Butler
and Stokes fielded a basdline survey as part of the very first BES, this survey was conducted in 1963, ayear
before the 1964 eection. In the spirit of the ANES pre-election surveys, the 2001 BES included a pre-election
(CAP!) survey (N = 3219) conducted in the two months before the official campaign began. A pand (N =
2315) of the pre-election survey respondents was re-interviewed after the election as part of the traditional
post-election (CAPI) survey. With “top-up” interviews, thetota N for the post-€lection survey was 3035. In
sum, 3900 respondents were interviewed in elther or both of the pre- and post-election surveys.

(b) Rolling Cross-Sectional Campaign Survey With Pre-Post Election Panel: Similar to the 1988-2000
CNES (and recent New Zedand NES), the 2001 BES included arolling cross-sectiona campaign survey. Over
thecourseof theofficia campaign, interviewswere conducted by telephone (CATI) with 4810 respondents (average
daily N ~160). A pand of 3751 of these respondents was re-interviewed immediately after the election.

(0 Mid-Term Pand: Participantsinthe2001 post-€lection (CAPI) survey currently arebeing re-interviewed. This
survey will dsoincludea‘top-up’ component to provide arepresentative mid-term portrait of the British electorate.
Thisisthe third-wave in an anticipated multi-wave pandl.

(d) Internet Survey and M ode Effects: The post-election survey was administered free of charge by Y ouGov,
amgor Britishinternet polling company. Taken together with thetelephone surveys, theinternet survey dataenable
us to study mode effects on responses to avariety of questions. (Y es, we are discounting “house’ effects.)

Experiments?: A question-wording and question-ordering experiment on partisanship was included in the pre-
and post-election CAPI surveys.

Vote Validation: Respondents reports of (not) voting were checked using officid records. These records (for
England and Wales) areavailableto the publicat theLord Chancedllor’ sOfficein Londonandinlocd sheriffs offices
in Scotland.

Articulation With Inter-Election Surveys. Key questionsinthe 2001 BES (e.g., party identification, economic
eva uations, emationa reactionsto economic conditions, party leader performance, likelihood of voting and engaging
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in other forms of politica activity) dso are asked every month in CATI surveys conducted by the British Galup
organization on behdf of thep.i.s Someof these questionshave been asked since January 1992, otherswere added
in2000. These Gdlup data(N = 127,500) provideuswith the ability to sudy factorsdriving the aggregatedynamics
of party supportinfar greater detail thanispossblewiththe BESsurveys(evenin combinationwiththeBEPS panels).
(Note: the Gallup surveys have been funded by grants from the NSF and the ESRC. The University of Texas at
Dalas dso has provided helpful financid support.)

Dissemination of the Data and Findings. Webdievethat it isimperativeto makedataavailablefreeof charge
ASAP. Every day during theeection campaign, thelatest resultsfrom therolling cross-sectiond survey were posted
ingraphicformonthe2001 BESwebste. Inearly September 2001 (Iessthan threemonthsafter thedection), usable
versons of the severd data sets were posted on the 2001 BES website. These data sets and accompanying
documentation aso were distributed on CDs to everyone attending the September 2001 EPOP meeting, and any
other interested scholars. Updated versionsof thedata (aswell asquestionnairesand other documentation) continue
tobeavailableonthewebsiteand, asper ESRC mandate, “ officid versons’ of thedata, questionnairesand technical
documentation were deposited with the Essex Data Archivein September 2002. To assist researchers, a specia
session of the September 2002 EPOP meeting was devoted to the study and major findings. Research papershave
been presented at mgjor scholarly meetings such as annua meetings of the Midwest Political Science Association,
the American Politica Science Association, and the ECPR Annuad Joint Workshops.

Substantive Contributions: Themgor publication by the2001 BESteamisPolitical Choicein Britain (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2003, forthcoming). Some mgjor findings are: (a) Crewe et d. and (now) Daton and
Wattenberg areright. Partisan dedlignment is a powerful long-term trend in Britain (see Figures 1 and 2). But, a
cavest! The correlation between socid class and party identification was never as strong as many have assumed.
Ditto for the strength of party identification. The “golden age” of “dasstribadism” in British ectord palitics (if it
ever existed) predatesthe BES. (b) aversion of thefamousRiker-Ordeshook (1973) P*B - C+ D mode provides
aparamonious and relatively powerful explanation of turnout in 2001 and, not dl of the gory isin the D term.(C)
Stokeswasright, Downsless 0 - performance evaluations on vaence i ssues do much more than issue proximities
to drive dectora choicein Britain. However, contrary to what Stokes and many other students of party support
in Britain have argued, party leader performance evauations are very important. (d) for Britain, Miller, and now
Bartelsand Green et d. arewrong, and Fiorina, Franklin and Jackson areright. Mixed Markov latent classmodels
providestrong evidencethat, controlling for measurement error, parti san attachments manifest Sgnificant aggregeate-
and individud-leve dynamics. Conversewas (partidly) right too— amover-stayer mode fitsthe BES and BEPS
panel datavery well, but, pace hisfamous conjecture, itisnot a‘ black-white’ modd. Also, asper Granger (1980),
the long-memory (Clarke and Lebo, 2003) aggregate dynamicsin the 1992-2002 Gallup data are consistent with
theobservedindividua-leve heterogeneity. Subgtantia dynamicsin partisanshipin Britainarenct nove; rather, they
obtainedin Butler and Stokes' first BES panel surveysconducted four decadesago. Thelatter finding demongtrates
the importance of the BES long-term commitment to large-N, multi-wave panels.
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Figure 1 Trend in Strength of Relationship
Between Social Class and Party Identification
80+
70
60-

50

40-

304

Generalized Alford Index (0-200 Scale)

0
1964 2001
Year

Source; 1964-2001 BES Post-Election Surveys

Figure 2 Trend in Strength of Party Identification
2.34
2.2+
2.1+
2.0+
1.94
1.84
1.7

1.6+

Mean Strength (0-3 Scale)

1.5-

R2=.88

1.4

2001
1964 Year

Source: BES 1964-2001 Post-Election Surveys



American Electoral Behavior Workshop

[7 Feb 2003]
The Australian Election Study:
An Overview
lan McAlligter
Research School of Socia Sciences
The Audrdian Nationd University
Overview

The Audrdian Election Study (AES) surveys are designed to collect data during federd eections for academic
research on Augtrdian dectord behaviour and public opinion. In addition, the AES was afounder member of the
Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) group. The AES commenced operationin 1987 (although three
academic surveysof palitica behaviour werecollectedin 1967, 1969 and 1979, respectively, but they arenot Strictly

gpeaking election surveys).

The AES routindy collects data among a nationdly representative sample of voters and among mgor party
candidatesstanding for eection. Both thevoter and candidateinstruments combineacommon set of questions. The
AES ismounted as a collaborative exercise between saverd Audradian universties. Thefirst survey in 1987 was
funded by aconsortium of universities; dl of the subsequent surveys have been funded on acompetitive basisby the
Augtradian Research Council, the main academic grant awarding bodly.

Thegovernanceof the AESisthroughthePrincipa Investigatorswho areawarded thegrant. A widerangeof politica
scientists and others in the academic community are consulted about the content and gpproach of the survey, but
there is no formal advisory mechanism for the survey. Accountability is through the Principa Investigatorsto the
Augtradian Research Council, who require a report on the running of the survey.

Each of the seven surveys conducted to date has had a centra theme:

o 1987: The economy;

1990: The environment and environmentalism;
1993 Political culture;

1996: National identity and citizenship;

1998: Condtitution, rights and minorities;

1999: Constitutiona referendum; and

2001: Challenges to governance.

All of thedataarepublicly availablefromthe Socia Science DataArchivesat the Audtrdian Nationa University (see
http://ssda.anu.edu.al). In the case of the release of the candidate data, prior to the public release demographic
variables are removed 0 that individua respondents cannot be identified.

M ethodology

Voters. All thestudiesare nationa, post-election self-compl etion surveysinvolving samples of between 1,788 and
3,341 respondents, drawn randomly from the el ectora register. The 1993 AES oversampledin someof thesmdler
states and because of this the sample was weighted down to a national sample of 2,388 respondents. The 1999
Condtitutional Referendum Study aso oversampled in the smdler states, snce it was thought that Sate variations
might be important in shaping the result. The overall response rates have varied between 62.8 percent and 55.4
percent. Aswith most other nationa eection surveys, there is a noticeable decline in the response rate overtime.
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The 1987-2001 AES Voter Sample and Response Rates

Tota Moved/ Refusds vdid Effective
sample gone away non- responses response (%)
response

1987 3,061 156 1,080 1,825 62.8

1990 3,606 125 1,461 2,020 58.0

1993 4,950 137 1,790 3,023 62.8

1996 3,000 95 1,117 1,788 61.5

1998 3,502 136 1,469 1,867 56.4

1999 6,150 234 2,575 3,341 56.5

2001 4,000 369 1,621 2,010 55.4

Effective response rate estimated as: valid responses/(total sample—moved or gone away).

The sample is drawn by the Audtrdian Electord Commission from their computerised rolls (with the exception of
one state, where the sample had to be manually drawn in 1987 and 1990). Respondents are then mailed on the
Monday following the federal eection (which is held on a Saturday). The envelopes contain an individualy-
addressed and signed | etter explaining the purposes of the study and aguarantee of confidentidity, thequestionnaire,
and areturn postage-paid envelope. Oneweek later all respondentsare mailed athank you/reminder postcard; this
postcard has a considerable impact on the response rate.

* Wavel Questionnaire, letter Week 1
« Wave 2 Thank you/reminder postcard  Week 2
e Wave3 Questionnaire, letter Week 5
* Wave 4 (1987 only) Find letter Week 7

About three weeks following Wave 2, a second follow-up of al respondents who had by that time not returned
questionnaires or who had not indicated that they wished to be excluded from the study ismailed. The follow-up
envelopecongsts, onceagain, of anindividualy-addressed and signed | etter re-gtating the purposes of the study and
emphasising confidentiality, another questionnaire, and areturn post-paid envelope. 1nthe 1987 survey afourth and
find wave was used, consgting of aletter. However, thisdicited comparatively few extraresponses and was not
consdered cost-effective; it has not been used in the post-1987 surveys.

These extensive follow-ups, summarised below, account for the comparatively high response rates of the AES

surveys, bearing in mind the self-completion methodology. The survey remainsin the field for about 8 weeks; the
bulk of the responses are received following waves 1 and 2.
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Candidates. The candidates surveys are conducted in pardle with the surveys of voters, a survey was not
conductedin 1998. 1n 1987 all candidatesfor the (lower) House of Representativesand (upper house) Senatewere
sampled. Since 1990thesurveyshavebeenrestricted to samplesof al mgor party candidates, plusidentifiablegreen
and other environmental candidates. Thisrestriction was designed to cut costs, since about haf of thetota number
of candidates were minor party or independent candidates, amost al of whom lost their deposits.

The 1987-2001 AES Candidate Surveys

Election candidates Candidate surveys
House of Reps Senate Totd Totd vdid Effective
responses response (%)
1987 613 255 868 868 612 70.5
1990 782 223 1,005 631 410 65.0
1993 943 266 1,209 593 415 70.0
1996 908 255 1,163 672 427 63.5
2001 1,039 285 1,324 840 477 56.8

Effective reponse rate estimated as. vaid responses/(tota sample—moved or gone away).

The survey indruments are mailed to candidates about one week &fter the eection. Asin the voters survey, the
envelopes contain an individua ly-addressed and signed | etter explaining the purposes of the study and aguarantee
of confidentidity, the questionnaire, and areturn postage-paid envelope. In addition, aletter of introduction from
the candidate spalitica party isusualy included. Approximeately oneweek later athank yow'reminder postcardis
malled to dl thoseincluded in the survey. A follow-up of dl survey respondents who do not return questionnaires
or who do not indi cate that they wish to be excluded from the study is conducted about Six weeks after the eection.

Thecandidatessurveysare concerned with politica background such aselectora history, party politica involvement
and membership of community organisations, questionsrelating to therole of the e ected representative, the conduct
of the eection campaign and the party sdection process; the deciding factors that resulted in them standing for
election, and the support they received from family, friends and various subgroups. A maor component of the
candidatesurvey istoreplicateattitudina questionsasked of thevoters. Thisenablesusto bring aunique perspective
to bear on the dection, by examining not only how voters eval uated e ection issues, but the perspectives that party
elites brought to bear on them and, most important of al for public policy outcomes, the views of federa eected
representatives.

The 2001 Online Survey
Aninnovative component of the2001 AESwasthe use of an onlinepoll, conducted during the course of thedection

campaign and replicating many of the questions in the post-dection sdf-completion survey. While the online
respondents differed in expected waysfrom their offline counterpartsin termsof their socioeconomic status (young,
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better educated, and so on), the online survey proved to be the most reliable of dl of the surveys conducted during
thedection campaignin predicting theresult. Thisfinding aso confirmsthe experience of the online poll conducted
by the British Election Study during the 2001 generd dection.

The 2001 Election Result and the AES Estimate

Election result AES offline AES online

Liberal Party 374 42.3 44.0
National Party 5.6 4.1 2.2

(Total Codition) (43.0) (46.4) (46.2)
Austraian Labor Party 37.8 37.2 36.0
Australian Democrats 54 55 9.3
Pauline Hanson's One Nation 4.3 3.6 2.8
Greens 4.4 5.3 31
Others 51 21 2.6
(N) (1.856) (1,6%)

Thedectionresultisthefirg preferencevoteinthe House of Representatives. Offlinequestion: ‘ Inthefedera dection
for the House of Representatives on Saturday 10 November, which party did you vote for first in the House of
Representatives?  Onlineestimatescombinethosewho had decided and thosewhowereinclined to votefor aparty.

Andyses of the online and offline surveys showed that whether respondents were sampled online or offline was
largely irrdlevant in shaping their responsesto questions concerning voting and parti sanship (and, wewould assume,
in their responses to other politica mattersaswell). What did shape the responses, to a degree, was the fact that
respondents who were sampled online differed from respondents who did not have accessto theinternet. In other
words, there gppears to be no mode effect associated with sampling the respondents online.

Online, web-based surveys are probably some years away from being aviable method for the conduct of national
election surveys, as such, they are smilar to the position of telephone polling in the 1960s or early 1970s. When
internet penetration risesto 80 percent or more, online polling will become aviable methodology. But onlinepalling
hasimmediateand important implicationsfor campaign polling and ralling cross-sections, which arecurrently usualy
conducted by phone. Thecost efficiency, speed, and largesamplesi zethat can begained frominternet polling makes
it an idedl methodology for arolling cross-section.

SUmmary

The mgor advantages of the AES methodology are thregfold:

(1) Cost efficiency. Thetota cost of each of thesurveys, including the votersand candidates components, isaround
PUS30k, or about $US10 per completed interview. This includes dl printing and postage costs, coding of
occupation and other open-ended questions, data punching, cleaning and the preparation of documentation. The

data collection is, therefore, highly cost effective, particularly when compared to telephone or persond interview
surveys with asmilar nationd coverage.
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(2) Comprehensivecoverage. Themail sdf-completion methodol ogy obviatesthe problemsof distance (and cost)
in acountry which has 11million voters but is geographicaly larger than the United States. For example, Audtrdia
hasthelargest parliamentary congtituency intheworld: Kagoorliehas 70,000 votersand isabout thesize of France.
The mail methodology meansthat we can cover arepresentative sample of dl voters, no matter where they resde
across the continent, without any requirement for Stratification. By comparison, cost cond derations mean that few,
if any, persond interview surveys sample much beyond the capitd cities.

(3) Reliahility. Becauseboth dectord enrolment and voting arecompulsory in Austrdia, thesampling frameisvery
reliable, and sinceturnout isusudly in the region of 95 percent, there are few problemsin estimating vote and other
key political variables.

The perceived disadvantages of the methodology are twofold:

(1) Response bias. The presence of many immigrantsin the population with poor English skills, and the possibility
that individuas other than the nominated respondent will actualy complete the questionnaire, mean that thereisthe
risk of reponse bias. We have tested for this possibility but found little evidence of bias. The proportion of non-
English spesking born immigrantsin the sample corresponds closdly to the proportions found within the eectorate.
Similarly, other studies have found that lessthan 10 percent of questionnairesin amailed saf-completion survey are
completed by a person other than the nominated respondent.

(2) Long fieldwork period. Thesurvey usudly remainsin thefield for about two months. Thisisasothecasewith
many persond interview post e ection surveys, but thereisthefear that such prolonged periodsof fieldwork canlead
to bias, sncevoter recal may fade and other politica events may contaminate the respondent’ sopinions. Wehave
foundlittleevidencethat later responsesarebiased compared to thosewhich aremailed back inthefortnight following
the election. Overdl, the recdled vote proportionsin the survey are usudly within £2 percent of the actua result.
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American Electord Behavior Workshop
National Science Foundation
February 14-15, 2003

Comments by Kathleen M. McGraw
The Ohio State University

| start with aconfesson, and that isthat | approach thisworkshop and the assigned discussion points as something
of anoutsder: | havenever madeuseof NESdatain my research. Thisisdefinitely not areflection of my viewsabout
the validity, utility, or potentid of the extraordinarily rich NES survey data, but rather a function of persond
subgtantive interests that largely lay outside the purview of dection studies and methodologica preferences for
investigating those interedts. | have a hedthy respect for the contributions the NES has made to political science
scholarship, arespect substantially enhanced by poking around the NES website in preparation for thinking about
the issue a hand, and formulating these brief comments.

Obvioudy, weareacriticd junctureintermsof thefutureof thed ection studies. L egitimate commitmentsto sustained
continuity in the core need to be baanced with cals for greater innovation in instruments and design, and the
challenges associated with survey non-response, mode effects, and sampling need to beresolved. To alargeextent,
itisprematureto make prescriptive statementsabout thefuture substantivedirectionsthat the NES might take before
these foundationd issues are resolved. | fear that any specific recommendations will have the characterigtics of a
persond wish lig rather than based on an impartid canvassing of unanswered scholarly questions.

My comments revolve around two issues listed in the suggested talking points for this section of the workshop. |
steer clear of thefundamental design questions because other workshop attendants have addressed those concerns
with more clarity and expertise that | can mugter.

ANES and the Social (and Cognitive) Psychological Literature

There is little doubt that the field of public opinion has benefitted from a sdf-conscious borrowing from socid
psychology, particularly socia cognitive psychology (whichismoreor lessredundant). However, thereare probably
natura limitstotheextent towhichthisexplicit borrowingisviableor useful, and infact wemay bemovingtoaperiod
of waning psychologica influence, at least in terms of direct gpplications of socid psychologica theory to politica
questions. Notethat | didn’'t allegeawaning of politica psychology per se, but rether am suggesting adeclinein the
direct and explicit gpplication of psychologica theory to the study of public opinion. Thisisahedthy development.
It is probably no coincidence that some of the more provocative and important recent contributions to the public
opinion literature (eg, Lacy’s model of nonseparable preferences, Berinsky’s work on silent voices, Alvarez &
Brehm’ swork on ambivaence) are psychologicaly, paliticaly, and Satigticaly astute andysesthat are not derived
fromthelatest work publishedin JPSP. Infact, wemay bemovingintoanew eracf synergy, wherepolitica scientists
workingintheareasof public opinionand e ectora behavior both draw on, and moreimportantly, contributetobasic
psychologicd theory. Inthis new era, truly interdisciplinary theorizing and collaboration in the political psychology
of public opinion and eectora behavior will bevaued. Thereareincreas ng numbersof scholarsinsocia psychology
who aresincerdly interested in moving outs dethe sterile confines of their laboratoriesto morerealistic venuestotest
the impilications and boundary conditions of their theories. The future NES should be poised to take advantage of
these interdisciplinary opportunities.

Now for thewish ligt. Certainly there are mgor, important areas of emphasisin socid cognitive psychology where
survey-based ingrumentationisunsuitable. | havein mind the devel opmentsin socid cognitive neuroscience (in Dan
Gilbert’s terms, the study of “how brains make minds’) and implicit cognition (the study of cognitive processes
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outside of awareness and conscious control). However, there are anumber of areas of mutua interest, where the
interdisciplinary synergy could flourish. In no particular order of importance (and with agrain of sdt):

» The socia psychologica study of groups and collectives has been recently re-invigorated (under the rather
unfortunate conceptual label of entitativity), and clear links could be developed between these theoretical
frameworks and the study of important political collectives likes parties and ingtitutions. The NES has made
sporadic foraysinto investigating public opinion about political collectives, but only sporadic. There areimportant
issues at stake here, involving representation and legitimacy, inter- and intra-institutional conflict, as well as
implications for voting and turnout

» Oneof thecritical theoretical contributionsof the NEShasbeen to further our understanding of the principled basis
of public opinion and vote choice, through instrumentation aimed at tapping core American values. Evidence that
political preferences are rooted in core values goes to the very heart of one of the centra dilemmas in the study
of public opinion, namely the Converse non-attitudesthesis. That is, if citizens have stable, deeply held valuesthat
guide their political thinking and choices (as the evidence suggests they do), than the non-attitudes thesis is
problematic, asisthe Zaler and Feldman revisionary model. We could do a better job of ng alarger set of
core vaues (and priorities amongst them), which would facilitate a more nuanced understanding of the dynamics
between core vaues, palitical attitudes and eectoral choices. Relevant to this point is a broadening of our
understanding of corevaluestoinclude self-interest. Wehave atendency to differentiate between valuesand self-
interest, but thisisafal sedichotomy, if wetake valuesto mean (asthey are consensually understood) conceptions
of the desirable.

» Deveoping psychologicdly vaid modds of voting as choice. | am struck by the fact that most of the theoretical
developments in “Explaining the Vote” (documented in the first section of impressive NES Contributions to
Scholar ship) adopt candidate-centered models, ie, model sof theingredients of judgmentsabout candidates, taken
oneat atime. Thisisentirely cons stent with the candidate-centered view of palitics, and morerelevant to thispoint,
with socid psychological modes of per son perception (with an emphasis on the singular person). But ultimately,
most of thetime political scientistsareinterested in political candidates when citizens have to choose between, or
amongst, two or more, when they have to make comparisons across a candidate set. We haven't gone very far
in developing and testing theoretical models that specify when and how the ements of choice and comparison
influence the voting calculus, and the processes that precede it. Thisis an areato which the behavioral decision
making literature is more likely to speak than traditional areas of social psychology.

» Rather than re-iterating what Diana noted in her comments about the importance of socia networks and
communication, | will smply concur.

Adjudicating the Predictive Differ ences between Economics and Psychology

Thisisobvioudy acomplex issue, and onethat isrealy more aquestion of theory rather than substance. Oneof the
notable strengths of the NES has been itstheoreticd flexibility, and subsequent hospitdity to scholars approaching
the study of dectoral politicsfrom awide range of theoretical perspectives. The Pl-sand Board of Overseershave
been creativein drawing upon theoretical and conceptua devel opmentsthroughout thesocia sciencesindeveloping
the instruments, and at the same time the resulting data have been crucia for developing and extending political
theoriesof voters, dections, and public opinion. Thistheoreticd flexibility isappropriate becausethe NESisapublic
good. However, theoretical flexibility comeswith some costs, and one of them isadiminished ability to adjudicate
among competing theoretical claims with any degree of precison. Thisis a cod that is augmented by the survey
methodology itsdlf, which does not lend itsdlf to rigorous tests of causdlity or process mechanisms. Take, by way
of example, theNESmeasuresof emationd reactionsto the candidates. Undoubtedly theaddition of theseindicators
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has contributed to our understanding of ingredients of candidate evauation, and has invigorated the discipling's
interest in the emotiond foundations of public opinion. But the NES desgn and instrumentation are unable to
adjudicate among many competing theories of emations (bresking down, essentidly, into theories that argue that
emotions are conseguences of cognitive appraisas v. theories that argue that emotions are the casual antecedents
of cognitive processes v. theories that argue that emotions and cognition are independent processes). To be clear
the purpose of this example is not to criticize the NES emoation instruments but smply to argue that our ability to
undergand with how, when and why emations matter will require additiond investigations using different
methodological techniques that build upon the basic rdationships identified in the NES surveys.

All of thisisby way of leading up to aquestion about the premise of thisdiscuss on point, namey why theNESshould
be charged with adjudi cating between psychol ogica and economictheoriesof judgment and choice. The NESfaces
subgtantia chalengesin terms of bal ancing the desire to maintain a continued commitment to the core and thetime
series with a need to incorporate more systematicaly tempord (i.e, campaign) and spatid (i.e, contextua)
parameters. Certainly, we should continue to expect the NES to be informed by psychologica and economic
theories, when reevant to key substantive concerns. And, we should continueto work towardsusing the substantive
resultsand theoretical developmentsderived fromthe NES datato feedback and contributeto the parent disciplines.
But it would be amigtaketo deviate from the essentid political concernsof the el ection studies, namely the scientific
study of voters, eections, and public opinion, to enter into turf battles between psychol ogists and economists.

Let metry to addressthis point in amore positive and congtructive fashion, and that isthat is ssemsto me that we
aremoving beyond petty sniping between politica economistsand palitica psychologiststo an eraof convergence
and common ground. Thesameconvergenceisoccurringintheviewsof psychol ogistisand experimenta economists,
more generdly. To be sure, there are clear areas of difference: psychologistisare more likely to beinterested inthe
detailsand processesof individua decison making, whileeconomistsaremorelikely to beinterested in how markets
and strategic environmentsinfluence outcomes. Ultimatdly, thesedisciplinary foci aretwo sidesof thesamecoin, and
it is the two Sdes of the coin that political scientidts redly care about. Politicd scientists of various intdllectud
persuasons areincreasngly cognizant of the need to integrate interndist accounts of individua cognitive processes
with externaist accountsthat take serioudy the congtraintsimposed by thepolitical context, including dite strategies
such ascampaigns and ingtitutiona mechanism (theinterndist/externdist languageisfrom Jackman and Sniderman,
2002; see dso Jervis, 2002; Lupia, McCubbins, and Popkin, 2000; McGraw, 2003).

Undergtlanding these dynamics (sgnding and perception) goes to the heart of political campaigns and eectord
palitics, and it isin the convergence of disciplinary perspectives that these dynamicswill eventually be understood.
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Diana Mutz, Ohio State University

In some respects, the potentid for innovative and groundbreaking research on American dections has never been
grester. Asaresult of the 2000 dection, the generd public is convinced that voting can truly matter in determining
political outcomes. Atthesametime, scholars’ ability to execute complex and sophisticated andysesof eection data
has greetly increased sincethe early dection sudies of the 1940s. If scholars needed convincing that thetopic was
important, they do no longer. Moreover, the vacuum left by the failure of VNS to provide exit poll data after the
most recent eections further highlighted the desire to understand more about ection outcomes than margins of
victory can provide. The fundamenta importance of this topic, as well as the timing of these events, suggest an
opportunity to rethink how the study of American nationd elections might be structured to ensure that potentid is
trand atedinto concrete opportunitiesfor researchers. Toward that end, | highlight severa generd themesthat emerge
inmy thinking about the past and future of the American Nationa Election Studies project, and in thinking about the
purposes that socia scientists would most like it to serve. | do thisfirgt, and then follow this by addressing issues
related to the substance of eection research, our origind assgnment.

General Issues

The need for innovation in election research. The Nationd Election Studies have been of unquestionable
importance in documenting trends over time. For over 50 years, it has offered scholars an unusudly rich and
cong stent overtimerecord of American eectord behavior. And yet, precisely because of that strengthiin continuity,
most scholars concur that the NES survey is not the place to try something completely new and innovative with
respect to studying elections. For these purposes, another venueisrequired, not so much adifferent physica venue
asabranch of theNationa Election Studiesendeavor that hasinnovation asitsexplicit god. Althoughthepilot Sudies
werefunded in part for those purposes, their goal wasmore narrow initsfocus on innovation that might improvethe
timeseries. Finding abetter way to inditutionaize the encouragement of generd innovationinthisareawould behigh
onmy lig of priorities for the future of the NES.

The need for greater methodological diversity. Most agree that scientific progress is best served by
methodologica plurdism. For thisreason | think that we probably need to move away from the “one sizefitsal”
model of electoral datacollection. For many people, “voting studies’ and research on American el ections conjures
up avery narrow, unnecessarily specificimage. It hasbecome closdly associated in scholars mindswith aparticular
methodologica gpproach to studying voting and public opinion—the large-scde, cross-sectional survey—tather
than with the study of dections per s=.

My hopeisthat an innovation-oriented component of the larger el ection research project could be self-conscioudy
plurdist in methodology. Although agreet ded of lip serviceisgiven to the value of methodologica pluradismthese
days, dlection research has never been astrong candidate for achieving that god. Weteach our graduate students
that the study design should be driven by the research question rather than the other way around. Designsare only
“begt” with respect to studying particular hypotheses. Y et thisis obvioudy more difficult to accomplish with astudy
design when it isacollective good, to be used for many diverse purposes. Nonetheless, in reorganizing the NES |
see opportunities for methodological diversfication that should be taken advantage of.

For example, it has dways seemed somewhat futile to me to try to study a long-term, overtime process such as
politica socidization or changesin party identification over time using cross-sectiond dataon adult citizens. There
are a some data sets spanning longer periods of time produced by small groups of scholarsthat are better geared
to accomplish this process, but such opportunitiestend to be few and far between. “We do the best with what we
haveavallable” isawell-worn phraseonmany journa pages. A long-term, panel designwould beidedl for purposes
of studying parent-child, and child to adult evolution of party. Thusan dternativethat might better support our long-

term understanding woul d beto piggyback rel evant itemsonto the ongoing National Longitudina Surveys. Because
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this organization also has asagod increasing the number of scholarswho usether data, sharing resourcesislikely
to serve both organizations' interests.

The need for greater disciplinary diversity. Itisasoimportant to widen therange of peoplewho makeinput into
thinking about eections. 1n most departments, the study of American voting behavior isseen asasubfield withinthe
field of American palitics, within thelarger discipline of political science. 1t isnot seen asan overarching or unifying
topic that brings together people of different theoretical and methodologica interests. And yet | think it could be.
Especidly given atopic of such broad sgnificance to so many different branches of socid science, historicdl,
psychologica, sociologica, economic, and so forth, it isunfortunate that agreater diversity of perspectives has not
been brought to bear on the study of eections.

Theneed for greater breadth in key outcomes of el ectionsthat ar e studied. Ashasbeen noted by scholarsfrom
timeto time, thereisagenerd dearth of interesting dependent variables outside of who votes for whom. And yet,
the sdection of awinner may be one of the least important outcomes of American eections. For understandable
reasons, winners and losers have dways been the primary focus of eection research. To be clear, many other
concepts have a so served well as dependent variablesover the years—efficacy, levels of information, participation
andsoforth. But toalargeextent theinterest in thesevariableshasbeen asaresult of their rolein mediating aprocess
leading to voting/non-voting, and/or voting for aparticular candidate. Theprocessof running campaignsand holding
electionsmay haveimportant costs and benefits even for those who never take part inthem personaly. Thusit may
be beneficid for us to turn our attention to developing new dependent variables that can provide useful overtime
informeation about the health of American democracy. Although eectionsaregenerdly trested asshort-term events
by socid scientists, moreimportantly € ectionsarelong-term experimentsin theongoing processof lending legitimeacy
to government. New dependent variables should be devised that focus on outcomes such as legitimacy, and how
well eections function on an ongoing basis as acommunication device between citizens and their politica leaders.
An overly narrow focus on what makes people vote the way they do may risk further criticism of the kind the first
election studiesfaced —that they were essentidly glorified market research. Through the NES, future scholars can
and should play an important public role in shaping the interpretation of dection outcomes.

The Substance of Election Resear ch

Firgt, | should probably state for the record that | do not think it is possible for any of us here today to do an
especialy good or even an adequate job of predicting what the most appropriate substantive content for the NES
should be 10 to 15 years down the road. The theoretica frameworks we use to understand el ectora behavior will
inevitably change with time, aswill theimportant substantive questions. With that cavest inmind, | will comment on
afew of the broad areas that were outlined for discusson today.

Social networks and informal communication. Studies of socid networks and socid context have
proliferated in recent years as scholars have come (back) to amore sociologica perspective on voting decisions.
Although | find thisarea of great interest persondly, | think the traditiona NES survey would be adifficult placein
which to incorporate the routine collection of data on socid networks. 1dentifying members of individuals socid
networksrequiresaszablelist of questionsfor each respondent, and till moreitems must beincluded to ascertain
key characterigtics of respondents network members. When this is accomplished through self-report, till more
methodological issues arise that require interviewing network members and so forth.

Atthesametime, | think conceptuaizationsof the American voter havebeen under-socidized virtualy ever snce
theorigind dection studies. It isironic that al these years|ater, we might long for data of the type that was collected
inthe1940sand 50s, but the sociological branch of € ection-oriented research gppearedto passby thewaysidea ong
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with Paul Lazarsfeld and Bernard Berelson, and it has not been revisited inamgjor, systematic way. Whilel can’t
see socid network measures being integrated with the NES on an ongoing biennid basis, regular periodic studies
of socid/palitica networks—perhapsat longer intervals— would go along way toward improving our knowledge
of sociologicd influences on dections.

Inaddition, the ongoing time serieseasily could be used to shed light on closdly-related processes of contextua
influence by facilitating the matching of context-gpecificinformation withindividua votersinthe surveys Thiscanbe
doneinavariety of different waysthese days, depending upon the source of contextud information (census, eection
returns, etc.), but to my knowledge it has not generdly been part of the slandard data released to scholars by the
NES. It isworth noting that the generd topic of socid influences on voting would be a naturd for attracting an
interdisciplinary group of scholars. Socid networks dready are studied by mathematicians, philosophers,
sociologists, and economigts, as well as palitical scientists. But for the most part from the literature | have seen,
sociologistsand politica scientistshave been most concerned with networksper se, and other disciplineshaveleaned
moretoward contextua approachesinwhich aggregated dataonthesocia environment isused asabasisfromwhich
toinfer that socia interaction hastrangpired and produced influence. Although thereare obviousproblemswith such
assumptions from asocia-psychologicd standpoint, it isadmittedly far more feasible on alarge scale than the kind
of socid network research that involves extensve interviewing of respondents and their discussants.

Social psychology and rational choice in el ection research. As has been noted too many times to count,
cross-sectiona surveysarenot the best way to study black box psychologica processes. But political psychologists
arenonethd essdrawn to dectionsand e ection databecause of their fundamenta importance. To my mind, themost
important substantive work using NES datato promote asocia psychologica understanding of eections has been
thework focused broadly onthestudy of information processing and persuasion. Sinceinformation flow isof centra
importance to campaigns, | suspect thisemphasiswill continue, but it will get more difficult to sudy asthe diversty
of information sources available makes it difficult to sort out self-sdlection and impact from information.

I think wewill continuemoving away from aperspectiveon campa gnsthat emphasi zesgtrictly what peoplelearn
and how it leadsto particular opinions, toward amore affective emphass. Much of psychology and neurology has
moved toward acknowledging the intertwining of cognition and affect, yet our attempts to measure emotiona
reactionsin the context of eection campaigns have been feeble (and heavily cognitive) at best.

Another areainwhich | seeincreasing convergenceisthe study of campaigns designed for other purposesand
politica campaigns. Just as citizens must weigh risks and benefits in making other choicesin dally life (eg., hedth
risks), they dosoaswell inmaking political decisons. Risk perception might beahighly appropriateinterdisciplinary
theme asit overlaps socid psychology, economics, political science and communication. Theliterature on diffusion
of innovations, which focuses on the spread of newsideas and behaviors, aso provides extensveingghtsthat may
contribute to our sociad-psychologica understanding of eectora behavior.

In my mind, eections are aheavily applied topic in politica science. Because dections can be located in time
asconcrete events, they are and probably need to continue to be much more gpplied than studies of public opinion,
for example, which hasbeen more of ahypothetica congtruct fromthestart. From the perspective of someonewho
does palitica psychology, | don't think there would be much opposition to these types of approachesif (and only
if) the modeling explainsbehavior interms of rationa choicesthat can, at least to an gpproximation, be carried out.
Theremust be aplaus ble mechanism by which agentswith redidtic level sof information may carry out the strategies
that arerationdly indicated. If political scientists have abeef with rationa choice scholars, | would say thisis often
at the heart of it. In order to make contributions to this heavily gpplied topic, forma modderswill probably need
to move further in the direction of finding ways to incorporate more redistic assumptions about voting behavior in
their modds.
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I mproving the Sudy of Communication Processes During Elections. If onebelieves, asl do, that € ections
areat afundamentd level about communication processes, then we should be making a better effort to study those
communication processes in a systematic way. This nagging substantive problem in the field of dection research
clearly hasnot goneaway, evenafter 50 plusyearsof ectionresearch. Infact, | thinkitisfair tosay that it hasfestered
and become a far more pressing problem in the interim. Most scholars believe that communication, and mass
communicationin particular, isessentia to understanding arange of eection outcomes from information acquisition
to persuasion. And yet | think it isfair to say that with afew exceptions, many of the most important breskthroughs
in this area have not come from NES data. Moreover, the solution to this problem is not as easy as smply having
NES add afew more questions to the nationa survey. Because of the tremendous difficulties with self-report data
on mass media exposure, the most important strides in understanding political communication’s effects on mass
behavior often have comefrom experimenta studiesthat wereableto control who saw what so that reasonable causal
arguments could be made. While | am al for laboratory experiments, and | use them quite a bit in my own work,
| would never advocaterelying exclusvely on laboratory evidenceto understand communication’ seffectson voting
behavior.

For this reason | think it is essentid that the NES incorporate the collection of mass media content during
eections as part of itsmisson. | redize dl too well the difficulty involved in content analyses on alarge scde. But
given the advances in data storage and retrieva systems over the past 10 years, it would not be beyond feasibility
for collections of media content to be gathered and made available to socid scientistson disk. The design of this
collection effort would obvioudy need to be fleshed out —what kind of media and what kind of sample over what
period of time, etc. But | think this would go along way toward encouraging scholars to do work in this area by
eliminating themgor practicd difficulty involved. | should beclear that | do not think NES should tekeresponsbility
for coding and analyzing huge amounts of mediacontent so that actual data.on mediacontent can bemade available
toscholars. Coding schemesareso heavily dependent ontheresearch question at handthat | think such effortswould
beof limited use. Nonethel ess, by making someraw materid seasly availableto thosewho want to pursuetheir own
hypotheses, NESwill beableto advancethisareaof study by providing opportunitiesto study theoriesthat previoudy
seemed insurmountable to many scholars.

Beyond helping us to understand the importance of mediain the palitica process, sudying mediadso seems
essentia to mefor purposes of studying socid influenceson voting. For better or worse, today’ s mass mediaform
asocid environment thet isoneof themainwayspeoplelearn about what other peoplearethinking paliticaly. Given
that politicsis not a mgor topic of face to face discusson in the US, media are of unquestionable importance in
edtablishing a sense of one's socid environment and in serving as abasis for socid comparison.

Conclusion. What | advocateis, in most generd terms, acdl for greater breadth dong anumber of important
dimensons. To summarize, this is an excdlent time to revitdize the sudy of American dections through a
reorganization that draws on the strength and continuity of the existing Nationa Election Studies, but aso broadens
its mission to better represent the many scholars likely to be interested in thistopic. At thispoint, | do not have a
particular organizationa structure in mind for the future of the NES, but it seemsimportant that whatever structure
is selected idedlly be capable of accomplishing the following:

l. Continue to extend the basics of the time series

[1.  Establish organizationa structure and funding to accommodate el ection research utilizing other kinds of data
and designs, interdisciplinary input, and periodic emphasis on more sociological, psychological or economic
perspectives.

[11.  Structure the research process to take place on more of an ongoing rather than a cyclical basis. NES itself
has aways been an ongoing operation, but studying political choices should probably be an ongoing enterprise
aswell.

V. Incorporate linking of data corresponding to the interpersona and mass communication environments people
inhabit during eections
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February 10, 2003
Future Design Recommendationsfor ANES
Robert Santos, NuStats

Henry Brady and | have been asked to lead a discussion on design recommendations for the ANES. In fact, the
draft workshop agenda provides alisting of potentia topics for discusson. These include;

a. Order/Wording Effects

b. Incorporating Cognitive Psychology/Economics Into Survey Design
c. Time Series Studies

d. Continuous Monitoring Studies

e. State-based samples (mid-term)

Design recommendations in these areas may be useful a some point in our discusson. However, | beieve thet it
is unwise to proffer any design recommendations without first considering the research questions or research
objectives that will form the foundation of the American Nationd Electorate Study over the next tenyears.  This
seems to be the appropriate Sarting point and springboard for design innovations and enhancements.

At the time that this essay was prepared, | consulted the mission of the NES (I was unable to find one for the
“American National Electorate Study” per se). | reproduce it here to provide context for later discusson:

Mission: Themission of the Nationd Election Studies (NES) is to produce high qudity data on voting, public
opinion, and political participation that serve the research needs of socid scientidts, teachers, students, policy
makers and journdists concerned with the theoretical and empirica foundations of mass politicsin ademo-
cratic society. Centra to this misson is the active involvement of the NES research community in al phases of
the project from study planning through data andyss. The NES time-series now encompasses 23 biennia
€election studies spanning five decades. The longevity of the NES time-series greetly enhances the utility of the
data, Since measures can be pooled over time, and both long-term trends and the politica impact of historical
events can be identified.

TheANESshould, at aminimum, carry onthismission. Thiswould necessarily involve continuation of theNES series
of datacollections. Themissonisaufficiently broad to dlow ampleflexibility so that the survey may addresstimely
issues that arise as election years approach.

Withregardtotopica areas, theNES hashistorically focused on astandard set of issues. NES documentation states
that the Nationa Science Foundation (NSF) established the Nationa Election Studies to extend the time-series
collection of core data. NSF sought to continue the generation of data pertaining to citizen's socid background,
politica predigpogtions, underlying socid and palitica va ues, contemporary perceptionsand eva uaionsof rdevant
groups and would-be leaders, opinions on questions of public palicy, and participation in paliticd life. Findly, the
ANES srdatively unique in that its specific research questions are determined through a process that seeks input
from the research community. Thisincludes identification of specia topicsfor a given survey, the preservation of
core content, and the conduct of pilot studies aimed at improving the measurement of public opinion and politica
participation.

Desgnlssues: Withthiscontextinmind, | offer anumber of thoughtsand recommendationsrelatedto ANESdesign,
not al of which coincide with theitems () - (€) listed & the beginning of thisessay. The design recommendations

gppear in no particular order.
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(1) Itisimperaiveto preservethe NEStime series; any recommendation regarding design changes should ensure
this desgn requirement is preserved.

(2) Itisrecommended that NSF revigt the mission & research objectives of the ANES. Sincefunding isaways
limited, it isimportant to seek “vaue-added” design enhancements. Topica areas that could benefit from design
enhancement are:

 Priority of preserving the time series; this has generally been acknowledged as having paramount importance;
should this continue to be the case?

» Composition of the “core content”; should it be contracted? (Contraction would alow for more latitude in the
investigation of “timely” issues

» Vaue and role of qualitative research to enhance the utility of the ANES (this includes one-on-one, in-depth
interviewsaswell asfocusgroups); qualitative research can providevaluable, rich contextual information that can
facilitate the development of theory (in away that quantitative data alone cannot)

(3) The ANES must adapt to the ever-changing demographics of the US. For instance, Hispanics are now the
largest minority inthe U.S. The nation in growing in cultural and linguidtic diversty. Some research suggests that
concepts, congructs, and question wording are sengtive to cultural and linguigtic diversty. Past NES were
conducted in English only (athough this may have changed in more recent surveys). Attention should be given to
language and culturd minorities and ther rolein the NES. Design implications include sampling, insrumentation,
question wording, trandations, data collection mode, field protocols, data processing (e.g., coding open ended
responses), and possibly even the interpretation of analyses.

(4) Congder thevaue-added of aconcomitant survey of candidatesat thefedera and possibly stateleve (or some
manner of systematic data collection from a representative sample that does not need to involve a survey where
respondents undergo interviews, e.g., dicitation of information regarding candidate platforms).

(5) If andysesof change over time are deemed important, the ANES design should incorporate a rotating panel
design. Thisincreasesthe precison of estimates of tempora change, but dso dlows a point-in-time andysisof a
cross-section of the population (which isimportant becausevoting digibility isdynamic over time, with new entrants
aswell as those who rdinquish or lose vating rights).

(6) TheNESpilot studiesshould be continued asamechanism for improving survey methodology of theNES. The
pil ot sudiesshouldincorporate experimentation and investigati onsthat transcend sample surveysasadatacollection
methodology. The NES pilots should include cognitive interviewing, focus groups, and other quditative methods
aswdl asthe usud split ballot sample surveys, follow-up studies, vdidation studies, etc.

(7) NES should prepare for future technologica innovations. Thereisno question that by the next generation, a
szeable and quite possibly amgority of the population will have accessto the internet, to wireless communicetion,
etc. Thus, the NES should explore and experiment with web-based data collection and other methods that exploit
emerging technology.

(8) NSF should condder the merits of establishing a longer research window — one that essentidly tracks the
formation and maturation of political preferencesduring eection season. Thiswould bearadica change. The NES
might be composed of asix distinct one-month popul ation surveysof 500 citizens, panning (say) the monthsof June
through November, inclusive. To enhance estimates of change over time, a portion of the sample (eg., onefifth)
could be part of arotating pand.

Thesearethedesignissuesthat | offer for consderation. There are sureto be many others. It isimportant to assess

design recommendationsin relation to how they support the explicit research objectives of the NESaswell astheir
budgetary implications (Snce funding is ways an ever-present limitation).
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The American National Election Study:
the case for a compar ative focus on turnout

Richard Sinnott
Department of Palitics
and
Ingtitute for the Study of Social Change
Universty College Dublin

I ntroduction

This note takes a very sdlective interpretation of the guidelines and discussion points circulated to contributors.
Ignoring al of the points except the reference to subgtantive themes, it focuses on the question of turnout and makes
apleafor theincduson of comparative, individua-level studies of turnout in the 10 year plan for the American

Nationa Election Study. It aso takesaconvenient interpretation of theterm* essay” asusedintheguiddines tresting
it as alicence to digpense with references, footnotes etc.

Why turnout? Turnout and abgtention pose problems that are intdlectudly interesting, policy-rdlevant and
particularly amenable to comparative analyss. For obvious reasons, however, the mgjor focus of national eection
studieshas been on the determinants of vote choice. Looked at from acomparative perspective, afocuson e ectoral
choice as the dependent variable presents particularly knotty problems. Thisis because the dependent varigbleis
radicaly different depending on whether the system is presidentia or parliamentary, federd or unitary, and on a
whether eections are conducted via first-past-the-post, mgority, list-PR (in various guises) or PR-STV dectord
systemns. Other contributors to this session of the workshop will no doubt deal with these and other related issues.
Moreover, the CSES enterprise has embarked on a systematic attempt to untangle these knots. But it ain't easy.

By contradt, turnout/abstention as a dependent variable presents itsdlf (initidly) as a smple and straightforward
dichotomy, that, because it is marked by substantia cross-country variation, ought to lend itsdf readily to
comparative anayss.

However, dl thingsarereative and, having drawn atention to the smplicity of theturnout variable, it isimmediatdy
necessary to acknowledge that it is not a smple dichotomy and to proceed to make basic distinctions between
different kinds of abgtention. Following the presentation of two such sets of digtinctions, this note will then turn to
the problem of making digtinctions between, or classifying, the independent variables that affect turnout. The note
will conclude with an effort a somejoined-up thinking, that iswith an effort to specify the relationships between the
various types of influences on turnout that might then be tested in a comparative research programme.

Circumgtantial versusvoluntary abstention

When abstainers are asked about the reasons for their abstention, particularly when they are asked via an open-

ended question, they tend to come up with two broad types of reasons. Examples of thefirst type are: being away
fromhome, baingill, having commitmentsat work, being too busy, having family obligations, etc. Theother mainkinds
of reasonsgiventypicaly refer to not being interested, knowing nothing about palitics, cynicismabout political parties
and/or the system, fedling that one' svote does not make any differenceetc. Thesetwo kindsof reasonspoint to two
different kinds of abgtention - circumaantia aostention and voluntary abstention. The didtinction is a crucid one
because, if the circumdatantia reasons given arevdid, circumstantid abstainers ought to be no different from voters
(except with respect to the circumstances that gave rise to the abstention) and lumping them in with voluntary
abstainers as part of the dependent variable muddies the water.
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General versus arena-specific abstention

Inthinking about abstention, we a so need to distinguish between thosewho abstainin dl eectionsand thosewhose
abstention isspecific to particular typesof eectora contest or dectora arena. Thisdigtinction only arisesin systems
of multi-level governance but then most contemporary systems of democratic governance are multi-level. Inorder
to handle this aspect of the disaggregation of abostention into its various subtypes, we need a classification of types
of dectord contest. This can be derived by cross-classfying two diginctions. a digtinction between levels of
governance (sub-nationa, national and supranationa) with a digtinction between various decison-making arenas
(seeFigurel). Without going into detall, it isevident that in Sudying abgtention it isvitd to distinguish between those
who abgtain in particular ectora arenas and not in others,

Classifying be independent variables

In a much-quoted dictum, Aldrich has suggested that “voting is alow-cogt, low-benefit activity”. If thisistrue, it
followsthat asmal cost or asmal benefit can swing the decision to vote or not to vote oneway or the other. Since
there are potentially many small costsand potentially many small benefits, eectora participation and abstention are
open to being affected by a host of factors. The problem then becomes. How does one make sense of dl these
particular influences?

An obviousfirg step would be to categorise the influences so that each particular effect is arecognizable instance
of some class of effects. If one could go on specify how these categories of effects might be related to turnout and
to one another, one would have taken a second significant step in tackling the problem of how to handles the
proliferation of variables affecting turnout.

One possible basis on which the many variables affecting turnout might be classfied is the codts versus benefits
diginction . Thishasthe advantage of implying acausad mechanism of the kind envisaged in sep two inthe previous
paragraph (the mechanism in this case being that the balance of costs and benefits determines the decison). The
problemisthat thisclassficationisdl right asfar asit goesbuit it lacks content. Assuch it pushesthered questions
back a stage, the real questions being what are the costs and what are the benefits and what give rise to each.

Blondd, Sinnott and Svensson among others suggest that the factors affecting turnout can be thought of in terms of
facilitation and mohilization. Thisdigtinction hasthe merit of being related to the behaviourd digtinction noted aoove
— that between circumgtantid and voluntary abstention. High facilitation lowers circumdtantial abstention and low
fadilitation increases it. Likewise high mobilization lowers voluntary abstention and low mobilization increeses it.
There are dso potentid interaction effects— high mobilization may overcome low facilitation or low mobilization
may be offset by high facilitation.

The problem with the facilitation-mobilization distinction is that because of the obvious referenceto the influence of
ingtitutions, regulations, partiesand campaigns, it doesnat, at first sght, sesemto be broad enough to encompassthe
full range of individud characteridtics that may affect turnout. This leads to the question whether the digtinction
between facilitation and mobilization could be eaborated in a way that would integrate the various politica,
sociologica, psychologica and inditutiond variables present in theliterature? A possible key to such eaborationis
torecognizethat facilitation and mobilization operateat two levels— thesystem-level andtheindividud-levd. Cross
classfying these two dichotomies (facilitation versus mobilization and system-leve versusindividud-levd) provides
afourfold dlassfication of variables affecting turnout (see Figure 2 and, for detalled illugtration, Figure 3).

Facilitation at the system-level conssts of two sub-setsof variablesthat arenot usudly put inthesamebox. Thefirst

isthe set of practicad adminigtrative arrangementsthat govern theway inwhich the actua eectionitsdf isconducted
(e.g., the presence or absence of compulsory voting, the day of polling, the hours of palling, the bility of the
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polling station, postd voting etc.). But there is a second set of sysem-leve variables that dso facilitate voter
participation, namely thefactorsthat affect politica communication inasociety, such asthe nature of the educationa
system, thestock of socid capitd, campaign funding arrangementsand limits, theextent and depth of mediacoverage
of politicsand of the eection, freetdlevison air-time, etc. Variables of thissort fal under the heading of facilitation
because they makeit easier or more difficult not, aswith the usud focus associated with the concept of facilitation,
to actually cast avote but to undertake the preparations that are necessary in order to do so.

The problem with facilitation isthat, in and of itsdlf, it will the not produce asingle vote. No matter how easy voting
or the preparation for voting becomes, unlessthereis some mobilizing factor it will not occur. Mohilizing factors at
thesystemleve includearangeof ingtitutions, political structuresand collectiveactionsthat provide(or fall toprovide)
citizenswith incentivesto vote (e.g., parliamentary vs. presidentiad government, proportionaity of electora system,
depth of political cleavages, campaign appedls, actions and events, media partisanship, €tc).

Because of their ingtitutiond, structura or collective connotations, it is frequently assumed that the concepts of
fadilitation and mobilization refer exclusvey to sysem-leve phenomenathat influence individuas but that could not
be consdered to have any individud-level embodiment. But this is to impose an unnecessary condraint on the
applicability of theconcepts. A moment’ sreflection showsthat eectoral participationisfacilitated by theattributes
of theindividua — for example, level of education, level of mediaconsumption, digoosabletime, resdentia sability,
proximity to polling sation etc. Cdl bin Figure 1 (facilitation effects originating at theleve of theindividua) captures
these effects, and in the process places within a coherent schemaaset of variables, namely ‘resources , that figure
prominently in the literature.

Therearedsoindividua-leve attributesthat havetheeffect of mobilizing participation. Theseincludeprior political
interest, partisan politica knowledge, preferences, interests, party identification, party and candidatedifferentialsand
a vaiety of expressive gratifications that may be derived from voting. At a minimum, these characterigtics of
individuds are buttons waiting to be pressed by the system-level mobilization variables dready discussed. But they
aremorethanthat. Intheabsenceof any system-level mobilization, these attributeswoul d impe somepeopleto vote
and it seems reasonable to classfy such sources of an impulse to vote under the heading of mobilization, especidly
asthey are ultimately the products of some previous process of mobilization at the system-level.

The next step isto congder the waysin which each of thefour classes of independent variablesmight be directly or

indirectly related to turnout/abstention. Figure 4 provides agraphica overview of these rdationships, the details of
which will be presented orally at the ANES workshop.
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Figure 1: A typology of electoral contestsin systems of multi-level governance

Level of governance

Supranational

National

Subnational
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Figure 2: A typology of the variables affecting voter turnout
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Figure 3: A typology of the variables affecting voter turnout (with detail)
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American Electoral Behavior Workshop
Futurelssuesin Sampling: M ethodological/Cost

John Thompsor?!

Let me state up front how pleased | am to be a participant in this workshop. The NES program has a history of
providing important information on American dectord behavior, and it has produced an outstanding collection of
methodologica research that goes well beyond the measurement of ectord behavior. This pand discusson is
gppropriatey at theend of theworkshop. Sampling designs should be devel oped to support the measurementsand
methodologies that are the basis for the conduct of asurvey. Therefore it makes sense to discuss sampling issues
after we have laid out the potential avenuesfor research in NES methodology. Preparing this essay in advance of
viewing the many innovations that will be covered during the course of this workshop somewhat limitsiit's direct
gpplicability to support of the subject matter that will have been discussed prior to thispane. The scope of the pandl
discusson on futureissuesin sampling will certainly be expanded based on the results of the other methodological

panels.

Thisdocument presentsagenerd guideto futureissuesdeding with four areas of sampling for the NES—Clugtering,
RDD, probability sampling, and longitudina pands. Implicit in considering any changeto the NES sample must be
the understanding that it representsahigtorica time series, and that any sampling design change must be considered
interms of potentid impact on this understanding of eectord behavior.

Cluster Sampling

For themost part the NES has been based on amulti-stage area probability design drawn from the Survey Research
Center nationd sample frame. Thefirgt stage primary sampling units (PSUs) are defined by SMSAS, counties or
county groups. Severd additiond stages of sampling are conducted to ultimately select one respondent from a
randomly selected housing unit. Theinterviews are then administered on aface-to-face bass. Thiskind of desgn
is employed by other survey organizations including NORC and the U.S. Census Bureau. They are usudly
redesigned after each decennid census and put into use for the upcoming decade. An advantage of using thiskind
of “dl purposs® sampling frame and sdection methodology is thet it is a codt effective way of maintaining and
deploying a ga&ff of interviewers to cover awide array of surveys.

Concerns have been raised regarding the efficiency of thiskind of design for measuring electora behavior (Stoker
and Bowers2001). Theseauthorsdiscussthe advantages of using asampling design based on afirst stage selection
of congressiond didricts sratified based on variables associated with the degree of uncertainty in the eection

2 | would like to recognize the helpful discussions of these issues with the NORC staff including Rachel Harter, Colm O’ Muircheartaigh,
and Tom Smith.
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outcome (e.g., incumbent member or whether the House race is competitive).  They conclude that there are clear
methodologicd advantages, particularly in studying Congressond eections, over the current NES design.

My own experiencesat the Census Bureau generdly support these conclusons?2. Congressiond districtsaredrawn
asaresult of political processesby expertsin the understanding of loca areavoting behavior. Inaddition to assuring
equal representation, cond derationsof forming homogeneousareasof voting behavior areaso used. Congressiond
digricts aswell as precincts, where available, can serve as excellent candidates for first or second stage sampling
units, respectively. Congressiond digtrictsared so redrawn for themost part every 10 yearsfollowing thedecennid
census®, and thus provide aleve of gability.

However, Stoker and Bowers aso recognize the cost and staffing inefficiencies that such designs would impose
(Stoker and Bowers 2001). The NES, like many other surveys, must balance the potentia gainsin precision with
theincreasein costsfromamore specidized sampledesign. Moreandysisof thepotentia gainsfromacongressiona
digtrict sample would help inform any decison to change the definition of PSUs. (An anaysis of the specific
components of cost dueto aless highly clustered design should adso be consdered.) Given the NES sample Size
and the costs of face-to-face interviewing, aternative data collection modes a so should be considered in order to
relize more of acost benefit from any redefinition of PSUs. Thisleadsto the next topic of telephoneinterviewing.

Tdephoneand RDD Sampling

Telephone interviewing based on either alist or RDD sample provides opportunities for designs less restricted by
geographic clustering associated with face-to-face interviewing.  For example, NORC has successfully used a
combingtion of lig and RDD sampling to provide community level estimates to support the evauation of the
effectiveness of sdected hedlth interventions sponsored by the Center for Disease Control?.  Applying these
methodologies to a congressiond digtrict based design would be feasible and cost effective from an operationd

perspective®®.

It is clear that the NES recognizes the potential for cost savings that would result from the use of telephone
interviewing. The NES has supported an extensive program of eva uation of telephone and RDD methodologies.
Krosnick and Ellis1999, Kraosnick, Green, and Ellis 2002, Wessdl, Rahn, and Rudol ph 2000, and Holbrook, Green,
and Krosnick 2002 are examples of thisextensive research. Furthermore, the Board of Overseers of the Nationa
Election Study commissoned an outstanding pand of researchers to report in 1999 on the “State of Scientific
Knowledge on the Advantages and Disadvantages of Telephone vs. Face-to-face Interviewing.” The 2000 NES
included alarge RDD component that should support continued andysis and quantification of telephone effects.

These studies provide resultsthat describe important differences between the tel ephone and face-to-face modes of
interviewing. The pand, “The Future of Information Collection (Mode Effects),” that will be leed by Roger
Tourangeau, will havethoroughly covered theseissues so they do not need to be repeated here. | would, however,

22| was previously the Associate Director for Decennial Censuses. In thisrole, | worked closely with many Census 2000 stakeholders
including those in the redistricting community. This resulted in some insights into the processes underlying the drawing of Congressional
Districts.

28 Occasionally acourt challenge will result in a congressiona district being redrawn during the period between censuses.

24 The CDC Racial and Ethnic Approachesto Community Health (REACH 2010) provides grantsto agenciesin specific communitiesaimed
at eliminating health disparities among racial and ethnic groups. NORC is engaged in conducting surveysto measure the effectiveness of these
programs. A dua frame methodology using both and RDD and list frame for telephone interviewing is used to provide community level
estimatesin acost effective manner. These methodological topicswill be presented at the upcoming Joint Statistical meetingsin San Francisco,
“Making Community Surveys Cost-Efficient,” organized by Rachel Harter of NORC.

25 The combination of list and RDD can provide greater cost savings than adesign solely based on RDD.
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submit for consideration an approach based on a multi-frame methodology that would incorporate the following
concepts:

(1) Desgnandimplement aface-to-faceinterviewing samplemuchlikethecurrent areaprobability design, however
with asmdler samplesize.

(2) Desgn and implement acombination of list and RDD sampling methodology based on congressiond didtricts
(or someocther geographic sratification directed specifically a measuring eectord behavior). Thisdesgnwouldaso
overlap the face-to-face design.

(3) Take advantage of the information in the overlapping portions of the telephone and face-to-face frames to
produce estimates for the telephone design that are enhanced from information in the face-to-face frame.

Thisgpproach could yield improved estimates from the tdlephone design. In addition, cost savings from telephone
use could be achieved while redizing some of the benefits from face-to-face interviewing.

Probability Sampling

Givenmy background andtraining a the U.S. CensusBureau, | cannot support sampling Srategiesthat donotinvolve
probability sampling. While there may be gainsin cost and steff efficiencies, such designs would not be robust to
unexpected eventsthat have occurred throughout the history of elections?®. A viabledternativeto anon-probability
gpproach would be a gtratified design concept, drawing more heavily on areas with greater perceived uncertainty.

Panel Designs

Thechoiceof pand designsdependson the measurement goalsof the survey. Panel designscertainly would provide
for causal andyss of changes in voter behavior over time and could be very useful in studying surprising eection
phenomena

There are saverd drawbacksto longitudina pand sampling strategies. Longitudind pand surveys have significant
risksin providing adequate cross sectiond andyss, particularly after they have beenin thefield for severd rounds.
In addition, longitudind designs can become increasingly more expensive to implement as locating and gaining
cooperation become more difficult over time.

Egtimation problems can be avoided by incluson of cross-sectiond samples as has been done in previous NES
rounds. However, costs will most likdly be larger than for a design that is entirely cross-sectionad. Codgts
cons derations can be addressed by increasing the degree to which telephoneinterviewing isused.?” However, this
givesriseto the issues associated with telephone vs. face-to-face interviewing. The considerations center around
whether the potential andlyses made possible by the use of the pane methodology would outweigh the associated
increase in costs and loss of precision in cross-sectiona analyses.

26 Tom Smith reminded me of the famous saying “ As Maine goes, so goes the Nation” which was subsequently revised to “ As Maine goes,
SO goes Vermont.”

27 For example, the majority of interviews for the 1979 cohort of the National Longitudinal Survey of Y outh are now being conducted by
telephone.
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Mode Effects

Roger Tourangeau

Joint Program in Survey Methodology, University of Maryland
Survey Research Center, University of Michigan

Different methods of data collection generdly vary in terms of three mgor sources of error—coverage,
nonresponse, and reporting error—and they canvary sharply incost aswel. (AsJohn Thompson' sdiscusson points
out, they can differ intheir levelsof sampling error, too. For example, given afixed sample Sze, an areaprobability
samplewill generdly yield higher levels of random sampling error than arandom-digit dia (RDD) sample, because
theareasamplewill bemorehighly clustered.) My brief discussonwill focuson thesethree sourcesof error insurvey
edimates. Different methodsof datacollection represent complex packagesof variables, andit’ ssometimesdifficult
to say what features of a given method are inherent to it and which areincidenta. A few years ago, most survey
researchers probably would have said that telephone interviewers were a necessary feature of telephone surveys,
but interactive voice response (IVR), in which a computer plays digitized recordings of the questions over the
telephone (amethod a so called tel ephone audio computer-assisted self-interviewing, or T-ACASI) hasdiminated
the need for telephone interviewers, at least when respondents can did into the system directly. I1t's necessary, as
aresult, to be clear about what part of the package is responsible for the difference between methods of data
collection.

Coverage

Thebiggest and most indiputabl e drawback to tel ephone surveysrdlativeto face-to-face surveysistheir exclusion
of householdswithout telephones. Estimates vary but roughly 5 or 6 percent of the U.S. household population has
no access to atelephone (Brick, Waksberg, Kulp, and Starer, 1995; Thornberry and Massey, 1988), and it is
probably the case that effective coverageis declining somewhat, aslarger numbers of persons have access only to
cdl phones. (While such people can, in principle, be reached by telephone, as a practical matter, they would be
excluded by design from dmos dl telephone surveys done in the United States.) The coverage error from the
omission of households without telephonesis compounded in two ways.

Firgt, themost efficient method of drawing telephone samplesislist-assi sted sampling, which hasgradualy displaced
earlier methods of RDD sampling. In aligt-asssted sample of the household population, a sample of “banks’ is
selected from among the possible sets of active banksin the U.S. (A bank isthe set of 100 potentia telephone
numbersthat share an areacode and afive-digit prefix; for example, the numbersfrom 301 314-7900to 301 314-
7999 make up onebank.) Typicaly, samplingisrestricted to banksthat include at least oneresdentid listing. This
method yields a smple random sample of households and sharply reduces the proportion of non-working and
business numbersin the sample (from 75 or 80 percent to 40 or 45 percent; see Brick et d., 1995). At the same
time, it excludes another 3 to 4 percent of the household population, whose tel ephone numbersfal in“zero” banks.
These banks seem to be newly opened banks that do not yet include any listed residentia telephone numbers;
accordingly, they contain a high proportion of people who have moved recently. Brick and his colleagues
demondtrate that the added exclusions don’t have much impact on most survey estimates (except on estimates of
residentid mohbility).

The other coverage problem involves missng persons within households that are reached.  Within-household
undercoverageisaproblem for face-to-face surveys, too, but the problemis probably worsefor tel ephone surveys
(Maklan and Waksberg, 1988). Some telephone surveys use the same method for sampling within household as
most face-to-face surveys do; they ask respondents to list everyone who lives at the sample residence and then
randomly select someone from thisroster of digible persons. Itiswiddy bdieved that therosters areless accurate
in telephone than in face-to-face surveys and that the need to enumerate the household can increase nonresponse
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in telephone surveys. Asaresult, many telephone surveys use other, more error-prone methods to select asingle
respondent. (For example, the interviewer may ask to gpeak to the person with the most recent birthday.)

Onthewhole, then, coverageislikely to be considerably worsein telephonethan in face-to-face surveys. Thismay
seemlikean inherent problem (How can one do telephoneinterviewswith peoplewho don’t havetel ephones?), but
at least one survey—the National Survey of American Families done by the Urban Ingtitute—has provided cell
phonesto personsin nontel ephone householdsto improve coverage. That survey focuses on theimpact of welfare
reform, and it wouldn’ t make senseto | eave out nontel ephone househol ds; incomeisthe mgor variable determining
accessto atelephone (Thornberry and Massey, 1988). Depending on the exact amsof the study, however, these
coverage problems may not introduce
dramatic biases. For example, as a

Signed Error by Response percentage of likely voters, the omis
. . sons from telephone surveys may be
Rate for Sample Voting Site relatively small.
Nonresponse

100
80

Nonresponse, especialy nonresponse
due to refusal to take part in surveys,

607 seems to be rising for household sur-

407 T veys dl over the developed world

207 T r o & g et & G (Grovesand Couper, 1998; deLeeuw

_ 0 and de Heer, 2001). With some Fed-
g -201 erd surveys in the United States, the
% -40- problem of risng nonresponse ratesis
5 -60] somewhat masked, since the surveys
- meke an increased number of cal-
-100 _ _ _ _ backs and, as a result, fewer sample
0.0 2 4 6 8 10 cases are never contacted. Even in
Response Rates (Merkle and Edelman, 2002) thesesurveys, thOLIgh, therefusa rates

appear to be risng (see, for example,

Atrodtic, Bates, Burt, and Silbergtein,
2001). Moreover, to combat thetrend, more surveys offer incentivesfor participation. (Theonebright spot inthis
gloomy picture gppears to be Census 2000, which achieved a higher-than-expected malil return rate and alower-
than-expected rate of undercoverage.)

Theserigng rates of nonresponse are affecting both tel ephone and in-person surveys, but the problem isworse for
telephone surveys. Currently, few telephone surveys achieve response rates higher than 60 percent. Most
researchers atribute this declining cooperation to the ondaught of telemarketing, but I’'m unaware of any hard
empirical evidencefor this. Pand attrition—Iosses dueto nonresponsein the second or later wavesof alongitudina
surveys—compound theeffectsof nonresponseinthefirst wave, epecidly in surveysthat makeno atempt toinclude
initid nonrespondentsin later rounds.

The only good newsisthat several studies suggest that rising nonresponse rates don't necessarily imply increased
nonresponse error. The magnitude of the nonresponse bias in amean or proportion depends on both the rate of
nonresponse and the difference between respondents and nonrespondents:

Bias=p,(Y - Y)

inwhich p, isthe nonresponse rate, Y; isthe mean for the respondents, and Y, , the mean for the nonrespondents.
The bias formulais more complicated for andytic atitics, like subgroup differences or regression coefficients.
Three recent sudies, one with arandomized experimenta design, show that sometimesthere is little relationship
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between nonresponse rates and nonresponse error (Curtin, Presser, and Singer, 2000; Keeter, Miller, Kohut,
Groves, and Presser, 2000; Merkle and Edelman, 2002). Although each of these sudies hasits limitations, taken
together, they present astrong case that larger nonresponse rates don't necessary signal larger biases. The study
by Keeter and hiscolleagues used arandomized experiment that varied thelength of thefield period and the number
of cdlbacks in atelephone survey; the two experimental groups differed markedly in response rates (60.6 versus
36.0 percent), but only 14 of 91 vari-

ables showed dgnificant subgantive

differences and most of these were Drug Reporting

quitesmdl. Merkleand Eddmentracked
responseratesand overdl error inexit
polls a sample precincts across four
elections. Theresults(displayedinthe 254
figure below) indicate virtudly a zero
correlaion between the two. They 20 1
argue that the factors that produce
nonresponse in exit polls (eg., the @ 157 ¢
interviewerswerenot allowed near the Cimoes
entrance to the polls) are completely 107 ’
unrelated to the variables of interest.

---m--- Schober et al. Marijuana
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---a... Turner, Lessler, & Devore Marijuana
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Curtinand hiscolleagueslooked at the 00 . . .
Index of Consumer Sentiment fromthe Month Year Lifetime

Universty of Michigan's Survey of

Consumer Attitudes, a nationd tele-

phonestudy. Using detailed call record

data, they were able to amulate the

impact of ending effortstointerview sample casesafter, say, 5or 10 calbacks. Again, thereweresmdl effectsfrom
these large (Smulated) changes in the data collection protocol on theindex or in changesin the index from quarter
to quarter. These results do not indicate that nonresponse is never a problem, but they do suggest that, when the
variablesof interest are unrelated to thefactorsthat produce nonresponse (asintheexit polls), faling responserates
may not be amgjor source of worry.

Reporting Differences

There aretwo classic studiesthat compare telephone and face-to-face interviews. Thefirst, by Grovesand Kahn
(1979), compared responsesto aset of items administered to national samplesby both modes. Although therewas
asubgtantia difference in response rates (favoring the face-to-face sample), there were rdlatively few differences
intheestimatesfromthesurveys. Thebiggest differenceinvolved thelength of responsesto open-ended questions—
respondents to the face-to-face interview were likely to give longer answers than telephone respondents. This
suggedts that the face-to-face interviews may be conducted at a dower pace or foster greater motivation in the
respondents. The second study (Groves, Miller, and Cannell, 1987) involved hedth questionsand found somewhat
greater reporting of health events (illnesses, hospitaizations, and doctor visits) in the telephone than in the face-to-
faceinterviews. In generd, the differences between telephone and face-to-faceinterviews were seen assmadl, and
these two studies help legitimate tel ephone surveysin the United States. A subsequent meta-analysisby de Leeuw
and van der Zouwen (1988) buttressed the claim that there were few magor differences between the data collected
under the two modes.

Subsequent mode research hasfocused on other issues, such asthe gainsin reporting from self-administration.
These appear to be far more dramatic than the differences between telephone and face-to-face interviews. For
example, thefigureshowsresultsfrom two smilar sudiesthat examined theimpact of salf-administration onreporting
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of illicit drug use (Schober, Caces, Pergamit, and Branden, 1992, and Turner, Lesder, and Devore, 1992). The
graph displaystheratio between the proportion of respondents admitting they used illicit drugs when the questions
were salf-administered and when they were administered by an interviewer. The dashed lines show the resultsfor
reported marijuanause; thesolid linesshow theresultsfor cocaineuse. For both drugs, self-administrationincreases
reporting; thedifferencesare quite dramatic—for example, asmuch asatwo-foldincrease—for recent time periods.

Given the leves of misreporting about voting among nonvoters (Belli, Traugott, and Beckman, 2001), some
form of sdf-adminigtration may be helpful in dection sudies. A number of nationa surveys have adopted audio
computer-asssted sef-interviewing (ACAS) to collect information ontopicslike aortion andillicit drug use. With
ACAS, theinterviewer turnsthe computer around and let’ s the respondent enter hisor her answers. A recording
of the question is played to the respondent over head phones. Severa studies have shown this to be an effective
method for diciting sendtiveinformation. Itstelephone counterpart, IVR, aso seemsto produce improvements of
the reporting of sengtive information (see, for example, Tourangeau, Miller, and Wilson, 2002).

Two more recent studies have cdled into question the conventional wisdom that telephone interviews don't
produce markedly different results from face-to-face interviews. The firg is a mode comparison involving the
Eurobarometer, agenera purpose attitude survey sponsored by the European Union. That study finds systematic
differencesin responsesto scaeitemsabout avariety of politica issues(Sarisand Kaase, in press). Inmany cases,
however, the differences involve reatively minor discrepancies in the use of the rating scaes that could reflect
differencesbetween tel ephone and face-to-faceinterviewsin response order effects (Krosnick, 1991). Thesecond
sudy by Green, Krosnick, and Holbrook (in press) finds reduced reporting of senstive information over the
telephone relative to face-to-face interviews and more evidence that respondents take various shortcuts to get
through theinterview with minimd effort (for example, by selecting the same response category over and over). As
that paper concludes, “ The book isfar from closed on the relation of interview modeto dataqudity.” A variety of
evidence suggeststhat when the tel ephone produces data different from face-to-face interviews, the dataare likely
to be worsein various ways.
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APPENDIX B: 1999 Recompetition Notice

A Letter to Political Science Colleagues from The Political Science Program at
the National Science Foundation,
February 1, 2000

Dear Colleague:

Thisletter providesinformation about two opportunitiesin the Political Science Program at theNationa Science

Foundation. These opportunities are a recompetition of The American Nationd Election Studies (ANES) and
continuing investment in Political Science research infrastructure.

A recompetition of The American National Election Studies

At its meeting on November 13, 1997, the National Science Board of the Nationd Science Foundation

approved a Resol ution Concerning Competition, Recompetition and Renewal of NSF Awards (NSB 97-224). In
the Resolution, the Board:

» “(a)ffirms its strong support for the principle that expiring awards are to be recompeted unlessit isjudged to be
inthebest interest of U.S. science and engineering not to do so. Thisposition isbased on the conviction that peer-
reviewed competition and recompetition is the process most likely to assure the best use of NSF funds for

supporting research and education.

* And (r)equests that the Director, NSF, take such steps necessary to ensure that NSF practices embody this
principle.”

TheNSB Resolution, together with the support provided tothe ANESby the Political Science Program since 1977,
theend of thecurrent ANESawardin FY 2002, and the scientific and infrastructural progressand needsof Politica
Science, are the bases for conducting a recompetition of The American Nationd Election Studies.

« The Political Science Program expects to make one award to the most meritorious proposal to conduct The
American Nationa Election Studies. The award will be used for primary data collection that will advance the
quality of scientific inquiry and knowledge about election campaigns, electora choice, election outcomes, and
citizen engagement in the United States. The maximum amount of the award is $2,000,000 to cover al or part of
the costs of conducting the ANES. The annual amount of the award is expected to be $500,000; the duration of
the award will be four years. The expected start date and expiration date are January, 2002 and January, 2006.

Scholar-investigatorswho possessthetheoretical, methodol ogical, measurement, and administrative skills, aswell
asthe necessary resources, to undertake an important, large-scale, data-collection project on election campaigns,
electora choice, eection outcomes, and citizen engagement in the United States are invited to submit proposals.

The Project Description section of the recompetition proposal must not exceed NSF sstandard length of 15 pages.
Inthe Description, proposalsmust makethe casefor how their designs offer ajudicious combination of continuity
and innovationin theory, methodol ogy, measurement, and administration. Proposalsa so must discuss how their
designs and resulting data collection will enable the testing of alternative theoretical perspectives. Proposals
further must include asignificant role for the user community. Appendiceswill not be authorized. Proposals
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may refer to supplementary materials, such as questions, competitive survey cost estimates, pretest and pilot
survey results, and other directly relevant information, posted on investigators publicly available websites.
Reviewers will be asked to safeguard their anonymity when accessing these websites.

» ANES recompetition proposals also are expected to meet the relevant submission criteria and minimum budget
request of $500,000 per year of the Enhancing Infrastructure for The Social and Behavioral Sciences
Competitioninthe Divisionsof Social and Economic Sciences, and Behaviora and Cognitive Sciences, at NSF.
ANES recompetition proposalswill bereviewed inthe Program and in this Competition. An ANES recompetition
proposal which receivesthe most favorable reviewsin the Program isligible for the Program support discussed
above; if thesame proposa containssignificant innovationsand receiveshighly favorablereviewsinthe Enhancing
Infrastructure Competition, then it also is digible for additiona support from this Competition. Details about the
Enhancing Infrastructure Competition will be posted on the NSF website.

* ANES recompetition proposals must be submitted through NSF' s FastLane. The target date for submission of
recompetition proposalsisAugust 1, 2000. Thisdateistwo weeksearlier thanthetarget datefor proposalsbeing
submitted to the Political Science Program during its regular summer cycle. However, the ANES recompetition
target date is synchronized with the Enhancing Infrastructure Competition target date.

« Contingent onthe outcome of the ANES recompetition and the avail ability of funds, the Political Science Program
will conduct another recompetition in four years.

Continuing investment in Political Science research infrastructure

NSF s long-standing commitment to building the country’s scientific infrastructure, the Program’s ongoing
effortsat advancing basic scientific researchin Political Science, and recent professional discussions about the state
of science and the progress of research in the discipline are the basesfor continuing Program investment in Political
Science research infrastructure.

» ThePolitical Science Program may make up tothreeawar ds to thethree most meritorious proposal sthat promise
to advance the basic research resources and knowledge-generating capacity for awidespread user community
in Political Science. An award may be used for data collection costs, web-based archiving, library and
dissemination facilities; collaborative investigations; methodological improvements; research and education
centers; or acombination of al or someof these. Themaximum amount of each oneof thethreeawardsisexpected
to be $750,000; the annual amount of an award may vary; the duration of an award isone, two, three, or four years.
The expected start date is January, 2002; the expected expiration date is not earlier than January, 2003 or later
than January, 2006.

» Scholar-investigators who have the requisite skills and resources to conduct large-scale scientific projects are
invited to submit proposdls.

» TheProject Description section of the Political Science research infrastructure proposal must not exceed NSF's
standard length of 15 pages. Proposas may involve any fidd, severa fields, or the entire discipline of Political
Science. They may focus on Political Science only or have an inter/multi-disciplinary component. They may be
thematic in terms of an important development or problem. Proposals must make the case for how their projects
will improve the basi c research resources and knowledge-generating capacity for awidespread user community.
In particular, proposals are expected to discuss how their projectswill advance the anaytical and methodological



American Electoral Behavior Workshop

skillsof studentsor early, mid- or later-career scholarsand, thus, assist them in meeting the research expectations
and scientific demandsof thefuture. Appendiceswill not beauthorized. Proposalsmay refer to supplementary
materials posted on investigators publicly available websites. Reviewers will be asked to safeguard their
anonymity when accessing these websites.

« Political Scienceresearch infrastructure proposals must be submitted through NSF s FastLane. Thetarget date
for submission of these proposalsis January 15, 2001. Thisdate isthe same as that for other proposals being
submitted to the Political Science Program during its regular winter cycle.

« Contingent on the outcome of the Political Scienceresearchinfrastructure opportunity, and theavailability of funds,
the Political Science Program may offer another three-award opportunity in four years.

For Both Opportunities

* Proposals submitted to the ANES recompetition are not eligible for submission to the Political Science research
infrastructure opportunity, and vice-versa.

 Sitevidgtsinvolving the most meritorious proposals may be conducted, as appropriate. These visitswill be made
by Political Science Program Directors and expert others prior to recommendations of awards.

* All proposals must describe the nature and scope of the user community, as well as how and when their project
resultswill be distributed publicly. All data must be deposited in an accessible archive. Results are expected to
be provided on alow- or no-cost basisand, in accordance with Division policy, not later than one year after award
expiration. Investigators will not have firt right of publication.

 All proposa smustincludeaplanfor efficient, effective, and responsible project management and for fair, inclusive,
and open personnel selection.

« All proposals must document that their costs are commensurate with their activities and objectives. A proposal
also must discuss how its project will continue, if appropriate, when Political Science Program support ends.
Proposas may include a plan for the generation of other matching funds.

Questions should be addressed to Dr. Frank Scioli or Dr. Marianne Stewart, Political Science Program Directors,
National Science Foundation. E-Mail: fscioli@nsf.gov; mstewart@nsf.gov. Phone: (703) 306-1761.

87



American Electoral Behavior Workshop

APPENDIX C: Workshop Discussion Points

. Overview: The Current State of National Election Studies
Discussion Leader(s): Nancy Burnsand Donald Kinder, John Mark Hansen
a. The American Nationd Election Studies

1. Information Collection

2. Sampling (methodologica issues/cost)

3. Subgtantive Contributions

4. Governance and Accountability (including Program v. Process concern)
5. Continuity v. Innovation

Discussion Leader(s): Andre Blais, Harold Clarke, lan MacAllister, Richard Sinnott

b. Cross Nationad Comparisons
1. Information Collection
2. Sampling (methodoligica issues/'cost)
3. Subgtantive Contributions
4. Governance and Accountability (including Program v. Process concern)
5. Continuity v. Innovation
II. Future Substantive Concerns
Discussion Leader(s): Chris Achen, Kathleen McGraw, and Diana Mutz
a. ANES and the Socid (and Cognitive) Psychologica Literature

b. ANES and the Rationd Choice and Behaviord Economic Literature
(Bayesan/Spatid Modeling Inclusive)

c. Adjudicating the predictive differences between Economics and Psychology
d. Networksand Socid Interaction

[11. The Future of Information Collection (M ode Effects)

Discussion Leader(s): Roger Tourangeau
a Faceto Face

b. Teephone Interviewing
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1. Effect of Cdl Phones-Telemarketing
2. Cdlbacks
3. Comparahility to Face to Face (“flashcards’)

c. Non-response Issues

1. Faceto Face

2. Teephone Interviewing
3. Pand (i.e,, PSID)

4, Census

V. Future Design Recommendations
Discussion Leader(s): Henry Brady and Rob Santos
a Order/Wording Effects
b. Incorporating Cognitive Psychology/Economics Into Survey Design
c. Time Series Studies
d. Continuous Monitoring Studies
e. State-based samples (mid-term)
V. Futurelssuesin Sampling: Methodological/Cost
Discussion Leader(s): John Thompson
a “cugse”
b. RDD

C. Probability Sampling
d. Panel (PSID-type)
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