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cDo polls using mixed mode perform
differently and better than other polls?
cOn average?
c In trends?

cAnalysis:
cEstimates of trends: local regression
cStatistical validation: multilevel analysis

cIn-depth focus on poll performance: last 10
days
cMixed modes and new sampling sources

cA revised model.
cConclusion

Outline
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cModes of administration may differ 
cBecause of the social context in which surveys are

conducted
cBecause of the sampling frame or source that differ

according to modes.
cDurand & Johnson (2021) conclude to an impact of

mode that varies with election, not always in the
same direction.
c In 15 elections and referendums, in 4 countries.

cClinton et al.  (2021) AAPOR Task Force... conclude
to the absence of substantial mode effects while...

cSilver (2021) concludes that “The best polls... use a
various and sundry mix of methods (online, IVR, text
messaging)”.

Modes and estimates
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cBefore the election:
cMcKinney, Azem & Smith (2020) focus on Spiral of silence &

Granite State polls;
cDropp & al.  (2020) focus on Shy Trump (Morning Consult). 

cAfter the election:
cCohn (2020) focus on Siena Polls; hypothesizes that turnout

of different groups is badly estimated. 
cKeeter et al.  (2020). Weighting for 2016 vote recall did not

work.
cSmalley & Wolfe (2021) do not include IVR polls; 
cShino, Martinez & Binder (2022) experiment using dual-

mode in Florida. Survey mode significant.
cGuzman Castillo & al.  (2020). Summary of multiple post-

mortem.

Literature on the 2020 US
election polls
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c222 polls conducted from September 1st
2020 to election day, by 51 pollsters.

  
c

c

c

c

c

c

cAverage of 4.3 polls by pollster
cWeb Opt-in pollsters: 5.0
cLive phone pollsters: 2.5
c IVR pollsters: 5.5

Data
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cPolls:
c Period when the poll was conducted
c No. days in the field
c Margin of error/ credibility interval 
c Use of a likely voter model

cPollsters:
cNo. Surveys conducted during the campaign -

pollster experience
cUse of Mixed mode
cUse of Web Opt-in Panel as main mode.
c538 pollster ratings, average error and expected

error 

Methodological features of
polls & pollsters
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cDependent variable: At the national level
Difference bw Estimates and Election results:
Biden/(Biden+Trump)

c1. Visualize the trends according to use of mixed
mode: local regression

c2. Validate differences between trends statistically:
multilevel analysis with polls nested within pollsters
cControlling for relevant methodological features
c At the poll level
c At the pollster level

c3. More in-depth: the last 10 days.
c4. Revised model: multilevel analysis

Analysis
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Are trends similar according to mixe
mode use?

No
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Explaining variance between polls
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cModel 0 without predictors:
c55% of the variance in polls occurs between

pollsters.
cTime components -- linear, quadratic & cubic -

-explains are all significant.  They explain 
c15% of the between poll variance 

cNone of the other predictors at the poll or
pollster level is significant.
cNo. days poll was in  the field (marginally sig.),

MOE, likely voter)
cNo. polls conducted, Mixed, Web Opt-in

Results
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cA) The impact of mixed mode use on the time
components
c Is significant for the quadratic trend
cCompared with the model with time components only,
c explained variance at the poll level: 6% 

cB) Parsimonious model
cOnly the impact of the use of mixed mode on the

quadratic trend is kept in the model
c Explained variance at poll level: 5% 

cNo significant difference bw models B and C.

Final Model
Adding interaction between use of mixed mode and

time components 
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cMultilevel analysis, controlling for the
dependency of polls on pollsters...

c... Confirms that the main difference between
polls using mixed mode and other polls is:

c... A different estimation of change over time:
cAlmost no change during the campaign for non

mixed polls
cA quadratic trend -- support for Biden increases

until mid-campaign and then decreases -- for polls
using mixed mode .

cWhich can be visualized by the following
graph.

Which means
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Error in support for Biden according
to the use of mixed mode

Last
10
days
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Focus on the last 10 days

cAmong the 46 poll estimates,
c30 are within the MOE of end results, 8 (27%) of

them are mixed mode
cOf the 13 estimates within 1 point difference of

the end results, half (6) are mixed mode.
cOne estimate outside the MOE is mixed mode
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Last 10 days: within MOE &
within 1 point of final results

c6 are mixed mode, all of IVR & live phone
cAmong web polls, 3 are mixed mode and

half do not use a Web Opt-in panel.
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Last 10 days: within MOE but more
than 1 point diff.  of final results

c2 are mixed mode, all IVR polls
cAmong web & live phone, none are mixed mode, one use

RDE (Random Device Engagement) or similar sampling, 3
multiple sources, 2 weight by voter recall 
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Last 10 days: outside MOE 

c1 live phone poll is mixed mode
cMost web polls use Web opt-in panels as their

unique mode; most adjust using voter recall. 
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This leads to a revised model
cThe best model

(difference in
deviance of 13,2
with 3 df with
parsimonious) is a
model adding:
cAbsence of use of

Web Opt-in as
main mode on
estimates.

cExplained
variance:
c12% at poll level.
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Support for Biden according to the
use of mixed mode and of Web Opt-in

Mixed mode always performs best, even
more when no use of Web Opt-in panels

Mixed
mode

Not
Mixed
mode
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cThe small number of 51 pollsters limits the
possibilities of analysis.

cIt is quite difficult in many cases to find all
the relevant methodological information.

cPollsters use all kinds of “modelling” and
weighting strategies that we don’t know of
and that may impact their performance, for
instance,...
cRelated to turnout in different groups:
c White non college-educated
c Blacks and Latinos,
c Defined by partisan id.

Limitations

© Claire Durand, 05/31/2022, 20



cTwo-thirds of the poll estimates of the last 10
days (30/46, 65%) were within MOE.

cMixed mode polls trace a different trend of
support and lead to a better forecast of the end
results.

cAmong the best performing polls, new
practices in sampling or weighting have
appeared in Web polls: 
cMultiple sampling sources, Random Device

Engagement (RDE), Use of propensity scores,...
cWe will need to examine these practices

closely to understand why they tend to perform
better.

Conclusion
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Recommendation to AAPOR,
and other interested parties...

- Propose a task force to look into new ways of
collecting samples in web surveys

- Work with media and pollsters to agree on a
“template” for methodological reporting

suggesting
 - which methodological information should be

provided and 
- how to present it to the public 

- In order to better inform the public and 
- allow for a much easier monitoring and analysis of

methodological innovation
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