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MEXICO PANEL STUDY 2005-2006
METHODOLOGICAL REPORT

The Mexico Panel study 2005-2006 is co-sponsored by Grupo Reforma and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) with a National Science Foundation (NSF) grant number SES-0517971. The study design is a joint work between the academic group coordinated by Chappell Lawson at MIT and the research department at Grupo Reforma. The survey was implemented by the research department at Grupo Reforma.

The panel study was designed to undertake three waves of interviews between 2005 and 2006, with two prior to the presidential elections of July 2nd and one after that date. This methodological report describes some technical aspects of the study throughout the three waves of interviews, such as sample design, fieldwork, response rates and supervision.

I. Sample design

For the first survey, the sample design was organized in the following way: the population of the sample is Mexicans who comply with age voting requisites for the presidential elections in 2006. That is to say, all people who were 18 years old or older by July 2nd of that year. That means that some people interviewed during the first wave who may have been 17 years old but had turned 18 before the Election Day would be included in the sample.
The Panel employs three samples: a national sample, an oversample for Mexico City, and an oversample for villages in rural areas located in the states of Chiapas, Jalisco and Oaxaca. 
Interviews were all in-person, face-to-face, in the place of residence of the selected individuals.
Sample selection
For all three populations, in the first wave a probabilistic sample was applied with multiple-stage selection that included: a) survey points, b) selected households, and c) selected people to be interviewed. In subsequent waves, as many as those who had been interviewed in the first wave were re-contacted as possible.
First Stage: Selection of survey points
In the sample with national representativeness, 80 points were selected distributed among 67 municipalities and 6 delegations of 30 (out of 32) federal entities of the country. As a sample framework, the list of electoral precincts defined by Federal Electoral Institute (IFE) for our time period was utilized. Electoral precincts are a reliable sample unit, since they cover 95 percent of Mexicans with voting age across the country, which is the target population of the poll.  
The 63,809 IFE precincts are stratified by type (urban, rural, or mixed). Precincts are numerically ordered for each strata according to the size of its nominal list of electors, and 80 precincts were randomly chosen systematically with a top k-selection query. Thus, each precinct has a probability of being selected that is proportional to its size within each strata. 
Twenty five electoral precincts or polling points were randomly chosen for the oversample in Mexico City, which were distributed among 14 of the 16 boroughs. Elections for mayor were held on the same day as national elections on July 2nd 2006.
For the oversample of rural areas, 15 polling points were randomly selected, among which 7 correspond to Chiapas, 4 to Jalisco, and 4 to Oaxaca. The reason to include Chiapas and Jalisco in the rural oversample is that gubernatorial elections were held in those districts in 2006; also in Oaxaca and Chiapas a high percentage of the population is of indigenous ethnicity.

In total, 120 polling points were selected. During the first wave, 20 interviews where conducted at each polling point, totaling 2,400 interviews.
In the following two waves, re-contact was sought with the 2,4000 polled individuals, to which end each of the 120 polling points were visited again.

The total interviews realized in each polling wave is summarized in the following table.

TABLE 1: Interviews held in each wave
	Sample
	Wave 1
	Wave 2
	Wave 3

	National
	1,600
	1,177
	1,067

	DF
	500
	359
	316

	Rural (Oax., Chis., Jal.)
	300
	240
	211

	Total 
	2,400
	1,776
	1,594


With a confidence level of 95%, the theoretical margins of error for each sample design are shown in the following table.

TABLE 2: Margin of error for each sample and wave
	Sample
	Wave 1
	 Wave 2
	 Wave 3

	                         National 
	 +/-2.5%
	+/-2.9% 
	+/-3.0% 

	                         DF  
	4.4
	5.2
	5.5

	                  Rural          (Oaxaca,Chiapas, Jalisco) 
	5.7
	6.3
	6.8

	                         Total 
	2
	2.3
	2.5


Second Stage: Household selection

The second stage of polling in the first wave consists of the same sampling of households where the questionnaire was applied. This stage started once the interviewers arrived to the polling points, defined by the addresses where, for each electoral precinct, polling stations are to be elected during the ballots date. The selection of household is systematically random, with an interval that depends on the number of houses per block and the characteristics of the neighborhood.

From the exact address of each polling station, each interviewer followed a spiral route beginning with the northwestern extreme of each block. He or she systematically selected each household. The interviewer then proceeded to poll the originally selected and neighboring blocks in a clockwise direction.
In cases where households are part of apartment buildings or condominiums, each unit is counted as a block and a selection interval was also applied to the interior of each building. Industrial and commercial zones are not included in the route of interviewers. In rural areas, the route depended on the characteristics of each village; regardless, a selection interval was used.
As mentioned above, in subsequent waves interviewers returned to the same homes where responses were first obtained.

Third stage: Selection of respondents
The third stage of the wave deals with the selection of individuals within each household. Only one person was interviewed in each selected household. In each polling point, the interviewer made sure that all 20 interviews complied with random distribution requisites for gender and age as they were previously defined according to the electoral census data provided by Federal Electoral Institute (IFE). 
The quota selection was fully employed in every polling point for the national sample, and in half the polling points for the Mexico City and rural oversamples (100 points in total). For the other half of the oversamples, the selection of the interviewed was random (20 points). The goal here was to empirically test different sampling techniques.
Random selection was done through the criteria of the last birthday; that is, people were chosen based on who among dwellers in a given household had the most recent birthday at the time of the interview. If that person was not present, another visit was scheduled to contact him or her. Because of the long duration (two weeks) of the first wave fieldwork, interviewers were instructed to accept only one re-schedule. (See below the criteria established for respondent substitution and response rates).
The following chart shows the gender and age distribution of polled individuals for each sample. The quota selection guarantees that the distribution be adequate with respect to the population size, whereas randomness produces a bias towards females, especially in rural areas.

Table 3. Sample distribution (percentage)



NATIONAL

MEXICO CITY
RURAL

	 Gender
	IFE
	By Quotas
	Random
	By Quotas
	Random
	By Quotas
	Random

	Male
	48.16
	        49.6
	    --
	        49.9
	       44.6
	48.8
	32.9

	Female
	51.84
	50.4
	    --
	50.1
	55.4
	51.3
	67.1

	Age group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 18 to  29
	30.78
	30.1
	    --
	30.6
	25.4
	30.2
	26.6

	 30 to 49
	43.81
	42.8
	    --
	42.9
	49.6
	42.5
	39.6

	50 or more
	25.41
	27.1
	    --
	26.4
	25
	27.3
	33.8


In each household, only one adult was interviewed. It was necessary that the person polled actually resided in the selected home. None of the interviews was held in the street nor in nearby stores, unless this coincided with the person’s home and he or she accepted to be interviewed there.

In cases where the household was not easily accessible, the selected person declined or suspended the interview, or he or she could not be contacted, the interviewer replaced the household of the missing respondent with a different one, which was randomly selected.

For the second and third waves, the interviewers had a detailed description for each household and person that had participated in the first wave. In addition, interviewers had maps that marked the followed routes for the first wave. This same map was followed in order to make sure that the right persons in the right homes would be re-contacted.

II. Fieldwork
As it was mentioned, fieldwork was divided in three waves. The polling dates as well as the number of interviewers and supervisors that were part of the project are detailed in the following table.
TABLE 4. Polling dates and number of interviewers and supervisors

	Period
	Date
	Interviewers
	Supervisors

	Wave 1
	October 2005 (From 7th to 10th and 15th to 18th)
	91
	29

	Wave 2
	May 2006 (From 3rd to 16th)
	94
	30

	Wave 3
	July 2006 (From 15th to 30th)
	99
	31


During all three waves of polling, three coordinators organized the fieldwork. All personnel involved in fieldwork were part of the research department of Grupo Reforma.
Before each polling date, interviewers and supervisors were trained with the goal of standardizing sampling methodologies for the first wave and re-contacting criteria for the second and third waves. A pilot study was conducted prior to the first wave to test the questionnaire and identify potential problems of operationalization. The study was held on September 17th and 18th 2005 with 90 adult people in seven different sampling points: one in Coahuila, one in the Federal District, one in the state of Mexico, one in Hidalgo, two in Jalisco and one in Nuevo León. Of these, five points correspond to urban areas and two to rural areas.
One of the primordial characteristics of the study is the utilization of ballot tickets to register voter intentions. In each wave, questions about preferred candidates and motives were asked for the positions of president, representatives, senators, mayor (for Mexico City) and governor (for the districts of Guanajuato, Jalisco, and Morelos). Ballot tickets were employed with the party symbols and, where appropriate, the name of the candidates. Interviewers would ask each person being interviewed to mark his or her response in the ballot ticket and deposit it in a bag without the interviewer having access to it. This way the confidentiality of the vote was maintained.
Polling dates for the first wave coincided with the aftermath of hurricane Stan that had affected some regions in the Southeast of the country. For this reason, 4 original polling points of Chiapas were replaced, and the same happened with  one in the national sample and 3 in the rural oversample. Substitute sites were randomly selected, while preserving the social and economic features of the original polling points.

For the first wave, fieldwork was divided in three steps. In the first, the interviewer identified all household that were randomly selected and only in those contact was established to hold interviews. In the second step, the interviewer came back to the original households in which for some reason he or she was unable to obtain a response –except in those cases in which rejection to participate was explicit. In the third step, the interviewer substituted randomly selected households for the original ones in which the interviews were not held. 
Also, during the first wave, the interviewer took notes on a logbook describing the characteristics of the interviewees’ dwellings and other particular signs of the neighborhood. This facilitated subsequent encounters in Waves 2 and 3, when fieldwork was based on the logbook. 
In addition to the questionnaire, interviewers registered components of the response rate (no-contacts, rejections, etc.) on a separate sheet. In wave 1, of 2,400 interviews, 46 percent (1,106 cases) corresponds to the original sample of people who were contacted on the first visit, 10 percent (230 cases) correspond to people contacted on the second visit, and 44 percent belong to persons who acted as substitutes (1,064 cases). These proportions do not exactly correspond to the response rate because cases of attempted replacement, whose procedures are described below, are not considered.
III. Response rate
In order to calculate the response rate during the first wave, the most rigorous criteria established by the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) was applied. Its guidelines offer definitions as to how to identify and measure distinct elements that constitute no-responses (see document “Standard Definitions: final dispositions of case codes and outcome rates for surveys” at www.aappor.org). The response rate for the first wave was 38 percent, based on the components described in Table 5.
TABLE 5. Response rate for wave 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Wave 1

	Effective interviews (A)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2,400

	Eligible persons not interviewed (B)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rejections
	 
	 
	 
	 
	700

	Suspended interviews
	 
	 
	 
	 
	51

	No contacts: eligible person was not available
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,117

	Unknown Eligibility (C ) 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Household rejection
	 
	 
	 
	 
	888

	Household not accessible
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,865

	Non eligible persons (D)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Person does not correspond to quota
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1067

	Hotels, foreigners
	 
	 
	 
	 
	407


Calculations were based on the following equations:

Response rate = (A) / (A + B) + e (C)

Where e = (A+B) / (A+B+D)

According to the registry, 69 percent of people who declined to participate in the study for Wave 1 declared they lacked the time or were involved in other activities, 21 percent argued they were not interested in the project, and 3 percent declined to participate for security reasons or lack of confidence. 7 percent gave no reasons for their attitude.
For the first wave, demographic characteristics of eligible people that rejected to participate in the interview or suspended it before the end are described in Table 6.

TABLE 6. Demographic characteristics for Wave 1 rejections (percentage)
	Age
	Male
	Female
	Total

	 17 to 29 years old 
	9
	8
	17

	 30 to 49 years old 
	17
	31
	48

	 50 years old or more 
	14
	21
	35

	 Total 
	41
	59
	100


For the second and third waves, re-contact rates were 74 and 67 percent respectively. The remaining no-contact percentages are described in table 7.

TABLE 7. Re-contact and no contact in waves 2 and 3

	
	
	

	 
	Wave2
	Wave3

	 Attempted interviews 
	2,400
	2,400

	Re-contact
	
	

	 Effective 
	1,770
	1,594

	Suspended
	6
	0

	 Total 
	1,776
	1,594

	No contact
	
	

	 No response 
	46
	48

	Interviewee unavailable
	187
	168

	 Permanent reasons (deceased, moved away) 
	236
	348

	Rejection
	140
	239

	 Files excluded for inconsistency 
	15
	3

	Total
	624
	806


For the second and third waves, demographic characteristics of people who could not be interviewed are described in tables 8 and 9.
TABLE 8. Demographic characteristics of rejections in wave 2 (percentage)
	Age
	Male
	Female
	Total

	 17 to 29 years old 
	18
	18
	36

	 30 to 49 years old 
	26
	16
	42

	 50 years old or more 
	10
	42
	21

	 Total 
	54
	21
	100


TABLE 9. Demographic characteristics of rejections in wave 3

	Age
	Male
	Female
	Total

	 17 to 29 years old 
	16
	19
	35

	 30 to 49 years old 
	23
	21
	44

	 50 years old or more 
	11
	10
	21

	 Total 
	50
	50
	100


IV. Details for re-contact interviews
As it was explained above, this study aimed at re-contacting the exact same persons who were first interviewed in wave 1. Table 10 shows details for effective interviews in each of the samples.
Table 10. Interviews per contact in each three waves

	 
	 
	Oversample
	 
	 

	 Interviews 
	Total
	      National
	DF
	Rural

	 Only Wave 1 
	408
	283
	83
	42

	 Only Waves 1 and 2 
	398
	250
	101
	47

	 Only Waves 1 and 3 
	216
	140
	58
	18

	 Waves 1, 2, and 3 
	1,378
	927
	258
	193


Statistics show that, of 2,400 interviews conducted at the beginning of the project, 1,378 were part of all three rounds; 927 belong to the national sample, 258 belong to the DF oversample, and 193 belong to the rural oversample.
V. Validation of cases per round

Each of the interviews realized in the second and third waves were validated through a process that sought to test the consistency of the variables in comparison to other waves. This way it is granted that responses in each wave belong to the actual person contacted at the beginning of the project.
After validation in the second wave, 15 files were discarded; 3 files were discarded in the third wave, based on evidence that the respondent may have been different for each of the waves.

VI. Supervision
Fieldwork was supervised in each of the polling waves. For the first wave, fieldwork supervision was conducted from October 7th to November 3rd with a validation rate of 57% of interviews held. For the second and third waves, supervision was conducted on the same dates for fieldwork, and 45% and 40% of interviews were respectively validated.
Supervision for the first two waves was of three different types: 1) in person, during the interview 2) in person, after the interview 3) by telephone, after the interview. For the third wave, supervision was of two types: 1) in person, during the interview and 2) in person after the interview.
Every interviewer who was part of the project was subject to random supervision at any time of the study.

For personal supervision during and after the interviews, routes followed the polling route. Each route could encompass from 1 to 6 polling points.
Personal supervision during polling
In the first wave, personal supervision was designed to verify the following:

1. That the interviewer had the necessary material to make the interview: questionnaires, tickets, ballot box or bag, cards, pencil and credential that certified he was working for Grupo Reforma.
2. The Finding of right polling point, the following of the itinerary and household selection according to the established methodology.
3. That the No responses were properly recorded. 

4. That the field report and household and neighborhood descriptions were complete and detailed

5. That the gender and age quotas were filled.
In Waves 2 and 3, the objective was to make sure that the interviewee contacted was the exact same person as in the first wave.

In all three rounds, personnel supervision during polling made sure that:

1. The questionnaire was correctly applied and the questions read in a clear and consistent manner.

2. That the use of sample ballots, boxes and cards was adequate.

3. That in each question, the interviewer registered only one answer and no double marking or other types of imprecision occurred.
Personnel supervision after the interview
This type of supervision was realized once the interviewer had finished his job and it consisted in re-contacting the interviewee. The goals were:

1. Verify that the polling point and the itinerary and household selection were adequate.

2. Review that the fieldwork and registration of no responses were in agreement with the polling point. 

3. Supervise that the interview was implemented in the exact address registered by the interviewer

4. Validate information of the questionnaires, so that no questions were left unanswered, and that double marking or other types of imprecision were avoided

5. Ask the interviewee on the correct use of cards, tickets and ballot box; and if the interviewer had made his identification card visible.

6. Apply some control questions for a second time to the interviewee and check his or her socio-demographic information
7. Verify that the descriptions for both the interviewee as well as the home address coincided with the one registered in the fieldwork logbook prepared by the interviewer.

Telephone supervision after the interview
Once the interviewer had finished his job, the supervisor re-contacted the interviewee via telephone whenever possible. The goals were:

1. To verify that the interview was held in the exact address registered by the interviewer.
2. To validate whether the interviewee complied with the requisites to participate in the study: whether he or she falls within the gender and age quotas registered in the sample and whether the address is for a home and not a commercial building.

3. To ask the interviewee about the right use of the ballots, cards and ballot box; and whether the interviewer had his official ID visible.

4. To apply to some of the control questions, as well as check socio-demographic information.

Supervision cases are detailed by type for each of the three rounds in Table 11.

TABLE 11. Supervision types in all three waves
	 
	During
	After 
	Phone
	No supervision
	No interview
	Inconsistent file
	Total

	Wave 1
	632
	628
	117
	1023
	
	
	2400

	Wave 2
	1101
	120
	   3
	552
	609
	15
	2400

	Wave 3
	531
	467
	 
	596
	803
	3
	2400


METHODOLOGICAL REPORT OF CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDY

At the time of the polling for the second and third waves, a national survey was conducted in representative places in 80 polling points. The goal of the cross-sectional survey was to measure the degree of representativeness that was lost due to attrition.
The total number of “cross-sectional” surveys and their margins of error are described in Table 12.

TABLE 12. Number of Cross-sectional surveys per wave and margin of error
	Survey
	Interviews
	Margin of error
	 

	Cross-sectional 2nd Wave
	305
	4.90%
	

	Cross-sectional 3rd Wave
	400
	5.60%
	 


VII. Sample Design

As it was mentioned, surveys for the cross-sectional samples were realized on the same polling points from the panel study and the same probabilistic sampling methods were applied. During the second wave, between 3 and 4 interviews were realized in each polling point, adding up to 305 interviews. In the third wave, 5 interviews were held per polling point, totaling 400 interviews.
Households were selected randomly starting by the first one available, and following the same route as for the panel study.

The selection of interviewees was also conducted according to the procedures of the panel study –including age and gender quotas as informed by IFE statistics- with the exception that in this case the random quota system was not applied according to birthdates.

Only one adult person was interviewed per household, and it was a requisite of the study that the person interviewed actually resided in the polling place. No interview was conducted in the street or in commercial buildings, unless it coincided with the home of the interviewee and he or she agreed with it.

In case the household was not accessible, the interviewee could not be contacted, suspended the interview or refused to be interviewed, a substitute home was randomly selected.

VIII. Fieldwork

Fieldwork was implemented in the same dates as the second and third waves for the panel study, and it was conducted by the same interviewers in charge of distributing the surveys for the panel study.

TABLE 13. Cross-sectional study polling Dates
	Interview                                                                      Date

	Cross-sectional 2nd wave                                From May 3rd to May 16th 2006 

	Cross-sectional 3rd wave                                From July 15th to July 30th 2006


Also in both waves, following the panel study procedures, a ballot was utilized to register voting intentions. In the second wave, ballots for the deputy races (Congress) included two types. In the first type, party symbols were arranged in the order established by IFE, so that PAN was first and Coalición por el bien de todos (PRD-PT-Convergencia) came third. In the second ballot, the order was reversed so that the first symbol was that of Coalición por el bien de todos and PAN came third. 
File surveys that ended with a number were not used for the first type of ballot which was the one used for the panel study. The second ballot was used in files that ended with an even number in the second wave of the cross-sectional study.
IX. Response rate

In order to calculate the response rates for cross-sectional studies  the criteria that was utilized was analogue to that of he first wave in the panel study. Response rate and its components for each cross-sectional polling wave are detailed in Table 14.
Table 14. Response rate for cross-sectional surveys.

	
	
	
	
	Wave 1
	Wave 2

	Response Rate
	 
	 
	 
	       35%
	       34%

	Effective interviews (A)
	 
	 
	 
	304
	400

	Eligible persons not interviewed (B)
	 
	 
	277
	374

	Rejections
	 
	 
	 
	82
	128

	Suspended interviews
	 
	 
	 
	4
	6

	No contacts: eligible person was not available
	 
	191
	250

	Unknown Eligibility (C ) 
	 
	 
	 
	447
	552

	Household rejection
	 
	 
	 
	92
	172

	Household not accessible
	 
	 
	 
	355
	350

	Non eligible persons (D)
	 
	 
	 
	496
	391

	Person does not correspond to quota
	 
	 
	406
	289

	hotels, foreigners
	 
	 
	 
	90
	102


For the cross-sectional, second wave survey, the demographic characteristics of eligible persons who declined to participate or suspended interviews before the end are detailed in Table 15.
Table 15. Demographic characteristics of cross-sectional, 2nd wave rejections 
	Age
	Male
	Female
	Total

	 17 to 29 years old 
	7
	11
	18

	 30 to 49 years old 
	23
	21
	44

	 50 years old or more 
	18
	20
	38

	 Total 
	48
	52
	100


For the cross-sectional, third wave survey, the demographic characteristics f eligible persons who declined to participate or suspended interviews before the end are detailed in Table 16.

Table 16. Demographic characteristics of cross-sectional, 3rd wave rejections 
	Age
	Male
	Female
	Total

	 17 to 29 years old 
	10
	17
	27

	 30 to 49 years old 
	26
	23
	49

	 50 years old or more 
	16
	8
	24

	 Total 
	52
	48
	100


X. Supervision
As it happened with the panel study, interviews in both cross-sectional surveys were supervised either during or after being implemented. The goals of supervision were the same as the ones explained for the panel study. Statistics on supervision are detailed in table 17.

TABLE 17. Type of supervision in cross-sectional surveys.
	 
	During
	After 
	No supervision
	Total

	Wave 1
	152
	28
	125
	305

	Wave 2
	160
	75
	165
	400


An SPSS database contains information on for which variables supervision was conducted in each of the surveys and indications on the criteria that was followed.

XII. Appendix: Explanatory key on variables available in database
The file with the complete database on the study including panel and cross-sectional surveys was handed in by Grupo Reforma to MIT in SPSS format. All the names for variables belong to their respective question number. O the second and third waves, each variable was modified so that it read “_2” and “_3” respectively. Variables for all three waves follow a numerical order, including those questions that were only asked in the cross-sectional surveys. In addition to the questionnaire variables, the database contains some others that are labeled according to the following criteria:

Supervis, supervis_2 and supervis_3: Type of supervision in each wave: 1) During the interview, 2) After the interview, 3) Telephone, 4) Non supervised 5) No interview 6) File excluded because of inconsistencies.

Tipomues, tipomu_2 and tipomu_3: Sample design: 1) National, 2) Rural oversample, 3) DF oversample and 4) Cross-sectional.
Punto: Polling point: Points 1 through 80 correspond to the national sample, 81 through 95 to the rural oversample and 96 through 120 to the DF oversample.
Selecent: Interviewee selection: 1) Quota, 2) Random and 3) By birthdate.

Localine: Polling point village according to INEGI. Each polling point was assigned the corresponding village as registered by INEGI.
Diaenc: Date of birth of interviewer.

Mesenc: Month of birth of interviewer.

Yearenc: Year of birth of interviewer.
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