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Committee Members:
This report provides an overview on the status of Instant Run-Off Voting.

Several jurisdictions have passed legislation giving them the option to use Instant Run-
Off Voting (IRV) to conduct elections. San Francisco has taken the lead in establishing
procedures and conducting an election using this voting method. it is important to note
however that the procedures and voting equipment used by San Francisco received a
“conditional certification” for use in one election only (November 2004). its certification
is no longer valid. In Burlington, Vermont, IRV was used to conduct the Mayoral
election on June 6, 2006. The provisions for IRV are part of their Charter.

Berkeley and San Leandro have been looking at IRV for use in their municipal elections
but, to date no definite implementation process has been devised and no procedural
guidelines have been adopted.

Alameda County hosted several meetings, attended by city officials and representatives
from various local community organizations. The focus of these meetings was to
develop a plan for the implementation of IRV within the county. To date the county has
purchased new voting equipment from Sequoia Pacific and the company has agreed to
prepare an IRV model (software and firmware) for Alameda County by November 2007.

Impact of IRV:

Concerns have been raised regarding the impact of IRV in highly diverse jurisdictions.
The November 2004 election held in San Francisco was studied by the Public Research
Institute. While the overall finding was positive, indicating that the majority of voters
knew about IRV and preferred it to the former run-off system, there were also
indications that several key factors such as language, age, race/ethnicity, educational
level and income required a more in-depth analysis (see Attachment A). The June 2006



election held in Burlington, Vermont was reported as being very successful; however
there were a total of 5 candidates, 7 poliing places, 25,000 registered voters, and the
ballot was only provided in English.

Key Issues:

As stated in the City Clerk report dated June 23, 2008, the key issues regarding IRV for
the City of Oakland still remain:

Developing and establishing Instant Run-Off Voting procedures, rules and
guidelines

Amending the City Charter and Oakland Municipal Code, as required, to reflect
the established procedures, rules and guidelines

Voter Education Program and Funding

State certification of IRV procedures, programs and guidelines to provide
uniformity for all jurisdictions, thereby possibly reducing vendor costs

Possible separate contract with a voting system vendor if the Registrar of Voters
is not able to accommodate Oakland's system

Funding sources to develop and implement the system

Recommendations and Rationale:

The position of the City Clerk’s office is to not debate the merits of IRV at any level, but
to present the facts and issues as a neutral party. Staff will follow the direction as given
by this governing body.

Respectfully submitted,

LaTonda Simmons
City Clerk

Prepared by: Marjo R. Keller
Assistant City Clerk
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY'

Purpose

In the November 2004 General Election, the city of San Francisco used a new voting system for
electing its Board of Supervisors. This system, Instant Run-off Voting or Ranked-Choice Voting
(RCV), was used in seven of the city’s eleven districts. The purpose of this study is to evaluate
this transition in election systems by gauging the ease or difficulty with which voters expressed
their preferences on the new form of ballot. This assessment considers three main indicators:

¢  Whether voters knew they would be asked to rank candidates before coming to the polls,
¢  Whether they indicated they understood RCV after having used it, and

¢ The degree to which they reported using the full function of the ballot by ranking three
choices.

Methodology

Two main sets of voters were surveyed for this study: those who cast their ballots in person on
Election Day, and those who voted with an absentee ballot submitted through the maif.?
Additional exit poll surveys were collected in several select neighborhoods, over-sampling
Asian-Americans, African-Americans, and Latinos (special neighborhoods sample).

e The sample design for the basic sample at the polling places involved a purposive sample
of three precincts per district, chosen by how well they represent their districts overall. A
total of 2,847 surveys were collected from this sample. Response rates by precinct varied
from 22%-53%.

e The sample design for the special neighborhood sample involved a purposive sample of
two precincts per district, six precincts in all, chosen for their geographic location and
their high concentratton of Asian-Americans, African-Americans, and Latinos.
Altogether, 543 surveys were collected, with response rates by precinct ranging from
23%-47%

o The sample design for the absentee survey involved a simple random sample of some
1,167 absentee voters. These voters were mailed a comparable version of the survey
intended for absentee voters. This mail-out yielded 217 completed surveys for a response
rate of approximately 19%.

¢ The questionnaire was designed to pursue the primary research question of how easy or
difficult it was for voters to use the RCV system. It consisted of two sides of an 8 2 x
14” sheet of paper and approximately 26 questions. It was available in English, Spanish
and Chinese.

e A team of 110 student surveyors were deployed to the poliing places of the selected
precincts on Election Day. Interviewers worked in pairs and surveyed voters in six hour
shifts from either 7:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m or 2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Because of known
interviewer effects, each pair included one female and one male. Interviewers who spoke
Spanish or Cantonese were chosen for precincts with large concentrations of residents

! Unless noted otherwise, the figures in the Executive Summaty refer to polling place voters.
* We recognize that this excludes a small proportion of voters, such as those who vote early at City Hall.
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speaking those languages, and efforts were made to recruit African-American students to
survey in primarily African American precincts.

Prior Knowledge of Ranked-Choice Voting (RCV)

Over two-thirds (69%) of polling place voters and over three-fifths (63%) of absentee
voters knew before voting that they would be asked to rank candidates on the Board of
Supervisors (BOS) ballot

About half (51%) of the first-time voters and 41% of “occasional” voters were not aware
that they would be asked to rank candidates.

Those with less prior knowledge of RCV tended to be the least educated, voters whose
first language is something other than Chinese or English, and those whose race or
ethnicity is something other than Asian or White.

Overall Understanding of RCV

The wide majority of voters said they understood RCV fairly well or perfectly well
(polling place = 86%, absentee = 89%).

Levels of understanding were lowest among voters with little education and low income.

African Americans (23%), Latinos (20%), and voters of “Other” racial/ethnic groups
(17%) were more likely to report a lack of understanding than were Asian (13%) or
White (12%) voters.

Differences in understanding between African Americans and voters of other races and
ethnicities were more pronounced once education, prior knowledge of RCV, and voting
habits were considered.

Prior knowledge significantly lessened the potential for language-based difficulty in
using the RCV ballot.

Asian-Americans living in Chinatown appear to have had more difficulty understanding
RCV than did Asians living elsewhere; by contrast, Latinos in the Mission appear to have
had less difficulty than Latinos elsewhere.

Reported levels of understanding of RCV were related to voters’ general dispositions
toward change and difficulty making a first choice among BOS candidates.

Use of the Ranked-Choice Ballot

Most polling place (59%) and absentee (60%) voters reported ranking three candidates;
about one-fourth said they voted for only one (23% polling place, 24% absentee).

The prevalence of ranking three candidates was lowest among African Americans,
Latinos, voters with less education, and those whose first language was not English.

Nearly two-thirds (64%) of those who knew of RCV prior to coming to the polls ranked
three candidates versus 47% of those who were unaware of the new development.

Sixty-three percent of those who understood RCV at least “fairly well” ranked three
candidates, while only 36% of those who did not understand it entirely or at all ranked
three candidates.

An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election
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Voters were most likely to rank three candidates in District 5 (76%) and least likely in
District 2 {(46%).

Other Questions

The most common sources of information about RCV were newspapers, the DOE’s
literature or website, and television.

Forty-six percent (46%) of polling place respondents felt that they were more likely to
vote for their most preferred candidate under the new system, 3% felt that they were less
like to vote for their most preferred candidate, and the majority (51%) said there was no
difference. Among absentee voters, 42% said they were more likely to vote for their
most preferred candidate, 3% said less likely, and 56% reported no difference.

Among polling place voters, 29% said they felt less like their vote was wasted, 7% said
they felt more like it was wasted, and 64% noted no difference. Among absentee voters,
20% said “less,” 7% said “more,” and 74% said “no difference.”

Voters were split on whether the BOS campaigns were more or less negative in this
election versus past elections (14% said more negative, 15% said less negative).

Thirty-two percent (32%) of polling place voters said they gather more information for
this election compared to past elections, 8% said they gathered less, and 53% said there
was no difference. Absentee voters were a bit less likely to report gathering more
information (24%}), while 5% said they gathered less, and 68% reported no difference.

Opinion about RCV

A majority of polling place voters (61%) preferred the RCV system; 13% preferred the
Runoff system. Opinions were more positive among absentee voters (77% preferred
RCYV and 11% preferred Runoff).

About one if five voters (19%) who came to the polls opposing RCV now prefer it to the
Runoff system, while 4% of those who supported RCV now prefer the Runoff.

Among voters who had no clear prior opinions about RCV, 52% now prefer it to the
Runoff system, compared to 12% who now prefer the Runoff system.

An Assessment of Ranked-Cheice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election
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INTRODUCTION

This report assesses the transition in election systems used for the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors (BOS) elections. It examines the seven districts in which an Instant-Runoff system,
called Ranked-Choice Voting (RCV) in San Francisco, was used for the first time in the fall,
2004 election. The primary purpose of the study is to gauge the ease or difficulty with which
voters expressed their preferences on the new form of ballot. We consider three main indicators:
(1) Whether voters knew they would be asked to rank candidates before coming to the polls, (2)
Whether they indicated they understood RCV after having used it, and (3) The degree to which
they reported using the full function of the ballot by ranking three choices.

We examine these questions by considering groups who might have had more difficulty than
others. Those include groups based on language, race and ethnicity, age, education, and income.
In addition to the primary question, we take up several additional queries. We explore
differences across the seven BOS districts, and test expectations about the potential for changes
in the electoral environment with the advent of RCV.

The two principal investigators are Francis Neely and Corey Cook, both assistant professors of
political science at San Francisco State University (SFSU). Lisel Blash of the Public Research
Institute at SFSU managed the study through all phases, from its inception to this report.
Elizabeth Troast of the Public Research Institute served as research assistant on the project and
assisted with implementing data collection and data management. John Rogers, Jim Wiley and
others at the Public Research Institute at SFSU were integral to the success of the study. In
addition, Richard DeLeon, professor of political science at SFSU contributed much, including
invaluable advice on design and implementation, and the precinct sample demographic indices.
Finally, the study could not have been conducted without the conscientious efforts of student
volunteers who collected the exit poll data, and assisted with the mail-in absentee survey and
data entry.

This study was funded by the City and County of San Francisco and the College of Behavioral
and Social Sciences at San Francisco State University.

An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election
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METHODS

Study Design

We surveyed voters to pursue the questions outlined above. Our goal was to draw inferences to
two main populations of voters: those who come to the polling place on Electton Day to fill out
and cast their ballot, and those who vote with an absentee ballot submitted through the mail* In
addition, we collected extra exit poll surveys in several select neighborhoods, oversampling
Asian-Americans, African-Americans, and Latinos. Our two main samples, then, are what we
call the basic sample of the exit poll, and the mail-in survey of absentee voters. We call the third
set of data the special neighborhoods sample and treat it separately, drawing inferences only to
those groups in those neighborhoods.

Samplie Design

Exit Poll Samples: To produce the most useful data with limited resources, a purposive sample
design was used. The basic sample includes three precincts per district, twenty-one precincts in
all, chosen for how well they represent their district. The special neighborhood sample includes
two precincts per district, six precincts in all, chosen for their geographic location and their high
concentration of Asian-Americans, African-Americans, and Latinos.

Basic Exit Poll Sample: Two steps were taken to produce the basic sample. First, we used
census data to identify precincts that resemble the overall demographic nature of a BOS district.
Ten demographic indicators were used to build an index that captures the nature of the precinct
in terms of race and ethnicity, income, home ownership, age, and education. These indicators
were standardized and combined to create an aggregate measure of how demographically typical
a precinct is in relation to the BOS district. Precincts were sampled that best reflected the overall
nature of the district.

The second step of purposive sampling was to consider the ideology of the precincts. This was
done to avoid sampling precincts that are ideologically extreme, compared to the rest of the
district. We especially wanted to avoid collecting data in a precinct that was unusually
approving or disapproving of the RCV reform. To avoid this, we plotted the demographic
indicator against an ideological measure of progressivism--Richard Del.eon’s Progressive
Voting Index. If the most demographically representative precinct was also one of the most
ideologically extreme, it was excluded. Otherwise, the precincts were chosen on their
demographic typicality.* The following precincts are in the basic sample, ranked by how well
they reflect their district’s demographics.

> We recognize that this excludes a small proportion of voters, such as those who vote early at City Hall.

* We coordinated our efforts with others in the area in order to avoid polling at a precinct where another study was
polling. We excluded several precincts from the sample in order to accommodate a study organized by the Chinese-
Americans for Voter Education Commitiee (CAVEC). We do not believe this compromised the quality of our
sample.

An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election
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Table 1. Precincts in the Basic Sample (Entries are precinct numbers)

District | District | District | District | District | District | District
1 2 3 5 7 9 11
2111 3217 3324 3513 2725 3921 1101
2103 2212 3322 3548 2724 3931 1105
2144 3218 3341 3526 2742 3919 1118

Special Neighborhood Sample: In contrast to the method just described, we chose several
precincts based on how atypical they were. This was done to assure an adequate measure of
voters’ experiences among Asian-Americans, African-Americans, and Latinos. Precinct-level
2000 census data were used to identify precincts with high concentrations of those groups. The
precincts we chose are listed in the table below.

Table 2. Precincts in the Special Neighborhood Samples

Chinatown {District 3) Western Addition (District 5) Mission (District 9)
Precinct 3336 Precinct 3522 Precinct 3918

92% Asian/Pacific Islander 66% African American/Black 77% LatinofHispanic
Precinct 3327 Precinct 3515 Precinct 3913

91% Asian/Pacific Islander 63% African American/Black 69% Latino/Hispanic

Absentee Voters Sample: The sample of absentee voters was generated from the DOE
registration files, obtained through their office. We randomly drew 1200 records from a file we
created that contained the names and addresses of registered voters in the seven affected BOS
districts. Those voters were all registered with the DOE under a permanent absentee voler status.
We mailed out 1167 surveys that included pre-addressed and postage-paid return envelopes.
Approximately ten days later a follow-up postcard reminder was sent. Due to limited funds, this
portion of the study was not as comprehensive as the exit poll portion. Accordingly, our goal
here was limited: to allow inferences to be drawn to the entire population of absentee voters in
the combined seven districts. We did not anticipate the ability to derive estimates within those
districts.

The Instrument

The questionnaire was designed to pursue the primary research question of how easy or difficult
it was for voters to vote under the RCV system (See Appendix for English version). In addition,
we included measures that would allow us to examine voters’ experience among various groups,
especially those based on education, income, language, and race or ethnicity. We also wished to
control for factors that might influence one’s tendency to report a positive or negative experience
with RCV. Those include one’s general disposition toward change, one’s difficulty with
choosing a preferred candidate in this election (aside from the issue of ranking candidates), and
one’s opinion about the adoption and implementation RCV in general. Finally, we explored a
secondary research question about how RCV may or may not affect the nature of election
campaigns and the voting process.

After drafting the questionnaire, we asked for a review from two persons who represented
support and opposition for the RCV reform. We asked them to scrutinize our instrument for
“any important items we [were] overlooking or possibly misstating.” Neither party noted any
problems in the questionnaire.
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Questionnaires used in this mode of data collection are typically brief by design. The survey fit
on one piece of legal-sized paper, printed on both sides. It was translated into Spanish and
Chinese. The absentee version was also available in three languages. We mailed the English
version, and included a line in the introduction in Spanish and Chinese that explained how
respondents could request a form in their language.

The questionnaire sent to absentee voters varied only minimally from the version used for
polling place voters. Most questions were identical, but some required rewording. For instance,
the twelfth question in the exit poll read, “Before coming to vote today, what was your opinion
of Ranked-Choice Voting (Instant Runoff Voting)?” In the absentee version, the wording was,
“Before casting your absentee ballot, what was your opinion of Ranked-Choice Voting (Instant
Runoff Voting)?” Also, Questions 17 and 17a that asked polling place voters what happened
when their ballot was scanned into the machine were deleted in the absentee version.

Those who took the survey answered nearly all of the questions. An analysis of the item non-
response rates for polling place voters assures us that our efforts to keep the form brief paid off.
Only a small proportion of respondents stopped midway through taking the survey (t.e., did not
fill out the last page). For nine of the twenty-seven questions, 97% to 99% of the respondents
gave answers. For five of the questions that everyone was asked to answer, the response rate
varied frogn 92% to 88%. The average item response rate for questions asked of all respondents
was 95%.

Surveying Voters

Exit Poll of Polling Place Voters: We recruited 110 volunteer interviewers from political
science courses at San Francisco State University. They were trained in two ways. First, each
successfully completed the National Institute of Health’s on-line accreditation program for
research involving human subjects. Second, each attended a two-hour training session conducted
by Professor Neely and Lisel Blash. The students received credit toward various courses for
their efforts. This project also provided an extended learning exercise in survey methodology.

Interviewers worked in pairs and surveyed voters in six hour shifts.® Polling places in San
Francisco open at 7:00 a.m. and close at 8:00 p.m. Our interviewers worked either a 7:00 a.m. to
1:00 p.m. shift, or a 2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. shift. Because of known interviewer effects, each
pair included one female and one male. In addition, in the special neighborhood precincts, we
attempted to use interviewers of like ethnic and racial origin. Generally, our interviewers in the
Chinatown precincts included at least one Chinese speaking Asian; in the Western Addition, at
least one Black; and in the Mission, at least one Spanish speaking Latino.

The exit pollers wore badges that displayed their nhames and the institution they represented (San
Francisco State University). They stood with clipboards and asked voters as they exited the
polling place if they would like to take a short survey about Ranked-Choice Voting. Voters who
completed the survey did so unassisted, and then folded and placed their forms in a box in order
to preserve anonymity. The questionnaires were available to voters in English, Chinese, and
Spanish.

* Respondents were asked to skip guestions that did not apply to them. Item non-response rates are expectedly
higher for those questions, yet still were rather high at 89% to 96%.
® Four of the interviewer teams included a third person.
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The interviewers did not sample from the voters leaving the precincts. Instead they asked each
person leaving to participate. This worked fairly well since interviewers worked in pairs, and
since the rate at which people leave the polling place is more regular than the rate at which they
arrive.

Response Rates

Exit Poll: The proportion of voters who completed survey forms was relatively high for this type
of survey. Among precincts in the basic sample that were staffed for the full day, that proportion
ranges from 22% to 53%.’ Response rates in the special neighborhood precincts were similar,
ranging from 23% to 47% for those that worked all day. To better understand the potential for
bias due to voters self-selecting into the survey, the interviewer kept tallies throughout the day.
From those we estimate that 2% of voters who were approached refused to participate because of
a language barrier.

Absentee Survey: From the 1167 requests, we collected 217 completed absentee surveys. This
leads to a response rate of 19%, although in practical terms it probably slightly higher since we
have made no adjustments. For instance, some proportion of the numerator undoubtedly
includes outdated records such as people who have moved out of the area or are not eligible to
vote for other reasons, The 19% is a low figure, however, it is typical with mail-in surveys that
do not include thorough follow-up efforts. Again, that was a function of the resources available.

The Data

In the basic sample, the total number of completed surveys collected across the seven districts
was 2847, In the neighborhood sample we collected a total of 546 completed surveys. The total
number of completed absentee surveys is 217. The following tables display the number of
completes per district.

Table 3. Basic Sample Exit Poll and Absentee Surveys Collected

I Number of Exit Number of
BOS District Poll Surveys Absentee Surveys
B1 405 36
D2 331 42
[ak] 392 17
D5 529 38
b7 440 38
D9 445 21
D11 305 25
Total 2847 217

T Of the 21 precincts in the basic sample, 16 were staffed for the full day and 5 were staffed for half as long. The
response rate reported here is (the number of completed interviews in the precinct) / (total turnout in the precinet
minus the number of absentee voters in the precinet). Turnout and absentee figures were obtained from the DOE
web pages.
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Table 4. Neighborhood Sample Exit Poll Surveys Collected

Neighborhood (District) Number of
surveys
Chinatown (D3) 124
Western Addition (D5) 229
Mission (D9) 193
Total 546

Weighting the Data: The data in the basic exit poll sample are unweighted in the tables above,
and weighted in all of the results reported below. The weight variable for the basic exit poll
sample is:

Weight = (N/M) / (nj/mj)

Where
N = total number of completed interviews in all sampled precincts
M = total number of voters voting on Election Day in all sampled precincts
n; = number of completed interviews in precinct
m; = number of voters voting on Election Day in precinct j

The first expression in the weight formula, (N/M), is simply the overall response rate for the
seven districts combined. The second expression, (ny/m;), is the response rate within each
precinct. Weighting the data adjusts for discrepancies in the response rates across districts and
precincts. For example, if voters tended to respond at higher rates in one precinct than another,
then in unweighted data those voters” answers would carry an undue influence on estimates at
the district level. [ftheir answers differed from voters in other precincts, then the results would
be biased simply by the differing response rates. The function of this weight is to adjust the data
to correct that potential for bias. It improves the quality of the data, although in this study the
effect is minimal—the results from weighted and unweighted data are very similar. Comparing
weighted to unweighted results, we found that the proportions reported in the tables below
typically vary by less than 1% and occasionally by as much as 2%.

Data in the absentee mail-in survey sample are not weighted. There were drawn on a random
basis from the combined pool of the seven districts of interest. Inferences are drawn back to that
population since the number of observations collected does not allow within-district estimates.
In addition, observations from the special neighborhood sample are treated as separate data and
are not weighted. Those inferences are drawn only to the population of interest in that
neighborhood.

Guidelines for Interpreting the Results: In the following pages we have attempted to give an
accurate report in an objective manner. We provide the results of tests of statistical significance
(Chi-square values and their associated p-values) for the tables and graphs. Readers are
encouraged to take caution when interpreting those since they are, in part, a function of the
number of observations involved. Substantive differences are sometimes notable and important
even when traditional levels of statistical significance (e.g., p < .05) are not attained.
Conversely, in large samples some substantively negligible differences can reach statistical
significance. Recall, also, that the exit poll data are not randomly generated. At base, we draw
inferences from these data according to the argument (and census data to support it) that they are
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typical and represent the nature of the district. This contrasts to a randomly drawn sample from
which we would draw inferences based on assumptions about probabilities.
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FINDINGS

The reported findings are organized around three main measures of interest:
Did voters know about the Ranked-Choice Voting system before coming to vote?
2. Did they understand it, after having voted?

Did voters use the RCV baliot to its fullest potential by ranking three candidates on the
Board of Supervisors portion of the ballot?

A fourth section provides comparisons across BOS districts, and examines the impacts of the
reform to a Ranked-Choice Voting system.

Wherever possible, we report the findings for both polling place voters and absentee voters.
However, when looking at two or more variables we usually have too few cases in the absentee
sample to produce good estimates. For that reason, most of the results we report are from the
exit poll.

Finally, in the appendices we report the frequencies of responses to all of the questions asked of
polling place voters as well as bivariate reports on several key variables.

1. Awareness of RCV Prior to Election Day

Respondents were asked whether they knew that they would be asked to rank their choices for
the Board of Supervisors (BOS) prior to voting. Among polling place voters, more than two-
thirds (69%) knew that they would be asked to rank their choices for the Board of Supervisors,
while almost one-third (31%) were unaware. Absentee voters were slightly less aware, with 63%
saying they knew they would be asked to rank BOS candidates, and about 37% saying they did
not know.

By a small margin, men were more likely than women to have been aware of RCV (71% vs. 68%
among polling place voters and 65% vs. 62% among absentees). Gays/lesbians/bisexuals who
voted at polling places were more likely than heterosexuals to have been aware of RCV (81% vs.
68%). We found little difference in this regard among absentee voters of various sexual
orientations; however, there were too few cases to produce reliable estimates.

Prior knowledge of RCV was related to one’s voting habits. Those who reported that they
“always” vote in elections were more aware of RCV. Among polling place voters, first time
voters were least tikely to have been aware of RCV (49% knew about it). Respondents who said
they “occasionally” or “usually” vote were more aware (59% for both groups), and about three-
fourths (74%) of those who said they “always”™ vote knew they would be asked to rank BOS
candidates. Due to the small number of observations, absentee voters’ responses were collapsed
into two categories: those who said they always voted and all others. Over two-thirds (68%) of
those who said they always vote also indicated prior knowledge of RCV, while only 39% of all
others said they knew they would be asked to rank BOS candidates.

Older voters, more educated voters, higher income voters, those who spoke English as a first
language and Whites were all more likely to have known about RCV prior to coming to the polls.
Younger voters (especially those under 25), those with Spanish as a first language, African
Americans, Latinos, those with a high school degree or less education, and low income voters
were less likely to have been aware that they would be asked to rank candidates on the ballot.
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Age

Generally, older polling place voters were more likely to have known that they would be asked
to rank candidates than were younger voters. This is particularly true of those between the ages
of 50 and 69. While a majority of all age groups knew that they would be using Ranked-Choice
voting for this election, only 57% of 18-24 year olds knew compared to 78% of 50-59 year olds.

Figure 1. Percent of Voters Who Knew about RCV by Age
{n = 2825; Chi-square = 50.04; p < .001)
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The trend is similar among absentee voters. Age categories were collapsed to provide better
estimates: 61% of 18-39 year olds knew about RCV, as did 62% of 40-59 year olds, and 70% of
absentee voters 70 years of age or older. (Using those categories among polling place voters
leads to 64%, 75%, and 71% with prior knowledge). It is worth noting that our data suggest that
absentee voters tend to be older, with 8% of that sample under 30 years old and 26% over 70
years old. Meanwhile, 26% of the polling place respondents were under 30, and only 4% were
over 70.

Education

Polling place voters with higher levels of education were more likely to have known about
Ranked-Choice voting prior to coming to the polls. About three in five (62%) of those without a
college education knew they would be using RCV compared to 72% of those with at least some
college education. This pattern persists amongst both frequent voters and first time or infrequent
voters. We have too few absentee voters in the lower education categories to make a
comparison.
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Figure 2. Percent of Voters Who Knew about RCV hy Level of Education
(n = 2800; Chi-square = 56.65; p < .001)
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Language

Polling place voters who spoke English or Chinese as a first language were more likely to have
known ahead of time that they would be using RCV than were those whose first language was
Spanish or some other language. This relationship persisted even among those who “usually” or
“always” voted. However, among occasional and first time voters, only a littie more than half of
all language groups knew about RCV prior to coming to the polls. We cannot supply

comparable figures among absentee voters because there were too few non-English speakers in
that sample.

Figure 3. Percent of Voters Who Knew about RCY by First Language
{n=1780; Chi-square = 15.30; p < .01)
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Race and Ethnicity

At the polling places, African Americans and Latinos were less likely to have known about
Ranked-Choice Voting prior to Election Day. Non-Hispanic whites and Asians were more likely
than voters of other races and ethnicities to have known about RCV. This pattern persists among
those who “usually” or “always” vote, but is less distinct among occasional or first time voters.
The absentee sample includes enough observations to report data only for Asian-Americans and
non-Hispanic whites. Both groups showed comparable prior knowledge about RCV (62% of
Asians, 64% of whites). On average, they had less prior knowledge than did Asians and Whites
who voted at polling places.

Figure 4. Percent of Voters Who Knew about RCV by Race/Ethnicity
(n=2802; Chi-square = 39.48; p <.001)
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Income

Upper income polling place voters were more likely to have known about RCV prior to coming
to the polls than were lower income voters. Fifty-six percent of those who reported an annual
household income of $10,000 or less knew they would be asked to rank BOS candidates.

Among those with incomes over $20,000 the proportion who knew about RCV ranged from 68%
to 72%. The responses from absentee voters were collapsed into three groups due to fewer cases
involved: less than $50,000, $50,000 - $100,000, and over $100,000 yearly income. The
proportion who knew about RCV was 69%, 58%, and 62% respectively. In matching categories
among polling place voters, the figures are 65%, 71%, and 73%. In other words, the least
wealthy in the polling place sample were the least informed, while the least wealthy voters in the
absentee sample were the most informed. Part of the discrepancy could be due to the larger error
associated with the smaller absentee sample.
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Figure 5. Percent of Voters Who Knew about RCV by Income Level
(n=2747; Chi-square = 26.,70; p < .001)
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Summary

Most voters in San Francisco knew that they would be asked to rank BOS candidates. That was
true of those who cast ballots in polling places (69%) or sent in absentee ballots (63%).
However, the proportion who were unaware—about one-third—is not trivial. The factor most
related to prior knowledge of RCV was one’s voting habits, with about only half of the first-time
polling place voters aware that they would be asked to rank candidates. Other groups who
tended to have less prior knowledge of RCV included the least educated, voters whose first
language is something other than Chinese or English, and those whose race or ethnicity is
something other than Asian or White. Absentee voters resembled polling place voters in several
regards, but differed on the question of income. On average, the least wealthy polling place
voters were the least aware, while the least wealthy absentee voters were the most aware.

Prior knowledge of the nature of the ballot is only one factor in assessing the ease of transition to
RCV. We now turn to a more direct measure—how well voters understood RCV.

2. Overall Understanding of Ranked-Choice Voting

Voters were asked to describe their overall experience with Ranked-Choice Voting on the BOS
ballot by reporting how well they understood it. We purposefully asked for an “overall” report
of their “experience with Ranked-Choice Voting” in order to focus voters on our question. By
using the word “overall” we hoped to avoid reports on specific difficulty people had with, say,
the form of the ballot (like the size of the print or Jayout of the page). By asking about their
“experience” we hoped to avoid reports of how well they grasped other aspects of RCV, like the
way the votes would be tallied that evening, or the method for transferring a vote from a first
preference to a second preference. We sought a measure that would most cleanly gauge the
degree to which voters were able to navigate the new system and express their preferences on the
ballot.

Reports were positive. Among polling place voters, a little over half (52%) said they understood
it “perfectly well.” An additional 35% said they understoed it “fairly well.” About one-tenth
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(11%) said they “did not understand it entirely,” and another 3% said they “did not understand it
atall.” As Figure 6 shows, the proportion of absentee voters who understood RCV is similar.

Table 5. Polling Place Voters’ Understanding of RCV

Count Percent
Understood perfectly well 1334 51.6%
Understood fairly well 0o 34.8%
Did not understand entirely 280 10.8%
Did not understand at all 69 2.7%

Table 6. Absentee Voters® Understanding of RCV

Count Percent
Understood perfectly well 113 54.3%,
Understood fairly well 73 35.1%
Did not understand entirely 17 8.2%
Did not understand at all 5 2.4%

This variable of understanding provides a way of assessing what type of citizens may be more at
risk in the transition from a Run-off to the RCV system. In order to consider various factors, and
to present the results more clearly as we do, the categories of responses were combined into two
classes: first, those who indicated they understood the RCV system either “perfectly well” or
“fairly well,” and second, those who indicated they either “did not understand it entirely” or “did
not understand it at all.” We treat these two new categories as indicating either understanding or
a lack of understanding.

We explored the degree to which one’s prior knowledge, level of education, income, primary
language, age, and ethnicity may relate to one’s understanding of RCV. Given the smaller
number of respondents in the absentee sample it is not possible to produce reliable estimates for
those voters. This section, therefore, reports only on polling place voters.

Prior Knowledge

Voters who knew that they were going to be asked to rank candidates were more likely to report
understanding the RCV ballot than those who did not have prior knowledge. The difference is
fairly large, with only 8% of those who had prior knowledge indicating a lack of understanding,
compared to 27% of those who came to the polls unaware that they would be ranking BOS
candidates.
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Education

The proportion of respondents who reported not understanding the RCV system also varied by
how educated they were. Over one-fourth (27%) of the respondents with less than a high school
education, and 18% of those with no more than a high school education indicated a lack of
understanding. This is in contrast to the balance of the respondents, where about one in eight
(12% — 13%) indicated they did not understand RCV.

Figure 6. Percent of Voters that Did Not Understand RCV by Level of Education
(n = 2557; Chi-square = 12.37; p <.02)
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Income

A higher proportion of respondents with the lowest income reported not understanding the RCV
ballot compared to other income groups. Twenty-one percent of the respondents with family
incomes below $10,000 indicated they did not understand RCV, compared to the other income
groups where between 12% and 15% gave those responses.
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Figure 7. Percent of Voters that Did Not Understand RCY by Income Level
(n = 2507; Chi-square = 9.70; p < .09)
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Language

We asked respondents to teil us the first language they learned in order to identify voters who
might have had more difficulty navigating the ballot. Differences were observed. Among
English speakers, 12% expressed a lack of understanding, a lower proportion than among

Chinese speakers (15%), Spanish speakers (23%) and those who reported some other primary
language (21%).

Figure 8. Percent of Voters that Did Not Understand RCV by First Language
{n = 2537; Chi-square = 19.87; p <.001)
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Age

Our expectations about age were unclear. It could be that elderly voters would be at risk, but it
could also be that the youngest group that contains new voters would encounter problems. As it
happens, there were differences, but no clear patterns, at least in the simple bivariate analysis
(however, see the section on age and prior knowledge below). The proportion of respondents
indicating they did not understand RCV ranged from 12% to 16% across age groups.

Figure 9. Percent of Voters that Did Not Understand RCV by Age
(n = 2577; Chi-square = 6.65; p < .47)
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Race/Ethnicity

Finally, we expected there might be differences across ethnic groups since other factors
mentioned above, like language and levels of education, differ across such groups. Respondents
self-identified in responses to the question, “What is your race or ethnicity?” The proportion of
voters indicating they did not understand the RCV system was highest among African Americans

(23%) and Latinos (20%). It was lowest among Whites (12%) and Asian Americans (13%), with
17% of voters of other ethnicities reporting a lack of understanding.
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Figure 10. Percent of Voters that Did Not Understand RCV by Race/Ethnicity
(n = 2555; Chi-square = 24.76; p < .001)
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Opinion of RCV

Another thing that might explain a voter’s reported understanding of RCV is their attitude about
the reform and its implementation. Some voters who were opposed to the change may have
genuinely not understood the ballot. Others may have reported a lack of understanding based on
a bias against the general idea of RCV and reluctance to using it. Conversely, supporters of the
reform may have been more likely to say they understood the ballot based on a bias for the new
system. We asked voters the following question: “Before coming to vote today, what was your
opinion of Ranked-Choice Voting (Instant Runoff Voting)?” The figure below displays a
relationship between one’s prior opinion of RCV and one’s reported understanding of the ballot.
It is worth noting that among voters who said they neither support nor opposed it, 18% indicated
a lack of understanding, and the other 82% said they understood it fairly well or perfectly well.
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Figure 11. Relationship between Opinion of RCV and Reported Understanding
(n = 2526; Chi-square = 118.28; p <.001)
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It is useful to look beyond bivariate reports in order to better understand what might explain a
lack of understanding. In the following section we consider three factors together, focusing on
differences in understanding among racial/ethnic groups, language groups, and age groups.

Race/Ethnicity, Controlling for Other Influences

Once we control for levels of education the difference between voters” understanding across
racial and ethnic groups changes. Among voters who have not graduated from college, about
one-fourth (24%) of Latinos report not understanding RCV, as do 20% of African Americans,
17% of “Other” ethnicities, 15% of Asians, and 8% of whites. Among less educated voters,
therefore, we see substantial differences in levels of understanding across the five groups. By
contrast, among voters with a college degree, the key difference is between African Americans
(26%) and all other groups (ranging from 12% to 15%).
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Figure 12. Relationship between Race/Ethnicity, Educational Attainment & Level of Understanding RCV
(n=2531)
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Within racial group comparisons across education levels: Chi-square Latino = 5.35, p < .03; Chi-square Asian= 91, p <
.35, Chi-square Black = .57, p < .46; Chi-square White = 5.75, p < .02; Chi-square Other = .039, p < .85

Within education group comparison across race/ethnicities: Chi-square Not College Grad = 26.27, p < .0011; Chi-square
College Grad = 8.95, p < .07

What about prior knowledge of the Ranked-Choice Voting system before coming to vote?
Comparing the left panel to the right panel in the figure below, we see the general trend noted
above: voters who knew they would be asked to rank BOS candidates tended to say they
understood it much more frequently than those who did not have prior knowledge. The
exception is African American voters. About the same proportion of Blacks who knew about
RCV as those who did not indicated a lack of understanding (23% vs. 24% respectively). By
contrast, there is a large difference in understanding among Latinos, depending on whether they
knew about RCV beforehand. Among those who did know, a mere 8% said they did not

understand it, compared to 34% of the Latinos with no prior knowledge who indicated a lack of
understanding.
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Figure 13. Relationship between Race/Ethnicity, Prior Knowledge about RCV, and Level of Understanding
(n = 2548 Chi-square = 12.37; p < .02)
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Within racial group comparisons across prior knowledge conditions; Chi-square Latino = 72.23, p < .001; Chi-square

Asian = 16.20, p < .001; Chi-square Black = .03, p < .88; Chi-square White = 115.95, p < .001,; Chi-square Other = 11.79,
p<.001

Within prior knowledge condition comparisons across race/ethnicities: Chi-square Knew about RCV = 26.88, p < .001;
Chi-square Did Not Know about RCV = 3.90, p < 43

Now let us turn to the question of voting habits. In order to produce more reliable estimates,
responses to a question about how often people vote were collapsed into two groups: those who
said they “always” vote, and all others (those either voting for the first time, those who
“occasionally” vote, or “usually” vote). Those who said always vote tended to understand RCV
better than others (12% indicated a lack of understanding versus 17%). We see a consistent
pattern within race and ethnic groups. The difference is greatest, however, among African
Americans: among Blacks who always vote, the proportion who indicated they did not
understand RCV (16%) is much lower than among those who vote less frequently (44%). These
results should be treated with some caution due to the small number of observations in some
categories.
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Figure 14. Relationship between Race/Ethnicity, Voting Incidence, and Level of Understanding RCY
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Within racial group compariscns across voting habits: Chi-square Latino = .22, p < 65; Chi-square Asian = 1.72, p < .20,
Chi-square Black = 10.56, p < .001; Chi-square White = 3.00, p < .09; Chi-square Other=2.29, p < .14

Within voting habit group comparisons across race/ethnicities: Chi-square Less than Always = 20.82, p < .001; Chi-
square Always = 11.10, p < .03

Language and Prior Knowledge of RCV

The differences in understanding among different language groups noted above also change once
we control for one’s prior knowledge of RCV. Among those who knew they would be ranking
candidates, levels of understanding were fairly similar across language groups. Voters who
learned English as their first language indicated slightly better understanding of RCV than others
(7% of English speakers did not understand it, compared to 11% for others). Among voters who
did not know they would be asked to rank candidates, the lack of understanding was
considerably more prevalent, and varied more across groups. Over one-third (37%) of such
Spanish speaking voters and 39% of those using some other language indicated they did not
understand RCV. Those levels are considerably higher than was found among voters for whom
English (26%) or Chinese (26%) is their first language. Overall, prior knowledge appears to
have lessened the potential for language-based difficulty in using that part of the ballot. Two
words of caution are in order. First, since our survey was translated from English into Chinese
and Spanish but not into other languages, our estimate in the “other” category may be off.
Second, due to the low number of observations in some categories, these results should be taken
guardedly.
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Figure 15. Relationship between First Language, Prior Knowledge about RCV,
and Level of Understanding RCV
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Within language group comparisons across prior knowledge conditions: Chi-square English = 129.17, p < .001; Chi-
square Chinese = 3.04, p < .09; Chi-square Spanish = 13.25, p < .001; Chi-square Other = 18.02, p < .001

Within prior knowledge condition comparisons across language groups: Chi-square Knew about RCV = 3.68, p < .30;
Chi-square Did Not Know about RCV = 7.99, p < .05

Age and Prior Knowledge of RCV

The bivariate analysis of understanding across age groups reported above showed no systematic
differences. However, if we control for voting habits, then we observe some meaningful
variation. Among citizens who report always voting, the proportion who said they did not
understand RCV is similar across age groups (ranging from 11% to 13%). Among citizens who
do not always vote, the differences reflect less understanding among younger voters. Seven
percent of those over 60 indicated a lack of understanding, compared to 16% among the 30-59
year-olds, and 19% among voters 18-29 years of age. Again, these are results that should be
taken with caution since the number of respondents in some categories is rather low.
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Figure 16, Relationship between Age, Voting Incidence, and Level of Understanding RCV
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Within age group comparisons across voting habits: Chi-square 18-29 Yrs = 8,17, p < .01; Chi-square 30-59 Yrs = 4.44 p
< 04; Chi-square 60 Yrs plus = 1.22, p < .28

Within voling habit group comparisons across age groups: Chi-square Less than Always = 4.54, p < .11, Chi-square
Always = .26, p < .89

General Disposition toward Change and Clarity in This Election

To understand one’s overall reported experience of voting under the RCV system, it helps to
control for more general attitudes. A reluctance to accept change in the most general sense will
probably make a voter more likely to give negative reports when asked about this specific
change. We asked respondents whether they thought it was better to “try new things” or to “stay
with the traditional ways of doing things.” Among those who indicated a preference for change,
13% said they did not understood RCV entirely or at all, compared to 18% among voters who
indicated a preference for tradition. It is possible, then, that some of the reported lack of
understanding is inevitable due to some voters’ preference for keeping things the way they are.

Another factor we wanted to control for was one’s difficulty with the voting decision for the
BOS in general. We asked voters how easy or difficult it was for them to decide who their first
choice was. Difficulty in finding one’s first-choice candidate should not make a difference one
way or the other in how easy a voter found the RCV process. But because we suspected some
voters may conflate those two things, we asked. We found that our suspicions were well based.
One in ten (10%) of respondents who said it was easy or very easy to decide on their first choice
also indicated they did not understand RCV. By contrast, 21% of those who said it was difficult
or very difficult to find a first choice reported not understanding RCV. Therefore, it is possible
that a portion of the reported lack of understanding of RCV was a function of difficulty voters
had deciding on a first choice in the BOS races.

We report these two variables together in the following figure. The lack of understanding was
highest (36%) among voters who had difficulty identifying a favorite BOS candidate and who
prefer tradition over change. It was lowest (10%) among those who found it easy to identify a
favorite BOS candidate and who prefer change over tradition.

An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election
26



Figure 17. Understanding of RCV, Controlling for General Dispositions toward Change
and Difficulty Deciding on First Choice
(n =2368)
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Within Traditional/New Things categories, comparing across ease/difficulty of finding first choice: Chi-square New Things
= 26.11, p < .001; Chi-square Traditional Ways = 9.72, p < .01

Within ease/difficulty of finding first choice groups, comparing across Traditional/New Things categories: Chi-square Easy
or Very Easy = 2.29, p < .13; Chi-square Neither = .81, p < .37, Chi-square Difficult or Very Difficult = 6.04, p < .02

Special Neighborhood Samples

In order to examine the differences across important ethnic groups in San Francisco, we gathered
additional surveys in three neighborhoods that contain large proportions of Chinese, Latino and
African American voters (Chinatown, Mission/Excelsior, and Western Addition). According to
2000 census data, the two Chinatown precincts we surveyed contained 91% and 92%
Asian/Pacific Islanders. Among the surveys we collected there, 68% of the respondents self
identified that way. In the two Mission precincts, the census showed 69% and 77%
Hispanic/Latino residents, while 27% of the respondents we surveyed there said they were
Hispanic/Latino. And in the Western Addition precincts, the census data showed 63% and 66%
African-American/Black. Among those who completed surveys in those precincts, 70%
identified themselves that way.

Clearly, our efforts to collect data among members of these specific groups were more successful
in Chinatown and Western Addition than in the Mission. However, the 27% of Latinos in the
Mission sample is much higher than the 10% in the basic sample, and will still provide some
useful information. We will report on each neighborhood sample in turn. It is important to note
that these data generalize only to the specific group and only in that neighborhood.

Western Addition: First, let us return to the question of how many people knew about RCV
before voting. Among Blacks surveyed in the Western Addition precincts, 54% said they knew
they would be asked to rank BOS candidates, compared to 58% among African-Americans in the
basic sample. As to how well they understood the RCV ballot, 20% of African-Americans
indicated a lack of understanding in the Western Addition, versus 23% in the basic sample.
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While the number of cases becomes too small for good estimates, we find little difference in the
proportion of Blacks in the Western Addition and the proportion of Blacks in the basic sample on
the question of how well one understood RCV based on the level of education, voting habits, or
prior knowledge of RCV.

Chinatown: The proportion of Asians surveyed in the Chinatown precincts who said they knew
they would be asked to rank BOS candidates was 64%. This compares to 68% of Asian-
Americans in the basic sample. Twenty-one percent of the Asians we surveyed in Chinatown
indicated a lack of understanding of RCV, compared to 13% of Asians in the basic sample. This
is a meaningful difference that may be due to difficulties based on one’s language skills. In the
basic sample, 48% of Asian-Americans said that English was the first language they learned. In
the Chinatown sample, only 20% of Asians said their first language was English. In addition,
even controlling for language, it appears the Asians in Chinatown may have had more trouble
understanding RCV than those living elsewhere. The proportion of Chinese speakers in the basic
sample who indicated a lack of understanding is 16%, compared to 24% of Chinese speakers in
Chinatown who said they did not understand RCV. That comparison should be taken cautiously
due a small number of observations. However, it appears that, while the majority of Asians in
Chinatown and elsewhere did understand the RCV ballot, those in Chinatown understood it less
than did Asian-Americans from other parts of the city.

The Mission: Among the Latinos we surveyed in the Mission’s precincts, 65% said they knew
they would be asked to rank BOS candidates on the RCV ballot. This compares to 57% in the
basic sample. In the basic sample, 20% of Latinos indicated a lack of understanding of RCV,
compared to 13% of those we surveyed in the Mission. This suggests that Latinos in the Mission
were more aware of, and had less difficulty with, RCV than Latinos elsewhere. However, these
results should be taken cautiously due to the small number of cases.

Summary

In this section we examined how well voters understood the new RCV system. The vast
majority of voters said they understood it fairly well or perfectly well (polling place = 86%,
absentee = 89%). We attempt to identify factors that might explain one’s inability to understand
the ballot, focusing on groups who may be at risk in the transition to this new system. It should
be clear that, although we emphasize the lack of understanding, the overall pattern displays a
broad understanding.

Levels of understanding of the RCV ballot were lower among less educated voters, less wealthy
voters, and voters whose first language is not English. Voters who knew about RCV before
coming to the polls expressed higher levels of understanding. Also, understanding varied across
racial/ethnic groups, listed from less to more understanding as follows: African-Americans,
Latinos, “Others,” Asian-Americans, and Whites. In addition, levels of understanding varied in
expected ways according to one’s attitudes. We found higher levels of understanding among
voters who supported the RCV reform, made a first choice among BOS candidates easily, and
were positively disposed toward change in general.

African-Americans appeared a bit different from other racial/ethnic groups. The more educated
Blacks reported less, not more, understanding of RCV. Prior knowledge RCV did not
appreciably change the level of understanding among Blacks, in sharp contrast to other races and
ethnicities. And African-Americans who vote less frequently reported a much lower level of
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understanding that other groups. Again, we offer these results cautiously since we have a small
number of observations in some of the comparisons.

On average, Asians who live in Chinatown understood RCV less than did Asians living
elsewhere. This does not appear to be a simple language barrier. Looking only at voters whose
first language is Chinese, those in Chinatown report lower levels of understanding that those
living in other parts of the city. By contrast, Latinos living in the Mission reported higher levels
of prior knowledge and understanding of RCV than Latinos living in other areas. Due to the
small number of observations, these results are tentative.

Prior knowledge of RCV appears to minimize the impact of language on one’s understanding.
Those who knew they would be asked to rank candidates reported significantly higher levels of
understanding that did not vary greatly across language groups. By contrast, among those who
did not have prior knowledge of RCV the lack of understanding was much more prevalent, with
English and Chinese speakers faring better than Spanish speakers and others.

Understanding varied by age group, conditional on one’s voting habits. Among respondents who
said they always vote, we see little difference in understanding of RCV. However, among all
other voters, younger respondents indicated much less understanding that older ones.

We now turn to the third variable of interest: the use of the RCV ballot and the question of how
many candidates voters ranked.

3. Use of the Ranked-Choice Ballot

Respondents were asked how many candidates for the Board of Supervisors they actually ranked.
The ballot provided three columns, allowing voters to rank up to three candidates. If a voter has
clear preferences on that many candidates, then ranking the maximum allowable number of
candidates may enhance a voter’s enfranchisement. It is important, therefore, to determine how
many voters actually made use of this option, and which voters were more or less likely to do
so.! About three in five voters surveyed reported ranking three candidates for the Board of
Supervisors (59% of polling place voters and 60% of absentee voters). Fourteen percent of
polling place voters and 16% of absentee voters ranked two candidates. Finally, nearly one-
fourth of the voters ranked only one (23% polling place, 24% absentee).’ In what follows, unless
noted otherwise, we report the results for polling place voters only.

Demographics

Gender, sexual orientation, age, income, political identity, and party affiliation were not related
to the likelihood of ranking three candidates. However, education, first language, ethnicity and
nativity were all related to the likelihood of ranking three candidates.

People with a high school degree or less were less likely to rank three candidates. While the
majority of voters with at least some college (60%) ranked three candidates, 55% of those with a
high school degree, and 43% of people who did not finish high school, ranked three. While

® We recognize that ranking one candidate can, for some voters, be a full expression of their preferences. For
instance, a voter may find only one acceptable candidate from the slate. Our focus here is on other factors that
explain one’s likelihood of ranking three candidates, especially in a newly implemented system,

? The percentages of polling place votets does not add up to 100. This is because the exit poll questionnaire
contained a fourth answer option, “something else,” that the mail-in survey of absentee voters did not. Four percent
of polling place voters chose that option.
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about one-fourth (between 20% and 25%) of all others ranked only one candidate, 43% of those
with less than a high school degree did so.

While a majority of all respondents (59%) ranked three choices, those who spoke English as a
first language were a bit more likely to rank three choices (60%) than were those whose first
language was Spanish, Chinese or some other language (51% to 54%)).

Figure 18. Relationship Between First Language and Number of Candidates Ranked
(n = 2449; Chi-square = 25.18; p <.01)
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Those who were born in the U.S. were somewhat more likely to rank three choices (60% vs.
54%), and those who were not born in the U.S. were more likely to rank only one (29% vs.
22%).

Whites were more likely (62% vs. 54%), and African Americans less likely (50% vs. 60%) to
rank three candidates than were other races/ethnicities. However, this distinction decreases
somewhat among those with higher levels of education (college graduate and above), suggesting
that some but not all of the difference is related to education. Within racial and ¢thnic groups the
difference one’s education level and one’s likelihood to rank three candidates s is relatively
small, except for Latinos. About 48% of Latinos without a college degree ranked three
candidates, compared to 62% who have a college degree.
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Figure 19. Relationship Between Race/Ethnicity and Number of Candidates Ranked
{n = 2569; Chi-square = 28.45; p < .01)
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Within racial group comparisons across education levels: Chi-square Latino = 5.56, p < .02; Chi-square Asian = .12, p <
.74; Chi-square Black = .00, p < 1.00; Chi-square White = 1,57, p < .22; Chi-square Other = .05, p < .82

Within education level comparisons across race/ethnicities: Chi-square Not Coliege Grad = 17.51, p < .01; Chi-square
College Grad =6.76, p « .15

Less than half (46%) of occasional voters ranked three candidates compared 55% of those who
“usually” vote in elections and 61% of those who “always” vote in elections. Nearly one in three
“occasional” voters ranked only one candidate, vs. one in four of those who “usually” vote, and
one in five of those who “always™ vote. While a majority of first time voters (55%) ranked three
candidates, 30% ranked only one.
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Familiarity with Ranked-Choice Voting

Those who were more familiar with Ranked-Choice Voting were more likely to rank three
candidates. Nearly two-thirds (64%) of those who knew prior to coming to the polls that they
would be asked to rank candidates ranked three candidates versus only 47% of those who were
unaware of the new development. The more familiar a voter was with Ranked-Choice voting
prior to coming to the polls, the more likely he or she was to rank three candidates. For instance,
62% of those who were either “very familiar” or “somewhat familiar” with RCV reported
ranking three candidates. By contrast the proportion who ranked three candidates among voters
who were “not very familiar” or *not at all familiar” was 54%. Meanwhile, 19% of voters who
were familiar with RCV ranked only one candidate, versus 28% of those were not familiar.

Figure 21. Relationship Between Familiarity with RCV and Number of Candidates Ranked
(n = 2586; Chi-square = 50.60, p < .001)
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We asked the voters who knew about RCV before coming to the polls how they had found out
about it. Respondents chose from a list of possible sources, checking all that applied. The three
most common sources for polling place voters were a newspaper (37%), the Department of
Elections (DOE) literature or website (34%), and television (26%). For absentee voters, the most
common sources were a newspaper (57%), the DOE (38%), and television (31%). Note that the
small number of cases among absentee voters makes those estimates less accurate.
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Table 7. Source of Prior Knowledge abont RCV

Polling place | Absentee
Information source {n =1947) (n=161)
SF DOE literature or website 34% 38%
Candidate campaign literature or website 17% 14%
Other literature or website 12% 9%
Presentation at a club or organization 39 5%
Newspaper 37% 57%
Television 26% 31%
Radio 18% 13%
Precinct worker 29 39,
Family/friends/neighbors 16% 9%
Other source 11% 5%

Among polling place voters, we can examine the differences in the likelihood of ranking three
candidates based on the source of information. Those who reported receiving information about
RCYV from the Department of Elections literature or website were more likely than others to rank
three candidates (69% vs. 61%), as were those receiving information from other literature or
websites (70% vs. 63%), and presentations at clubs or organizations (82% vs. 63%). By contrast,
voters who received information from “other” sources were Jess likely to rank three candidates
(57% vs. 65%). Meanwhile, there were smaller, negligible differences among voters who got
information from candidates’ campaigns, newspapers, television, radio, precincts workers, and
family, friends, or neighbors,

In general, the more sources of information a voter cited, the more likely he or she was to rank
three candidates. Seventy-one percent of those citing three or more information sources ranked
three candidates, while 57% of those citing less than three sources (including no sources) ranked
three candidates. [n a separate question, respondents were asked whether they had gathered
more or less information on candidates during this BOS election, compared to prior elections.
Again, those who reported gathering more information were more likely to report ranking three
candidates {66%) compared to those who gathered neither more nor less (57%) and those who
gathered less (50%).

Ease of Use

In addition to asking about voters’ overall understanding of the RCV ballot, we asked
specifically how easy or difficult it was to rank one’s top three candidates. Not surprisingly, we
find a relationship between how easy or difficult it was to rank three candidates and actually
doing so. Those who found it “very easy” or “easy” were much more likely to rank three (67%)
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than were those who found it “difficult” or “very difficuit” (49%). A full 57% of those who
found it “very difficult” ranked only cone candidate.

Figure 22. Relationship Between Ease of Ranking Three Candidates and Number of Candidates Ranked
(n =2572; Chi-square = 116.02, p < .001)
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However, those who looked for outside help in determining how to use the BOS ballot were no
more or less likely to have ranked three candidates. Respondents were asked whether the vote
scanning machine rejected their BOS ballots on the first attempt to submit the ballot. Eighty-five
percent (85%) of those who reported a rejected ballot also reported ranking less than three
candidates.

As for one’s overall understanding of the RCV ballot, 63% of those who understood it at least
“fairly well” ranked three candidates, while only 36% of those who did not understand it entirely
or at all ranked three candidates. Forty-one percent of those who indicated a lack of
understanding reported ranking only one candidate, compared to 20% for those who said they
understood.
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Figure 23. Relationship Between Understanding RCV and Number of Candidates Ranked
{n = 2557; Chi-square = 150.72, p <.001))

70— W Rarked three
H Ranked two

[] Ranked ¢ene

W Something else

Percent

' T
Understood it fairly or perfectly well Did net understand entirely or at all

Opinions of Ranked-Choice Voting and Attitudes Toward Change

One’s general attitude may also influence the likelihood of ranking three candidates. As
explained in the previous section, we asked a broad question about respondents’ preferences for
“trying new things” versus those who prefer to “stay with traditional ways of doing things.”
Those who said it is better to try new things were more likely to rank three candidates (60%),
while those who preferred traditional ways were less likely to do so (51%). Another general
opinion that could lead some voters to be more willing to use RCV to its fullest is one’s support
or opposition to its implementation. Those who had supported RCV prior to coming to the polls
were much more likely to have ranked three candidates than were those who were neutral or
opposed. A full 39% of those opposed to RCV ranked only one candidate versus 15% of those
who supported it.
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Figure 24. Relationship Between Opinion of RCV and Number of Candidates Ranked
(n = 2533; Chi-square = 87.51, p <.001)

B Ranked three
B Ranked two

[J Ranked one

B Something else

I
g
[
o
46
1
| B |
Supported Neither Opposed

In a separate question, respondents were asked whether they preferred “this system with no
December runoff election,” whether they preferred “the former system with a December runoff
election,” or whether it made no difference to them. A majority of respondents to our exit poll
(61%) preferred the new system; 13% said they preferred the runoff system, and 27% said it
made “no difference” to them. Opinions were more positive among absentee voters, with 77%
preferring the new system, 11% preferring the former runoff system, and 13% saying it made no
difference. Among polling place voters, those who preferred the new system were much more
likely to rank three candidates. Sixty-six percent (66%) of those who preferred the new system
ranked three, as did 51% of those who were indifferent and 48% of those who preferred the old
System.

Summary

In this section we explored what factors might lead voters to rank three candidates. About three
in five voters did rank three candidates, while about one-fourth voted for only one. Polling place
voters and absentee voters were virtually the same in this regard. Education, language, race and
cthnicity, and nativity are all related to tendencies to rank three candidates. Differences in the
number of candidates ranked were especially notable among the least educated. Also, the impact
of education more generally is greater among Latinos than other racial/ethnic groups.

Voters who had prior knowledge of RCV and were more familiar with it tended to rank more
candidates on the ballot. The most common sources of information for those who knew about it
were newspapers, the DOE’s literature or website, and television. Those who learned about
RCV from either the DOE website or literature, from some other website or literature, or from a
club or organization were more likely to have ranked three candidates than those who heard
about it through some other source.

Not surprisingly, those who found the ranking task itself easy and those who reported more
overall understanding of RCV were more likely to rank three candidates. Finally, attitudes about
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the RCV reform and about change in general were related to the number of candidates voters
ranked. Respondents who expressed prior support of the reform, a current preference for RCV
over the Runoff system, and who think it is better to try new things were all more likely to rank
three candidates and less likely to choose just one.

4. Further Questions

Comparisons across BOS Districts

The exit poll was designed to allow estimates within the seven BOS districts. The table below
presents those findings. The first three rows display the results for the main variables we
considered in this report; prior knowledge of RCV, understanding of RCV, and full use of RCV.
District 7 voters were most informed of RCV coming into the polling places. Seventy-seven
percent of them knew they would be asked to rank BOS candidates. By contrast, in Districts 2
and 3 that proportion was 64%. Levels of understanding varied, too. Respondents in Districts 1
and 5 expressed more understanding (90% and 89%) than did voters in Districts 2, 3 and 11
(84%, 84%, and 83%). Next, we see large differences in the proportion of voters who ranked
three candidates on the ballot, ranging from 46% in District 2 to 76% in District 5. Clearly, the
nature of the race played a role here. District 5 had the most candidates on the ballot {22) and
the highest incidence of voters ranking three candidates as opposed to ranking two or choosing
one or none.

Table 8. Comparing Results across Districts

D1 D2 D3 D5 D7 D9 D11 | ALL

gg‘i’%"g)""c‘w'e"ge of 73% | 64% | 64% | 72% | 77% | 67% | 66% | 69%

Understood RCV fairly or
perfectly well (Q 18)
Ranked three candidates

90% | 84% | 84% | 89% | 88% | 86% [ 83% | 87%

60% | 468% | 51% | 76% | 67% | 56% | 55% | 59%

Q 15)
Pé";%; RCV system 54% | 58% | 62% | 63% | 66% | 64% | 56% | 61%
ge;;; Runoff system 17% | 1% | 12% | 13% | 12% | 9% | 16% | 13%

The number of observations within the cells of this table range from 323 to 470

Differences across the districts on these guestions were statistically significant: Chi-square for Q9 = 28.49, p < .001; Chi-
square for Q18 = 13.33, p < .04; Chi-square for Q15 = 102.58, p < .001; Chi-square for Q23 (prefers RCV v. all others) =
19.00, p < .01; Chi-square for Q23 {prefers Runoff v. all others) = 15.61, p < .02

Finally, we report an indicator of support for RCV from responses to the question that asked if
voters prefer RCV or the former runoff election system. Opinions varied, with District 7 and 9
showing the most positive reports (66% and 64% prefer RCV to the runoff system), and districts
1 and 11 showing the least positive (54% and 56% prefer RCV). We also report the proportion
of voters who prefer the former Runoff system. District 9 and 2 show the least support for the
former system (9% and 11%), while Districts 1 and 11 show the most (17% and 16%).
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Possible Impacts of RCV'’

Proponents of RCV systems have suggested that the nature of political campaigning and the
voters’ experience may change once RCV is implemented. We included a short series of
questions that asked voters to compare their experience under the new RCV system to their
experience under the former Runoff system.

Sincere Voting: One claim that RCV proponents make is that the voters will be more apt to vote
sincerely. That is, they will be more likely than under the Runoff system to vote their true
preference, and less likely to vote for someone else based on judgments about who is most likely
to win. When we asked polling place respondents if they were more or less likely to vote for
their most preferred candidate under the new system 46% said yes, while 3% said no, and 51%
said there was no difference. Among absentee voters, 42% said they were more likely to vote for
their most preferred candidate, 3% said less likely, and 56% reported no difference.

Wasted Votes: Along the same lines, the argument has been made that under the former Runoff
system voters may feel their votes have been wasted. Under that system, if a race has two front
runners and a field of other less popular candidates, then casting a singie vote for one of the less
popular candidates could lead to this feeling. By contrast, under the RCV system a voter has
three rankings to distribute, knowing that if their first choice is the least popular their ballot will
be transferred to their second choice. We asked respondents to compare this election to past
BOS elections and tell us if they felt more or less like their vote was wasted this time. Among
polling place voters 29% said they felt less like their vote was wasted, 7% said they felt more
like it was wasted, and 64% noted no difference. Among absentee voters, 20% said “less,” 7%
said “more,” and 74% said *no difference.”

Positive/Negative Campaigns: It has also been suggested that campaign strategies may change
under the RCV scheme, leading to less negative campaigns. Successful candidates might form
coalitions with other candidates instead of setting themselves against the field. We asked
whether voters thought the BOS campaigns in their districts were more or less negative than in
past elections. Responses were fairly evenly split. Among polling place voters, 14% said “more
negative,” 15% said “less negative,” and 71% saw no difference. Absentee voters were more
likely to note differences from past elections, but otherwise concurred: 21% “more negative,”
23% “less negative,” and 56% “no difference.”

Information Gathered: Finally, we were interested in the amount of information voters gathered
for this election. It takes more information to rank three candidates than to pick one. Compared
to past BOS elections, did voters gather more or less information about the candidates? Thirty-
two percent of polling place voters said they gather more, 8% said they gathered less, and 53%
said there was no difference. Absentee voters were a bit less likely to report gathering more
information (24%), while 5% said they gathered less, and 68% reported no difference.

Old and New Attitudes about RCV

Our survey was designed to compare prior attitudes about RCV with voters impressions after
having used it. It should be noted that since we interviewed voters as they exited the polling
place, our measure of prior attitudes is subject to bias. That is, a voter’s recent experience in the
voting booth could influence their report of what his or her opinion was before entering the

'® Bivariate reports of responses to the questions in this section may be found in the appendix.
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voting booth. That said, it is still useful to compare responses to the question we asked early on
in the survey about opinions of RCV before coming to vote with the responses to the question we
asked near the end about voters” preference for the RCV or Runoff system.

From responses to the question placed early in the questionnaire we see that about two in five
(39%) voters came to the polling place supporting RCV and 7% opposed it. Results from
answers to the question near the end of the survey show that three in five (61%) said they
preferred the RCV with no runoff, and 13% preferred the former system. The figure below
compares those responses, with the horizontal axis showing prior attitudes (supported, neither,
opposed), and the bars representing current attitudes (darkest = prefer RCV, medium = no
difference, lightest = prefer Runoff). If there were no change in opinions, before and after using
the RCV ballot, then we would expect the dark bar on the left side of the panel to be 100%, the
light bar on the right side of the panel to be 100%, and the middle-toned bar in the middle section
to be 100%. The degree to which that pattern does not hold suggests that some voters may have
changed or developed new attitudes through the process of voting under the RCV system.

Two things are worth noting: First, nearly one in five respondents (19%) who initially opposed
RCYV say they now prefer it to the former system, while only 4% who came in supporting RCV
now say they prefer the runoff system. Second, among respondents who had no clear prior
opinion on RCV, about one-half (52%) say they now prefer RCV, while only about one-eighth
(12%) say they prefer the former system.

Figure 25. Comparing Prior Opinions with Current Opinions on RCV

so-l W Prefer RCV and no runoff
B Mo difference between new and former system
[ Prefer former system with runoff

Percent

52

36

Supported Neither Opposed
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Summary

In this section we briefly report results across the seven BOS districts, and provide information
on some of the expected impacts of the RCV reform. The largest differences across districts are
found in the degree to which voters ranked three candidates. In District 7, which had an
exceptionally large number of candidates running for an open seat, voters were much more likely
to use all three columns of the RCV ballot. By contrast, voters in District 2 where an incumbent
ran among fewer chaliengers were least likely to rank three candidates.

Claims about the potential impact of the RCV reform were examined through several questions
that asked voters to compare this BOS election with past BOS elections. While most of the
voters we asked reported no difference, those who did note differences tended to say they
gathered more information, voted for their most preferred candidate, and felt less like their vote
was wasted this time. Meanwhile, about equal proportions of respondents said the BOS
campaign in their district was less negative as said it was more negative.

Finally, we attempted to gauge the degree to which opinions about RCV might have changed as
a result of voters using the system for the first time. As expected, most people coming to the
polls supporting it still support it, and most coming in opposing it still oppose it. However, the
results indicate more positive than negative sentiment: First, about one if five voters who came
to the polls opposing RCV now prefer it to the Runoff system. Second, among voters who had
no clear prior opinion about RCV, about half now prefer it to the Runoff system, while about
one-eighth now prefer the Runoff system.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this report has been to assess the transition from a Runoff system to a Ranked-
Choice Voting (RCV) system in the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) elections. We
emphasize the voters’ experience as they cast their ballots: How easy or difficult was it for them
to navigate the new system? Since voting is a fundamental political act in democratic society,
we feel this is an appropriate focus.

The overall finding is positive. The majority of voters knew about Ranked-Choice voting,
understood it, and used it to rank their preferences. Further, after having used it most say they
prefer it to the former Runoff system.

Given the import of equality in the franchise, we choose to look at those minorities of voters who
did not know about RCV, did not understand it, and did not use it to its fullest potential. No
system is perfect and no transition flawless. However, it is important to note discrepancies in
voters’ experiences, especially among voters in expected risk groups. As to the question of what
amount of unfamiliarity, misunderstanding, or misuse represents a critical compromise in
citizens’ political expression, we leave that debate for other venues. Our intent here is to provide
evidence that will inform that discourse and help San Franciscans reach toward their ideals.

While most voters knew that they would be asked to rank BOS candidates, roughly one-third did
not (31% polling place and 37% absentee). Among those who were less likely to know were the
less educated, those whose first language is not English or Chinese, and races and ethnicities
other than Asian or White. Also, less frequent voters were more likely to report being unaware
of RCV. Lack of prior knowledge of RCV explained lower levels of understanding and lower
incidences of ranking three candidates.
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One especially striking finding is that, while levels of understanding varied significantly across
language groups, no such differences were observed among respondents who knew beforehand
that they would be asked to rank the BOS candidates. It was among the voters who did not have
prior knowledge of RCV where language-based difficulties appeared.

Overall understanding of Ranked-Choice Voting was high, with about seven-eighths of our
respondents saying they understood it fairly well or perfectly well. Again, if we look closer at
specific groups, we see some are more at risk than others. As expected, voters with less
education and lower incomes report less understanding. While ethnic and racial groups other
than Whites and Asians indicated less understanding, Blacks merit a special comment. Several
factors like education and prior knowledge mitigate a lack of understanding for other groups, but
not among the African Americans we surveyed.

Another group of interest is the Asian-American community in Chinatown. Voters there appear
to have had more difficulty with RCV than Asians ¢lsewhere, and this is due to more than
language. By contrast, Latinos we spoke with in the Mission seem to have had more prior
knowledge and understanding of RCV than Latinos in other parts of the city.

While we cannot explain all of these findings with the data obtained, we can note that a pattern
of connections emerges. For instance, prior knowledge of RCV is also related to one’s tendency
to rank three candidates on the ballot. While this may not be surprising, it is important, since a
sizeable portion of the electorate lacked that knowledge.

Overall, about three in five voters ranked three candidates while almost one-fourth chose only
one candidate, rates that are nearly identical for both polling place and absentee voters. It would
be naive to expect all voters to rank three candidates. Still, the factors that covary with those
tendencies deserve scrutiny: Ranking three candidates was least common among African-
Americans, Latinos, voters with less education, and people whose first language is not English.

Clearly, some of what shapes these tendencies toward awareness, understanding, and use of the
ballot are influences that will always remain. For instance, we noted two such factors: voters’
general dispositions and the nature of the district election. As it turns out, respondents’ reports
of how well they understood RCV and how many candidates they ranked are related to their
opinions of RCV reform, to the difficulty they had choosing one candidate, and to their general
attitudes toward change. It is not clear anything could be done to improve these voters’ reports
on our main measures of interest. Further, the evidence that the tendency to rank three
candidates is campaign specific becomes clear when we compare Districts 5 and 2. Voters in
District 5°s large contest for an open seat ranked three candidates much more frequently than
voters in District 2°s smaller contest involving an incumbent. We¢ encourage readers of this
report to separate out malleable from intractable factors. It should be the goal of the community
to address the former and learn to live with the latter.

We suggest that the focus of the community moving forward should be on the variations reported
above based on one’s education, income, race and ethnicity, and first language. And we wish to
identify the lack of prior knowledge of RCV one of the most important and approachable
problems.

Finally, we found generally positive responses to evaluative questions about Ranked-Choice
Voting. About three in five polling place participants and over three-fourths of the absentee
respondents say they prefer RCV to the Runoff system. Interesting results emerge when we
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compare prior opinions about RCV with the question of which system voters prefer now. About
one in five voters who came to the polls opposing RCV now prefer it to the Runoff system. And,
among voters who had no clear prior opinions about RCV, about half now prefer it to the Runoff
system, compared to about one-eighth who now prefer the Runoff system. These sentiments
provide a positive context for the challenge of improving voters experience in future RCV
elections.

An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election
42



APPENDIX A: Survey Questionnaire

San Francisco State University / City & County of San Francisco
Ranked-Choice Voting {Instant Runoff Yoting) Survey
You have been invited to participate «n this survay because your precinet was selected to research

puislic opimon about Ranked-Choice Voting. othenvise known as Instant Runoff Votng. This survey s completely
anonymous--do not put your name on this form.

There are no nsks or benefits to you particpating in this suney  You may choose to paricpale of ot Yau may
answes Ohly the quastons you feel comfortable answerng and you may siop atany tme  3f you do not wish 1o
pamcipate, you may smply return the blank survey, with no penalty 1o yoursell. If you do panticipate. completion
and return of the survey indicates your consent 1o the above conditions,

The sursey should take approximately 5 minutes o complete. Any questons o toncems should be diracted to:
Lise! Blash, Prosct Coordimator, Public Research Instituie, San Franaisco State Usiversity, 415.338.6733

BREBRPTEAE ROFRELE,

S: prefese reciing una copsa da este cuestonano en Espariol, por favor prequents 3 ayudante

Whatis your age? 9. Betore coming 1o vote today. did you know you
- 7 h would be asked 10 rank your choices for the

2 1s2a o apas L rors Board of Supervisors?

- 5 ] 5359 1 79 & oider D1 ves

1303 2 s0-69 — e
16, if you knew about Ranked Choice Voting

2. What was the last grade of sehool you {Instant Runoff) belore coming to vote today,

completed? how did you find out ahout it?
71 Did not finsh high school {Chetk all that apply}
.1 High schoo! graduate or GED O s Dept. of Elections fiterature and/or wabsita
1 some collage or Associate Degres O canddate campasgn literature andior welbssite
4 College graduate [3 Oher Merature or webstedntemat
4 Past-graduate study [ Presenistion at club or DrgAMZaYON
[3 Newspaper
3. What is your Race or Ethnicity? 0~ ?Wp Pe
1 B ISIoN
! Hispansc:atin T wnite O Radio
% Asand Pache Islander % American indian 3 precnct worker
i’
;‘;'c:“ American/ Gther [] Famiy frends or aeghbors
¢ T other
4. What is the first | i d
1) s‘;e:k?e ratlanguage you learne 11. Before eoming to vote todoy, how familiar were
you with Ranked-Choice Voting {Instany Runoff
1 Engish ) Spanish Voting)?
7 criness 1 Other M Very famibar

5. Were you born inthe U.$.? 01 Somewnat tamiiar
Ty iy {1 Nat very famar
b ° U Not at a6 famiar

6. Please check the box that best represents your

household’s total yearly income. 12. Before coming 1o vote today, what was your

opinion of Ranked.Cholce Voting {Instant

Jiessmons10000 D) $50000-572 999 Runoft Voting)?

_1 $10.900-519.99% =) $75.000.599 999 O Supponed

21 520.000-529 998 J $100.006 or mare O] Neither supperted nor spposed i
I} Opposed 1

Which comes closer to your view?
2] #sbstter 10 try new things than to say wah e | 13 Sometimes it's sasy to choose & favorite

adanal ways of daing things candidate from among thos¢ running, and other
T wsoeteric stay with the tragibonal ways of tnes it's hard. What about this etection and
doing thngs than lo change the Board of Supervisors race? How sasy or
difffcult was #t for you to decide who your first
How often would you say you vole in elections? choice was?
) Naver before this time (1 very Easy
] Qerasonaly ] Easy
1 Usually [ Neither Difficull nor Easy
1 Always [ Dfticun

2] Very Dificul

[ 1 eant vote for the Soard of Supsrvisors
Pleass skip to Question 22}

PLEASE TURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE OVER ®
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14, What about ranking yout top three choices for
the Board of Supervisors? Was that

MAY wry Easy
L. Easy
T Naither Difficult nor Easy
I3 Difficult
= Yary Difficuit
15. When you first filled out your ballot for the Board
of Supervisors, did you

L. Rank three candidates
.. Rank two candidates

. Vote {or only one candhdate
L. Something else

16. When yeu first filled out that part of the haflot.
did you ask for help from anyone or refer to
written infermation to determine how to rank
your choices?

 Ne

17. When you first put your ballot for the Booard of
Supervisors in the scanning machine. did it
return the ballot to you?

T Yes O oo
17a. if yes, what did you do before putting it in
the machine a second time?
i~ Made changes 1o the baliot
= Made na changes 1o the batlot
T Got a new batiol

7 Yes

18. Overall, how would you describe your
experience with Ranked-Choeice Voting for the
Board of Supervisors?

T Understood it perfecly wel
T Understood # fairky wall

3 Did not understand it entirely
T Did nat understand it at all

The next questions ask you to compare this
eloction using Ranked-Cholce Voting 1o the
former system in which you voted for one
candidate 10 the Boartd of Supervisors.

19. Compared to past elections for the Board of
Supervisors, how much information did you
gather about the candidatas befors voting
today?

T2 More than in past elections

— Mo ddference

T Lessthan in past elections

 Tius is the first tme | have woted
{skig 1o Quastion 223

20.

21.

22

3.

24,

5.

26.

27.

$ometimes people vote for their most
preferrad candidate, and sometimes thay
vote for a candidate because he or she is
more likely to win, Compared 10 past
glections for the Board of Supervisors, were
you more or less likely 10 vote for your most
preferred candidate today?

. Mors likely
= No difference
i Less ikely

Sometimes voters feel like their vote is
wasted, or doesn’t count for much in an
election. What aboutyou? Compared o
past elgctions for the Board of Supervisors,
which best describes you?

= Felt more hke my vole was wasied this time

— No diferance
i Faltless ke my vote was wasted this tims

;
Thinking just about the campaign for the
Board of Supervisors in your district, was it
more of Jess negative than in past elections?
— More nagative than past slechons
— No difference

Less nagatve than past elections

!

With the Ranked.Choice Voting system
{Instant Runoff), there will be no run-off
election heid in December, Which would you
say describes you best?

w1 prefor this system with no December runoff

gigction

Na differernice 1o me betweaen this and the

former system

T3 | prefer the former system with a December
runoff election

o]

What is your gender?

— Female [ Mate

{n most politicai matters. do you consider
yourself:

I Yery iberal
Libveral

Moderate
Conservaire
Yery conservative

LETEIL

Ne matter how you voted today, do you

usually think of yourseif as:
i Republican L+ independent

—i Democrat L Semething else

What is your sexual orisntation?
— Straght . GayiLestuan
Bisexual

Pisase fold your queastionnaire and put it in the box.

If vou would ke lo participate i & post-election focus group on Ranked Choicesinstant Runoff
Voting. please sigh up with ong of our student polisters,

Thank you!

Pubhc Research Instijute, SFSU. 1640 Molloway Ave, San Franersco. CA 94132

An Asscssment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San Francisco Election

44



APPENDIX B: Demographics

In this section, we report the demographic makeup of the sample in the basic exit poll
survey, not including special neighborhoods and not including the absentee survey. Itis
important to note that the demographic profile of voters does not match that of the
general population. Therefore, while we sampled precincts based on how closely they
resemble the demographics of the district, our respondents will look somewhat different
than the district as a whole.

Voting registration and turnout among eligible voters varies by education, income, age,
and race and ethnicity. In addition, some districts may contain disproportionate numbers
of ineligible voters, like people who are too young or who are not citizens. Finally, more
than one-third of San Francisco voters filed absentee ballots and a large number used
early voting. It is possible that early and absentee voters may differ from those who
came to the polls on Election Day.

In the following sections, the data are weighted based on turnout. Weighting generally
made no more than a 1% difference in most demographic variables, For information on
the weight and a list of precincts, please see the section of this report on methods. Also,
for a full report on the counts of each of these variables, please refer to the Appendix that
reports the frequency of all questions asked in the survey.

Figure 26. Gender (n = 2727)
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Figure 27. Sexual Orientation (n = 2645)
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Figure 28. Age (n = 2839)
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Figure 29. Education (n = 2814)
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Figure 30. Annual Houschold Income (n = 2757)
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Figure 31. Place of Birth (n = 2824)
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Figure 32. First Language (n = 2792)
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Figure 33. Race and Ethnicity (n = 2816)
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APPENDIX C: Frequencies, Basic Precinets Sample

Note: Data are weighted.

For the full wording of the answer options, please see the questionnaire included in this
report.

1. What is your age?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 18-24 299 10.5 10.5 10.5
25-29 427 150 15.0 256
30-39 842 2986 296 55.2
40-49 519 18.2 18.3 735
50-59 445 15.6 16.7 89.2
60-69 190 6.7 6.7 95.9
70-79 90 3.2 3.2 9g9.0
79 and older 28 1.0 1.0 100.0
Total 2839 99.7 100.0
Missing  Suspect answer 1 0
Missing 6 2
Total 8 3
Total 2847 100.0
2. What was the last grade of school you completed?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Didn't finish HS 58 20 21 2.1
HS grad/GED 161 57 57 7.8
Some college 628 221 223 301
College grad 1144 40.2 40.7 70.8
Post-grad 822 289 292 100.0
Total 2814 98.8 100.0
Missing  Multiple answers 25 9
Missing 8 3
Total 33 12
Total 2847 100.0
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3. What is your Race or Ethnicity?

Cumultative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Hispanic/Latino 280 9.8 89 8.9
Asian/Pacific Islander 389 13.7 13.8 23.8
African American/Black 143 5.0 5.1 289
White 1818 63.8 64.6 93.4
American Indian 14 5 5 939
Other 133 4.7 4.7 986
Multiple answers 39 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 2816 989 100.0
Missing  Suspect answer 1 0
Missing 31 11
Total 31 1.1
Total 2847 100.0
4. What is the first language you learned to speak?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid English 2337 82.1 837 837
Chinese 129 4.5 46 88.3
Spanish 152 53 55 93.8
Other 174 6.1 6.2 100.0
Total 2792 98.1 100.0
Missing  Suspect answer 3 A
Multiple answers 41 1.4
Missing 11 4
Total 55 1.9
Total 2847 100.0
5. Were you born in the U.5.?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 2368 83.2 83.9 839
No 456 16.0 16.1 100.0
Total 2824 99.2 100.0
Missing  Missing 23 8
Total 2847 100.0
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6. Please check the box that best represents your household's total yearly income.

Cumuiative
Frequenc Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Less than $10, 000 175 6.2 6.4 6.4
$10,000 to $19,999 185 6.5 6.7 131
$20,000 to 49, 999 705 24.8 256 386
$50,000 to 74,999 586 208 213 59.9
$75,000 to $99,999 391 137 14.2 741
$100,000 or more 714 251 259 100.0
Total 2757 96.8 100.0
Missing  Multiple answers 4 1
Missing 86 3.0
Total 90 32
Total 2847 100.0
7. Which comes closer to your view?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid It's better to try new
n
:::?r:l?t?on’g \?ngswc;tfh 2322 81.6 89.1 891
doing things
It's better to stay with the
traditional ways of doing 284 10.0 109 100.0
things than to change
Total 2606 915 100.0
Missing  Suspect answer 4 2
Multiple answer 7 2
Missing 230 8.1
Total 241 8.5
Total 2847 100.0
8. How often would you say you vote in elections?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Never before this time 211 7.4 7.5 7.5
Cccasionally 102 386 36 11.0
Usually 532 18.7 18.7 298
Always 1992 70.0 70.2 100.0
Total 2837 99.6 100.0
Missing  Missing 10 4
Total 2847 100.0
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9. Before coming to vote today, did you know that you would be asked to rank your

choices for the BOS?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 1953 68.6 69.0 69.0
No 879 309 31.0 100.0
Total 2832 99.5 100.0
Missing  Suspect answer 1 0
Multiple answers 2 A
Missing 12 4
Total 15 5
Total 2847 100.0

10. if you knew about Ranked Choice Voting (Instant Runoff) before coming to vote today,
how did you find out about it? (Check all that apply.)

True False Total
Count % Count % Count %

SF DOE literature and/or website 659 33.8% 1288 | 66.2% 1947 100.0%
Candidate campaign literature 325 | 167% | 1622 | 83.3% | 1947 | 100.0%
and/or website

Other literature and/or website 232 | 11.9% 1715 | 88.1% 1947 | 100.0%
Presentation at club or organization 64 3.3% 1883 | 96.7% 1947 | 100.0%
Newspaper 710 | 36.5% 1237 | 63.5% 1947 100.0%
Television 512 | 26.3% 1435 | 73.7% 1947 100.0%
Radio 347 | 17.8% 1600 | 82.2% 1947 | 100.0%
Precinct worker 41 2.1% 1906 | 97.9% 1947 100.0%
Family, friends or neighbors 304 | 15.6% 1643 | 84.4% 1947 | 100.0%
Other 214 | 11.0% 1733 | 89.0% 1847 | 100.0%

11. Before coming to vote today, how familiar were you with Ranked-Choice Voting
(Instant Runoff Voting)?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Very 585 205 207 207
Somewhat 1017 357 359 56.6
Not very 649 228 229 795
Not at alt 580 204 205 100.0
Total 2830 99.4 100.0
Missing  Multiple answers 2 A
Missing 18 5
Total 17 .6
Total 2847 100.0
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