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ABSTRACT:  To say that the outcome of the 2016 Presidential Election was a surprise to many political  

experts would easily qualify as an understatement for the ages. Nonetheless, in defense of  
the political handicappers, there is notable evidence that the dynamics of voter choice in the days leading up 
to the last day of voting were differentiable from preferences registered on  
Election Day. That is, in some states it would seem that Hillary Clinton (Democrat) was advantaged by  
early voting and Donald Trump (Republican) was favored by voters who came to the polls on Election Day. This 
paper draws on aggregate- and individual-level data from Florida to examine voting across racial/ethnic 
groups, distinguishing between votes cast on Election Day with those cast early in-person and by mail in the 
2016 Presidential Election. The paper also compares variation across modes of voting in 2016 with 2012 
county-level Presidential Election returns. By leveraging original datasets that merge the modes of voting for 
different groups with aggregate presidential results, as well as using 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election 
Study (CCES) individual-level data, we are able to determine the extent to which the story of Trump’s historic 
Presidential victory hinged on the support he garnered from voters who showed up on the final day of voting. 
 
 
 

The outcome of the 2016 Presidential Election took almost everyone by surprise, the experts, the 
voters, and apparently “The Donald” himself. Simply put, rare events are very hard to predict. Further, in 
defense of the generously funded political handicappers, there is notable evidence that the dynamics of 
voter choice in the days leading up to the last day of voting were differentiable from preferences 
registered on Election Day. Indeed, hindsight and the empirical record strongly suggest that Hillary Clinton 
would have become the 45th President of the United States if the election concluded a day earlier.  
 This study focuses on the electoral dynamic that unfolded in the nation’s most coveted perennial 
Presidential battleground state: Florida. The authors’ analysis of local support for Trump in the Sunshine 
State draws on an original dataset of county- and precinct-level data as well as survey data from the 2016 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES). This paper advances three empirical inquiries. First, 
come county-level data from 2016 and 2012 to explore how Trump’s election returns differed from those 
of Mitt Romney four years earlier across the three modes of voting available in Florida: early in-person 
(EIP), vote-by-mail (VBM), and Election Day. Next, we draw on precinct-level election returns broken down 
by mode of voting to untangle how Trump’s supporters differed across the three modes of voting. Last, is 
the analysis of the 2016 CCES data to show that self-reported vote choice jibes with our aggregate-level 
findings. This work strongly supports the notion that the pundits and election scholars were right about 
the ballots already in the vault via early in-person and vote-by-mail. If not for an Election Day surge in 
favor of Trump, the improbable and historic 2016 presidential outcome would not have come to pass. 
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Support for Trump and Clinton across Modes of Voting in Florida 
In Florida, Donald Trump won 50.6% of the two-party vote and 49% of the 9.42 million total votes 

cast for all the Presidential candidates. To many political observers, Trump’s victory in the Sunshine State 
came as a surprise—perhaps not as big of a shock as his upsets in the “Blue Wall” states of Michigan, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin—but an unexpected result nonetheless. One of the stated reasons for why 
many election observers got Florida wrong was because they read too much into the advance voting tea-
leaves that showed Clinton performing well. Touting the top-lines from a list-based survey of registered 
voters, including those who had already cast early in-person and vote-by-mail ballots that he conducted with 
the College of William & Mary, one such knowledgeable observer was Tom Bonier, the CEO of TargetSmart, 
a Democratic-aligned campaign consultancy. A few days before Election Day, Bonier claimed on MSNBC’s 
Last Word with Lawrence O’Donnell that Clinton was well-poised to win Florida, pointing to his survey 
indicating that over a quarter of registered Republicans who had already cast ballots said they were backing 
Clinton. “A lot of the vote in Florida has already been cast,” Bonier (2016) informed his host. He was correct: 
prior to Election Day, roughly 2.96 million vote-by-mail ballots had been cast along with nearly 3.88 million 
early in-person ballots; combined, it would be just shy of 70% of the total ballots cast in the election. 

Across much of the country, including Florida, convenience voting has become wildly popular 
(Gronke 2012; Herron & Smith 2012). In roughly three-quarters of the states, voters may cast their ballots 
in person at early voting locations; in addition, in nearly half the states, voters may apply for no-excuse 
absentee ballots which they can mail back to their local elections officials (NCSL 2017). “In reality, the days 
of an actual election ‘day’ are long gone,” noted Mike McDonald in the 2014 general election; it is now “a 
solid election month, if not more in some places, and will continue to expand” (Lee 2014). Oregon and 
Washington now conduct their general elections entirely by mail, and Colorado has moved in that 
direction. There were over 40 million ballots cast ahead of the General Election in 2016 (McDonald 2017), 
and thus, the contest can be won or lost well in advance of Election Day. So it seemed also in Florida. 

Following Trump’s victory, Bonier and others who relied on votes cast prior to the election to 
inform their modeling of the presidential vote were pilloried for their prognostications. “Historically,” 
though he offered no longitudinal data to support his claim, FiveThirtyEight’s Nate Silver (2017a) wrote 
sagely that, “the relationship between early voting in a state and the final voting totals there has been 
weak, and attempts to make inferences from early voting data have made fools of otherwise smart 
people.” Silver was certainly correct to opine that “early voting data can be easy to misinterpret” (Silver 
2017a). But ballots cast in advance of an election in a state like Florida, where over two-thirds of voters 
cast their ballots before Election Day, nevertheless provide valuable, real-time information to candidates 
and their campaigns.1 As such, there is no reason why Bonier and other election observers should not 
draw conclusions from votes cast in advance of an election. And as we show below, there was considerable 
evidence that Clinton was performing well on the eve of Election Day, though it is certainly debatable as 
to whether the Democratic nominee was winning every fourth Republican who cast an early ballot (a 
shoddy poll can detract from a generally plausible trend).   

                                                           
1 Patterns of early in-person and vote-by-mail ballots are important tools for understanding how the composition of the 
electorate differs across the three modes of voting. Of course, for whom voters cast their early in-person or vote-by-mail ballots 
remains unknown. Still, much can be gleaned from knowing which voters cast ballots by which methods. Though painstaking 
to collect these data, it is also possible in Florida (and several other states) to merge precinct-level vote outcomes—which 
includes placing into precincts voters who cast ballots by mail or at county early voting sites—with individual-level vote 
methods aggregated to the precinct level. 
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Convenience Voters for Clinton 
An examination of the partisan and racial/ethnic makeup of those voters who cast early in-person 

and vote-by-mail ballots provides ample indication that Clinton was well-positioned to win Florida. 
Drawing on data from statewide early voter files and absentee ballot files, Smith (2016) documented the 
partisan and demographic breakdown of the voters casting EIP and VBM ballots. Over the 14 days of early 
voting, Democrats cast 1.58 million ballots, up 43% from four years earlier when voters had only eight 
days of EIP voting. But Republicans saw an even larger jump in EIP voting in 2016, as 1.43 million party 
faithful went to the polls before the election, an increase of 65% over 2012. Still, 154,000 more Democrats 
cast EIP ballots than Republicans prior to November 8. Democrats also held their own with VBM ballots. 
Some 1.05 million Democrats mailed in their ballots, up 14 percent from the party’s 2012 totals. 
Republicans, who have long-dominated voting by mail in Florida, cast just 59,000 more VBM ballots than 
Democrats. The 1.11 million VBM ballots cast by Republicans was up only 12% from their 2012 tally. 

The largest increase in the use of EIP voting, however, was with those voters not registered with 
either party. These independent voters, with No Party Affiliation (NPA), cast nearly 780,000 EIP ballots, 
more than twice as many EIP votes cast by NPAs than in the 2012 election. NPAs also mailed in over half 
a million VBM ballots, up 36% from 2012. Although “Democrats have a smaller raw voter lead going into 
Election Day,” Steve Schale (2016), Obama’s Florida Political Director in 2008, blogged the morning the 
polls opened, “pretty much everything that Hillary Clinton wanted to have happen to position herself to 
win Florida has happened.”  

With respect to the racial/ethnic dimensions of pre-Election Day voting, key constituencies for 
Clinton—African Americans and Hispanics—also were turning out in force. Most notably, Hispanics cast 
2.4 times as many EIP ballots in 2016 than they did in 2012. Although they comprise roughly 15% of the 
electorate, Hispanics cast more than 16% of the 3.9 million EIP ballots cast in Florida. Despite concerns 
that they would not be as energized without a black candidate at the top-of-the-ticket, African Americans 
once again came out in force, especially during the final days of the early voting period, bringing their 
“Souls to the Polls” as they did in 2008 and 2012 when Obama was on the ballot (Herron & Smith, 2012 & 
2014). In fact, more blacks cast EIP ballots in 2016 than in 2012, although the overall share of EIP voters 
who were Black dropped by six percentage points from 2012, from 22% of all EIP voters to just 16%. To 
be sure, more than 900,000 White voters came out to cast an EIP ballot than in 2012, but proportionately, 
Black and Hispanic voters were still more likely to vote EIP in 2016 than White voters. In short, while the 
overall share of Black EIP voters fell in 2016 from 2012 rates, Hispanics more than made up the difference 
of EIP voters compared to four years earlier.  

All seemed to be in place for a Hillary Clinton victory in Florida. And in fact, Bonier was correct 
when he told Lawrence O’Donnell that Clinton was winning Florida heading into Election Day. As Figure 1 
reveals, final election results showed that Clinton won convenience voters, and decisively so. Prior to any 
ballots being cast on 8 November 2016 Clinton was beating Trump by 206,330 EIP votes (5.5 percentage 
points higher in the two-party vote) and 40,468 VBM votes (1.6 percentage points higher in the two-party 
vote). Instead, on Election Day, Trump would go on to wipe out Clinton’s 246,798 vote lead, and then 
some, as he won 360,831 more votes than Clinton, trouncing her by nearly 13 percentage points in the 
two-party vote. The reversal stunned Trump supporters: “This was a data defying feat that captured a 
populist fervor we just couldn’t measure,” according to a shocked Republican pollster, noting that “[t]he 
Trump campaign kept talking about the missing white voter. Well, they showed up on Election Day” 
(Caputo & Cheney 2016). 
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The nascent scholarship on modes of casting ballots and candidate vote choice is quite limited 
(Burden et al. 2017). Given what scholars know about who tends to vote in advance of Election Day, 
however, the differences in candidates support across the three modes of voting should not come as a 
surprise. Studies of non-precinct convenience voters (EIP and VBM) have found these voters are different 
than Election Day voters, particularly more partisan and ideological (Gronke et al. 2008; Hanmer & 
Traugott 2004; Karp & Banducci 2001; Kousser & Mullin 2007; Neeley & Richardson 2001; Stein 1998). 
There is some evidence that the expansion of convenience voting has not expanded or diversified the 
electorate. It is possible that early and no-excuse absentee voting does not bring to the polls registrants 
“who would not have voted on Election Day” (Stein and Garcia-Monet 1997, 668), as some convenience 
voters may just be substituting their advanced vote for voting at the traditional time (Berinsky 2005). This 
may be one of the reasons why some studies have found that overall turnout does not appear to be 
enhanced by greater voting convenience (Burden et al. 2014; Burden & Gaines 2015). Of course, even with 
added accessibility, some voters intentionally eschew voting early or by mail, out of choice or necessity 
(e.g., last-minute deciders). On the other hand, some registrants may be wedded to EIP or VBM voting, 
and might otherwise not vote absent the flexibility of casting an EIP or VBM ballot.  Nonetheless, 
convenience voting may provide the institutional framework for certain low-propensity voters to be 
mobilized to the polls, as Herron and Smith (2012; 2014 & 2016) have found in Florida and North Carolina. 
And while not a panacea, the availability of early voting sites and no-excuse absentee ballots may help 
offset transportation or information costs, as well as the consolidation of Election Day polling locations 
(Amos, Smith & St. Claire 2016).   

That Trump won the Election Day vote in Florida should not have come as a surprise. Romney beat 
Obama by 2.4 percentage points in the two-party Election Day vote in 2012. (Romney, unlike Trump, also 
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prevailed over Obama among VBM voters, winning 52.1% of the two-party vote, although Obama crushed 
him by 11.7 percentage points among EIP voters.) As Figure 2 shows, however, among Election Day voters 
Trump performed nearly 6 percentage points better than Romney did against Obama in 2012. Obama won 
fewer votes than Romney on Election Day, but the margin among those who waited until the final day was 
much closer than Clinton’s share against Trump; Clinton’s share of the two-party vote on Election Day 
against Trump was 4.6 percentage points less than Obama’s share against Romney. Although Clinton fared 
better than Trump among EIP voters (recall Figure 1), Trump fared much better—and Clinton much 
worse—among EIP voters relative to their parties’ nominees four years earlier. Clinton’s share of the EIP 
vote was nearly three percentage points less than Obama’s, and Trump’s was 3.4 points higher than 
Romney’s share. Figure 2 also signals a possible shift in the long-dominance of voting by mail by 
Republicans in Florida. Not only did Clinton beat Trump with VBM voters (as shown in Figure 1), her share 
of the two-party vote was 3.7 percentage points more than Obama’s tally in 2012.  

 

  
 
County-Level Vote for Trump and Romney across Modes of Voting 

As Figure 1 makes clear, the difference in votes cast for Clinton and Trump among EIP and VBM 
voters, compared to those cast by Election Day voters, is stark. Further, as discussed above, the partisan 
and racial/ethnic makeup of those who voted in advance of November 8 was different than that of the 
voters who waited to cast their ballots on Election Day. What explains, then, the surge in votes for Trump 
on Election Day? We leave it for others to tease out the impact of former FBI Director James Comey’s 
infamous letter on October 28 reigniting concerns about Clinton’s email problems when she was Secretary 

1.6%

3.4%

-2.9%

5.9%

-0.6%

-2.8%

3.7%

-4.6%

-10%

-8%

-6%

-4%

-2%

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

Total Early In-Person Vote-By-Mail Election Day

Figure 2: Percentage Point Difference in Florida Presidential Two-
Party Vote by Method, 2016 - 2012

Trump-Romney Clinton-Obama



Florida  Political  Chronicle v.25, n.2 (2017-2018) 
 

- 128 - 

 

 

 

of State (Silver 2017b),1 though it will surely be recorded by historians as an “October Surprise” of epic 
proportions. But thinking in historical terms, was Trump’s dominance on Election Day new in Florida, how 
does it compare to Romney’s performance in 2012 when he narrowly lost to President Obama?  

We begin our analysis by looking at the shift in the two-party share of the county-level Presidential 
vote in 2016, comparing Trump’s support with that of Romney in 2012.2 Estimating the overall two-party 
share of county-level votes won by Trump and Romney, McKee and Smith (2017) control for a host of 
variables in their county-level regression models. As expected, they find that with every increase in a 
county’s share of Democratic, NPA, third party, and Black voters, county-level support for Romney is 
consistently and significantly negative, all else equal. Perhaps surprisingly, they find null effects for 
Romney’s two-party share of the vote for a county’s percentage of Hispanics who voted by any method. 
They also find that rural counties, and the share of evangelical adherents increase county-level support 
for the 2012 Republican nominee.3 In contrast, the two-party county-level support for Trump is even more 
negative among a county’s share of Democratic voters; for every additional 10 percentage points of a 
county’s share of voters who were Democrats, Trump’s support dropped 7.2 percentage points, 1.6 
percentage points more than for Romney. However, Trump’s support among a county’s share of NPAs 
who cast ballots, while negative, was less so than for Romney. In other words, although Trump’s vote 
share in a county decreases as its share of voters with no party affiliation increases, the rate was not as 
severe as for Romney. Most notably, however, although they find no relationship in the overall vote share 
won by Trump with regard to a county’s rural/urban status or Evangelical population, when compared to 
a county’s percentage of white voters, Trump’s support is consistently lower than Romney’s as a county’s 
share of racial and ethnic minority voters increases.  

How might these county-level relationships differ across the three modes of voting? Did Trump 
fare relatively better on Election Day in counties that had higher shares of Democrats and NPAs turning 
out to vote, compared to his support among EIP or VBM voters? Comparatively, did Trump fare better 
than Romney among Election Day voters? Table 1 provides four county-level regressions with the 
dependent variables estimating Trump’s share of the overall two-party vote as well as Trump’s share 
broken down by method of vote. Given the discrepancies in county population size, each model is 
weighted by the number of voters casting their ballots by each method. The independent variables—
which we calculate by aggregating the voting histories of individual voters by their mode of voting—are 
the percent of voters across political party and race/ethnic categories (for each mode of voting), with the 
reference categories a county’s percentage of Republican voters and White voters. Given the omitted 
categories, we expect that all six variables should have a negative and significant coefficient. The question, 
then, is not the sign but the relative magnitude of each independent variable’s coefficient across the four 
models (Trump’s share of the overall two-party vote in Model 1, the EIP vote in Model 2, the VBM vote in 
Model 3, and the Election Day [ED] vote in Model 4).   

                                                           
1 https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/the-comey-letter-probably-cost-clinton-the-election/  
2 The authors have not been able to build a complete dataset of 2012 precinct results by method of votes cast. As such, we rely 
on county-level returns disaggregated by the three types of voting. Despite multiple public records requests, the authors still 
have not received 2012 returns broken down by method of votes for Glades or Hardee counties.  
3 Following McKee and Smith (2017), we weight our regressions by a county’s total two-party presidential vote (by method of 
vote) and also cluster robust standard errors on the county. Lastly, for the regression coefficients, the level of statistical 
significance is indicated as follows: #p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. All of these statistical tests are two-tailed. 

https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/the-comey-letter-probably-cost-clinton-the-election/
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What is immediately notable is that as the Democratic share of a county’s voters increased, Trump 
fared marginally “better” among Election Day votes cast. For every 10 points increase in the percentage 
of a county’s voters who were registered Democrats who voted EIP and VBM, Trump’s share of the vote 
is expected to decrease by 6.8 percentage points and 7.7 percentage points, respectively. Trump’s share 
of the vote among Election Day voters, however, was only 5.8 percentage points lower for every 10 points 
increase in a county’s share of Democrats who voted by that method. The favorable difference for Trump 
is even greater among NPAs who voted VBM compared to those who voted on Election Day. The 
difference, however, is not due to black or Hispanic turnout in a county on Election Day. Indeed, Trump 
fared worse on Election Day as a county’s share of Hispanic and Black voters who cast their ballots by that 
mode increases, compared to those voting by mail (and for Hispanics, also those voting EIP). Trump’s share 
of a county’s two-party vote only fared worse among EIP voters, as for every 10 percentage point increase 
in the Black share of the EIP electorate, Trump is expected to lose 11 percentage points vs. Clinton. 

 

Table 1: 
County-Level Two-Party Support for Trump 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Trump Overall 

Two-Party Vote 
Trump EIP  
Two-Party Vote 

Trump VBM  
Two-Party Vote 

Trump ED  
Two-Party Vote 

% Voters  -0.629*** -0.680*** -0.771*** -0.579*** 
Democrat (0.0777) (0.104) (0.0845) (0.0783) 
     
% Voters  -1.579*** -1.218*** -1.801*** -1.214*** 
NPA (0.208) (0.218) (0.175) (0.172) 
     
% Voters  -0.871 -1.348 -0.985 -1.709* 
Third Party (0.718) (0.681) (0.791) (0.790) 
     
% Voters Other  -0.722* -0.359** 0.0113 -0.579*** 
Race/Ethnicity (0.344) (0.128) (0.0331) (0.103) 
     
% Voters  -0.0330 -0.0692 -0.298 -0.0991* 
Hispanic (0.0405) (0.0390) (0.266) (0.0466) 
     
% Voters  -0.472*** -1.109** -0.365* -1.079** 
Black (0.107) (0.363) (0.174) (0.330) 
     
Constant 1.201*** 1.164*** 1.195*** 1.239*** 
 (0.0270) (0.0215) (0.0320) (0.0400) 

N 
R2 

67 
.9565 

67 
.9679 

67 
.9458 

67 
.9438 

Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

Table 2 provides comparable estimates for the 2012 Presidential Election. As with the county-level 
models of support for Trump across modes of voters, as a county’s share of Democrats who voted by each 
mode of voting (relative to the percent of Republicans, the reference category) increases, the share of 
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Romney’s two-party vote decreases. What is most notable, is the difference in the negative coefficient 
measuring the percent of a county’s Election Day voters in each election who were Democratic. For every 
10-points increase in a county’s Democratic share of the Election Day electorate, Romney’s two-party 
support fell by 6.2 percentage points; Trump’s, in contrast, fell only 5.8 percentage points, which is by far 
the lowest negative drop across any of the three modes of voting in either election.   

Trump also did not fare as poorly as Romney as a county’s share of NPA voters increased; for every 
10-points increase in a county’s composition of NPA Election Day voters, Trump’s share of the vote 
declined by “only” 12.1 percentage points, whereas Romney’s support declined by nearly 19 percentage 
points. Furthermore, it appears that Trump’s relative Election Day success was due to the support of white 
voters. For every 10-points increase on Election Day in the percentage of a county’s voters who were 
black, Romney’s share of the two-party vote declined by just 5.4 percent, whereas Trump’s share of the 
vote dropped by nearly 11 percentage points. As Table 1 compared with Table 2 reveals, Trump also fared 
much worse than Romney as a county’s share of Election Day voters of other racial/ethnic backgrounds 
increased (Other percentage and Hispanic), all else equal.1    

 

Table 2: 
County-Level Two-Party Support for Romney 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Romney Overall 

Two-Party Vote 
Romney EIP  
Two-Party Vote 

Romney VBM Two-
Party Vote 

Romney ED  
Two-Party Vote 

% Voters  -0.649*** -0.667*** -0.824*** -0.621*** 
Democrat (0.0589) (0.0650) (0.0658) (0.0643) 

     
% Voters  -2.023*** -2.129*** -1.876*** -1.887*** 
NPA (0.168) (0.157) (0.174) (0.146) 
     
% Voters  -2.420*** -2.222*** -2.285*** -2.527*** 
Third Party (0.359) (0.345) (0.623) (0.299) 
     
% Voters Other  0.136 -0.109 0.122 0.191 
Race/Ethnicity (0.264) (0.286) (0.246) (0.283) 
     
% Voters  0.0110 0.0256 0.00473 -0.0236 
Hispanic (0.0376) (0.0374) (0.0347) (0.0368) 
     
% Voters  -0.467*** -0.444*** -0.209 -0.540*** 
Black (0.0955) (0.0807) (0.137) (0.130) 
     
Constant 1.248*** 1.243*** 1.226*** 1.270*** 
 (0.0294) (0.0178) (0.0277) (0.0303) 

N 
R2 

65 
.9623 

65 
.9804 

65 
.9158 

65 
.9566 

Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
                                                           
1 Unlike the “Other” racial category we include in the CCES survey data models, the Other voter category in the Florida voter 
file means that it is not clear what is the race/ethnicity of the registrant. 
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Precinct-Level Vote for Trump and Clinton across Modes of Voting 
County-level data can certainly be informative when thinking about election results. Indeed, many 

studies use county data to understand statewide and national turnout and vote choice (Burden et al. 2014; 
Filer, Kenny & Morton 1991; Gomez & Hansford 2010; Gomez, Hansford & Krause 2007; Hill & McKee 
2005; McKee & Teigen 2009; Stein & Garcia-Monet 1997). But they also are subject to ecological inference 
fallacies. For a more granular assessment of Trump’s victory in Florida, we merged precinct-level outcome 
results broken down by mode of voting with individual-level data from Florida’s statewide voter file and 
vote history files, which allows us to assess at the precinct-level the profiles of the voters who cast ballots 
by the three modes of voting.  

We begin our analysis by plotting across Florida’s more than 5,800 precincts the two-party vote 
(on the vertical axis) for Trump (in red squares) and Clinton (in blue circles) against the proportion of a 
precinct’s White voters (out of all voters, on the horizontal axis) who cast a ballot by any method. The size 
of each precinct is scaled to the total number of voters casting a ballot. As the LOWESS curves reveal, as 
the share of voters who are white in a precinct increases, Trump’s share of the two-party vote also steadily 
increases, whereas Clinton’s reciprocal share declines. Trump and Clinton’s share of the two-party vote 
cross (at .50) as the share of a county’s electorate approaches 70% White. Not surprisingly, there are only 
a smattering of precincts that Trump won a majority of votes cast that have less than 50% of voters who 
are White (red squares above .5 on the left-hand side of Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3: 

 Proportion of Two-Party Vote for Trump and Clinton across Precincts 
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Table 3: 
Precinct-Level Two-Party Support for Trump 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Trump Overall Two-

Party Vote  
Trump EIP Two-
Party Vote 

Trump VBM Two-
Party Vote 

Trump ED Two-
Party Vote 

% Voters White -0.760*** -0.829*** -1.599*** 0.0579 
Democrat (0.0212) (0.0813) (0.0567) (0.0828) 
     
% Voters White -1.067*** 0.452*** 1.292*** 0.727*** 
NPA (0.0361) (0.128) (0.107) (0.118) 
     
% Voters White -0.724*** 3.363*** 4.753*** 0.289 
Third Party (0.113) (0.390) (0.392) (0.382) 
     
% Voters Black -1.117*** -1.218*** -1.994*** -1.384*** 
Democrat (0.00967) (0.0376) (0.105) (0.0562) 
     
% Voters Black -0.584*** -0.550 -7.200*** -6.057*** 
NPA (0.0801) (0.338) (1.730) (0.601) 
     
% Voters Black 1.946*** 2.716 11.51** 0.875 
Third Party (0.535) (2.012) (4.431) (2.920) 
     
% Voters Hispanic -0.955*** -2.297*** -2.020*** -1.956*** 
Democrat (0.0221) (0.119) (0.222) (0.231) 
     
% Voters Hispanic -1.067*** 0.391** -0.620 -1.842*** 
NPA (0.0331) (0.151) (0.458) (0.258) 
     
% Voters Hispanic -2.373*** 1.302 10.72 3.482 
Third Party (0.360) (1.200) (5.990) (1.821) 
     
% Voters Other -1.928*** -3.002*** -7.091*** -4.742*** 
Democrat (0.115) (0.331) (0.872) (1.272) 
     
% Voters Other -1.395*** -1.747*** 0.0757 -1.269 
NPA (0.0991) (0.307) (1.369) (0.735) 
     
% Voters Other -2.964*** -2.986 7.820** -1.818 
Third Party (0.740) (2.302) (2.591) (2.688) 
     
_cons 1.113*** 0.686*** 0.658*** 0.687*** 
 (0.00649) (0.00635) (0.0134) (0.00545) 

N 
R2 

5804 
.9141 

5763 
.7524 

5759 
.6795 

5756 
.7091 
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Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Rather than providing similar scatter plots broken down by methods of votes cast (for different 

proportions of votes cast by racial/ethnic groups or party), Table 3 provides four regressions that allow us 
to tease out the different levels of two-party support for Trump at the precinct level while controlling for 
the actual race/ethnicity and party of those voters who cast ballots in each precinct by each mode of 
voting. Each of the four models has a series of variables that provide the percentage of all voters in a 
precinct who cast ballots by each mode of voting broken down by racial/ethnic and party groupings. The 
reference category for each model—(1) Trump Overall Two-Party Vote, (2) Trump EIP Two-Party Vote, 
(3) Trump VBM Two-Party Vote, (4) Trump ED Two-Party Vote—is a precinct’s percentage of Republican 
voters (which combines all four racial/ethnic categories) who voted by each mode. Consistent with the 
county-level results, relative to the share of all Republicans who voted in a precinct, the overall two-party 
vote for Trump (Model 1) declined on average by 7.6% for every 10-points increase in the percentage of 
white Democrats who voted by any method. Indeed, when considering the overall precinct-level vote, 
every other race/ethnicity by political affiliation breakdown (except one) relative to Republican voters was 
significantly less likely to support Trump1 (see Table 3 above). 

Breaking down the precinct-level support for Trump by mode of voting, however, reveals a glaring 
divergence from otherwise predictable findings. Among Election Day voters (Model 4), for every increase 
in the share of a precinct’s White Democratic voters, there is no significant relationship in the vote against 
Trump when compared to a precinct’s share of Republicans who also voted on Election Day. As the share 
of White NPAs who waited until the last day to vote increases, relative to Republican Election Day voters 
the precinct is likely to have a positive vote share for Trump, up more than 7 points for every 10-points 
increase in a precinct’s share of voters who are white NPAs. Predictably, as a precinct’s share of voters on 
Election Day who are Black Democrats or Black NPAs increases, support for Trump drops precipitously 
relative to Republicans who voted on Election Day. This is also true as the share of a precinct’s voters who 
are Hispanic Democrats and NPAs rises—support for Trump drops. These relationships remain consistent 
across other modes of voting: as the share of minority voters (of any party) increases relative to the share 
of Republicans voting by that mode, precinct support for Trump either decreases, is not statistically 
significant, or if positive, is not substantively meaningful. For example, as the share of EIP voters in a 
precinct who are Black Democrats or Hispanic Democrats increases by 10% points, support for Trump 
plummets by 12% points and 23% points, respectively; Trump’s share drops roughly 20% points for every 
10-points increase in the share of Black and Hispanic Democratic VBM voters in a precinct.  

 
Findings from the 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election Study 
 We now turn to an individual-level analysis of mode of voting and presidential vote choice in 
Florida drawing on the 2016 CCES. The CCES includes over 3,000 respondents from Florida, including 923 
who said they voted on Election Day (28%),1,166 who said they voted EIP (35.3%) and 1,211 who said they 
exercised the VBM option (36.7%).2 Although the self-reported mode of voting and two-party split are not 

                                                           
1 Substantively, the positive relationship in Table 3 for percent black Third Party votes cast in a precinct is infinitesimal. Across 
the more than 5,800 precincts, the percentage of all votes cast by Black Third Party registrants ranges from 0% to .056%, with 
a mean of .001%. Similar caution should be taken when interpreting the signs and significance levels of the coefficients for 
percent Hispanic Third Party votes cast as well as the three “Other” race/ethnicity by party variables. 
2 All of the data we report on and analyze, are weighted by the post-election weight provided in the CCES survey. 
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spot on with that found in Figure 1, which is based on the actual votes cast across the three available 
modes, the summary data from the CCES are in line. With respect to respondents who reported using the 
VBM method, the vote was 48.2% Trump vs. 51.8% Clinton. For EIP respondents, the reported vote was 
48% Trump/52% Clinton. By comparison, Trump wins the Election Day vote by 53.3% vs. 46.7% for Clinton. 
So, the general pattern of support by method is found in survey data, which gives us some confidence in 
our statistical models that isolate the effect of the timing and mode of the vote on the likelihood of 
supporting Trump.   

Table 4: 
Individual-Level Two-Party Vote for Trump – Election Day vs. Otherwise 

 

 All Voters White Other Hispanic Black 

Election Day 0.263** 
(.108) 

0.215* 

(.126) 
0.845** 

(.335) 
0.659** 

(.287) 
0.065 
(.334) 

      
Democrat -2.945*** 

(.125) 
-2.977*** 

(.142) 
-3.672*** 

(.370) 
-3.436*** 

(.327) 
-2.143*** 

(.574) 
      
Independent -1.448*** 

(.122) 
-1.402*** 

(.140) 
-1.175*** 

(.348) 
-1.720*** 

(.304) 
-1.901*** 

(.601) 
      
Other 0.017 

(.138) 
-- -- -- -- 

      
Hispanic -0.225 

(.142) 
-- -- -- -- 

      
Black -0.878*** 

(.268) 
-- -- -- -- 

      
Constant 
 

1.545*** 

(.106) 
1.545*** 

(.118) 
1.400*** 

(.300) 
1.446*** 

(.203) 
0.341 
(.546) 

N 3,200 2,381 154 399 266 
Pseudo R2 .514 .459 .624 .559 .180 

Probit regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Dependent variable: 1= Trump, 0 = Clinton; *p < 
.10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 (two-tailed).  
 

 Table 4 above presents five probit regressions with the dependent variable coded 1 for a Trump 
vote and 0 for a Clinton vote. All five models include a dummy variable coded 1 if a respondent voted on 
Election Day and 0 otherwise. This is the key independent variable since we expect that Election Day voters 
are more likely to report voting for Trump. We also control for party affiliation, with a dummy for 
Democrats and a dummy for Independents, with Republican identifiers as the omitted reference category. 
Given the increasing significance of party affiliation in presidential voting (Bartels 2000), it is expected that 
compared to Republican voters, Democrats and Independents will be much less likely to report a vote for 
Trump. In the first model that includes all voters, we also have controls for a respondent’s race/ethnicity. 
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For the Other category, respondents are collapsed into this dummy variable if they report being Asian or 
Asian-American, Native-American, Middle Eastern, or Mixed Race. The other two racial/ethnic variables 
are Hispanic and Black; White is the omitted reference category. At minimum, given the well-known 
allegiance of African Americans to the Democratic Party, this group of voters is expected to be significantly 
less likely to report voting for Trump when compared to White voters. The next four models are confined 
to respondents of one of the aforementioned racial/ethnic categories: White, Other, Hispanic and Black. 
Thus, in these models the covariates consist of the Election Day dummy and the party identification 
variables (Democrat and Independent). We are interested in whether the Election Day variable holds 
statistical significance when it is limited to a specific racial/ethnic group.  
 Starting with the model that includes all respondents who reported voting for either Trump or 
Clinton in the 2016 Presidential Election in Florida, multivariate analysis indicates a strong relationship 
between the mode of vote and vote choice: Election Day voters are significantly more likely to report voting 
for Trump (p < .05), all else equal. As expected, versus Republicans, Democrats and Independents are much 
less likely to vote for Trump. And with regard to race/ethnicity, black voters are notably less likely to support 
Trump vis-à-vis the reference category of white voters. Racial polarization in vote choice, especially in the 
case of Black voters, accounts for the unsurprising finding that the Election Day variable is insignificant in 
the vote choice model for African Americans. Black voters who reported casting a ballot prior to Election 
Day in Florida went 94-to-6 in favor of Clinton, while African Americans claiming to have voted on Election 
Day, voted 93%-to-7% for Clinton. Regardless of mode, Black voters cast ballots against Trump. 
 Interestingly, however, for each of the remaining models limited to one racial/ethnic classification, 
the Election Day variable registers statistical significance and is signed in the anticipated direction; 
whether one looks only at Whites, Hispanics, or voters in the residual “Other” category, each group of 
voters was more likely to report voting for Trump if they claimed to have cast their ballot on Election Day. 
As is always the case with limited dependent variable models, we must generate predicted probabilities 
in order to interpret the size of the effects of the covariates. We have resorted to the popular observed 
value approach explained by Hanmer and Kalkan (2013). With this method, apart from the variable of 
interest whose value is being manipulated, the remaining variables in the model are set at their observed 
values (hence we do not alter the values of these covariates, e.g., setting them at their modal, average, or 
minimum/maximum value). Table 5 presents the predicted probabilities for all of the variables in the 
models from Table 4 that attained statistical significance. The predicted probabilities are the likelihood of 
voting for Trump and they are displayed on the condition of whether the respondent claimed to have 
voted on Election Day or otherwise (Not Election Day).  
 In the model for all voters, the likelihood of voting for Trump when all of the covariates are set at 
their observed values is .526 on Election Day and .475 if not on Election Day. Once again, the dynamic is 
clearly evident in the survey data: Trump prevailed in Florida because of his surprising and impressive 
performance on the last day of voting. Going down the rows in the table and focusing on the overall 
likelihood of voting for Trump in the separate models limited to a racial/ethnic group, only among white 
voters would Trump have won the Sunshine State’s 29 electoral votes on the basis of his support on 
Election Day, or otherwise.  It should be noted, however, that consistent with our aggregate-level findings 
(county- and precinct-level), white Independents and Democrats who said they voted on Election Day 
were 2.7 percentage points and 5.5 percentage points, respectively, more likely to say they voted for 
Trump than those who voted EIP of VBM.  Similar to white voters, on Election Day, a majority of Hispanic 
voters and voters classified as other, also preferred the upstart Republican (see Table 5 below). 
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Table 5:   
The Likelihood of Voting for Trump – Election Day vs. Otherwise 

 

Category Election Day Not Election Day ED – Not ED (%) 

All Voters  .526 .475 +5.1 

  Democrat .085 .053 +3.2 

  Independent .371 .310 +6.1 

  Republican .950 .919 +3.1 

    

  Black .362 .310 +5.2 

  Not Black .538 .484 +5.4 

    

White Voters  .576 .534 +4.2 

  Democrat .084 .057 +2.7 

  Independent .415 .360 +5.5 

  Republican .961 .939 +2.2 

    

Other Voters  .581 .453 +12.8 

  Democrat .055 .008 +4.7 

  Independent .514 .352 +16.2 

  Republican .988 .919 +6.9 

    

Hispanic Voters  .503 .392 +11.1 

  Democrat .069 .018 +5.1 

  Independent .361 .217 +14.4 

  Republican .982 .926 +5.6 

NOTE: Predicted probabilities of voting for Trump were generated based on the observed value approach (see Hanmer & Kalkan 
2013). Predicted probabilities are from the first four regression models displayed in Table 4: all voters, White voters, Other 
voters, and Hispanic voters. There was not a statistically significant difference in the vote choice of Black voters according to 
whether or not Black respondents voted on Election Day and therefore no predicted probabilities were generated from the 
model confined to Black voters. The last column in the table displays the percentage points difference in the likelihood of voting 
for Trump for Election Day vs. Not Election Day, for each voter characteristic.  
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 Finally, the paper concludes with a more nuanced model of vote choice in Table 6. Here we include 
the same models as those in Table 5 except for one distinction: we parse the mode of vote so that dummy 
variables are included for VBM and EIP, with Election Day voters again as the omitted reference group. It 
is notable that, despite essentially no difference in the split of the two-party vote for Trump and Clinton 
on the basis of VBM and EIP (as discussed above), in the multivariate analysis for all voters, the statistical 
significance loads on VBM respondents and those exercising the EIP option reveal a preference 
indistinguishable from Election Day voters. This said, when we turn to models limited to a specific 
racial/ethnic group, there is variability in the relationship between mode of casting a ballot and vote 
choice. Similar to the model for all voters, for white voters (by far the largest group), only VBM voters said 
they were less likely to vote for Trump. Interestingly, in the catch-all “Other” category of non-white, non-
Hispanic, and non-Black respondents, these voters were less likely to cast a ballot for Trump if they were 
VBM or EIP voters, as opposed to Election Day participants. In contrast to white voters, VBM voters are 
not differentiable from Election Day voters with respect to their preferences, but EIP voters are; early in-
person Hispanics were significantly less likely to vote for Trump as compared to Election Day Hispanic 
voters. Lastly, African Americans are again found to be the only group immune to a potential relationship 
between the mode of voting and voter choice—a result expected because the vicissitudes on the 
campaign season rarely reach a magnitude capable of moving this group away from its deep loyalty to the 
Democratic Party (see Table 6 below). 

Table 6:  
Individual-Level Two-Party Vote for Trump – VBM and EIP vs. Election Day 

 All Voters White Other Hispanic Black 
VBM -0.363*** 

(.122) 
-0.345** 

(.143) 
-1.127*** 

(.418) 
-0.312 
(.310) 

-0.193 
(.316) 

      
EIP -0.157 

(.122) 
-0.060 
(.135) 

-0.643* 

(.361) 
-0.979*** 

(.329) 
0.011 
(.437) 

      
Democrat -2.960*** 

(.123) 
-2.997*** 

(.140) 
-3.693*** 

(.375) 
-3.399*** 

(.329) 
-2.105*** 

(.603) 
      
Independent -1.462*** 

(.119) 
-1.427*** 

(.135) 
-1.147*** 

(.355) 
-1.683*** 

(.293) 
-1.836*** 

(.622) 
      
Other -0.001 

(.138) 
-- -- -- -- 

      
Hispanic -0.234 

(.144) 
-- -- -- -- 

      
Black -0.896*** 

(.261) 
-- -- -- -- 

      
Constant 
 

1.823*** 

(.124) 
1.778*** 

(.137) 
2.237*** 

(.355) 
2.072*** 

(.308) 
0.368 
(.584) 

N 3,200 2,381 154 399 266 
Pseudo R2 .515 .463 .631 .574 .183 

Probit regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Dependent variable: 1= Trump, 0 = Clinton. 
*p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 (two-tailed).  
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Conclusion  
While Tom Bonier and other election observers who analyzed EIP and VBM returns got the advance 

voting for Clinton correct, but the final election results wrong, other pundits who correctly predicted 
Trump’s overall victory may have just gotten lucky. “Hillary has to get enough Black votes in the lock box 
before the old fashioned vote next Tuesday and it appears she’ll fail,” wrote Democratic political 
consultant Ed Jesser in an e-mail to Chris Matthews on 4 November 2016.  “Every indication I get is that 
everything is breaking for Trump and has been from before the Comey letter,” he continued, and “[i]f so, 
it’s been my experience that late breaking waves are virtually immutable.”1  

As our results show, this was not the case. Clinton performed well among Blacks who voted early, 
and she did especially well among Hispanic voters who cast EIP and VBM ballots. Indeed, she was leading 
going into Election Day by nearly a quarter-million votes. But she got walloped on Election Day. Our 
county- and precinct-level analyses suggests that Trump’s late support came with a wave of white support 
on Election Day, particularly among White NPAs, but also among White Democrats. Neither groups voted 
against the Republican at the same levels as their compatriots who voted in advance of the November 8 
vote.  The authors’ aggregate-level findings are bolstered by the CCES data, as we find that White 
Independents and Democrats were consistently more likely to cast votes for Trump on Election Day than 
those who voted during advanced voting period. It is entirely possible that many of these Election Day 
voters were more undecided than their fellow White Republicans when they bubbled in the oval at the 
top of their ballots in their precincts; Trump was the beneficiary.  
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Appendix 
Table A1: Trump – Romney Two-Party Difference in County-Level Support 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Trump – Romney 
Difference, Overall 
Two-Party Vote 

Trump – Romney 
Difference, EIP 
Two-Party Vote 

Trump – Romney 
Difference, VBM 
Two-Party Vote 

Trump – Romney 
Difference, ED Two-
Party Vote 

Change in % Voters  -0.678*** -0.793*** -1.169*** -0.461 

Democratic (0.159) (0.166) (0.133) (0.274) 

     

Change in % Voters  0.636 0.553 -0.677* 0.828 

NPA (0.400) (0.279) (0.334) (0.457) 

     

Change in % Voters  0.683 0.317 -1.088 1.006 

Third Party (0.465) (0.461) (0.595) (0.594) 

     

Change in % Voters  -3.001** -3.038*** -3.092** -3.883** 

Other Race/Ethnic (0.886) (0.769) (1.101) (1.173) 

     

Change in % Voters  -0.217 -0.491*** 0.244 -0.991 

Hispanic (0.293) (0.128) (0.288) (0.822) 

     

Change in % Voters  1.579*** -0.126 0.254 -0.0489 

Black (0.325) (0.156) (0.340) (0.538) 

     

Constant 0.0259* 0.0118 -0.0123 0.0410* 

 (0.0104) (0.00886) (0.00808) (0.0157) 

N 65 65 65 65 

Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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