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A Details About the Sample

Table A.1 presents the demographics of the counties studied in this article. We take county-level
demographic data from the 2020 decennial Census at the county level as a comparison. The
Table reports the average and median value of each demographic variable, as well as the overall
(population-weighted) value.

Table A.2 shows the number of voters covered in any one of those contests, and Table A.3 shows
the number of contests used by state.

Table A.1: Demographic Characteristics of Counties Used. Comparison of the counties in our sample
(CVR, n = 483) with all counties in the United States (Nation, n = 3221). All statistics are computed using
data from the 2020 Decennial Census at the county level.

Overall Average County Median County

CVR Nation CVR Nation CVR  Nation

Percent White 53.3 612 694 753 732 82.1
Percent Black 11.6 12.3 8.8 8.7 3.1 2.2
Percent Hispanic 27.2 19.5 152 11.9 8.9 4.8
Percent Under 18 22.1 220 21.8 219 220 21.9
Percent Over 65 16.2 169 19.0 20.2  18.2 19.9
Percent Urban 89.6 80.1 52.1 37.1 573 34.8

Percent Homeowning  22.4 242 268 28,5 268 29.0




Table A.2: Sample Size of Voters by State and Office. Number of voters in our CVR data whose ballots
are linked to their federal office vote choice. See Figure 1. Ctys indicate number of counties. (The totals do
not match those of Table A.1 exactly because here we treat counties in Alaska, Delaware, and Rhode Island
as a single county).

Partisan Offices

Non-partisan

Ballot Measures

State Ctys. State Local State Local State Local
Alaska 1 316,248 - - - 316,581 -
Arizona 4 2,685,699 2,688,984 17,551 2,084,024 2,688,824 2,599,379
California 40 14,346,203 - 5,491,386 12,807,363 14,911,259 8,844,274
Colorado 62  3,245.809 2,505,590 - 1,026,569  3,244325 2,167,959
Delaware 1 503,534 503,538 - - - -
Florida 36 6,483,425 6,123,131 1,379,856 6,367,970 6,104,761 1,296,378
Georgia 89 4,213,231 4,213,204 - 1,815,270 4,088,273 2,143,584
Towa 1 11,277 11,276 - 8,765 11,290 -
Idaho 1 27,453 27,453 - - 27,449 -
Illinois 12 504,929 504,932 - - 504,703 402,865
Louisiana 1 23,590 23,590 - - 23,590 23,590
Maryland 19 - 299,415 584,498 786,741 2,108,564 1,388,933
Michigan 29 1,176,516 1,178,987 1,157,997 825,068 1,179,055 843,189
New Jersey 10 - 1,972,592 - 538,945 2,683,730 159,654
New Mexico 11 224,689 224,689 - - 224,688 109,795
Nevada 17 1,393,138 801,282 1,393,181 1,199,168 1,347,479 71,651
Ohio 36 2,328,058 2,328,651 2,328,644 6,816 - 1,846,054
Oregon 15 1,062,746 362,942 1,062,481 1,062,205 1,062,857 750,688
Rhode Island 1 508,326 253,292 - 154,469 511,873 336,250
Tennessee 2 310,061 - - 11,554 - 86,693
Texas 45 4,596,778 4,402,148 - 3,009,641 - 2,404,709
Utah 1 6,857 6,857 - 3,317 6,857 146
Wisconsin 13 1,263,351 1,258,601 - 65,769 - 508,229
West Virginia 2 49,762 49,735 - 16,902 - -
Total 449 45,281,680 29,740,889 13,415,594 31,790,556 41,046,158 25,984,020




Table A.3: Sample Size of Contests by State and Office. Number of contests in our CVR data whose
ballots are linked to their federal office vote choice. Cells are of the form m /n, where m indicates the number
of contests that are contested according to the 95-5 threshold we define in the article, and » indicates the total
number of contests. Most of the analyses in the article is run with only contested contests. Each legislative
district’s contests is counted as its own contest.

Partisan Offices Non-partisan Ballot Measures

State Ctys. State Local State Local State Local
Alaska 1 24/51 - - - 2/2 -
Arizona 4 18 /26 15729 1/1 14 /34 2/2 66/ 67
California 40 721798 - 718 985/1125 12/12 320/320
Colorado 62 83/110 49 /127 - 17725 11/11 191/ 191
Delaware 1 291755 6/29 - - - -
Florida 36 92/97 557103 3/3 324 /324 6/6 23/23
Georgia 89 121 /259 126/ 815 - 2717193 3/3 48 /48
Iowa 1 0/2 1/5 - 1/2 1/1 -
Idaho 1 3/6 2/4 - - 1/1 -
Ilinois 12 271743 40/ 87 - - 1/1 15715
Louisiana 1 1/4 0/6 - - 717 1/1
Maryland 19 - 12 /20 3/5 19/25 2/2 371737
Michigan 29 45752  162/1207 14761 49/ 149 2/2 124/ 124
New Jersey 10 - 63 /127 - 37/81 3/3 717
New Mexico 11 39/67 22/50 - - 5/5 3/3
Nevada 17 34/52 12 /44 42798 45751 5/5 717
Ohio 36 51/66 41/304  37/105 2/2 - 4717471
Oregon 15 49/52 3/4 6/12 147 /334 474 47147
Rhode Island 1 36/113 13/84 - 15741 1/1 81/81
Tennessee 2 6/9 - - 6/6 - 474
Texas 45 114 /221 60/271 - 47117662 - 284 /284
Utah 1 2/6 0/5 - 0/3 717 1/1
Wisconsin 13 54769 0/62 - 0/1 - 36/36
West Virginia 2 12/12 8/20 - 3/5 - -
Total 449 912/1,470 690/3,403 113/293 2,162/2963 75/75 1,766/1,767




Nonpartisan School Board Elections Using data and information from the website Ballotpedia
(https://ballotpedia.org) and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), we esti-
mated that 8.4% of districts nationwide employ partisan elections for their school boards. To make
that estimate:

* We began with a complete list of 13,028 general purpose (K-12) school districts in the United
States in 2019 from National Center for Education Statistics.

* Ballotpedia notes that Alabama, Connecticut, Louisiana, and Pennsylvania use partisan
elections for all school board elections (https://perma.cc/UB2Z-DHSW). We assumed
that every one of the districts in those four states uses a partisan election ballot.

* They also note that Georgia, North Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina and Tennessee
all allow individual school district’s some discretion over the use of partisan or non-partisan
elections. We assumed that all of the districts outside of these five states and the four states
that mandate partisan elections employ non-partisan elections.

* For the four states that allow school districts discretion in the use of partisan or non-partisan
elections, we examined election results to determine the form of election that was used in
each school district. In particular, we assumed that a district uses partisan elections if any
candidate appeared on the ballot along with their party label in any contest for that district’s
board in a recent election. In particular,

— For Rhode Island and North Carolina, we examined the official statewide vote canvases
from the 2024 primary and general elections.

— For South Carolina and Georgia, we relied on data from Ballotpedia. Ballotpedia
notes that 109 (61%) districts in Georgia use partisan ballots (without listing those
districts). Ballotpedia also shows the winning candidates in all recent SC school board
contests, including the party labels of the candidates if a partisan ballot was used (see,
for example, https://perma.cc/QYD6-ZPTR).

— Because Ballotpedia only presented election results for a small number of Tennessee
school board elections and the official Tennessee statewide vote canvas does not include
the results of local school board elections, we determined the election type for as many
Tennessee districts as we could by examining the election results that were posted online
by every Tennessee county election commission that has a webpage and which posted
2024 election results.

— Because the NCES data reports (slightly) different numbers of districts for each state
than do the elections returns and Ballotpedia and because we could not determine the
election type for some Tennessee districts, we re-weighted our data to match the share
of NCES districts that each state comprises.


https://ballotpedia.org
https://perma.cc/UB2Z-DHSW
https://perma.cc/QYD6-ZPTR

B Measures of the Partisan Gap: Relationships and Alternative
Measures

B.1 Proof of Relationship Between APG and Correlation Coefficients

In a sample where the win margin of a candidate contest j is equal to the win margin of national
partisanship, APG; is equal to the individual level correlation between national partisanship and
voting. That is, letting y; be a Bernoulli variable for voter i voting Democrat in a contest j, and
letting d; be a Bernoulli variable for being a Democrat, we will show that

APG; = |Corr(d,y)]
under some simple conditions.

Note that in general Corr(d, y) = Cov(d, y)/+/Var(d)Var(y) where Var denotes the variance.
If both variables are Bernoulli, the numerator can be rewritten:
Cov(d,y) = E(dy) — E(d)E(y)

=Pr(d=1) E(y|ld=1) — E(d)[Pr(d=1) E(y|d=1) + Pr(d=0) E(y|d=0)]

— N— ————

E(d) E(d) 1-E(d)

= E(d)[E(yld=1) -~ E(d)E(yld=1) ~ (1 - E(d))E(y|d=0)]
= E(d)[E(yld=1) = E(d)E(y|d=1) = E(y|d=0) + E(d)E(y|d=0)]
= E(d)[E(yld=1) - E(y|d=0) ~E(d)[E(y|d=1) - E(y|d=0)]]

APG APG
= E(d)|[APG - E(d)APG]
=APG-E(d) - (1 — E(d))
= APG - Var(d)

Thus, the correlation is equal to the APG rescaled by the relative variance of the two variables:

Var(d)

Corr(d,y) = APG -
orr(e-) Var(y)

The equality Corr(d, y) = APG holds when the ratio of variances is 1, i.e. Var(d) = Var(y).
This happens, for example, when the national partisanship and down-ballot contest candidates have
the same margins, E(d) = E(y). It also holds when the win margins are equal, E(d) = E(1 — y).

B.2 Log Odds Ratio
Figure B.1 and Table B.5 reproduce our main results using the log odds ratio instead of the

Absolute Partisan Gap. The log odds ratio is: log ( [WJ.D/(IOO—W]D)] / [WJR/(IOO—W]R)] ),
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where le.) is the percentage of Democrats who vote for the winning candidate in downballot

contest j and W]R is the percentage of Republicans who do the same. Large log odds ratios indicate
higher correspondence. Log odds ratios have some advantages when comparing different kinds of
elections across which the frequencies of lopsided and closely-contested elections differ. Our main
findings on the difference between local and state offices remain unchanged in these figures and
tables.
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Figure B.1: The Distribution of the Absolute Partisan Gap by Odds Ratios, by Type of Office

Table B.4: Voting Patterns by Partisanship, Log

Odds Measure

Absolute #
Contest Type Log Odds Items
State Partisan Offices 6.9 912
Local Partisan Offices 5.8 690
State Nonpartisan Offices 1.5 113
Local Nonpartisan Offices 1.0 1916
State Ballot Measures 1.5 75
Local Ballot Measures 0.8 1767

B.3 More than Two Choices

It is possible that APG underestimates the degree of partisanship in local nonpartisan races because
it restricts attention to the winner and runner-up. Here, we show that is not the case, by examining



three other measures, which are similar to APG in spirit, but which incorporate votes for other
candidates and roll-off.
Let M be the number of alternatives in a contest j, let me be the fraction of Democratic

voters who choose alternative m € {1, ..., M} in contest j, and let me be the analogous fraction
for Republican voters. For example, in a school board race with 4 candidates, M = 4, and the
probability P?, _, is equivalent to the ratio V. / (V] + V) + ...+ V,2.) used in the main text.

The first measure which we call Absolute Partlsan leferences 1s a direct extension of APG:

M
APD; = (1/2) Z Ph -
m=1

Note that we divide by two because of double-counting, so that APD; always lies between 0 and 1.
The second measure is similar, but uses squared-differences, so we call it Squared Partisan
Differences:

M
SPD; = 4| (1/2) Z(me — PR )?
m=1

Again, we must divide by two because of double-counting, so SPD; always lies between 0 and
1. Note that when we consider only two alternatives, APD; and SPD; are both equal to APG;
divided by 100.

The third measure is based on the probability that a randomly drawn Democratic voter and a
randomly drawn Republican voter choose different alternatives. Since the draws in this exercise are
independent from each other, the probability that a randomly drawn Democratic voter chooses the
same alternative m as a randomly drawn Republican voter is then

M
same _ D pR diff __ psame
P’ =ZP PE and P =1-p

Jm= jm

While intuitive, P3%"¢ and Pl are also sensitive to the overall distribution of voters across the
alternatives. To see this, consider the multi-alternative version of the APG; = 0 case, that is,
me = me = P;y, for all m, in which the fraction of Democratic and Republican voters choosing

alternative m is the same for each alternative. Then Pj.“me = ZM P]2 This is like a Herfindahl
index, so it is minimized when Pj,, = 1 /M for all j, and is larger the more the Pj,,’s are skewed
away from equality and towards O and 1. They are also sensitive to the number of alternatives. To
see this, suppose P, =1/M for all m. Then Pj.“’”e = Mx(1/M)? = 1/M, which is decreasing in
M.

We can reduce these nuisance factors by a normalization. Consider the normalizing factor
F Js."me = %:1 [(Pf?m + me) /2]%. This is what Pj.”me would be if me and me were the same for
all m, keeping the total number of voters that choose each alternative equal to what it is in the data.
Dividing gives the measure we use, which we call the Normalized Probability of Different Choices:

NPDC; = 1 - (Pme/Freme)
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Table B.5 below shows averages of these measures calculated using different sets of alternatives
and voters. In all cases, we use all contests we define as competitive in the main text to compute
the averages presented in the table. In the first column, we consider only the winning alternative
and first runner-up, and restrict attention to voters who cast a vote for one of those alternatives. In
the second column, we consider the winning alternative, the first runner-up, and rolling-off, and
consider voters who chose one of those alternatives. In the third column, we consider all candidates
that received at least 1% of the total votes, and all voters that voted for any of these candidates
or rolled-off. We always include rolling off as an alternative. Note that for ballot measures two
alternatives (Yes/No) and roll-off are the only three possibilities, so the statistics are blank for ballot
measure cases.

The most important message from table Table B.5 is that values do not change much as we
move from column 1 to column 2 to column 3.



Table B.5: Other Measures Comparing Democratic and Republican
Voters

Top 2 Plus All
Contest Type Top2Only Roll-off  Choices

Absolute Partisan Differences

State Partisan Offices 0.913 0.882 0.879
Local Partisan Offices 0.852 0.822 0.823
State Nonpartisan Offices 0.330 0.301 0.301
Local Nonpartisan Offices 0.222 0.218 0.233
State Ballot Measures 0.322 0.308
Local Ballot Measures 0.175 0.174

Squared Partisan Differences

State Partisan Offices 0.913 0.876 0.872
Local Partisan Offices 0.852 0.816 0.816
State Nonpartisan Offices 0.330 0.279 0.277
Local Nonpartisan Offices 0.222 0.203 0.211
State Ballot Measures 0.322 0.302
Local Ballot Measures 0.175 0.167

Normalized Probability of Different Choices

State Partisan Offices 0.835 0.832 0.831
Local Partisan Offices 0.735 0.732 0.730
State Nonpartisan Offices 0.137 0.127 0.127
Local Nonpartisan Offices 0.075 0.074 0.082
State Ballot Measures 0.134 0.134
Local Ballot Measures 0.046 0.047

All Choices includes all candidates who received at least 1% of the total
votes.



C Other Findings

C.1 Variation By Competitiveness

Figure C.2 shows how the Absolute Partisan Gap varies by the overall competitiveness of the
contest. As we discuss in the main text, highly uncompetitive contests will have a lower APG by
design because everyone votes for one candidate. In these graphs, high margin of victory indicate
uncompetitive contests. While the relationship is negative, the slope is modest and it is only
noticeable at the extreme ends of the plot.

Local Nonpartisan Offices Local Ballot Measures

100 1001
Q. . Q.
© ]
O 807 [OJN:
c c
© ©
£ 2 604
I 5]
o o L
[0} o 40
> =
2 2 20
Q Qo
< <

0,‘- YV ) eaZee & . l‘ . | . .o ‘ e W I O,‘.. -..‘_. ‘ g -.‘--.- ...‘ 1l I
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50
Margin of Victory Margin of Victory

bandwidth = .8 bandwidth = .8

Figure C.2: Absolute Partisan Gap vs. Margin of Victory. Loess curves in red.

C.2 Differential Roll-off

Figure C.3 compares roll-off by Democrats (x-axis) and Republicans (y-axis). The panels are
ordered in the same way as in Figures 1 and 2 in the main text — partisan offices on the left,
nonpartisan offices in the middle, and ballot measures on the right, with state-level contests above
and local-level contests below. We color contested in black and uncontested contests in gray.

For partisan races the patterns are clear: if there is no Democratic candidate in the race then roll-
off by Democratic voters is often high; otherwise it is generally small. When there is no Democrat
on the ballot then nearly half of the Democratic voters roll-off on average, and Republican voters
roll-off only slightly more than they do in contested partisan races. A similar pattern is evident
among Republican voters when there is no Republican candidate.

However, roll-off in nonpartisan races at the state level tends to be more similar across the
parties. There are a number of exceptions — e.g., races with high roll-off among Democrats and
low roll-off among Republicans. These are almost all cases in Ohio (recall discussion of Ohio’s
state supreme court elections earlier). Otherwise, roll-off among Democrats and Republicans tend
to vary together — the correlation is 0.88. For nonpartisan local races, the correlation between
Democratic and Republican voter roll-off is also high, 0.86.

For ballot measures, both at the state and local level, roll-off is generally low and also similar
across the parties. The correlation between roll-off by Democrats and roll-off by Republicans is
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Figure C.3: Rolloff among Republicans and Democrats, by Type of Office. We color contested contests
in black and uncontested contests in gray.

quite high — 0.96 for state ballot measures and 0.85 for local ballot measures. This suggests that
Democratic and Republican voters do not differ substantially in how much they care about the
outcomes, nor in their level of information.

C.3 Defining Partisanship By Party Lever Use in Michigan

In Michigan we can compare results using two different measures of partisanship: (i) the main
measure used in the article based on voting in federal elections, and (ii) a measure based on the use
of the party lever (straight-ticket option). In 2020, seven states allowed voters to select a party’s
entire slate of candidates across all of the partisan offices on their ballot with one choice. This party
lever option was available in two states for which we have CVR data, Michigan and Nevada. While
the CVR data from Nevada do not indicate whether or not a voter employed the straight-ticket
option, those from Michigan do. Across all Michigan counties for which we have CVR data, 56
percent of voters employed the straight-ticket option with 97 percent of those voters selecting either
the Democratic or the Republican tickets. In the party lever definition of partisanship, these are the
voters we define as Democrats and Republican.

Table C.6 shows the patterns in APG for the same groups of contests as Table 1 in the text, but
using these two different definitions of partisanship. The APG values for each type of contest are
similar for each contest type, regardless of which definition is used.!

1 The party lever also allows us to compute the APG for federal offices. Using our main definition
of partisanship, the APG for federal offices is 100 percent by construction — Democrats by
this definition can only support Democrats for federal offices and Republicans can only support
Republicans. This is not the case for the party lever definition because Michigan voters can
override their decisions to cast straight-ticket votes by indicating a preference for candidates of
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Table C.6: Voting Patterns by Partisanship in Michigan

APG with Party Avg No. of
Defined By: Partisan Voters

Party Federal No. Party  Federal

Lever Votes Contests Lever Votes
State Partisan Offices 96.8 92.7 45 13,639 22,340
Local Partisan Offices 95.2 86.2 162 15,056 23,936
State Non-Partisan Offices 214 20.7 14 10,777 18,180
Local Non-Partisan Offices 14.9 12.8 49 3,646 6,006
State Ballot Measures 6.8 7.0 2 570,948 974,876
Local Ballot Measures 16.4 17.1 124 5,566 9,539
Federal Partisan Offices 96.9 100.0 16 120,266 197,158

C.4 Partisanship and Locality Size

Figure C.4 shows the relationship between APG and locality size (measured by the total number
of votes for the contest) for partisan offices, nonpartisan offices, and ballot measures. All three
relationships are positive, but they are also relatively modest, with R-squares of 0.13, 0.04, and
0.17, respectively. Overall, it appears that while locality size is related to partisan voting, it is not
a first-order driver of partisan voting.

Local Partisan Offices Local Nonpartisan Offices Local Ballot Measures
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Figure C.4: Absolute Partisan Gap vs. Number of Voters in Local Area (in logs)

C.5 Partisanship and Racial Segregation

The preferences over public goods may vary by the degree of racial segregation or racial di-
versity. Residents in racially segregated neighborhoods may vote on candidates that propose
anti-redistributive policies, and these coalitions may be correlated with partisanship. We collected
racial segregation measures at the county-level. Counties were the most standardized geographic

different parties in particular contests. In the average contest, 1% of party lever Democrats and
2% of party lever Republicans supported candidates of the opposite party, resulting in the APG
of 96.9 reported in Table C.6 for party lever partisans when voting for federal offices.
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indicator in our dataset, although future work can geocode data by precinct. We use the dissimi-
larity index for White and Black alone constructed from census tract-level racial distributions from
ICPSR 3942, where 0 indicates no segregation and 1 indicates full segregation.?2 We limit our
attention to contests that are county-wide and drop contests which only occur in a small portion
of the county, in order to retain a clearer correspondence between our racial segregation measures
(with a cutoff of 60 percent of the countywide vote).

Local Partisan Offices Local Nonpartisan Offices Local Ballot Measures

o
=}
1=}
S
o
=}

@
S
|
@
S
@
S

@
S
o
S
@
S

I
S
S
S
IS
S

n
o

t
n
o

n
o
Absolute Partisan Gap
\
Absolute Partisan Gap

Absolute Partisan Gap

.25 5 .75 0 .25 5 .75 0 .25 5 .75
Racial Segregration Index Racial Segregration Index Racial Segregration Index

bandvicth = & bandicth = & bandvicth = &

Figure C.5: Absolute Partisan Gap vs. Racial Segregation Index

Figure C.5 shows the relationship between APG and racial segregation for partisan offices,
nonpartisan offices, and ballot measures. All three relationships are positive, but they are also
relatively modest, with R-squares of 0.01, 0.09, and 0.06, respectively. Overall, it appears that
while racial segregation is related to partisan voting, it is not a first-order driver of partisan voting.

C.6 Combined Regressions

To assess the relative contributions of various factors to APG, we estimate a series of stacked
regression models. Table C.7 estimates five separate regression specifications of all contested
contests. In each regression, the dependent variable is a binary measure that indicates votes for
the option preferred more by Democrats than by Republicans. That is, we take the same approach
as in Table 3 of the main text, and code voting for a candidate or ballot measure alternative the
Left outcome if more national Democrats prefer it than national Republicans. All specifications
include fixed effects for each contest. On the right-hand side, we include interactions with national
partisanship (1 = Democrat, 0 = Republican) and a dummy variable for the type of contest (e.g., state
partisan offices, local partisan offices, etc.). Interacting the variables in this way yields regression
estimates that correspond to each component’s contribution to Partisan Gap. That is, the coefficient
estimates reveal the proportion of Democrats voting left minus the proportion of Republicans voting
left.

Model (1) reproduces the regression results in Table 3, and approximately the difference in
means of Table 1. Models (2), (3), (4) and (5) adds three variables discussed in the section above:

2 Kamp Dush, Claire M., Wendy D. Manning and David Van Riper. 2025. “IPUMS Contextual
Determinants of Health (CDOH) Race and Ethnicity Measure: Residential Segregation - Index
of Dissimilarity Inequity by County, United States, 2005-2022.”. Inter-university Consortium
for Political and Social Research [distributor], 2025-02-05. https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/
web/DSDR/studies/39242
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Fartisan Slant, Voteshare Margin and Constituency Size. Partisan Slant is computed as follows: 1)
calculate the fraction of voters who are national Democrats among the voters casting ballots in a
particular contest; ii) subtract 0.5 and take the absolute value. Voteshare Margin is the measure of
competitiveness used in Figure C.2. Finally, Size is log of the total number of votes for the contest.
All three variables are standardized to unit variance and mean O.
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Table C.7: Voting Patterns by Partisanship, Regression Estimates

(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
State Partisan Office 0.942 0.949 0.924 0.954 0.947
X Democrat (0.003) (0.0006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.007)
Local Partisan Offices 0.903 0.906 0.894 0.930 0.921
X Democrat (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010)
State Non-partisan Offices 0.308 0.311 0.312 0.311 0.321
X Democrat (0.023) (0.023) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023)
Local Non-partisan Offices 0.275 0.273 0.288 0.322 0.317
X Democrat (0.015) (0.015) 0.014) (0.018) 0.017)
State Ballot Measures 0.393 0.394 0.388 0.349 0.359
x Democrat (0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.023)
Local Ballot Measures 0.284 0.277 0.302 0.328 0.314
X Democrat (0.015) (0.016) (0.014) (0.017) (0.015)
Partisan Slant 0.012 0.027
X Democrat (0.009) (0.009)
Voteshare Margin -0.051 -0.050
x Democrat (0.010) 0.011)
Size 0.048 0.033
x Democrat (0.009) (0.009)
Observations 557,378,015 557,378,015 557,378,015 557,378,015 557,378,015

The outcome is voting for the Democrat-preferred alternative in contested candidate races or ballot measures.
The coeflicient on the interactions with (national) Democrat indicates the difference in APG.
Standard errors, clustered by contests, are in parentheses. Fixed effects for contests included in all models.
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