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1. Base models with logistic regressions instead of Cox


Logistic regression models provide an alternative to Cox models, and do not rely on the proportional hazard assumption (see appendix section 2 for a discussion of the proportional hazard assumption in our models). The main distinction is that logistic models do not account for temporal dependence. However, time dependence can be addressed in logit models by including cubic polynomials (Carter and Signorino 2010). Accordingly, Table A1 reports results using logistic models with cubic polynomials. The results for our variables of interest are very similar to those produced by the Cox models reported in Table 1. Two of the control variables (democratic government and neighboring states with PSL) fall below the threshold of significance, although the coefficients have the same sign and roughly similar substantive effects. Importantly, we re-ran all the models reported in the main text with logit specifications, and the results for our variables of interest never changed. Our results are not at all sensitive to the choice of Cox models or logistic regressions with cubic polynomials. 


	Table A1. The Passage of Paid Sick Leave Policy in US States, 2007 – 2020


	
	
Logistic models

	
Percent female

	
.164***
(.038)
	
.165***
(.046)

	Local coverage

	.035*
(.018)
	-.017
(.025)

	Population (millions)

	
	.003
(.046)

	GDP per capita (10 thousands)

	
	.013
(.058)

	Labor force participation rate
	
	-.153
(.101)

	Union density

	
	-.011
(.078)

	Democratic unified government 

	
	1.53**
(.676)

	Neighbors with PSL

	
	1.97**
(.851)

	Legislative Professionalism

	
	5.65**
(2.47)

	N state-years
	651
	651


	Notes: Entries are coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. Models include cubic polynomials to account for time dependence and a constant. * p<.1 ** p<.05 *** p<.01. 



2. Excluding initiative states and potentially influential observations

Three states passed PSL by ballot initiative instead of legislative action: Arizona, Massachusetts, and Washington. Our interpretation, based on our case study narratives, is that efforts to pass PSL in these states spilled over from the legislature to initiative drives after encountering a veto point in the legislative process, and that female legislators played a leading role in both the efforts to pass legislation and in the subsequent initiative drives. Thus, we believe our central argument – that a higher percentage of women in politics increases the likelihood of the adoption of paid sick leave – applies to these cases. In this section we investigate whether the initiative states – taken all together, or individually – alter any of our results. In addition, we identify all possibly influential states (those exerting either upwards and downwards effects on the estimated coefficient for female percentage of legislators) and delete those states in turn: Michigan, Maine, and Rhode Island.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  We used score residuals to identify the states most likely to be influential (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones, 2004).] 







Figure A1 present the results of these sensitivity checks as they pertain to the female representation variable.[footnoteRef:2] The figure plots the coefficient estimate from Cox models as a solid circle, and the lines represent the 95% confidence intervals for the baseline model presented in column 2 of Table 1. The figure reveals that excluding all three of the initiative states decreases the coefficient size, but it is still significant at better than the one percent level. Dropping either Arizona or Massachusetts in turn also reduces the coefficient size, although significance levels remain high. In contrast, excluding Washington (an initiative state) increases the estimated coefficient by a small amount. Michigan and Maine have a suppressive effect on the coefficient size, and dropping them increases it, as does Rhode Island to a lesser extent. The bottom line here is that female percentage remains significant in all specifications, and no individual states exert meaningful influence on the estimated coefficient.   [2:  The local coverage variable is unaffected in any of these models. ] 


3. Excluding observations in which municipal action has been preempted

As the frequency with which municipalities enact policies at odds with the ideological orientation of state governments has increased, state legislatures have become increasingly likely to preempt municipalities from passing regulations that are ideologically incongruent with the state government (Barber and Dynes 2023). Part of the motivation for preemption – beyond the desire to harmonize policy across the state’s economy – may be to short-circuit any “bottom up” federalism pressure on state lawmakers. By preempting the policy-making authority of municipalities, state officials can stop any snowball effect of mounting pressure from below for state-wide change from getting started. Following this logic, including state-years in which preemption is in place would create bias against finding a local coverage effect: local coverage could not lead to state-wide policy adoption in states where local coverage is not allowed. Accordingly, we used data on preemption from Baber and Dynes (2023) to identify cases of preemption, and dropped them from the analysis. Table A2 shows results for models presented in the main text; the only difference here is that state-years in which preemption is in effect are dropped from the analysis. 

	As Table A4 indicates, excluding these observations makes little difference to the analysis. The coefficients and significance levels on the local coverage variable differ by trivial amounts from the full models, and the interaction effect between local coverage and professionalism is still dependent upon the inclusion of Washington state – and the coefficient is still in the wrong direction. Even when excluding the preemption observations, there is no robust evidence for local coverage increasing the likelihood of state-wide adoption of PSL. 











	Table A2. The Passage of Paid Sick Leave Policy in US States, 2007 – 2020, excluding observations with pre-emption laws 


	
	

	
	

	
Percent female

	
.146***
(.035)
	
.168***
(.048)
	
.180***
(.065)
	

	Local coverage

	.031**
(.015)
	-.013
(.026)
	     .164*
(.084)
	

	Population (millions)

	
	.016
(.044)
	.024
(.039)
	

	GDP per capita (10 thousands)

	
	.033
(.053)
	.064
(.057)
	

	Labor force participation rate
	
	-.183*
(.099)
	-.242*
(.124)
	

	Union density

	
	-.057
(.082)
	-.058
(.091)
	

	Democratic unified government 

	
	1.84***
(.630)
	1.64***
(.597)
	

	Neighbors with PSL

	
	1.97**
(.996)
	3.01*
(1.49)
	

	Legislative professionalism

	
	4.33**
(2.14)
	5.77*
(2.48)
	

	Local coverage and legislative professionalism interaction

	
	
	-.518**
(.250)
	

	N state-years
	528
	528

	528
	

	Notes: Entries are coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. 
 * p<.1
 ** p<.05
 *** p<.01.
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Figure A1:  Senstitivity of results to dropping initiative states and potentially influencial states
Baseline	Initiative states	Arizona	Washington	Massachusetts	Michigan	Maine	Rhode Island	0.157	0.11	0.13	0.16400000000000001	0.14000000000000001	0.17899999999999999	0.182	0.16300000000000001	Baseline	Initiative states	Arizona	Washington	Massachusetts	Michigan	Maine	Rhode Island	7.4999999999999997E-2	3.5999999999999997E-2	5.1999999999999998E-2	8.1000000000000003E-2	5.3999999999999999E-2	8.2000000000000003E-2	9.4E-2	7.6999999999999999E-2	Baseline	Initiative states	Arizona	Washington	Massachusetts	Michigan	Maine	Rhode Island	0.23899999999999999	0.18	0.216	0.246	0.22500000000000001	0.27700000000000002	0.27	0.249	Coefficient on
female 
percentage  
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