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Additional Descriptive Statistics

We begin by briefly discussing some descriptive statistics that, while not speaking directly to the constructs of interest in our article, provide useful context for understanding the 2016 election.
We begin by breaking down 2016 voting behavior by race and gender. As Figure A.1 shows, the two-party vote share for each race/gender cell does not tell their full story. For instance, while both black men and black women overwhelmingly voted for Hillary Clinton, black women appear to be much less likely than black men to have not voted. A similar albeit less stark gender divide in turnout appears among voter file-matched Latino respondents.
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Figure 1: Distribution of 2016 Voting Behavior by Race and Gender
We observe similar patterns in non-voting associated with age, with young voters being more likely than their elders to not cast a ballot. Younger voters also appear more likely to cast a ballot for a minor party candidate. As Figure A.2 shows, while Hillary Clinton’s share of each age group is relatively consistent, age appears to be strongly associated with support for Donald Trump: he receives a lower share of the youngest age groups than both Clinton and non-voting; he receives a higher share of the oldest age groups than both Clinton and non-voting.
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Figure 2: Distribution of 2016 Voting Behavior by Age Group
However, as Figure A.3 shows, there are important racial dimensions to voting patterns by age group. In particular, black voters appear to differ from broader trends significantly. While older voters across all other racial groups were more likely to select Trump than younger voters, black voters across all age groups were barely more likely to vote for Trump than they were to vote for a minor party candidate. Furthermore, black turnout appears to be even more strongly associated with age than turnout among other racial groups. As a result, while over 40 percent of voter-file matched black respondents under the age of 40 did not vote, over 80 percent of such respondents over the age of 60 did.
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Figure 3: Distribution of 2016 Voting Behavior by Age Group and Race
Education was also associated with turnout by age group in 2016. However, rather than changing the slope of the bivariate relationships, it appears to have changed the intercepts. As Figure A.4 shows, Hillary Clinton won about the same share of non-college respondents across all age groups, and won a similarly higher share of college respondents across all age groups. Conversely, Donald Trump won more older college-educated voters than younger college-educated voters, and won similarly higher shares of each age group’s non-college counterparts.
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Figure 4: Distribution of 2016 Voting Behavior by Age and Education
In Figures A.5 through A.8, we show that, in general, local economic distress does not meaningfully change the relationship between racial attitudes and two-party vote choice in the 2016 election. For each of the items in the FIRE battery (though this trend is slightly weaker for the fear of other races item) more racially conservative respondents from ZIP codes with the lowest shares of residents receiving income from Unemployment Insurance in 2015 are more likely to support Trump, while racially liberal respondents in ZIP codes with the highest shares of residents receiving income from the program in 2015 are more likely to vote for Clinton.
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Figure 5: Voting Behavior by Local Unemployment and FIRE Battery Item 1
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Figure 6: Voting Behavior by Local Unemployment and FIRE Battery Item 2
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Figure 7: Voting Behavior by Local Unemployment and FIRE Battery Item 3
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Figure 8: Voting Behavior by Local Unemployment and FIRE Battery Item 4
Subjective Economic Evaluations

Our justification for using objective measures of local economic distress instead of relying on self-reported evaluations of general economic conditions is twofold: First, objective declines in voters’ local economies are central to the economic distress narrative that some journalists and scholars have offered as an explanation for Donald Trump’s support. Second, self-reported, subjective evaluations of economic conditions are likely subject to expressive partisanship, and are therefore unreliable measures of the construct of interest.
We confirm this second justification below, showing that self-identified Republicans are much more likely to report both poor national economic trends and declines in household incomes over the previous four years, while self-identified Democrats are much more likely to report positive national trends and increases in household incomes.
Looking first at perceptions of national economic trends in Table A.1, we find that Democrats generally reported improvements in the national economy over the previous year, while Republicans generally reported declines. For reference, we also report the share of the sample that identified with each category of partisanship.
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In Table A.2 we turn to reported change in household income, finding that over 40% of Democratic identifiers reported increases in their household income over the previous four years, while just over 20% of Republican identifiers reported the same. When looking at decreases in household income, the partisan pattern is essentially flipped: less than 20% of Democratic identifiers reported decreases in household income, while nearly 40% of Republicans report decreases in household income over the previous four-year period.
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To be clear, this analysis cannot rule out the possibility that Democrats did in fact have better economic fortunes than Republicans during President Obama’s second term. However, perceived trends in household income is a very general measure. If there were no expressive component to this question regarding general increases or decreases in household income, we would expect similar patterns to emerge on more specific questions tapping into similar constructs, such as whether the respondent lost a job in the previous four years. As Table A.3 shows, this is not the case. Nearly identical shares of Democrats, Republicans, and Independents reported losing a job at some point during the four year period before they responded to the survey.
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Given that job loss is not correlated with partisanship, we feel comfortable including it in our model as a measure of individual-level economic distress – while acknowledging that job loss is not the only form of individual-level economic distress that one can feel. The likelihood of expressive responding to more general questions regarding personal and national economic trends outweighs their potential explanatory power with respect to voting behavior in 2016, leading us to prefer objective measures of economic conditions to operationalize these constructs. In the next section, we test multiple operationalizations of local economic distress and add this job loss indicator – including a version in which objective changes in county-level average weekly wages from 2012 to 2016 are used as an instrument for the subjective household income change question above – as we build toward a finalized version of the models that appear in the main body of the paper.
Model Testing and Selection
We begin by specifying a baseline model predicting 2016 voting behavior among voter file-matched respondents using standard political and demographic variables in Table A.4. Here, age is centered at its mean and divided by its standard deviations such that its coefficients are associated with changes of one standard deviation, rather than changes of one unit. Family income is logged. The reference category for the outcome variable is voting for Clinton.
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Selecting Key Independent Variables

In Table A.5 we add each of the items from the FIRE scale and the change in average weekly wages between the first and third quarter of 2016 in the respondent’s county of residence, as well as an indicator for whether the respondent lives in a swing state. Age and wage trends are standardized such that the coefficients are associated with one standard deviation increases, but the FIRE battery (which takes integer values from 1 to 5) is not standardized; its coefficients are associated with one-unit changes in response to each item, where 1 equals strongly agree and 5 equals strongly disagree. Again, family income is logged.
This model carries slightly better fit over the baseline model, with a McFadden’s R2 of .365, indicating that the addition of the racial attitudes and economic distress variables explain variation above baseline political and demographic variables. We further see that each of the FIRE scale items are significantly associated with whether a respondent voted, and which of the two-party candidates they picked – and in their expected directions. Respondents in counties with higher wage growth are predicted to be likelier to vote for Trump or a minor party candidate over Clinton, but this variable is not associated with turning out to vote. Additionally, as expected, respondents living in swing states are more likely to participate in the two-party contest (less likely to not vote or vote for minor party candidates), but this indicator is not meaningfully associated with the likelihood of voting for Trump or Clinton.
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Next, in Table A.6, we test an alternate date range for our wage growth variable, using the (standardized) percent change in average weekly wages between the third quarters of 2012 and 2016 instead of between the first and third quarter of 2016. This measure of four-year wage growth is not meaningfully associated with either turnout or vote choice.
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In an effort to account for expressive responses to the four year household income trend item, discussed in the previous section, we use a two-stage model with the Q3 2012 - Q3 2016 wage growth variable as an instrument for that item. We test four different versions of the first stage of these two-stage models: A simple bivariate model predicting household income trend using four year county wage growth; a model that predicts household income trend using four year county wage growth and job loss; and versions of both that predict responses to the household income trend item using the coefficients for these indicators after controlling for partisan identification.
Table A.7 shows these first stage relationships. Adding partisan identification in Model Three produces a marked increase in model fit and decrease in the coefficient for county wage growth (but not job loss), again suggesting that responses to the four year household income trend item are to some degree expressive. However, the coefficients for four year county wage growth and job loss are significant in their expected directions in all four models (higher values on the response variable indicate worse four year household income trends, so an increase in wage growth should predict a lower response to that item and losing one’s job should predict a higher response), so we can proceed to the next stage and estimate voting behavior with these instrumented versions of individual-level economic distress.
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Model specifications using each of these three instrumented metrics for four year house- hold income trend are shown in Tables A.8 through A.11. In the first version, with household income change predicted using only 2012-2016 county wage growth, this instrumented variable is not meaningfully associated with turnout or two-party vote choice. In the second version, with job loss but not partisanship included in the first stage model, the instrumented predictor is significantly associated with Trump voting, minor party voting, and non-voting. In the third version, with partisanship but not job loss included in the first stage model, the instrumented predictor is now significantly and negatively associated with non-voting, while not meaningfully predicting Trump voting or minor party voting. Finally, in the version with both job loss and partisanship included in the first stage model, the instrumented predictor is positively and significantly associated with Trump voting, minor party voting, and non-voting. None of these specifications produce anything more than negligible changes in model fit.
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While these results are interesting in their own right, their usefulness is complicated by the fact that the best-fitting version of the first stage model still carried a weak fit, with an adjusted R2 of just .11. This being the case, it is unlikely that the resulting second-stage regressions are accurately reflecting the pocketbook economic distress that the survey item is designed to capture – even after accounting for the variation in response that can be explained by partisan identification.
Next, in Table A.12, we switch our measure of economic distress, using the share of each respondent’s ZIP code that reported receiving unemployment insurance on their 2015 tax return. This model carries a nearly identical McFadden’s R2 as the model that uses county wage growth. However, this operationalization of economic distress is associated with non- voting and minor-party voting as well as two-party vote choice. While voters who lived in counties experiencing stronger wage growth over the course of 2016 are predicted to be more likely to vote for Clinton, voters living in ZIP codes where more residents received Unemployment Insurance in 2015 were more likely to vote for Trump, not vote, or vote for a minor party candidate.
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Finally, while it is likely not the best way to operationalize local economic distress in theoretical terms, we present an alternate specification using the share of respondents’ ZIP codes that reported receiving income from the Earned Income Tax Credit in 2015. This variable is not meaningfully associated with minor party voting, and carries a much higher coefficient for non-voting, while predicting Trump voting at about the same rate, relative to Unemployment Insurance.
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Additional State Controls

In Table A.14 we add an indicator for respondents who live in states that introduced new restrictions on voting between the 2012 and 2016 elections, using data collected by the Brennan Center for Justice.[endnoteRef:1] While this is a crude measure, it accounts for the possibility that new voting restrictions imposed material or psychic costs on some marginal voters. In this model specification, while the relationship between living in a state with new voting restrictions and not voting is positive, its coefficient does not reach conventional levels of statistical significance. [1:  http://www.brennancenter.org/new-voting-restrictions-america] 
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In Table A.15, we test a different operationalization of voting restrictions, constructing an index of how strict of a voter ID requirement the respondent would have been subjected to using data from the National Council of State Legislatures.[endnoteRef:2] States are coded as zero if they do not request proof of identification in order to vote, 1 if they request but do not require proof of identification in order to vote, 2 if they require a non-photo identification, and 3 if they require a photo identification. This index is not significantly associated with any voting behavior. [2:  While the NCSL website currently shows state-by-state voter ID requirements in effect for the 2018, requirements that were in effect for the 2016 election cycle based on NCSL’s data are avail- able at: https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/11/03/us/elections/how-states-moved-toward-stricter- voter-id-laws.html] 
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Next, we test a third operationalization of state voting restrictions: the share of the state’s voting eligible population that is disenfranchised due to a felony conviction. While our decision to subset to voter file-matched respondents by definition prevents us from identifying citizens who didn’t vote due to their being directly affected by felon disenfranchisement laws, prior literature has found that these laws can reduce turnout indirectly, discouraging voting among felons’ friends and family members.[endnoteRef:3] While the previous two measures of state voting restrictions were not meaningfully associated with voting behavior, here we find that a one percentage point increase in the share of disenfranchised citizens in the respondent’s state is associated with an increased likelihood that the respondent did not vote in 2016. [3:  Weaver and Lerman 2010; Burch 2014] 
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Testing a Scale for the FIRE Battery
The 2016 CCES includes a battery of four racial attitudes items compiled by DeSante and Smith (2017). Each item is designed to tap into a specific aspect of (white) U.S. citizens’ thinking on racial issues, which are organized under two higher-order dimensions: empathetic and cognitive.
The four items, with which respondents are asked to indicate the extent to which they agree, are:
· I am angry that racism exists.
· White people in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their skin.
· I am fearful of people of other races.
· Racial problems in the U.S. are rare, isolated situations.
Some of the first analyses published using the FIRE scale[endnoteRef:4] have scaled the last three of these four items (dropping the fear of other races item), as they seem to be tapping into one latent factor that has been termed “Acknowledgemet/Denial of Racism.” And we confirm here that a scale including those three items carries a Cronbach’s Alpha of .67 – a borderline level of reliability for being suitable for a scale – while including the fear of other races item reduces this metric to .57. [4:  Schaffner, MacWilliams, and Nteta 2018] 

In Table A.17 we present a version of the model with the three Denial of Racism items scaled into one variable (centered at its mean and divided by its standard deviation, with items reverse coded when necessary such that higher values always correspond to increased denial of racism), with the fear of other races item dropped. This scaled variable is strongly associated with both Trump voting and non-voting. However, we note that this model carries slightly worse fit than the previous model that included all four FIRE items.
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Furthermore, multicollinearity checks on the models that include all four FIRE battery items do not indicate that individual correlations between them are strong enough to present issues for interpreting the model’s coefficients. Each item appears to work on its own to explain variation in voting behavior. This being the case, we proceed with models that include all four items in the FIRE battery treated separately, and include these models in the main body of the paper.
Subsetting by Race
Next, to account for the fact that racial attitudes and economic distress could operate differently for different racial groups, we subset by race (and add an indicator for whether the respondent lost a job in the previous four years, which we discuss in the next section).[endnoteRef:5] Note here that since our reported results pool across five models specified on imputed data, and there was a limited amount of missingness in our race variable (134 respondents did not report their race, they were all assigned to at least two different racial groups across the five imputations), we report the average number of cases included across each of the five models. [5:  We note here that by subsetting to four racial categories, we are obscuring highly variable racial identifications – particularly among those who identify with more than one race. This limitation cannot be addressed further given the way respondents reported their race on the CCES – selecting the singular racial category that best described them, with a separate item asking if they identified as Hispanic of Latino.] 

First, in Table A.18, we present the results for the model subsetted to white voter file- matched respondents. As this model shows, all four racial attitudes items on the FIRE scale and the job loss indicator – as well as the ZIP unemployment metric – are meaningfully associated with turnout and two-party vote choice among white respondents.
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In Table A.19, we present the model subsetted to black voter file-matched respondents. It is important to note here that this model does not fit as well as the model for white respondents, though its McFadden’s R2 of .176 still indicates reasonably good fit, especially given the relative lack of variation in black two-party vote choice. Additionally, while some of the items on the FIRE scale operate similarly for black respondents as they do for white respondents, the fear of other races item does not. This makes sense, as “other races” will by definition mean different things for people in different racial groups, so we should not expect this variable to operate the same way for black respondents as it does for white respondents. Furthermore, of the economic distress variables, black voter file-matched respondents who lived in ZIP codes with higher rates of Unemployment Insurance receipt in 2015 were significantly more likely to not vote; this variable also reaches conventional levels of statistical significance for Trump voting. Black voter file-matched respondents who reported losing a job in the four years before the 2016 election are predicted to be less likely to vote for Trump and more likely to not vote, but neither of these coefficients reach conventional levels of statistical significance, either.
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In Table A.20, we present the model specified on Latinx voter file-matched respondents. This model explains more variation in voting behavior than the model specified on the subset of black voter file-matched respondents, while not fitting as well as the model specified on only white voter file-matched respondents. As this model shows, while the FIRE battery operates similarly for Latinx respondents as it does for black respondents, the economic distress variables do not appear to be significantly associated with voting behavior among this subset.
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Finally, in Table A.21, we specify our model on voter file-matched Asian respondents. This model fits roughly as well as the model specified on the Latinx subset. As the regression table shows, the economic distress variables – job loss and 2015 ZIP unemployment – are not meaningfully associated with changes in voting behavior among Asian voter file-matched respondents. However, one of the FIRE scale items – acknowledgement of whites’ advantage due to the color of their skin – are associated with two-party vote choice among Asian voter file-matched respondents. Those who disagree with this statement – i.e. those who disagree that whites have advantages due to the color of their skin – are predicted to have been significantly more likely to vote for Trump.
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Subsetting by race confirms that our key predictors of interest – racial attitudes and economic distress – operated differently for different racial groups, meriting this approach in the final model. We also include the state controls for competitiveness and new voting restrictions, despite their lack of consistent statistical significance across racial groups, given our treatment of them as control variables and the fact that they behave in their expected directions.
Other Modifications to the Model Specification
We also consider two modifications to our model specifications to make them more closely resemble the specifications one would see in a panel dataset. Namely, we subset by self-reported 2012 vote and operationalize economic distress using the difference in ZIP Unemployment Insurance receipt between 2013 and 2015, respectively.
First, in Table A.22, we report the model subsetted to Obama voters. To avoid convergence issues, this model is specified only on white respondents. As there is less variation in voting behavior among this politically-circumscribed subset of respondents, this model does not fit as well as the models specified on broader subsets of the survey.
However, we do find that among white self-identified Obama voters, the racial attitudes questions in the FIRE battery predict moving away from Clinton in favor of all alternate outcomes – Trump voting, non-voting, and minor party voting – while the economic distress variables predict changes in vote choice and, in the case of ZIP-level unemployment, turnout.
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Next, in Table A.23, we report the model subsetted to Romney voters. Here, three of the four FIRE items – all except the Fear Other Races item – predict changes in turnout and two-party vote choice. Job loss is also significantly associated with turnout and two-party vote choice, while local unemployment is not.
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While these results are interesting and suggestive, these subsets are subject to measure- ment error that leads us to avoid including them in the main body of the paper. First, we do not have vote-validation for 2012, which would require us to make a strong assumption that we know is incorrect regarding the validity of the self-reported votes – even if we were able to assume that everyone did in fact vote for the candidate they said they voted for. To this point, only 78 respondents in the entire 64,600-person CCES self-reported that they did not vote in 2012. However, there are additional reasons to believe that reported 2012 two-party vote choice, as well as turnout, is subject to systematic mis-reporting. Survey respondents often mis-report who they voted for in previous presidential elections, being more likely to report having voted for the winner, and this survey is no exception. 54 percent of voter file-matched respondents in the 2016 CCES reported voting for President Obama in 2012, while just 41 percent voted for Romney (Obama’s actual margin of victory was 51-47).
Overreporting of 2012 Obama vote, among unidentifiable subsets of respondents who actually did not vote or voted for another candidate in 2012, will systematically bias coefficients in models subsetted to self-reported Obama voters (and, by extension, Romney voters) in ways that we cannot correct for.
Next, in Table A.24, we report the model with the differenced ZIP Unemployment Insurance variable (represented in standard deviations from its mean). Here, we see that while the significance of the indicator does not change, its sign does; so while higher static rates of ZIP Unemployment Insurance receipt in 2015 are positively associated with non-voting and Trump voting, so is a greater decrease in the rate of ZIP Unemployment Insurance Receipt between 2013 and 2015.
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The reason why these operationalizations of local economic distress are consistent with one another is that change in unemployment is correlated with static unemployment (weighted to the number of CCES respondents in each ZIP code, 2015 ZIP UI correlates with ∆ZIP UI with r = -.23). While unemployment declined generally between 2013 and 2015, within-ZIP code unemployment fell by more, on average, in ZIP codes with higher initial unemployment. By extension, this means that ZIP codes that experienced stronger employment growth, and therefore a larger decrease between 2013 and 2015, were also likelier to have higher static unemployment in 2015.
This finding also suggests a theoretical reason why static 2015 unemployment is preferable to change in unemployment over time as an operationalization of local economic distress. Residents in a ZIP code whose rate of Unemployment Insurance receipt falls from fifteen percent to ten percent over a three-year period likely perceive more local economic distress than residents in a ZIP code whose rate falls from ten percent to five percent. Moreover, per the above discussion, ZIP codes that experienced a five percentage point decline in the share of their residents receiving Unemployment Insurance were more likely to start at fifteen percent unemployment than they were at ten. This being the case, we feel it is more appropriate to present findings using the static rate of ZIP Unemployment Insurance receipt in 2015 in the main body of the paper.
Considering the Possibility of Post-Treatment Bias
Throughout, we have included a few variables in our model specification – partisanship, ideology, and swing state, specifically – which could be post-treatment to economic conditions. While it is certainly the case that some number of voters changed their partisan identification between the time ranges covered by our measures of objective economic conditions and when partisan and ideological identification were recorded on the CCES (and when swing states were defined), and some subset of these changes may have taken place as a result of frustrations with personal or community-level economic conditions. In this section, we evaluate the extent of this possibility, and on balance whether it is more sensible to include or exclude these variables from our final model specification.
While there are no publicly available panel datasets that are suitable for our model specifications – mainly due to lack of validated voter turnout – we can use available panel data to provide a quick overview of the extent to which partisan identification changed between 2012 and 2016. Per the 2017 release of the Cooperative Campaign Analysis Project’s Voter Study Group (VSG) survey, which reinterviewed roughly 8,000 respondents in 2011 and 2016, 87% of respondents who identified as Democrats in 2011 did so in 2016, while just under 7% identified as Independents and just over 6% identified as Republicans. Republicans were even less likely to change their partisan identification over that time period, with 89% identifying as Republicans in both waves, 7.5% of Wave 1 Republicans identifying as Independents in 2016, and just over 3% of Wave 1 Republicans identifying as Democrats in 2016. The most noticeable change comes from Wave 1 Independents, 24% of whom identified as Republicans in 2016 and 17% of whom identified as Democrats.
This is, of course, a high end estimate of the extent to which fluctuations in partisan identification could affect the relationship between economic conditions and voting behavior. In Tables A.25 through A.27, we show models subsetted to Democratic and Republican- identifying respondents (excluding swing state, which we will address later in this section). While this does not rule out the possibility that partisan identification is post-treatment to economic conditions, it does suggest that the risks posed by the possibility of post- treatment bias on partisan identification are minimal. In Table A.25, the model subsetted to Democratic identifiers, the economic distress variables – logged ZIP Unemployment Insurance reliance and job loss – are associated with Trump voting and non-voting. In Table A.26, the model subsetted to those who do not identify with a party, logged ZIP Unemployment Insurance reliance approaches conventional levels of statistical significance for Trump voting and non-voting, but does not reach it. Finally, in Table A.27, the model subsetted to Republican identifiers, these relationships do not emerge. Additionally, we note that these models suffer from a marked decrease in explanatory power, relative to those that include political identification variables.
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These results do not clearly settle whether partisan identification is post-treatment to economic distress. If it were, we would expect to see movement away from the incumbent Democratic Party over the course of President Obama’s second term, and in the aggregate we do. In the VSG panel, Republicans retained a slightly greater share of their baseline identifiers, as well as picked up a slightly greater share of Independents, between 2011 and 2016. However, if this form of post-treatment bias were present, we would also expect to see economic conditions have more similar associations across partisan identification, since Democrats who were disaffected economically would change their partisan identification before responding to the CCES, thereby inflating the coefficients for the economic distress variables among Republicans and those who don’t identify with any party. Here, the evidence is far more mixed. While the coefficients for the economic distress variables are all positive for our key outcomes of interest, they only reach conventional levels of statistical significance among Democrats.
Among those who didn’t identify with a party, these variables approach but do not reach significance, and among Republican identifiers, these variables are not meaningfully associated with Trump support or non-voting. This is consistent with economically distressed Democrats voting for the Republican nominee, or not voting at all, while maintaining their partisan identification, which recent scholarship has found more closely resembles a durable social identity than a characteristic that is re-selected each election cycle.[endnoteRef:6] [6:  Mason 2018] 

We repeat this subsetting procedure for ideological identification in Tables A.28 through A.30, showing results from models without state-level or political control variables, subsetted to self-identified liberals, moderates, and conservatives, respectively. Here, we find that economic distress – both at the individual and community level – predicts non-voting among liberals, Trump voting among moderates, and neither among conservatives. Again, these models do not fit nearly as well as those that do include political identification variables. These results could be consistent with ideology being post-treatment to economic conditions is economically disaffected liberals switched their identification to moderate before voting for Trump.
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
Finally, we consider an alternate specification of swing state – using an analogous list of states from the 2012 election and comparing it to our results using the list of swing states we defined for 2016 election. We use a list of nine swing states identified by the New York Times four years to the day before POLITICO published the list we use (with Arizona added) for 2016[endnoteRef:7] which was compiled based on states in which presidential campaigns were making notable investments (which was our criteria for adding Arizona to our 2016 list). [7:  Peters 2012] 

Table A.30 compares these model specifications, subtracting the coefficients in the model using 2012 swing states from their corresponding coefficients in the model using the 2016 swing states, and reporting whether the absolute value of the coefficients divided by their standard errors fell on different sides of the 95% confidence threshold for statistical significance. In keeping with the possibility of post-treatment bias, party ID and ideology (as well as the state control for felon disenfranchisement laws) are excluded from these specifications, leaving us with the baseline predictors, economic distress variables, and FIRE scale items included in the comparison.
As Table A.31 shows, the differences between the coefficients in these specifications are little more than rounding error, and in only one case would any coefficient (specifically, the binary indicator for being of a race other than white, black, Latinx, or Asian) be interpreted as statistically significant in one model but not the other. In short, likely in large part due to the similarity between the two lists of swing states in 2012 and 2016, it makes little difference whether one uses the 2012 or 2016 list of swing states. This being the case, even if the changes in the list of swing states between 2012 and 2016 were due to economic conditions, this would not affect the results or inferences drawn from the model.
Overall, we cannot rule out the possibility that some of our control variables – partisan identification, ideology, and living in a swing state, specifically – are to some degree caused by some of our key independent variables of interest, such as personal job loss and local unemployment. This possibility is important to note, and cautions us against making claims regarding the causal relationship between our key independent variables of interest and our outcome variable. However, we note the dramatic reduction in explanatory power when partisan identification and ideology are excluded from the model, recent work indicating the non-material components of these identifications, and the lack of change in coefficients or statistical significance when using an earlier version of our swing state variable as reasons to include them in our final specification. In short, the possibility of post-treatment bias leads us to interpret our results as associational instead of causal, rather than dropping the variables in question from our model specification.
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Method Comparison: Imputed vs. Non-Imputed Data
In order to avoid dropping cases due to missing responses, and to account for the possibility that missing responses are not missing completely at random, the models we report in the main body of our paper are pooled results of models specified on five imputed datasets. Here, we present comparisons of those results to models specified on the original, non-imputed dataset, in order to confirm that this method did not introduce any unexpected systematic biases into our findings.
As the below figures show, there are very few instances in which the coefficient in the imputed model is significantly different from its corresponding coefficient in the non-imputed model. In one case (non-voting among women in the white subset – Figure A.9) the sign on the coefficient is flipped from one model to the next, and in one other case (all outcomes among strong conservatives in the Asian subset – Figure A.12) the coefficient in the non- imputed subset looks to be an extreme outlier relative to its corresponding coefficient in the imputed version of the model, which makes sense given the relatively small number of observations in the set – there are only 37 respondents in the original CCES that matched to the voter file and identified as both Asian and strongly conservative, making the estimates for this coefficient highly sensitive to missing values. In general, based on these comparisons, we see no reason not to move forward with using the models based on the imputed data in the main body of our paper.
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Figure 9: Imputed/Non-Imputed Comparison: White Subset
[image: ]
Figure 10: Imputed/Non-Imputed Comparison: Black Subset
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Figure 11: Imputed/Non-Imputed Comparison: Latinx Subset
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Figure 12: Imputed/Non-Imputed Comparison: Asian Subset
Model Visualizations

In this section, we present visualized predicted probabilities of various voting behaviors by racial sub-group. Versions of these visualizations with some behaviors or racial sub-groups omitted for clarity appear in the main body of the paper.
Many independent variables, including responses to FIRE battery items and partisan identification, varied by racial group. This being the case, we hold the predictor for swing state equal to 1 and all other predictors at their racial group medians, rather than their global medians, when predicting changes in voting behavior associated with changes in other key independent variables. In our view, it makes more sense to show changes in predicted voting behavior among median members of each racial group, accounting for these between-group differences, than it would be to show changes in predicted voting behavior for hypothetical respondents who took on attributes uncharacteristic of their racial sub-group. Values at which all of these predictors are held when other independent variables are shown in Table A.32 below.
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Visualized predicted probabilities for all outcomes across all racial sub-groups shown in Figures A.13 through A.18.
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Figure 13: Voting Behavior by Race and FIRE Battery Item 1
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Figure 14: Voting Behavior by Race and FIRE Battery Item 2
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Figure 15: Voting Behavior by Race and FIRE Battery Item 3
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Figure 16: Voting Behavior by Race and FIRE Battery Item 4
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Figure 17: Voting Behavior by Race and Local Unemployment
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Figure 18: Differences in 2016 Voting Behavior by Race, Local Unemployment, and Job Loss
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Table Al: Perceptions of One-Year National Economy Trend by Partisanship

National Econ. Past Year Strong D D Weak D No Party Weak R R Strong R

Much Better 0.13 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02
Better 047 0.34 0.43 0.14 0.06 0.11 0.06

About the Same 0.27 0.38 0.35 0.38 0.36 0.40 0.30
Worse 0.08 0.17 0.10 0.29 0.40 0.35 0.40

Much Worse 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.14 0.15 0.12 0.21
Not Sure 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01

Partisan Share 0.25 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.16
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Table A2: Reported Four Year Household Income Trend by Partisanship

4yr Alnc. Strong D D Weak D No Party Weak R R Strong R

Increased a Lot 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.03
Increased 0.39 0.34 0.38 0.23 0.21 0.23 0.18

No Change 0.37 0.39 0.36 0.39 0.38 0.41 0.41
Decreased 0.10 0.14 0.10 0.21 0.27 0.22 0.26
Decreased a Lot 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.13

Partisan Share 0.25 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.16
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Table A3: Reported Four-Year Employment Status by Partisanship

4yr Employment Strong D D Weak D No Party Weak R R Strong R

Lost Job 0.13 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.14 0.15 0.12
Did Not Lose Job 0.87 0.86 0.84 0.83 0.86 0.85 0.88

Partisan Share 0.25 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.16
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Table A4: Baseline Model

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -4.483  0.011%* -0.24 0.787* -3.265  0.038*
(0.166) (0.069) (0.136)

Black -1.35  0.259* 0.59 1.803* -0.643  0.526*
(0.1) (0.04) (0.104)

Latinx -0.442  0.643* 0.383 1.466* -0.327  0.721%*
(0.078) (0.051) 0.1)

Asian -0.609  0.544* 0.449 1.566* -0.568  0.567*
(0.128) (0.082) 0.156)

Other Race -0.038  0.962 -0.002 0.998 0.154  1.166
(0.089) (0.071) 0.098)

Female -0.163  0.849* -0.28 0.756* -0.268  0.765*
(0.037) (0.029) 0.047)

Age 0.175  1.191%* -0.698 0.498* -0.461  0.631*
(0.02) (0.016) 0.025)

LGBT -0.384  0.681%* -0.207 0.813* -0.333  0.717*
(0.077) (0.048) 0.08)

Born Again 0.521  1.683* 0.335 1.398* 0.362  1.436*
(0.045) (0.036) 0.058)

College -0.636  0.53* -0.829 0.437* -0.026 0.975
(0.041) (0.031) (0.049)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0 1 -0.202  0.817* -0.048  0.953*
(0.019) (0.013) (0.023)

Democrat 2.154  8.616* 0.45 1.568* 1.599 4.948*
(0.112) (0.04) (0.111)

Weak Democrat 1.167  3.213* 0.258 1.294* 2.012  7.481%*
(0.132) (0.045) 0.103)

No Party 3.965 52.72% 1.749 5.749% 3.965 52.736*
(0.109) (0.049) 0.102)

Weak Republican  5.933 377.118%  2.698 14.854* 4.773 118.304*
(0.139) (0.103) 0.141)

Republican 4.956 141.957* 1.937 6.938* 3.597 36.475*
(0.12) (0.068 0.122)

Strong Republican 6.331 561.806*  3.152 23.386* 4.185 65.664*
(0.15) (0.115 0.163)

Liberal 0.239 1.27 0.227 1.255% -0.549  0.578%*
(0.159) (0.048 0.09)

Moderate 1.147  3.148* 0.433 1.542* -0.358  0.699*
(0.154) (0.048 0.082)

Conservative 2.308 10.056* 1.114 3.046* 0.285 1.33*
(0.156) (0.063 0.101)

Very Conservative 2.758 15.765% 1.255 3.509% 0.605 1.832*
(0.172) (0.102 0.143)

N 44762

McFadden R? .336

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A5: Add Swing State Indicator, FIRE Scale Items and County Wage Growth

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -4.689  0.009* -0.099 0.906 -3.306  0.037*
(0.22) (0.141) (0.214)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists 0.268  1.308* 0.158 1.171% 0.186  1.204*
(0.025) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.588  1.801* 0.344 1.41* 0.161  1.174*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.023)

Fearful of Other Races -0.086  0.917* -0.073 0.93* 0.085  1.089*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.251  0.778* -0.147 0.864* -0.17  0.844*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

FEconomic Distress
Q1-Q3 2016 %ACounty Wages 0.096 1.101%* -0.007 0.993 0.108 1.114*

(0.021) (0.015) (0.026)

State Control

Swing State -0.046  0.955 -0.221 0.801% -0.357 0.7
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.562 0.57* 0.916 2.499* -0.466  0.627*
(0.104) (0.043) (0.106)

Latinx -0.164  0.849* 0.493 1.638*% -0.267  0.766*
(0.081) (0.052) (0.101)

Asian -0.358  0.699* 0.489 1.63* -0.544  0.581%*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.029 1.03 0.097 1.102 0.213 1.238%
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.062 0.94 -0.25 0.779* -0.235  0.79*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.189% -0.705 0.494* -0.446  0.64*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.253  0.777* -0.138 0.871* -0.29 0.748*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.081)

Born Again 0.477 1.611* 0.274 1.316* 0.31 1.363*
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.447  0.64%* -0.725 0.484* 0.041 1.042
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.031 1.031 -0.178 0.837* -0.028 0.972
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.885  6.588* 0.326 1.385*% 1.527  4.603*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.216  3.375* 0.269 1.309% 2.008  7.45*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.487  32.693* 1.517 4.561% 3.803  44.84*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.228  186.35%  2.281 9.783* 4477  87.953*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.48 88.264* 1.648 5.198% 3.406  30.159*%
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.731  308.362* 2.79 16.274%*  3.953  52.068*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.005 0.995 0.086 1.09 -0.637  0.520*
(0.164) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.592  1.807* 0.121 1.128* -0.552  0.576*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.497  4.47* 0.658 1.931* -0.016 0.984
(0.163) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.83 6.233* 0.767 2.154% 0.309  1.362%*
(0.179) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A6: Swap 2012-2016 % Change in Q3 County Wages for Q1-Q3 2016 % Change in
County Wages

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -4.674  0.009* -0.098 0.907 -3.298  0.037*
(0.219) (0.141) (0.214)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists 0.268  1.307* 0.158 1.172% 0.186  1.204*
(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.59 1.804* 0.343 1.409* 0.164  1.178*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085  0.919* -0.073 0.93* 0.087  1.091*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.251  0.778* -0.147 0.863* -0.169  0.845*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

2012-2016 %AQ3 County Wages -0.003  0.997 -0.01 0.99 0.039  1.039
(0.019) (0.015) (0.023)

State Control

Swing State -0.03 0971 -0.223 0.8* -0.336  0.714*
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.589  0.555* 0.916 2.498*% -0.49 0.613*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.106)

Latinx -0.178  0.837* 0.494 1.639%* -0.279  0.757*
(0.081) (0.052) (0.101)

Asian -0.373  0.689* 0.493 1.638* -0.578  0.561%*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.027  1.027 0.099 1.104 0.21 1.233*
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.06 0.942 -0.25 0.778* -0.231  0.794%*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.188* -0.705 0.494* -0.445 0.641%*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.259  0.772* -0.137 0.872*% -0.299  0.742%*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.487  1.627* 0.274 1.315* 0.32 1.377*
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.461 0.631%* -0.723 0.486* 0.024 1.024
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.024  1.025 -0.178 0.837* -0.037 0.964
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.887  6.6* 0.325 1.384%* 1.531  4.624%*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.111)

Weak Democrat 1221  3.391* 0.268 1.308* 2.014  7.49*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.494  32.904*  1.516 4.555* 3.814  45.327*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5229  186.64%  2.278 9.762* 4.483  88.467*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4485  88.64* 1.647 5.193% 3.413  30.356*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.732  308.632* 2.788 16.241%  3.959  52.392%
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.002 0.998 0.087 1.09 -0.632  0.531*
(0.163) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.593  1.81% 0.121 1.128* -0.548  0.578*
(0.158) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.499  4.479* 0.657 1.929* -0.013  0.987
(0.162) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.834  6.261* 0.767 2.154* 0.316  1.372*
(0.178) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A7: First Stage Regressions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(Intercept) 3.01* 2.93* 2.64* 2.56*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
2012-2016 %A County Wage —0.96* —(0.88* —0.85* —0.77*
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09)
Lost Job 0.53* 0.52*
(0.01) (0.01)
Democrat 0.20* 0.20*
(0.01) (0.01)
Weak Democrat 0.13* 0.11*
(0.01) (0.01)
No Party 0.58* 0.56*
(0.01) (0.01)
Weak Republican 0.71* 0.70*
(0.02) (0.02)
Republican 0.55* 0.55*
(0.01) (0.01)
Strong Republican 0.68* 0.68*
(0.01) (0.01)
N 63966 63966 61873 61873
R? 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.11
adj. R? 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.11
Resid. sd 1.03 1.01 0.99 0.97

Standard errors in parentheses
* indicates significance at p < 0.05
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Table A8: Instrument Household Income Trend with 2012-2016 County Wage Growth

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.883  0.008* -0.81 0.445 -0.52  0.595
(1.409) (1.083) (1.685)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists ~ 0.268  1.307* 0.158 1.172% 0.186  1.204*

(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.59 1.804* 0.343 1.409* 0.164  1.178*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919* -0.073 0.93* 0.087  1.091*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare  -0.251  0.778%* -0.147 0.863* -0.169  0.845%
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

inst(4yr AHH Inc.) (1) 0.072 1.075 0247 128 0.962 0.382
(0.48) (0.372) (0.58)

State Control

Swing State -0.03 0.971 -0.223 0.8* -0.336  0.714*
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.59 0.555% 0.916 2.498* -0.49 0.613*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.106)

Latinx -0.178 0.837* 0.494 1.639* -0.279  0.757*
(0.081) (0.052) (0.101)

Asian -0.373  0.689* 0.493 1.638* -0.577  0.561%*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.027 1.027 0.099 1.104 0.21 1.233*
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.06 0.942 -0.251 0.778* -0.231  0.794%*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.188* -0.705 0.494* -0.445 0.641%*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.259  0.772* -0.137 0.872* -0.299  0.742*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.487  1.627* 0.274 1.315% 0.32 1.377*
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.461 0.631* -0.723 0.486* 0.024 1.024
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.024 1.025 -0.178 0.837* -0.037 0.964
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.888  6.606* 0.325 1.384%* 1.531  4.623*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.111)

Weak Democrat 1.222  3.394* 0.268 1.308%* 2.013  7.487*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.495  32.936* 1.516 4.555% 3.813  45.308*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.23 186.84*  2.279 9.763* 4.482  88.443*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.486  88.727* 1.647 5.194* 3.413  30.346*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.732  308.612* 2.787 16.226%  3.958  52.327*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.001  0.999 0.087 1.09 -0.632 0.531%
(0.163) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.594  1.811% 0.121 1.128% -0.548 0.578%
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.5 4.482* 0.657 1.929% -0.013  0.987
(0.162) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.835  6.264* 0.767 2.154* 0.316  1.371%
(0.179) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A9: Instrument Household Income Trend with 2012-2016 County Wage Growth and
Job Loss

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -5.441  0.004* -1.016 0.362* -4.203  0.015*
(0.391) (0.264) (0.413)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.268  1.308* 0.159 1.172% 0.186  1.205*

(0.025) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.589  1.803* 0.342 1.408* 0.162  1.176*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.023)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.918* -0.073 0.929* 0.087  1.091%
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare  -0.253 0.776* -0.149 0.862* -0.171  0.842%*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

inst(4yr AHH Inc.) (2) 0.263  1.301%* 0.315 1.371% 0.313  1.367*
(0.106) (0.076) (0.12)

State Control

Swing State -0.031 0.97 -0.224 0.8*% -0.338  0.713*
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.594  0.552* 0.911 2.486* -0.502  0.605*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.106)

Latinx -0.182 0.834* 0.49 1.632* -0.286 0.751%*
(0.081) (0.053) (0.101)

Asian -0.37 0.69* 0.495 1.641% -0.562 0.57*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.022  1.022 0.093 1.097 0.201 1.223%
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.058 0.944 -0.247 0.781* -0.23 0.795*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.18 1.197* -0.696 0.499* -0.437  0.646*
(0.022) (0.017) (0.026)

LGBT -0.261 0.77* -0.14 0.87* -0.299  0.742*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.488  1.628%* 0.275 1.317*% 0.321  1.378*
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.461 0.63* -0.723 0.485* 0.024 1.024
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.029  1.029 -0.172 0.842* -0.03 0.97
(0.02) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.887  6.599* 0.325 1.383* 1.529  4.616*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.219  3.383* 0.265 1.304* 2.009  T7.452*%
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.489  32.756* 1.51 4.528% 3.806  44.991%*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.225  185.906* 2.273 9.711* 4475  87.761%*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.482  88.425* 1.644 5.175* 3.408  30.21*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.728  307.256* 2.782 16.156%  3.949  51.864*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.002 0.998 0.085 1.089 -0.633 0.531%
(0.163) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.594  1.811% 0.12 1.128% -0.549 0.578*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.499  4.477* 0.656 1.927* -0.013  0.987
(0.163) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.837  6.276* 0.769 2.158* 0.319  1.375*%
(0.179) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A10: Instrument Household Income Trend with 2012-2016 County Wage Growth and
Partisanship

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -7.094  0.001* -3.599  0.027* -1.711  0.181
(1.824) (1.411) (2.227)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists 0.268  1.308* 0.159 1.172% 0.186  1.205*

(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.59 1.804* 0.343 1.41* 0.163  1.177*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919* -0.073 0.93* 0.088  1.092*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare  -0.251 0.778%* -0.147 0.864* -0.169  0.844*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

inst(4yr AHH Inc.) (3) 0.929  2.532 1.344 3.835% -0.608 0.545
(0.692) (0.538) (0.852)

State Control

Swing State -0.025 0.975 -0.216 0.806* -0.341  0.711%
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.587 0.556* 0.92 2.51* -0.499  0.607*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.105)

Latinx -0.176  0.839* 0.497 1.644%* -0.282  0.754*
(0.081) (0.052) (0.101)

Asian -0.37 0.69* 0.496 1.642%* -0.569  0.566*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.028  1.028 0.101 1.107 0.205  1.228*
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.061 0.941 -0.251 0.778* -0.233  0.792*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.188* -0.705 0.494* -0.445 0.641%*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.258  0.772* -0.136 0.873* -0.297  0.743*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.487  1.627* 0.274 1.315% 0.319  1.375*%
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.461 0.631* -0.723 0.485* 0.024 1.024
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log (Fam. Inc.) 0.024 1.024 -0.178 0.837* -0.036  0.965
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.886  6.595* 0.325 1.384%* 1.531  4.623*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.111)

Weak Democrat 1.221  3.39* 0.269 1.308* 2.012  7.48*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.493  32.879* 1.516 4.552% 3.813  45.288*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.23 186.712%  2.279 9.77* 4481  88.325*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.483  88.527* 1.646 5.187* 3412  30.332*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.73 308.083*  2.786 16.218%  3.955  52.194*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.002 0.998 0.086 1.09 -0.633 0.531%
(0.163) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.593  1.81* 0.12 1.128% -0.548 0.578*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.498  4.474% 0.655 1.926* -0.014 0.986
(0.162) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.833  6.253* 0.766 2.151* 0315  1.37*
(0.179) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A11: Instrument Household Income Trend with 2012-2016 County Wage Growth, Job
Loss, and Partisanship

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -5.439  0.004* -1.005  0.366* -4.226  0.015*
(0.372) (0.251) (0.392)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists 0.268  1.308* 0.159 1.172% 0.186  1.205*

(0.025) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.59 1.803* 0.343 1.409* 0.162  1.176*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.023)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.918* -0.073 0.929* 0.087  1.091%
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare  -0.253 0.776* -0.149 0.862* -0.171  0.842%*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

inst(4yr AHH Inc.) (4) 0.29 1.337* 0.345 1.411% 0.354  1.424*
(0.109) (0.078) (0.123)

State Control

Swing State -0.029 0.972 -0.222 0.801* -0.336  0.715*
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.592  0.553* 0.913 2.492* -0.499  0.607*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.105)

Latinx -0.181 0.834* 0.49 1.633* -0.285 0.752*
(0.081) (0.052) (0.101)

Asian -0.372  0.689* 0.493 1.637* -0.564  0.569*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.022  1.022 0.093 1.098 0.202  1.224%
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.058 0.944 -0.247 0.781* -0.229  0.795*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.181  1.198* -0.695 0.499* -0.436  0.647*
(0.022) (0.017) (0.026)

LGBT -0.261 0.77* -0.14 0.869* -0.299 0.741%
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.488  1.629* 0.276 1.317*% 0.321 1.379*%
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.462 0.63* -0.723 0.485* 0.024 1.024
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.029 1.03 -0.172 0.842* -0.03 0.971
(0.02) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.887  6.601* 0.325 1.383* 1.529  4.615*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.219  3.384* 0.265 1.304* 2.008  T7.452*%
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.489  32.754* 1.51 4.527* 3.806  44.96*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.225  185.936% 2.273 9.711* 4474  87.720%*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.482  88.411* 1.643 5.173* 3.407  30.188*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.728  307.359* 2.782 16.158%  3.948  51.855*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.002 0.998 0.085 1.089 -0.634 0.531%
(0.163) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.594  1.812% 0.12 1.128% -0.548 0.578*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.499  4.478% 0.655 1.926* -0.013  0.987
(0.163) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.836  6.274* 0.769 2.157* 0.319  1.375*%
(0.179) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A12: Swap 2015 ZIP Unemployment Insurance Receipt for County Wage Growth

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.313  0.013* 0.144 1.155 -3.069  0.046*
(0.237) (0.161) (0.244)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.268  1.308* 0.159 1.172*% 0.186  1.205*

(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.589  1.802% 0.342 1.408% 0.162  1.175%
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919% -0.073 0.93* 0.087  1.091*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.251  0.778% -0.147 0.864* -0.169  0.844*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.116  1.123* 0.077 1.08% 0.071  1.073
(0.03) (0.024) (0.037)

State Control

Swing State -0.013  0.987 -0.21 0.811% -0.326  0.722*
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.582  0.559* 0.922 2.514%* -0.492 0.611%
(0.103) (0.043) (0.105)

Latinx -0.178 0.837* 0.493 1.637* -0.283  0.753*
(0.081) (0.053) (0.101)

Asian -0.376  0.686* 0.489 1.631% -0.567 0.567*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.021 1.021 0.095 1.099 0.203  1.226*
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.061 0.94 -0.251 0.778* -0.234  0.792%
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.189* -0.705 0.494* -0.446  0.64*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.257  0.773* -0.137 0.872* -0.297  0.743*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.493  1.637* 0.278 1.32% 0.322  1.38*
(0.046) (0.037) (0.059)

College -0.447  0.639* -0.714 0.49% 0.032  1.033
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.027  1.027 -0.176 0.838* -0.035 0.966
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.884  6.582* 0.324 1.383* 1.528  4.611%
(0.111) (0.041) (0.111)

Weak Democrat 1.226  3.409* 0.27 1.31% 2.013  7.487*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.499  33.077* 1.519 4.569% 3.815  45.357*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.239  188.541*% 2.286 9.832*% 4.486  88.752*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.493  89.393* 1.652 5.218* 3.416  30.433*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.743  312.142* 2.795 16.369%  3.961  52.492*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.001  0.999 0.086 1.09 -0.633  0.531%
(0.164) (0.049) (0.091)

Moderate 0.593  1.81%* 0.12 1.128* -0.549 0.577*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.498  4.473% 0.655 1.925% -0.014  0.986
(0.163) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.832  6.248% 0.765 2.149% 0.314  1.369%
(0.178) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05




image21.png
Table A13: Swap 2015 ZIP EITC Receipt for 2015 ZIP Unemployment Insurance

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.495 0.011% 0.25 1.284 -3.255  0.039*
(0.225) (0.146) (0.224)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.268  1.307* 0.159 1.173* 0.186  1.204*

(0.025) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.587 1.799* 0.339 1.403* 0.161 1.175*
(0.018) (0.017) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919% -0.073 0.93* 0.088  1.091*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.251 0.778* -0.148 0.863* -0.169  0.845*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress
log(2015 ZIP EITC) 0.111 1.117* 0.217 1.243* 0.02 1.02

(0.036) (0.027) (0.042)

State Control

Swing State -0.035 0.965 -0.228 0.796* -0.342 0.71%
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.642 0.526* 0.825 2.281* -0.513  0.599*
(0.104) (0.044) (0.107)

Latinx -0.212  0.809* 0.435 1.545% -0.292  0.747*
(0.082) (0.053) (0.101)

Asian -0.357 0.7* 0.514 1.672% -0.558 0.573*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.008  1.008 0.071 1.074 0.198  1.22*
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.062 0.94 -0.254 0.776* -0.232  0.793*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.189* -0.704 0.495* -0.446  0.64*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.264 0.768* -0.145 0.865* -0.3 0.741*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.474  1.606* 0.247 1.281* 0.319  1.375*
(0.047) (0.037) (0.06)

College -0.449  0.638* -0.697 0.498* 0.025  1.026
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.036  1.037 -0.157 0.855* -0.035 0.966
(0.02) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.888  6.605* 0.326 1.386* 1.533  4.63*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.224  3.4* 0.274 1.315% 2.013  7.483*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.496  32.976* 1.521 4.578* 3.816  45.405*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.238  188.224*% 2.203 9.9* 4.486  88.75T*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.488  88.93* 1.656 5.237* 3.414  30.38*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.739  310.789* 2.801 16.458%  3.96 52.432*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal 0 1 0.087 1.091 -0.634  0.53*
(0.163) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.592  1.808* 0.12 1.127* -0.551  0.576%*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.495  4.46* 0.652 1.919% -0.017  0.983
(0.162) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.825  6.204% 0.756 2.129% 0.309  1.363*
(0.178) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A14: Add Flag for New State Voting Restrictions

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -4.334  0.013* 0.153 1.166 -3.124  0.044%*
(0.238) (0.162) (0.245)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.269  1.308* 0.159 1.172* 0.186  1.205*
(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.589  1.802* 0.342 1.408* 0.162  1.175%
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919% -0.073 0.93* 0.088  1.093*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.252 0.778* -0.147 0.864* -0.17 0.843*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.104  1.11% 0.081 1.085* 0.043  1.044
(0.03) (0.025) (0.038)

State Controls

Swing State -0.008 0.992 -0.21 0.81% -0.312  0.732*
(0.039) (0.03) (0.049)

New Vote Regs. -0.074  0.929 0.023 1.023 -0.17 0.844%*
(0.044) (0.033) (0.054)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.58 0.56* 0.922 2.514%* -0.491 0.612*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.105)

Latinx -0.179  0.836* 0.492 1.636* -0.28 0.756*
(0.081) (0.053) (0.101)

Asian -0.384 0.681% 0.492 1.635% -0.585  0.557*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.02 1.02 0.096 1.1 0.203  1.225%
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.06 0.942 -0.252 0.777* -0.232  0.793*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.172  1.188% -0.706 0.494%* -0.446  0.64*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.257  0.773* -0.136 0.872% -0.297  0.743*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.497  1.644% 0.277 1.319* 0.333  1.395*%
(0.046) (0.037) (0.06)

College -0.449 0.638* -0.714 0.49%* 0.029  1.029
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.026  1.027 -0.176 0.839% -0.036  0.965
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.883  6.571% 0.324 1.383* 1.526  4.598*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.228  3.413* 0.27 1.31% 2.017  7.515%
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.501  33.154* 1.519 4.566* 3.819  45.555*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.243  189.194*% 2.285 9.827* 4.493  89.382%
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4495  89.587* 1.652 5.215* 3.419  30.537*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.744  312.398*% 2.794 16.344%  3.963  52.634*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.001  0.999 0.086 1.09 -0.633  0.531%*
(0.164) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.595  1.812% 0.12 1.127* -0.548  0.578*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.5 4.484%* 0.655 1.924* -0.01 0.99
(0.163) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.835  6.264%* 0.763 2.146* 0.319  1.375%
(0.178) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard err(l\rsnizh parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A15: Swap State Voter ID Index for New Voting Restrictions

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.319  0.013* 0.158 1.171 -3.094  0.045*
(0.238) (0.162) (0.245)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.268  1.308* 0.159 1.172*% 0.186  1.204*

(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.589  1.802% 0.342 1.408* 0.162  1.176*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919% -0.073 0.93* 0.088  1.092%
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.251  0.778% -0.147 0.864* -0.17 0.844*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.112  1.118* 0.084 1.088* 0.055  1.057
(0.031) (0.025) (0.039)

State Controls

Swing State -0.01 0.99 -0.214 0.807* -0.314 0.73*
(0.04) (0.031) (0.05)

Voter ID Index -0.01 0.99 0.015 1.015 -0.034  0.967
(0.02) (0.015) (0.024)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.582  0.559* 0.92 2.51% -0.49 0.612*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.105)

Latinx -0.181 0.835* 0.495 1.641% -0.289  0.749*
(0.081) (0.053) (0.101)

Asian -0.379  0.684* 0.493 1.638* -0.576  0.562*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.02 1.02 0.095 1.1 0.202  1.224%
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.061 0.941 -0.252 0.777* -0.233  0.792%*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.173  1.188* -0.705 0.494* -0.446  0.64*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.257  0.773* -0.136 0.872* -0.296  0.744*
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.495  1.641% 0.275 1.317*% 0.329 1.39%
(0.046) (0.037) (0.06)

College -0.448 0.639* -0.713 0.49% 0.03 1.031
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.027  1.027 -0.176 0.839* -0.036  0.965
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.884  6.578* 0.325 1.384* 1.527  4.602*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.227  3.411% 0.27 1.31% 2.014  7.497*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.5 33.103* 1.519 4.566* 3.816  45.439*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.239  188.541*% 2.284 9.819% 4.487  88.862*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.493  89.414* 1.652 5.215% 3.416  30.439*
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.743  311.955*% 2.794 16.346*  3.96 52.482*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.001  0.999 0.086 1.09 -0.633 0.531*
(0.164) (0.049) (0.092)

Moderate 0.594  1.812% 0.119 1.127% -0.547  0.579*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.5 4.48* 0.654 1.924* -0.011  0.989
(0.163) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.834  6.261% 0.765 2.148*% 0.318  1.375*
(0.178) (0.109) (0.152)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errn:}{sﬁilll3 parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A16: Swap State Disenfranchisement Rates for Voter ID Index

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.272  0.014* 0.232 1.262 -3.118  0.044*
(0.237) (0.163) (0.244)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.268  1.307* 0.158 1.171% 0.186  1.205*

(0.026) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0.588  1.801% 0.341 1.406* 0.162  1.176*
(0.018) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.085 0.919% -0.073 0.93* 0.087  1.091*
(0.018) (0.015) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare -0.251  0.778% -0.147 0.864* -0.17 0.844*
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.132  1.142% 0.117 1.124% 0.036  1.036
(0.032) (0.026) (0.038)

State Controls

Swing State -0.023 0.977 -0.233 0.792% -0.304 0.738*
(0.04) (0.031) (0.049)

%Disenfranchised 0.01 1.01 0.024 1.025% -0.031 0.97*
(0.007) (0.005) (0.009)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.586  0.556* 0.916 2.498* -0.483 0.617*
(0.103) (0.043) (0.106)

Latinx -0.182  0.834* 0.48 1.616* -0.264  0.768*
(0.081) (0.053) (0.101)

Asian -0.372  0.689* 0.498 1.646* -0.576  0.562*
(0.133) (0.083) (0.157)

Other Race 0.021 1.021 0.094 1.099 0.203  1.225*
(0.094) (0.072) (0.099)

Female -0.062 0.94 -0.252 0.777* -0.233  0.792%*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.172  1.188* -0.707 0.493* -0.443  0.642*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.025)

LGBT -0.258 0.773* -0.139 0.87* -0.294  0.745%
(0.082) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.489  1.63* 0.267 1.306* 0.335  1.398*
(0.046) (0.037) (0.06)

College -0.446  0.64* -0.71 0.492* 0.029  1.029
(0.043) (0.032) (0.05)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.027  1.028 -0.174 0.841* -0.04 0.961
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.884  6.581* 0.325 1.384* 1.528  4.61*
(0.111) (0.041) (0.112)

Weak Democrat 1.226  3.407* 0.271 1.311% 2.012  7.476*
(0.135) (0.046) (0.103)

No Party 3.498  33.049* 1.518 4.563* 3.817  45.454%*
(0.109) (0.05) (0.103)

Weak Republican 5.239  188.414*% 2.287 9.841% 4.485  88.72%*
(0.14) (0.104) (0.144)

Republican 4.491  89.255% 1.65 5.206* 3.418  30.511%
(0.121) (0.07) (0.123)

Strong Republican 5.741  311.466* 2.791 16.294*  3.966  52.775*
(0.15) (0.117) (0.166)

Liberal -0.002  0.998 0.084 1.088 -0.633 0.531*
(0.164) (0.049) (0.091)

Moderate 0.592  1.808* 0.118 1.125% -0.546  0.579*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.084)

Conservative 1.497  4.469% 0.653 1.922% -0.013  0.987
(0.162) (0.065) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.828  6.224% 0.762 2.142% 0.31 1.363*
(0.178) (0.109) (0.151)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard err(}{sqi% parentheses; * indicates p < .05




image25.png
Table A17: Swap Denial of Racism Scale for FIRE Battery

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -3.269  0.038* 0.18 1.198 -2.409  0.09%
(0.201) (0.124) (0.184)

Racial Attitudes

Denial of Racism 1.204  3.334% 0.732 2.079*% 0.562  1.754*
(0.027) (0.023) (0.031)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.158  1.171% 0.146 1.158* 0.047  1.048
(0.034) (0.029) (0.039)

State Controls

Swing State -0.038 0.963 -0.261 0.771% -0.332 0.718*
(0.042) (0.036) (0.051)

%Disenfranchised 0.018  1.018* 0.032 1.033* -0.028 0.972*
(0.007) (0.006) (0.009)

Baseline Controls

Black -0.953  0.386* 0.095 1.1 -0.673  0.51%*
(0.11) (0.054) (0.11)

Latinx -0.283  0.753* 0.255 1.29% -0.363  0.695*
(0.088) (0.062) (0.106)

Asian -0.441  0.643* 0.561 1.753*% -0.602  0.548*
(0.139) (0.093) (0.159)

Other Race -0.026 0.974 0.064 1.066 0.211 1.235*%
(0.101) (0.083) (0.102)

Female -0.028 0.972 0.139 1.149% -0.291  0.748*
(0.042) (0.035) (0.049)

Age 0.154  1.166* -0.407 0.666* -0.49 0.613*
(0.023) (0.019) (0.027)

LGBT -0.325 0.723* -0.144 0.866* -0.322  0.724%*
(0.084) (0.055) (0.084)

Born Again 0.503  1.654* 0.253 1.288* 0.328  1.389*
(0.05) (0.043) (0.062)

College -0.55 0.577* -0.633 0.531* 0.01 1.01
(0.046) (0.038) (0.051)

log(Fam. Inc.) -0.002 0.998 -0.202 0.817* -0.051 0.95*
(0.021) (0.016) (0.024)

Democrat 1.923  6.838* 0.51 1.665% 1.514  4.547*
(0.113) (0.049) (0.113)

Weak Democrat 1.234  3.436* 0.403 1.496* 2.027  7.595*%
(0.134) (0.055) (0.104)

No Party 3.563  35.253* 1.782 5.943* 3.833  46.219%
(0.111) (0.057) (0.104)

Weak Republican 5.317  203.868* 2.468 11.8*% 4.493  89.422%
(0.142) (0.112) (0.145)

Republican 4.548  94.403* 1.827 6.217* 3.409  30.220%
(0.122) (0.077) (0.124)

Strong Republican  5.845  345.442*  2.888 17.955% 3.957  52.278*
(0.152) (0.123) (0.167)

Liberal -0.025 0.976 -0.097 0.908 -0.698  0.498*
(0.166) (0.061) (0.092)

Moderate 0.567  1.762* -0.076 0.927 -0.64 0.527*
(0.16) (0.061) (0.085)

Conservative 1.489  4.433% 0.455 1.577* -0.084 0.919
(0.165) (0.078) (0.107)

Strong Conservative 1.871  6.496% 0.804 2.235% 0.292  1.339
(0.182) (0.119) (0.155)

N 44762

McFadden R? .362

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A18: Subset to White Voter File-Matched Respondents, Add Job Loss

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.124  0.016* 0.355 1.425 -2.903  0.055*
(0.275) (0.198) (0.277)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists ~ 0.307 1.359* 0.211 1.235% 0.242  1.274*

(0.03) (0.028) (0.036)

White Advantage 0.596 1.815*% 0.362 1.436* 0.17 1.186*
(0.021) (0.02) (0.026)

Fearful of Other Races -0.108  0.898* -0.092 0.912% 0.078  1.081*
(0.021) (0.019) (0.026)

Racial Problems Rare -0.276  0.759% -0.18 0.835% -0.223 0.8
(0.023) (0.022) (0.027)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.11 1.116* 0.097 1.102* 0.015 1.015
(0.035) (0.031) (0.042)

Lost Job 0.135 1.145* 0.15 1.161* 0.191 1.21*
(0.068) (0.055) (0.076)

State Controls

Swing State -0.068  0.935 -0.292 0.747* -0.345 0.708*
(0.045) (0.039) (0.055)

%Disenfranchised 0.015 1.015 0.032 1.033* -0.03 0.97*
(0.008) (0.007) (0.01)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.033  0.967 -0.265 0.767* -0.223 0.8*
(0.045) (0.038) (0.055)

Age 0.138 1.147% -0.743 0.475* -0.461  0.631%*
(0.024) (0.02) (0.029)

LGBT -0.313  0.731% -0.149 0.861* -0.343 0.71%
(0.09) (0.062) (0.094)

Born Again 0.588 1.801%* 0.374 1.454* 0.406 1.501*
(0.056) (0.051) (0.071)

College -0.567  0.567* -0.818 0.442* 0 1
(0.05) (0.042) (0.057)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.013 1.013 -0.196 0.822% -0.059  0.942%*
(0.023) (0.019) (0.028)

Democrat 1.884 6.582* 0.387 1.472% 1.531  4.623*
(0.125) (0.055) (0.13)

Weak Democrat 1.226 3.406* 0.338 1.402% 1.996  7.362*
(0.147) (0.057) (0.118)

No Party 3.523 33.88* 1.657 5.246* 3.84 46.521%
(0.123) (0.063) (0.118)

Weak Republican 5.217 184.407*  2.39 10.909%  4.443  85.033*
(0.155) (0.119) (0.161)

Republican 4.498 89.814%* 1.804 6.074% 3.391  29.709%
(0.133) (0.083) (0.139)

Strong Republican 5.775 322.179*%  2.943 18.973%  3.965  52.723*
(0.175) (0.141) (0.192)

Liberal -0.057  0.944 -0.012 0.988 -0.672 0.511%*
(0.178) (0.063) (0.104)

Moderate 0.557 1.746* 0.005 1.005 -0.595  0.551%*
(0.18) (0.064) (0.098)

Conservative 1.592 4.911% 0.651 1.917* -0.007 0.994
(0.186) (0.088) (0.122)

Strong Conservative 2.211 9.123* 1.093 2.983* 0.628  1.874*
(0.221) (0.158) (0.192)

Avg. N 33612.6

McFadden R? 374

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A19: Subset to Black Voter File-Matched Respondents, Add Job Loss

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -4.604  0.01% 1.054 2.868* -4.642  0.01%*
(1.244) (0.425) (1.151)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.219  1.245 -0.032 0.968 0.155  1.167
(0.128) (0.074) (0.138)

White Advantage 0.316  1.372% 0.166 1.181* -0.005 0.995
(0.115) (0.068) (0.139)

Fearful of Other Races 0.142  1.153 0.015 1.015 0.15 1.162
(0.108) (0.033) (0.096)

Racial Problems Rare -0.289  0.749* -0.07 0.932 0.116  1.122
(0.097) (0.051) (0.123)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.532  1.703* 0.226 1.254* 0.324  1.382
(0.23) (0.065) (0.24)

Lost Job -0.583  0.558 0.131 1.14 0.364  1.439
(0.345) (0.086) (0.252)

State Controls

Swing State -0.085 0.919 -0.026 0.974 -0.319 0.727
(0.22) (0.066) (0.224)

%Disenfranchised -0.002 0.998 0.022 1.023* 0.023  1.023
(0.04) (0.011) (0.038)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.407  0.666 -0.175 0.84%* -0.151  0.86
(0.212) (0.067) (0.209)

Age 0.047  1.048 -0.676 0.508* -0.355  0.701%*
(0.125) (0.037) (0.117)

LGBT -0.08 0.923 -0.094 0.911 0.363  1.437
(0.484) (0.15) (0.337)

Born Again 0.417  1.517 0.077 1.08 0.052  1.054
(0.216) (0.064) (0.213)

College -0.502  0.606* -0.54 0.583* 0.234  1.263
(0.236) (0.07) (0.211)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.125  1.133 -0.112 0.894%* 0.059  1.061
(0.099) (0.027) (0.093)

Democrat 1.874  6.515* 0.167 1.182% 1.563  4.773*
(0.373) (0.081) (0.362)

Weak Democrat 1.69 5.418* 0.036 1.036 2.681  14.605*
(0.498) (0.117) (0.354)

No Party 3.245  25.65% 0.942 2.565*% 3.567  35.398*
(0.397) (0.136) (0.346)

Weak Republican 5.154  173.042* 1.221 3.39% 4.42 83.092%
(0.519) (0.415) (0.599)

Republican 4.019  55.654*  0.143 1.154 3.476  32.33*
(0.48) (0.306) (0.531)

Strong Republican 5.076  160.164* 1.07 2.914* 3.982  53.628*
(0.546) (0.473) (0.682)

Liberal 0.921  2.513 0.251 1.285* -0.822  0.44%*
(0.79) (0.109) (0.369)

Moderate 1.188  3.281 0.262 1.299* -0.761  0.467*
(0.749) (0.109) (0.313)

Conservative 1.614  5.021% 0.625 1.868* 0.077  1.08
(0.77) (0.136) (0.393)

Strong Conservative 2.249  9.48* 0.35 1.419 -0.237  0.789
(0.795) (0.187) (0.585)

Avg. N 5298.4

McFadden R? 176

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A20: Subset to Latinx Voter File-Matched Respondents, Add Job Loss

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -5.093  0.006* 0.32 1.377 -3.708  0.025*
(0.902) (0.473) (1.043)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.302  1.353* 0.147 1.159 -0.095 0.909
(0.102) (0.078) (0.145)

White Advantage 0.53 1.699* 0.19 1.21% 0.177  1.194
(0.075) (0.054) (0.097)

Fearful of Other Races -0.005 0.995 -0.043 0.958 0.006  1.006
(0.073) (0.045) (0.089)

Racial Problems Rare -0.23 0.795* -0.123 0.885* -0.007  0.993
(0.074) (0.049) (0.1)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) -0.063  0.939 0.063 1.065 0.148  1.159
(0.161) (0.096) (0.202)

Lost Job 0.348  1.416 0.192 1.212 0.038  1.039
(0.219) (0.125) (0.268)

State Controls

Swing State 0.102  1.107 -0.256 0.774* 0.07 1.072
(0.208) (0.125) (0.249)

%Disenfranchised -0.025 0.976 0 1 -0.029 0.971
(0.031) (0.019) (0.039)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.269 0.764 -0.207 0.813* -0.127  0.881
(0.161) (0.096) (0.199)

Age 0.206  1.228% -0.584 0.558* -0.421  0.656*
(0.093) (0.055) (0.117)

LGBT 0.138  1.148 -0.028 0.972 -0.341  0.711
(0.295) (0.148) (0.368)

Born Again 0.157  1.17 0.216 1.241 0.595  1.814%*
(0.182) (0.121) (0.225)

College 0.073  1.076 -0.615 0.541% -0.169  0.845
(0.17) (0.106) (0.212)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.076  1.079 -0.092 0.912 0.071  1.074
(0.084) (0.048) (0.102)

Democrat 1.628  5.093* 0.234 1.264 1.559  4.754%*
(0.419) (0.119) (0.373)

Weak Democrat 0.266  1.304 0.338 1.403* 1.359  3.80%*
(0.721) (0.151) (0.443)

No Party 2.974  19.563* 1.062 2.892% 3.133  22.946*
(0.416) (0.168) (0.377)

Weak Republican 5111  165.91* 1.914 6.781% 4281  T72.3*
(0.552) (0.398) (0.556)

Republican 4.066  58.302* 1.051 2.86* 2.95 19.11%*
(0.435) (0.229) (0.445)

Strong Republican 4.883  132.003* 2.081 8.01% 3.195  24.399*
(0.535) (0.359) (0.585)

Liberal -0.215  0.806 0.213 1.238 -0.25 0.779
(0.542) (0.161) (0.401)

Moderate 0.22 1.247 0.298 1.347 -0.133  0.875
(0.49) (0.164) (0.369)

Conservative 0.925  2.523 0.734 2.083* 0472  1.603
(0.497) (0.217) (0.44)

Strong Conservative 1.261  3.527* 0.675 1.965 0.349 1417
(0.589) (0.361) (0.665)

Avg. N 2994.8

McFadden R? .269

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A21: Subset to Asian Voter File-Matched Respondents, Add Job Loss

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -3.347  0.035* 0.536 1.709 -4.393  0.012*
(1.692) (0.89) (1.982)

Fire Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.289  1.336 0.145 1.156 0.017  1.018

(0.173) (0.127) (0.228)

White Advantage 0.44 1.553* 0.183 1.201 0.053  1.055
(0.14) (0.103) (0.188)

Fearful of Other Races 0.028  1.028 -0.057 0.945 0.18 1.198
(0.133) (0.072) (0.145)

Racial Problems Rare -0.242 0.785 -0.16 0.852 0.203  1.225
(0.136) (0.094) (0.189)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.259  1.296 -0.147 0.864 0.306  1.357
(0.314) (0.177) (0.355)

Lost Job 0.227 1.254 0.085 1.089 0.099 1.104
(0.408) (0.235) (0.469)

State Controls

Swing State -0.039 0.962 -0.115 0.891 -0.745 0475
(0.371) (0.209) (0.495)

%Disenfranchised -0.031 0.97 -0.052 0.95 -0.105 0.9
(0.066) (0.041) (0.107)

Baseline Controls

Female 0.123  1.131 -0.375 0.687* 0.104  1.109
(0.275) (0.162) (0.329)

Age 0.331 1.392 -0.699 0.497* -0.331 0.718
(0.171) (0.101) (0.202)

LGBT -0.489 0.613 -0.278 0.757 -0.445 0.641
(0.635) (0.27) (0.573)

Born Again 0.923  2.517* 0.269 1.309 0.258  1.294
(0.345) (0.254) (0.482)

College 0.147  1.159 -0.137 0.872 -0.525  0.591
(0.303) (0.178) (0.355)

log(Fam. Inc.) -0.029 0.972 -0.338 0.713* 0.306  1.358
(0.179) (0.087) (0.254)

Democrat 1.311  3.711 0.777 2.174* 0.768  2.155
(0.867) (0.225) (0.757)

Weak Democrat 1.71 5.53 0.657 1.928* 1.918  6.805*
(0.971) (0.26) (0.684)

No Party 3.355  28.658* 1.595 4.93*% 3.564  35.295*
(0.813) (0.278) (0.648)

Weak Republican 4.893  133.372*% 2.232 9.319*% 4.749  115.423*
(0.947) (0.554) (0.905)

Republican 4.671 106.832*  1.909 6.746* 3.593  36.326*
(0.861) (0.379) (0.79)

Strong Republican 6.433  621.853* 3.119 22.624*  4.576  97.164*
(1.324) (1.1) (1.415)

Liberal -1.276  0.279 -0.15 0.86 -1.349  0.259*
(0.899) (0.305) (0.609)

Moderate -0.714 0.49 -0.017 0.983 -1.262  0.283*
(0.761) (0.321) (0.579)

Conservative -0.469 0.625 0.246 1.279 -1.246  0.288
(0.828) (0.396) (0.745)

Strong Conservative 0.594  1.811 1.026 2.79 -0.834 0.434
(1.377) (1.125) (1.654)

Avg. N 1069.2

McFadden R? 264

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05




image30.png
Table A22: Subset to White Self-Reported 2012 Obama Voters

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -3.931  0.02* 0.409 1.505 -2.732  0.065*
(0.418) (0.222) (0.425)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.328 1.388* 0.137 1.147* 0.196  1.216*

(0.048) (0.039) (0.06)

White Advantage 0.614 1.848%* 0.292 1.339* 0.202  1.224*
(0.033) (0.023) (0.04)

Fearful of Other Races -0.159  0.853* -0.113 0.893* 0 1
(0.035) (0.022) (0.038)

Racial Problems Rare -0.267  0.766* -0.151 0.86* -0.1 0.905%*
(0.037) (0.026) (0.049)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.198 1.219* 0.099 1.104* 0.122 1.129
(0.065) (0.037) (0.067)

Lost Job 0.296 1.344* 0.062 1.064 0.158 1.171
(0.109) (0.062) (0.114)

State Controls

Swing State 0.024 1.024 -0.261 0.771* -0.345 0.708*
(0.079) (0.047) (0.083)

%Disenfranchised 0.021 1.022 0.036 1.036* -0.015 0.985
(0.014) (0.008) (0.017)

Baseline Controls

Female 0.065 1.067 -0.231 0.794* -0.015 0.985
(0.082) (0.043) (0.08)

Age -0.1 0.905* -0.805 0.447* -0.342 0.711%
(0.045) (0.025) (0.045)

LGBT -0.281 0.755 -0.138 0.871* -0.319  0.727*
(0.144) (0.068) (0.126)

Born Again 0.664 1.942* 0.373 1.452* 0.338 1.402*
(0.099) (0.063) (0.117)

College -0.693  0.5% -0.767 0.464* -0.233  0.792*
(0.096) (0.049) (0.086)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.011 1.011 -0.185 0.831* -0.082 0.921*
(0.041) (0.022) (0.041)

Democrat 1.702 5.487* 0.38 1.462*% 1.458  4.297*
(0.147) (0.058) (0.147)

Weak Democrat 1.153 3.168* 0.293 1.34* 1.951  7.034*
(0.176) (0.061) (0.131)

No Party 2.802 16.472% 1.365 3.917* 3.416  30.442%
(0.148) (0.078) (0.14)

Weak Republican 4.222 68.202* 1.56 4.76* 3.134  22.971%
(0.223) (0.209) (0.301)

Republican 3.629 37.668* 1.304 3.684* 2.488  12.035*%
(0.178) (0.126) (0.226)

Republican 4.245 69.753* 1.931 6.894* 2.081  8.009*
(0.303) (0.264) (0.644)

Liberal -0.005  0.995 0.037 1.038 -0.673  0.51%
(0.239) (0.066) (0.126)

Moderate 0.565 1.76* 0.14 1.151%* -0.768  0.464*
(0.204) (0.071) (0.126)

Conservative 1.123 3.075% 0.573 1.773* -0.386  0.68
(0.225) (0.118) (0.202)

Strong Conservative 1.322 3.751% 0.975 2.651* -0.815  0.443
(0.324) (0.208) (0.607)

Avg. N 16774.4

McFadden R? 228

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A23: Subset to White Self-Reported 2012 Romney Voters

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -1.598  0.202* 0.778 2.178 9338 0
(0.803) (0.717) (5.816)

Fire Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.277  1.32* 0.24 1.271% 0.174  1.191*

(0.065) (0.067) (0.073)

White Advantage 0.579  1.784% 0.454 1.575% 0.156  1.169*
(0.045) (0.046) (0.052)

Fearful of Other Races 0.006  1.006 0.016 1.016 0.176  1.192%
(0.048) (0.048) (0.055)

Racial Problems Rare -0.312 0.732% -0.243 0.784* -0.293  0.746%*
(0.052) (0.059) (0.06)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.105  1.111 0.107 1.113 -0.087 0.917
(0.083) (0.084) (0.092)

Lost Job 0.348  1.417 0.486 1.625% 0.459  1.582%
(0.187) (0.188) (0.22)

State Controls

Swing State -0.087 0.917 -0.312 0.732* -0.375  0.687*
(0.106) (0.111) (0.122)

%Disenfranchised -0.005 0.995 0.012 1.012 -0.077  0.926%*
(0.018) (0.018) (0.022)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.366  0.693* -0.563 0.57* -0.54 0.583*
(0.113) (0.115) (0.129)

Age 0.339  1.404* -0.517 0.596* -0.378  0.685*
(0.059) (0.06) (0.067)

LGBT -0.45 0.638 -0.281 0.755 -0.552  0.576
(0.24) (0.233) (0.296)

Born Again 0.357  1.429* 0.2 1.222 0.215 1.24
(0.124) (0.125) (0.137)

College -0.56 0.571% -0.856 0.425* 0.196 1.217
(0.117) (0.118) (0.129)

log(Fam. Inc.) -0.1 0.904 -0.308 0.735* -0.115  0.891
(0.069) (0.069) (0.071)

Democrat 1.195  3.303* 0.205 1.227 1.302  3.677*
(0.38) (0.348) (0.625)

Weak Democrat 0.353 1.423 0.354 1.425 0.895  2.447
(0.416) (0.347) (0.695)

No Party 2.6 13.468* 1.693 5.438* 2.905  18.26%*
(0.363) (0.32) (0.636)

Weak Republican 3.726  41.506* 2.145 8.542% 3.252  25.836*
(0.379) (0.347) (0.632)

Republican 3.165  23.69* 1.708 5.518% 2.453  11.627*
(0.366) (0.327) (0.625)

Strong Republican 4.262  70.961* 2.689 14.715%  2.804  18.07*
(0.394) (0.355) (0.651)

Liberal 0.263  1.301 0.516 1.676 7.33 1524.936
(0.568) (0.47) (5.891)

Moderate 0.409  1.505 0.213 1.237 7.342  1544.254
(0.548) (0.449) (5.764)

Conservative 1.391  4.019* 0.853 2.346 7.889  2667.327
(0.564) (0.469) (5.787)

Strong Conservative 2,202  9.042% 1.438 4.213* 8.793  6591.064
(0.601) (0.55) (5.777)

Avg. N 14762

McFadden R? 155

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A24: Swap 2013-2015 Change in ZIP Unemployment for Static ZIP Unemployment

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk
(Intercept) -4.817  0.008* 0.207 1.23 -3.362  0.035*
(0.221) (0.144) (0.214)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)
Angry Racism Exists  0.268  1.308* 0.166 1.18% 0.185  1.203*

(0.025) (0.023) (0.031)

White Advantage 0579  1.784* 0266  1.305*  0.165  1.179*
(0.017) (0.016) (0.022)

Fearful of Other Races -0.094 0.91* 0073 0.93* 0.087  1.091*
(0.018) (0.014) (0.023)

Racial Problems Rare  -0.253 0.777%  -0.141  0.869*  -0.173 0.841%
(0.02) (0.017) (0.024)

Economic Distress
2013-2015 AZIP UI -0.078 0.925* -0.071 0.932* -0.046  0.956

(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Lost Job 0.154 1.167* 0.195 1.215% 0.205 1.228*
(0.057) (0.041) (0.065)

State Controls

Swing State -0.041  0.959 -0.278 0.757* -0.299  0.742%
(0.04) (0.031) (0.049)

%Disenfranchised 0.005  1.005 0.024 1.025* -0.032  0.968*
(0.006) (0.005) (0.009)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.041 0.96 -0.234 0.791* -0.218  0.804*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.048)

Age 0.186  1.204* -0.719 0.487* -0.425 0.654*
(0.022) (0.016) (0.026)

LGBT -0.302 0.739* -0.215 0.806* -0.295  0.745*
(0.083) (0.05) (0.08)

Born Again 0.569 1.767* 0.434 1.543* 0.38 1.462*
(0.046) (0.036) (0.058)

College -0.475  0.622* -0.732 0.481* 0.018 1.019
(0.043) (0.032) (0.049)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.017 1.017 -0.189 0.828* -0.043  0.958
(0.019) (0.014) (0.024)

Democrat 1.963  7.124* 0.263 1.3* 1.53 4.619*
(0.11) (0.04) (0.111)

Weak Democrat 1.33 3.782% 0.126 1.134% 2.074  7.96*
(0.134) (0.045) (0.103)

No Party 3.606  36.816* 1.353 3.868* 3.871  48.012%*
(0.108) (0.049) (0.102)

Weak Republican 5.345  209.453* 2.073 7.952% 4.552  94.834*
(0.139) (0.104) (0.143)

Republican 4.59 98.512* 1.412 4.104* 3.476  32.336*
(0.12) (0.069) (0.122)

Strong Republican 5.836  342.488*% 2.542 12.705%  4.02 55.692*
(0.149) (0.116) (0.165)

Liberal 0.022  1.022 0.133 1.142% -0.636  0.53*
(0.165) (0.048) (0.092)

Moderate 0.648 1.911% 0.246 1.279% -0.539  0.584*
(0.159) (0.049) (0.083)

Conservative 1.572  4.818% 0.817 2.265% 0.014 1.014
(0.163) (0.064) (0.104)

Strong Conservative 1.91 6.751* 0.929 2.531% 0.357  1.429%
(0.179) (0.109) (0.15)

N 44762

McFadden R? .365

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A25: Subset to Democrats, Drop Party ID, Ideology, and State Controls

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -1.921  0.146* 0.887 2.427* -2.194  0.111%*
(0.424) (0.195) (0.405)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.337  1.401* 0.099 1.104* 0.235  1.265*
(0.053) (0.031) (0.064)

White Advantage 0.759  2.136%* 0.188 1.206* 0.252 1.286*
(0.037) (0.019) (0.043)

Fearful of Other Races -0.277  0.758%* -0.09 0.914* -0.057  0.945
(0.039) (0.017) (0.039)

Racial Problems Rare -0.275 0.759* -0.146 0.865* -0.034 0.967
(0.042) (0.022) (0.048)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.405 1.499* 0.065 1.067* 0.23 1.259*
(0.087) (0.028) (0.077)

Lost Job 0.252 1.286 0.151 1.163* 0.276 1.318%*
(0.141) (0.048) (0.118)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.108  0.897 -0.248 0.78* -0.078  0.925
(0.104) (0.035) (0.088)

Age -0.078 0.925 -0.737 0.479* -0.427  0.652*
(0.053) (0.02) (0.049)

LGBT -0.318 0.728 -0.271 0.762* -0.175  0.84
(0.169) (0.052) (0.127)

Born Again 0.696  2.006* 0.637 1.89% 0.056 1.058
(0.105) (0.041) (0.118)

College -0.698  0.498* -0.675 0.509%* -0.194  0.823*
(0.126) (0.037) (0.095)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.044  1.045 -0.169  0.845* -0.102  0.903*
(0.051) (0.016) (0.042)

Avg. N 22533

McFadden R? 113

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A26: Subset to Party Non-Identifiers, Drop Party ID, Ideology, and State Controls

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -0.695 0.499 2.465 11.769*  -0.078 0.925
(0.793) (0.54) (0.652)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.421  1.523* 0.239 1.27* 0.247  1.28*
(0.087) (0.076) (0.09)

White Advantage 0.669 1.952%* 0.257 1.293* 0.126 1.134*
(0.066) (0.052) (0.063)

Fearful of Other Races -0.159  0.853* -0.139 0.87* 0.041 1.042
(0.067) (0.048) (0.062)

Racial Problems Rare -0.318 0.727* -0.142 0.868 0.003 1.003
(0.081) (0.081) (0.079)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.157  1.17 0.156 1.169 0.272 1.313%*
(0.107) (0.091) (0.11)

Lost Job 0.198 1.218 0.084 1.088 0.16 1.174
(0.213) (0.141) (0.179)

Baseline Controls

Female 0.046 1.047 0.151 1.163 0.034 1.034
(0.157) (0.104) (0.129)

Age -0.094 0.911 -0.841 0.431%* -0.339  0.712%*
(0.085) (0.06) (0.078)

LGBT -1.218 0.296* -0.598 0.55% -0.222 0.801
(0.343) (0.186) (0.212)

Born Again 0.505 1.657* 0.224 1.251 -0.213  0.808
(0.202) (0.154) (0.189)

College -0.541  0.582%* -0.956 0.384* -0.297  0.743*
(0.177) (0.114) (0.139)

log(Fam. Inc.) -0.015  0.986 -0.284  0.753* -0.085 0.918
(0.085) (0.055) (0.07)

Avg. N 6574

McFadden R? 152

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A27: Subset to Republicans, Drop Party ID, Ideology, and State Controls

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -0.529  0.589 1.818 6.162* -1.913 0.148
(0.783) (0.799) (1.246)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.46 1.585%* 0.284 1.329* 0.184 1.202
(0.118) (0.123) (0.187)

White Advantage 0.658 1.93* 0.343 1.41%* 0.264 1.302*
(0.073) (0.076) (0.117)

Fearful of Other Races -0.032 0.968 -0.092 0.912 0.373  1.452%*
(0.077) (0.08) (0.125)

Racial Problems Rare -0.159  0.853 -0.062 0.94 -0.04 0.961
(0.084) (0.093) (0.131)

FEconomic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.166 1.18 0.088 1.092 0.284 1.329
(0.133) (0.133) (0.298)

Lost Job 0.395 1.485 0.276 1.318 0.214 1.239
(0.275) (0.249) (0.44)

Baseline Controls

Female 0.385 1.469* -0.186 0.83 -0.089 0915
(0.179) (0.165) (0.262)

Age -0.02 0.98 -0.902 0.406* -0.416  0.66*
(0.099) (0.102) (0.165)

LGBT -0.083 0.92 0.038 1.039 -1.641 0.194
(0.343) (0.349) (1.149)

Born Again 0.338 1.402 0.154 1.166 0.388 1.475
(0.211) (0.207) (0.318)

College -0.567  0.567* -0.861 0.423* 0.056 1.058
(0.197) (0.201) (0.326)

log(Fam. Inc.) -0.078  0.925 -0.329  0.72* -0.164  0.848
(0.109) (0.101) (0.17)

Avg. N 15655

McFadden R? 113

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses
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Table A28: Subset to Liberals, Drop Party ID, Ideology, and State Controls

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -3.303  0.037* 1.001 2.722* -1.869  0.154*
(0.676) (0.261) (0.478)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists 0.5 1.648* 0.142 1.152% 0.313  1.368*
(0.083) (0.053) (0.08)

White Advantage 0.858 2.36%* 0.253 1.288%* 0.195  1.216%*
(0.06) (0.029) (0.056)

Fearful of Other Races -0.25 0.779* -0.128 0.88* -0.032  0.968
(0.066) (0.027) (0.048)

Racial Problems Rare -0.307  0.735* -0.162 0.85* -0.01 0.99
(0.067) (0.027) (0.059)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.166 1.181 0.086 1.09* 0.187  1.206%*
(0.146) (0.038) (0.085)

Lost Job 0.261 1.298 0.216 1.242%* 0.357  1.43*
(0.219) (0.061) (0.127)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.094 0.911 -0.267 0.765* -0.183 0.833
(0.173) (0.047) (0.099)

Age -0.19 0.827* -0.715 0.489* -0.338  0.713*
(0.094) (0.025) (0.05)

LGBT -0.047  0.954 -0.237 0.789%* -0.159  0.853
(0.212) (0.064) (0.128)

Born Again 1 2.719* 0.654 1.923* -0.169 0.845
(0.174) (0.064) (0.165)

College -0.669  0.512* -0.713 0.49%* -0.34 0.712*
(0.183) (0.048) (0.106)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.005  1.005 -0.184  0.832* -0.166  0.847*
(0.08) (0.022) (0.046)

Avg. N 13896.6

McFadden R? 128

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A29: Subset to Moderates, Drop Party ID, Ideology, and State Controls

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -2.099  0.123* 1.138 3.12* -1.901  0.149*
(0.449) (0.231) (0.483)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.406 1.501%* 0.149 1.16* 0.26 1.297*
(0.051) (0.037) (0.068)

White Advantage 0.748 2.113* 0.185 1.203* 0.308  1.36*
(0.036) (0.026) (0.046)

Fearful of Other Races -0.151  0.86* -0.049 0.952* 0.046  1.047
(0.038) (0.023) (0.046)

Racial Problems Rare -0.233  0.792* -0.115 0.891* -0.076  0.927
(0.041) (0.03) (0.05)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.254 1.29% 0.083 1.087 0.264 1.302*
(0.07) (0.043) (0.088)

Lost Job 0.357 1.429* 0.13 1.139 0.239 1.269
(0.13) (0.072) (0.149)

Baseline Controls

Female 0.023 1.023 -0.141 0.869* -0.12 0.887
(0.09) (0.051) (0.103)

Age -0.197  0.821* -0.859 0.423* -0.478  0.62*
(0.047) (0.03) (0.055)

LGBT -0.695  0.499* -0.19 0.827 -0.257  0.773
(0.197) (0.106) (0.189)

Born Again 0.309 1.363* 0.332 1.394* -0.096  0.909
(0.101) (0.059) (0.131)

College -0.527  0.59* -0.681 0.506* -0.066  0.936
(0.106) (0.058) (0.107)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.061 1.063 -0.223 0.8* -0.061  0.941
(0.052) (0.025) (0.051)

Avg. N 16138.2

McFadden R? 153

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A30: Subset to Conservatives, Drop Party ID, Ideology, and State Controls

Variable Trump Rel. Risk Nonvote Rel. Risk Minor Rel. Risk

(Intercept) -2.369  0.094* -0.078  0.925 -4.377  0.013*
(0.584) (0.413) (1.189)

FIRE Battery (Disagree)

Angry Racism Exists  0.154 1.167 0.098 1.103 0.192 1.212
(0.083) (0.063) (0.139)

White Advantage 0.652 1.918* 0.204 1.226* 0.365 1.441%
(0.057) (0.048) (0.096)

Fearful of Other Races -0.042  0.959 0.016 1.016 0.164 1.179
(0.055) (0.042) (0.1)

Racial Problems Rare -0.158  0.854* 0.02 1.021 0.158 1.171
(0.066) (0.052) (0.133)

Economic Distress

log(2015 ZIP UI) 0.114 1.12 -0.07 0.932 0.199 1.22
(0.114) (0.088) (0.255)

Lost Job 0.115 1.122 0.027 1.028 0.114 1.12
(0.246) (0.152) (0.364)

Baseline Controls

Female -0.182  0.834 -0.346 0.707* -0.19 0.827
(0.173) (0.104) (0.248)

Age -0.134  0.874 -0.9 0.406* -0.545  0.58%*
(0.088) (0.076) (0.138)

LGBT -0.242  0.785 -0.135 0.873 -1.179  0.308
(0.354) (0.221) (0.901)

Born Again 0.17 1.185 0.067 1.07 0.3 1.35
(0.15) (0.112) (0.238)

College -0.086  0.918 -0.422 0.656* 0.167  1.181
(0.19) (0.124) (0.292)

log(Fam. Inc.) 0.234  1.263* -0.039  0.962 0.144  1.155
(0.076) (0.043) (0.139)

Avg. N 13896.6

McFadden R? 142

Reference category = vote Clinton; standard errors in parentheses; * indicates p < .05
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Table A31: Coefficient Differences: 2016 vs. 2012 Swing States

Variable Trump Diff. *Change? Nonvote Diff. *Change? Minor Party Diff. *Change?
(Intercept) 0.00 FALSE 0.04 FALSE 0.06 FALSE
Swing State -0.01 FALSE -0.02 FALSE 0.03 FALSE
Angry Racism Exists 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE
White Advantage 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE
Fearful of Other Races 0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE
Racial Problems Rare 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE
log(2015 ZIP UI) -0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE 0.01 FALSE
Lost Job -0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE
Black -0.00 FALSE -0.01 FALSE -0.01 FALSE
Latinx -0.00 FALSE -0.01 FALSE -0.01 FALSE
Asian -0.00 FALSE -0.01 FALSE -0.01 FALSE
Other Race -0.00 FALSE -0.00 TRUE -0.00 FALSE
Female -0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE
Age -0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE
LGBT -0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE
Born Again 0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE
College -0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE
log(Fam. Inc.) 0.00 FALSE 0.00 FALSE -0.00 FALSE
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Method Comparison: Coefficients for Imputed and Non-Imputed Models
Subset: Voter File—Matched White Respondents; Faceting by outcome
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Method Comparison: Coefficients for Imputed and Non-Imputed Models

Subset: Voter File—-Matched Black Respondents; Faceting by outcome
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Method Comparison: Coefficients for Imputed and Non-Imputed Models
Subset: Voter File—Matched Latinx Respondents; Faceting by outcome
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Method Comparison: Coefficients for Imputed and Non-Imputed Models

Subset: Voter File—Matched Asian Respondents; Faceting by outcome
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Table A32: Median Members of Each Racial Sub-Group

Variable White Black Latinx Asian
Angry Racism Exists  Strong Agree Strong Agree Strong Agree Strong Agree
White Advantage Neutral Strong Agree Agree Agree
Fearful of Other Races Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree
Racial Problems Rare Disagree  Strong Disagree Disagree Disagree
log(2015 ZIP UI) -3.31 -3.40 -3.31 -3.30
Lost Job FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE
Swing State TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE
%Disenfranchised 0.70 1.20 0.90 0.70
Female TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE
sd(Age) 0.36 0.07 -0.29 -0.41
LGBT FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE
Born Again FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE
College FALSE FALSE FALSE TRUE
log(Fam. Inc.) 3.91 3.69 3.91 4.25
Party ID No Party Strong Democrat Democrat Weak Democrat

Ideology Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
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2016 Voting Behvior by Race and Feelings Toward Racism

Estimates with bootstrapped 95% prediction intervals for respondents in a swing state with all other predictors held at medians for each racial group
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2016 Voting Behvior by Race and Acknowledgement of White Advantage

Estimates with bootstrapped 95% prediction intervals for respondents in a swing state with all other predictors held at medians for each racial group
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2016 Voting Behvior by Race and Fear of Other Races

Estimates with bootstrapped 95% prediction intervals for respondents in a swing state with all other predictors held at medians for each racial group
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Predicted Probability

2016 Voting Behvior by Race and Acknowledgement of Systemic Racism
Estimates with bootstrapped 95% prediction intervals for respondents in a swing state with all other predictors held at medians for each racial group
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2016 Voting Behavior by Race and Local Unemployment

Estimates with bootstrapped 95% prediction intervals for respondents in a swing state, all other predictors held at their medians for each racial group
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Difference in Predicted Voting Behavior by Race, Local Unemployment, and Job Loss

Values calculated by subtracting the median estimates of bootstrapped prediction intervals
Local unemployment and job loss varied, swing state set equal to 1, all other independent variables held at their racial group medians
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       Local unemployment and job loss varied, swing state set equal to 1, all other independent variables held at their racial group medians
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