Supplemental Appendix
A Map of Sample Cities

Figure A.1: Map of cities in the sample by population size.

B Constructing Data on City Partisanship

In most states, elections are administered by county governments and results are reported at the level of election precincts. The location and boundaries of precincts may change over time, in response to population shifts or the need to consolidate precincts for low-turnout elections. The Harvard Election Data Archive (Ansolabehere and Rodden 2011) uses the local results from the 2008 election and assigns the precincts to standardized “voting tabulation districts” (VTDs) used by the Census Bureau. We rely on two types of files to map these VTDs to city boundaries. The first are VTD-block assignment files, which identify the relevant VTD (if any) for every Census block in a state. The second are Census place-block assignment files, which identify the relevant Census-designated place (incorporated city or unincorporated community, if any) for every Census block in the state. Together, these allow us to clearly allocate each VTD to its corresponding city (if any).
Figure A.2 below provides an example from the city of Rochester, Minnesota. The left panel presents the election results from individual voting precincts within the city while the right panel aggregates the individual precinct votes to calculate the city-wide Democratic vote share.
Figure A.2: Results from the 2008 presidential election in the Rochester, Minnesota. Left panel: Results aggregated at the level of Voting Tabulation District (VTD). Right panel: Results aggregated at city level.

Together, the Harvard Election Data Archive and the Census block assignment files allow us to reconstruct presidential election results at the city level for the following states: Alabama; Alaska; Arizona; Colorado; Connecticut; Delaware; Georgia; Hawaii; Iowa; Idaho; Illinois; Indiana; Kansas; Louisiana; Massachusetts; Maryland; Michigan; Minnesota; Missouri; Mississippi; New Jersey; North Carolina; North Dakota; Nebraska; New Hampshire; New Mexico; Nevada; Ohio; Oklahoma; Pennsylvania; South Carolina; Tennessee; Virginia; Virginia; and Wyoming.
A number of large, populous states were not included in the Harvard dataset. For these states, we used other sources and methodologies to construct the necessary variable. For California, we used 2008 results aggregated at the block level and available from the California Statewide Database. For Florida, the precincts used in results reported by the Secretary of State were substantially different from Census VTDs. Instead, we relied on results aggregated at the block level and available from floridaredistricting.org. For New York and Wisconsin, we used block-level results available from publicmapping.org. For Texas, we acquired precinct-level results from the Texas Legislative Council and used GIS software to overlay precinct boundaries with Census blocks.
 We then allocated precinct-level votes to individual blocks in proportion to their voting-age population.
C Comparison of City and County Results

One advantage of our new dataset is that it allows us to quantify the bias introduced by using county-level presidential election results as a proxy for city-level partisanship, the usual approach in existing studies. By comparing both city- and county-level presidential outcomes for cities in our sample, we can precisely measure the degree of measurement error. Figure A.3 plots the distribution of the deviation in results between each city and and its parent county for the 2008 election. Overall, the data point to substantial within-county variation among cities, with the average absolute deviation of 8.8 percentage points.
If this error is uncorrelated with our key independent variable — the preferences of local voters — it would simply lead to attenuation for the coefficient of interest, biasing it toward zero. This in itself would present a serious challenge to making credible inferences. In reality, however, we should expect the measurement error to be correlated with local preferences: both cities with a high number of Democratic voters and those dominated by Republicans are likely to look more moderate and evenly balanced when we substitute county-level outcomes, due to the well-known pattern of residential segregation in the United States and the strong partisan differences between big cities and their surrounding suburbs (e.g. Chen and Rodden 2012). This intuition is confirmed Figure A.4, which plots the deviation between city- and county-level presidential results separately for cities won by Obama and those carried by McCain. Using county data to measure city preferences introduces substantial error that is correlated with the underlying preferences, with a Pearson’s r of -0.56 for the relationship between city-level election results and the measurement error created through the use of county data.
Figure A.3: Deviation between city and county presidential election results.

Figure A.4: Deviation between city and county presidential election results for majority McCain cities (red) and majority Obama cities (blue).

To evaluate the substantive impact of this problem, we ran 10,000 Monte Carlo simulations in which we varied the level of correlation between the measurement error and our independent variable to see how this would affect the coefficients estimated using OLS. In each simulation, we created a simulated dataset of 1,000 cities, assigned each city an initial “endowment” of voter preferences, then observed how the introduction of measurement error affected our ability to recover the true parameters. To make this exercise as realistic as possible, we used parameter values that closely match the empirical patterns reported in our own analysis. We began by creating a variable called CityPartisanship for 1,000 hypothetical cities, with CityPartisanship ~ N(53, 13). The dependent variable y was created using the following equation: y = 4 * CityPartisanship + ε, where ε ~ N(0, 300). Next, we generated MeasurementError ~ N(0, 11.5). Each simulation varied the correlation between CityPartisanship and MeasurementError. In the final stage of the simulation, we regressed y on a new variable CityPartisanship′ = CityPartisanship + MeasurementError. The results from the simulations are plotted in Figure A.5, with a lowess average shown in red. In the absence of bias, all of the observation should bunch around the horizontal line that crosses the Y-axis at 1 in the first panel of the figure. For observations located in close proximity to this line, the coefficients estimated by OLS are close to the true value. However, the vast majority of the coefficients estimated in the simulation fall well below this line, indicating that measurement error — regardless of its relationship with the independent variable — biases the OLS coefficients down substantially. At the level of correlation observed for our cities (r = 0.56, highlighted with darker points in the figure), the OLS estimate is only about half the size of the true parameter. The simulation thus suggests that using county-level presidential results as a proxy for local preferences is likely to produce substantial bias and underestimate the actual level democratic responsiveness in city government.
Figure A.5: Monte Carlo results: OLS bias produced by measurement error.

In our simulation, we assumed that the measurement error was correlated only with local partisanship. In reality, however, many other control variables and covariates included in most models are also likely to be correlated with the difference between city- and county-level presidential vote shares. Figure A.6, which plots the correlation between the deviation in vote shares and other variables included in our models, shows that this indeed the case. This greatly complicates the picture, by introducing additional difficult-to-quantify bias that has the potential to affect the results in unpredictable ways. In sum, the data show that county-level results are poor proxy for city-level partisanship, and using this proxy is likely to produce substantial bias, undermining the quality of inferences that can be drawn from studies that do so.
Figure A.6: Correlation between measurement error introduced by using county results to proxy for city-level partisanship and other covariates.

Voter Partisanship and Local Issues

Table A.1: The partisan divide on local issues.

	Democrats
	Republicans
	Difference

	Strongly support charter schools

	24.9%
	37.1%
	12.2%**

	Public employees should contribute more toward pension costs

	61.0%
	74.8%
	13.8%*

	Collective bargaining by public employees should be banned

	20.0%
	47.9%
	27.9%***

	Reducing obesity by promoting healthy lifestyle should be a priority for local government

	12.2%
	8.4%
	-3.8%†

	Willing to pay more for electricity generated through renewable resources

	66.9%
	54.8%
	-12.1%**

	Willing to pay higher taxes to support development of renewable resources

	61.2%
	38.1%
	-23.1%***

	Willing to use public transit to travel to work or school at least half of the time

	74.3%
	48.4%
	-25.9%***


†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 in two-tailed tests

Sources: Kaiser Family Foundation/Harvard University/Washington Post Poll: Education Survey, May 11-22, 2000; Robert Wood Johnson Foundation/Harvard School of Public Health Poll: America’s Health Agenda, Sept. 19-Oct. 2, 2011; NBC News/Wall Street Journal Poll: Government/2010 Presidential Election/Budget Deficits, Feb. 24-28, 2011; Public Agenda Foundation Poll: Energy Learning Curve, Jan. 15-30, 2009.

D Full Regression Results

Table A.2: Impact of 2008 Democratic Vote Share on Per-Capita Spending by Type

	
	Total Expenditures
	Police
	Fire
	Libraries
	Hospital

	Dem. Vote Share
	4.08**
	0.45*
	0.36*
	0.06
	1.36

	
	(1.49)
	(0.21)
	(0.18)
	(0.06)
	(1.17)

	Density (1,000 per sq. mi.)
	-11.42*
	-1.29
	-0.55
	-0.48*
	2.98

	
	(5.79)
	(0.82)
	(0.82)
	(0.20)
	(4.28)

	Unemployed (%)
	-12.60
	2.78*
	0.73
	-0.35*
	-11.33

	
	(11.07)
	(1.42)
	(1.36)
	(0.36)
	(8.90)

	Household Income ($1,000s, median)
	0.59
	0.25
	-0.02
	-0.11
	-0.50

	
	(1.33)
	(0.28)
	(0.28)
	(0.08)
	(0.69)

	Poverty (%)
	4.61
	-0.37
	0.61
	0.07
	2.38

	
	(3.62)
	(0.49)
	(0.57)
	(0.12)
	(2.76)

	Owner-Occupied Housing (%)
	-6.42***
	-1.68***
	-0.68**
	-0.04
	-0.52

	
	(1.49)
	(0.30)
	(0.26)
	(0.12)
	(0.79)

	Black (%)
	2.44†
	0.92***
	0.34*
	0.01
	-0.45

	
	(1.35)
	(0.19)
	(0.17)
	(0.05)
	(0.94)

	Hispanic (%)
	1.57
	0.41**
	-0.17
	-0.05
	-0.22

	
	(1.09)
	(0.17)
	(0.18)
	(0.05)
	(0.61)

	Urban (%)
	14.24***
	2.42***
	1.93***
	0.21
	-0.39

	
	(2.04)
	(0.34)
	(0.33)
	(0.15)
	(0.60)

	Commute Time (Mean)
	-9.96***
	-1.24**
	-2.59***
	-0.32**
	0.06

	
	(2.80)
	(0.48)
	(0.43)
	(0.12)
	(1.67)

	Home Value (Median)
	99.45***
	22.54***
	13.07***
	6.18**
	4.51

	
	(19.53)
	(4.18)
	(3.10)
	(1.11)
	(8.53)

	Violent Crime (per 100 people)
	11.24
	13.40†
	2.13
	-2.07
	-45.63

	
	(43.27)
	(7.01)
	(6.43)
	(1.51)
	(30.82)

	Property Crime (per 100 people)
	3.76
	-0.45
	0.33
	0.39*
	5.68†

	
	(4.71)
	(0.81)
	(0.88)
	(0.19)
	(3.27)

	Principal City
	139.60**
	0.33
	-0.72
	2.83***
	105.10***

	
	(36.26)
	(4.56)
	(4.82)
	(0.16)
	(28.05)

	Population (log)
	-6.38
	1.89
	19.65***
	1.50*
	-24.95*

	
	(15.48)
	(2.59)
	(2.26)
	(0.62)
	(10.27)

	State Fixed Effects
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	N
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616

	R2
	0.22
	0.32
	0.23
	0.28
	0.07


†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 in two-tailed tests

Notes: OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.

Table A.3: Impact of 2008 Democratic Vote Share on Per-Capita Spending by Type (continued)

	
	Welfare
	Development
	Transit
	Parks and Rec.

	Dem. Vote Share
	0.03
	0.19
	0.25*
	0.39*

	
	(0.04)
	(0.15)
	(0.12)
	(0.16)

	Density (1,000 per sq. mi.)
	-0.03
	0.21
	-2.06**
	-2.19**

	
	(0.11)
	(0.65)
	(0.70)
	(0.64)

	Unemployed (%)
	0.16
	-1.79
	-1.14
	-2.80**

	
	(0.23)
	(1.26)
	(0.99)
	(0.91)

	Household Income ($1,000s, median)
	0.00
	-0.06
	0.08
	0.15

	
	(0.03)
	(0.16)
	(0.17)
	(0.19)

	Poverty (%)
	-0.01
	1.26**
	-0.30
	-0.80**

	
	(0.11)
	(0.43)
	(0.34)
	(0.35)

	Owner-Occupied Housing (%)
	0.04
	-0.14
	-0.43**
	-0.66*

	
	(0.05)
	(0.29)
	(0.16)
	(0.21)

	Black (%)
	0.15**
	0.47*
	0.05
	0.22

	
	(0.06)
	(0.20)
	(0.14)
	(0.16)

	Hispanic (%)
	0.02
	0.05
	0.12
	0.25†

	
	(0.02)
	(0.15)
	(0.13)
	(0.15)

	Urban (%)
	0.14**
	1.49*
	0.55**
	1.09***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.65)
	(0.17)
	(0.27)

	Commute Time (Mean)
	-0.17
	-0.02
	-0.93**
	-1.34**

	
	(0.11)
	(0.43)
	(0.35)
	(0.39)

	Home Value (Median)
	-0.20
	-0.36
	8.53***
	12.54***

	
	(0.28)
	(2.40)
	(2.27)
	(2.79)

	Violent Crime (per 100 people)
	1.10
	12.08*
	0.12
	-2.14

	
	(1.19)
	(5.58)
	(3.68)
	(4.28)

	Property Crime (per 100 people)
	-0.10
	-0.85
	0.51
	0.71

	
	(0.11)
	(0.58)
	(0.53)
	(0.52)

	Principal City
	0.05
	-4.28
	8.99**
	8.11*

	
	(1.10)
	(4.17)
	(3.03)
	(3.30)

	Population (log)
	1.99**
	11.59***
	-4.40**
	3.11†

	
	(0.57)
	(1.95)
	(1.73)
	(1.80)

	State Fixed Effects
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	N
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616

	R2
	0.45
	0.20
	0.20
	0.24


†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 in two-tailed tests

Notes: OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.

Table A.4: Impact of 2008 Democratic Vote Share on Per-Capita Revenue by Type

	
	Total Revenue
	Own-Source Revenue
	Transfer Revenue
	Property Tax

	Dem. Vote Share
	3.66†
	2.89
	0.77†
	0.25

	
	(2.06)
	(1.98)
	(0.42)
	(0.64)

	Density (1,000 per sq. mi.)
	-25.02**
	-25.01***
	-0.01
	-5.87*

	
	(7.54)
	(6.45)
	(1.90)
	(2.82)

	Unemployed (%)
	-26.42*
	-22.24†
	-4.18
	-1.81

	
	(13.30)
	(12.48)
	(3.16)
	(4.27)

	Household Income ($1,000s, median)
	2.47
	2.06
	0.41
	0.92

	
	(1.89)
	(1.79)
	(0.38)
	(0.75)

	Poverty (%)
	3.51
	-0.19
	3.70**
	-2.22†

	
	(4.36)
	(4.03)
	(1.15)
	(1.28)

	Owner-Occupied Housing (%)
	-9.51***
	-8.44***
	-1.07*
	-0.70

	
	(2.12)
	(1.98)
	(0.49)
	(0.85)

	Black (%)
	3.69*
	3.30*
	0.40
	3.48***

	
	(1.73)
	(1.56)
	(0.47)
	(0.58)

	Hispanic (%)
	3.75*
	3.24*
	0.51
	2.23***

	
	(1.59)
	(1.41)
	(0.44)
	(0.59)

	Urban (%)
	23.76***
	21.51***
	2.24***
	8.13

	
	(2.67)
	(2.61)
	(0.48)
	(1.83)

	Commute Time (Mean)
	-9.32*
	-4.18
	-5.13***
	-0.74

	
	(3.97)
	(3.60)
	(1.05)
	(1.42)

	Home Value (Median)
	117.89***
	118.63***
	-0.75
	58.83***

	
	(28.91)
	(27.25)
	(5.57)
	(11.86)

	Violent Crime (per 100 people)
	-0.77
	-48.09
	47.33**
	-34.77*

	
	(51.83)
	(45.74)
	(17.06)
	(17.39)

	Property Crime (per 100 people)
	5.77
	10.76*
	-4.99**
	-4.30*

	
	(5.64)
	(5.10)
	(1.70)
	(1.92)

	Principal City
	172.30***
	159.51***
	12.78
	-3.66

	
	(45.55)
	(40.21)
	(11.79)
	(12.76)

	Population (log)
	11.29
	-13.34
	24.63***
	8.34

	
	(21.90)
	(20.06)
	(5.66)
	(7.71)

	State Fixed Effects
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	N
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616

	R2
	0.27
	0.25
	0.39
	0.60


†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 in two-tailed tests

Notes: OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.

Table A.5: Impact of 2008 Democratic Vote Share on Per-Capita Revenue by Type (continued)

	
	Sales Tax
	Total Debt
	Share Sales Tax (%)

	Dem. Vote Share
	0.08
	1.55
	-0.07**

	
	(0.39)
	(4.28)
	(0.02)

	Density (1,000 per sq. mi.)
	-6.60***
	-58.21***
	-0.02

	
	(1.65)
	(14.27)
	(0.06)

	Unemployed (%)
	-3.11
	-38.79
	-0.29†

	
	(2.34)
	(25.11)
	(0.15)

	Household Income ($1,000s, median)
	-0.85
	12.87**
	-0.11***

	
	(0.53)
	(4.79)
	(0.03)

	Poverty (%)
	-3.55***
	-4.89
	-0.12*

	
	(0.96)
	(7.64)
	(0.05)

	Owner-Occupied Housing (%)
	-3.08***
	-22.11***
	-0.06*

	
	(0.70)
	(5.13)
	(0.03)

	Black (%)
	0.35
	3.51
	0.03

	
	(0.34)
	(3.37)
	(0.02)

	Hispanic (%)
	0.15
	6.54†
	0.00

	
	(0.40)
	(3.72)
	(0.02)

	Urban (%)
	3.45**
	35.24**
	-0.02

	
	(1.06)
	(10.44)
	(0.02)

	Commute Time (Mean)
	-3.14***
	14.48
	-0.20***

	
	(0.84)
	(9.58)
	(0.05)

	Home Value (Median)
	33.71***
	-74.06
	1.07**

	
	(7.15)
	(63.61)
	(0.32)

	Violent Crime (per 100 people)
	11.90
	175.84†
	-0.08

	
	(10.39)
	(106.27)
	(0.66)

	Property Crime (per 100 people)
	0.99
	-6.40
	0.06

	
	(1.30)
	(11.05)
	(0.09)

	Principal City
	5.41
	132.47†
	-0.15

	
	(8.37)
	(80.57)
	(0.49)

	Population (log)
	1.38
	133.99**
	0.19

	
	(4.86)
	(49.89)
	(0.26)

	State Fixed Effects
	Y
	Y
	Y

	N
	2,616
	2,616
	2,616

	R2
	0.61
	0.14
	0.74


†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 in two-tailed tests

Notes: OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.

Table A.6: Panel Analysis: Relationship Between Voter Partisanship and City Fiscal Policy

	
	Current Operations Expenditures
	Salaries and Wages
	Total Revenue
	Own-Source Revenue
	Transfer Revenue

	Dem. Vote Share (std.)
	1.14*
	0.84**
	2.51**
	0.36
	2.12***

	
	(0.45)
	(0.30)
	(0.86)
	(0.74)
	(0.47)

	DVt−1
	1.01***
	0.84***
	0.85***
	0.78***
	0.16

	
	(0.03)
	(0.04)
	(0.10)
	(0.09)
	(0.10)

	Unemployed (%)
	-1.76
	-0.46
	-4.07
	-2.84
	-1.04

	
	(2.37)
	(1.06)
	(5.97)
	(4.49)
	(3.56)

	Household Income ($1,000s, median)
	0.74†
	0.06
	0.52
	0.77
	-0.17

	
	(0.39)
	(0.21)
	(0.78)
	(0.79)
	(0.22)

	Poverty (%)
	-1.55
	-0.95
	-2.87
	-5.92*
	1.89

	
	(1.52)
	(0.73)
	(3.00)
	(4.59)
	(1.54)

	Owner-Occupied Housing (%)
	-1.56**
	-1.06**
	-4.15†
	-4.82*
	-0.27

	
	(0.55)
	(0.32)
	(2.21)
	(1.94)
	(0.79)

	College Graduates (%)
	0.25
	0.68†
	1.58
	3.39*
	-1.32†

	
	(0.68)
	(0.36)
	(1.64)
	(1.47)
	(0.75)

	Manufacturing Industry (%)
	-0.15
	-0.26
	0.05
	-2.04†
	1.67*

	
	(0.78)
	(0.37)
	(1.64)
	(1.22)
	(0.77)

	White (%)
	0.29
	0.28
	1.02
	-0.82
	1.73***

	
	(0.31)
	(0.21)
	(0.69)
	(0.62)
	(0.36)

	Population (log)
	-5.23
	2.58
	-3.37
	3.38
	-3.95

	
	(4.17)
	(2.82)
	(14.75)
	(12.01)
	(8.24)

	Year Fixed Effects
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	N
	2,137
	2,137
	2,137
	2,137
	2,317

	R2
	0.82
	0.73
	0.66
	0.70
	0.07


†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 in two-tailed tests

Notes: All dependent variables are calculated on a per-capita basis; OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.

�No Census blocks were found to cross into multiple precincts.





