Chapter 2: Place, Institutions and the Political Ecology of U.S. Metropolitan Areas

Jefferey M. Sellers
As the first nation with a suburban electoral majority, the United States has come to exemplify how metropolitan places matter for politics (Sellers 2005). Up to the 1960s, large-scale regional divides dominated the political geography of the United States. With metropolitanisation and suburbanisation now predominant across the country, national political divides now run between places in metropolitan areas, and between varieties of metropolitan areas within the same regions (Sellers 2005). As the International Metropolitan Observatory dataset reveals systematically for the first time, differences among metropolitan places are crucial to the cultural and social sources of partisanship. To date, the growing literature on geographic differences in the sources of support for the Left and Right (Gimpel and Shuknecht 2004; Bishop 2007; Bartels 2008; Gelman et al. 2009) has employed geographic units too gross to fully capture these variations in communities and places of residence. Closer examination demonstrates clear metropolitan patterns of electoral division and contestation. In supplanting older regional divergences, metropolitanisation has contributed to the nationalisation of U.S. voting behaviour. At the same time, it has brought about new territorial divides within metropolitan regions across the country, and contributed to the rise of new regional differences.

A full understanding of the consequences from metropolitanisation must take into account the corresponding effects on voter participation. The layered dataset of the IMO project also casts new light on the recent, growing mobilisation of voters in U.S. Presidential elections. The average turnout gap between national and local elections in the United States is more dramatic than in every older democracy in this study. This gap is especially pronounced in the affluent suburbs that have mobilised with growing intensity in U.S. Presidential elections. To date, the growing literature that has sought to account for the sources of U. S. local voter participation (Oliver 2001; Hajnal and Lewis 2003; Kelleher and Lowery 2004; Campbell 2006) has paid little attention to this turnout gap. Its origins trace to differences in subnational institutions, community practices, and the characteristics of metropolitan places, as well as the composition of local electorates. Its consequences have increasingly shaped the national balance of power between the Left and the Right. 

This chapter begins with an overview of the U.S. dataset and the types of towns that make up the U.S. metropolitan areas. Subsequent sections will analyse the sources of voting participation, then the patterns of partisan voting in these settings.

Dataset and Research Design

The analysis here draws on an original dataset of voting data collected from the incorporated municipalities of twelve United States metropolitan areas with populations of 500,000 or more. The analysis focuses on Presidential voting for Democratic or Republican candidates in 1996, 2000, and 2004; on the proportion of the local voting age population voting in these elections; and on turnout in municipal council elections from 1996 through 2003.
 

Municipal level electoral data had to be assembled from county and often from individual municipal elections records around the country. To date, the extensive demands of primary data collection have made it impossible to construct a dataset of local election data below the county level for the entire universe of U.S. metropolitan areas. Instead, a stratified sample was constructed from those metropolitan areas with sufficient numbers of localities to enable a multilevel analysis. The sample encompassed the main dimensions of variation among large U.S. urban regions (Table 2.1). They include the two U.S. cities most often classified as global cities or megacities (Los Angeles and New York), a selection of regional centres, and a sample of smaller metropolitan areas with populations as low as 450,000. Each of the four types of U.S. metropolitan areas classified by Sellers (2005) is represented (Older, New Service, Traditional and Latino Working Class). The metropolitan areas are distributed across all the major regions of the country (East, South, Midwest, Southwest and Northwest). Politically, the sample is also representative. It includes several metropolitan areas that are predominantly Republican (Atlanta, Cincinnati, Kalamazoo and Wichita), two that vote mostly Democratic (Philadelphia and Seattle), and several largely split between Democratic and Republican municipalities (Detroit, Fresno, Los Angeles and Syracuse).
 The sample was also stratified to enable examination of the relationship between state and metropolitan influences. The twelve states encompassed the wide variety of institutional frameworks that state governments have authorised for municipal governments across the country. Three metropolitan areas (New York, Philadelphia and Cincinnati) included localities in more than one state, while two of the states sampled (Michigan and New York) contained more than one metropolitan area. 

To maintain comparability with other national datasets, many of which encompassed all or most of the metropolitan communities in other countries, the analyses did not incorporate weights by metropolitan size or numbers of localities. The results that follow therefore reflect a bias in the sample toward the largest metropolitan areas, especially those with more municipalities.  The sample nonetheless encompasses a diversity of regions, size and other characteristics that captures the distinctive breadth of variation in U.S. metropolitan regions (Sellers 2005).
Table 2.1: Metropolitan areas included in dataset

	Metropolitan

Area
	States
	Total population (2000)
	Number of General Governments
	Governments /100,000 Inhabitants
	Central City Population (%)
	Geopolitical Fragmentation Index
	Type of Metropolitan Area (Sellers 2005)
	Region

	New York 
CMSA
	Connecticut, NY, New Jersey1
	21,199,865
	1268
	6.5
	37.8
	1.7
	Older
	East

	Los Angeles CMSA
	California
	16,373,645
	303
	1.9
	22.6
	0.8
	New Service
	West

	Philadelphia CMSA
	Pennsylvania, 

New Jersey1
	6,234,765
	869
	13.9
	24.3
	5.7
	Older
	East

	Detroit MSA
	Michigan
	5,456,428
	659
	12.1
	17.4
	6.9
	Older
	Midwest

	Atlanta MSA
	Georgia
	4,112,198
	230
	5.6
	10.9
	26.1
	Trad. Southern
	South

	Seattle MSA
	Washington
	3,554,760
	190
	5.3
	15.8
	3.4
	New Service
	West

	Cincinnati CMSA
	Ohio, Kentucky1
	1,979,202
	455
	23.0
	16.7
	13.7
	Older
	Midwest

	Fresno MSA
	California
	922,516
	36
	3.9
	46.4
	0.8
	Lat. Work. Cl.
	West

	Birmingham MSA
	Alabama
	921,106
	98
	10.6
	26.4
	4.0
	Trad. Southern
	South

	Syracuse MSA
	New York
	732,117
	260
	35.5
	20.1
	17.7
	Older
	East

	Wichita MSA
	Kansas
	545,220
	223
	40.9
	63.1
	6.5
	Older
	Midwest

	Kalamazoo MSA
	Michigan
	452,851
	163
	36.0
	17.0
	21.1
	Older
	Midwest

	Average
	
	3,753,164
	317
	17.2
	25.5
	9.7
	
	

	National average2
	
	2,070,750
	194
	12.7
	31.1
	6.7
	
	


1Additional metropolitan municipalities in other states were too few to be included.
2Average of all 91 metropolitan areas with greater than 450,000 population.

To assure parallel units for comparison with the other IMO countries, data collection and analysis centred on incorporated municipalities, or other units of government with equivalent general authorities to the local governments in other countries. Although the dataset excluded populations living in unincorporated areas, the municipalities included nonetheless captured the full variety of place types within U.S. metropolitan areas. In a number of states with several varieties of municipalities, overlapping jurisdictions or limited data access required municipal units to be excluded. Appendix 2.2 lists which units were included in each state with multiple types of municipal governments.

A typology of metropolitan towns provides an overview of general patterns of variation in demographic, spatial and other characteristics (Orfield 2002). Analysis of demographic characteristics revealed largely common clusters of characteristics among towns throughout metropolitan areas across the United States. The five types of towns in the IMO typology generally corresponded to these clusters.

Table 2.2: Characteristics of Municipal types

	
	Poverty (%)
	Per capita income in ($)
	Foreign born (%)
	African-American (%)
	Latino American (%)
	Housing built since 1980 (%)
	Population density
(per km2)
	Population
	N

	Urban 
	Mean
	20
	19.657
	24
	26
	27
	17
	311
	875,529
	22

	concentrations
	S.d.
	5
	6.636
	17
	24
	22
	9
	215
	1,770,875
	

	Poor minority 
	Mean
	16
	17.325
	17
	20
	22
	20
	209
	31,398
	237

	communities
	S.d.
	7
	4.276
	16
	21
	25
	16
	272
	42,850
	

	Poor nonminority 
	Mean
	11
	19.562
	5
	4
	6
	26
	72
	11,794
	245

	communities
	S.d.
	6
	4.408
	7
	6
	10
	15
	81
	32,822
	

	Middle class 
	Mean
	6
	25.183
	11
	7
	8
	21
	141
	23,434
	385

	communities
	S.d.
	4
	6.888
	11
	11
	13
	16
	117
	50,492
	

	Low density 
	Mean
	6
	26.500
	7
	5
	6
	39
	39
	15,759
	423

	suburbs
	S.d.
	4
	7.087
	7
	7
	9
	15
	39
	22,726
	

	Affluent 
	Mean
	3
	46.134
	9
	3
	3
	33
	76
	14,793
	251

	suburbs
	S.d.
	2
	17.915
	7
	4
	4
	23
	73
	17,500
	

	Total
	Mean
	8
	26.753
	10
	7
	9
	28
	105
	31,346
	1563

	
	S.d.
	6
	12.895
	11
	13
	15
	19
	147
	231,613
	


The urban concentrations included 20 cities (Table 2.2), of which nine were located in the polycentric Los Angeles Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area. These cities had high poverty rates and population density, and lower than average home values and per capita incomes. The low density suburbs were also the fastest growing places, with nearly half of all housing built since 1980 and average socioeconomic status. Affluent suburbs stood out everywhere, except in the smaller metropolitan areas of Fresno and Wichita. Distinguished primarily by high overall income and housing prices twice the level of any other type, these places also featured lower density, higher rates of new housing and higher proportions of foreign born residents than the middle class and low density suburbs. Poor minority communities were present in each of the metropolitan areas, and registered the lowest incomes and the second highest poverty rates. Low minority high hardship cities also averaged lower income levels and had less new growth than middle class suburbs, but had lower poverty rates and much lower density than the other high hardship communities. These were often communities on the rural outskirts of metropolitan regions. 

Electoral Turnout in the United States

By comparison with other advanced industrial democracies, the rate of voter participation in the United States is low. The recent rise in national turnout of the eligible population from a historic low of 52 per cent in 1996 to 54 per cent in 2000, 60 per cent in 2004 and 62 per cent in 2008 has only partly reversed this. A more dramatic contrast with other democracies marks U.S. rates of municipal election participation. Some estimates have put local turnout rates as low as 20 per cent of the eligible population (Hajnal and Trounstine 2005). The relationship between patterns of voter participation at the local and national levels has important implications for the wider integration between these two levels of governance and politics, and ultimately for the state of democratic practice in the United States. 

Since local government itself is the product of fifty different state systems, and often varies considerably even within these states, even the most consistent local government rules are rarely uniform in the United States. Several frequent features of local government and municipal elections nonetheless could contribute to the low rates of voter turnout. 

· In many states, general purpose local governments receive comparatively limited powers and fiscal resources, as state governments or functional special districts take on more responsibilities for governance. Local governments with fewer responsibilities or capacities give citizens less reason to participate in municipal elections. 

· Local elections frequently take place on different days and years from the biennial general elections for national office. 

· National parties are seldom organised in local politics. Nonpartisan municipal electoral rules throughout most of the country discourage local party formation. Local political parties have long been suspect in the United States for their association with “political machines” that supplant grassroots democracy.

· The large number of elected offices at the local level, including multiple votes for council seats, can bring about voter fatigue and ballot roll-off.

Beyond institutional differences, previous studies have found divergent effects from local social, economic and political diversity on voter turnout. While some studies show local economic diversity to boost turnout (e.g. Oliver 2001), others have pointed to higher voter participation in more homogenous districts (e.g. Campbell 2006). No study has examined variations in these effects between national and local elections, or spillover effects between national and local political competition.

Studies based mainly on surveys have also established a variety of demographic determinants of turnout rates in the United States (Powell 1986; Jackman 1987; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995). Better educated, more affluent and older citizens vote more frequently than less educated, poorer, and younger ones. Characteristics of places themselves have also been shown to influence voter turnout rates. Long-settled residents, fewer commuters, and more homeowners generate higher turnout (e.g. Oliver 2001). The effects of city size and urban density are more disputed. A ‘small is beautiful’ hypothesis emphasizes the beneficial effects of smaller scale for participation (Rose 2002; Oliver; Verba, Nie and Kim 1978); an opposed ‘large is lively’ hypothesis stresses greater opportunities for political mobilisation in larger, more urban settings (Oliver 2001). 

Whether these hypotheses and findings apply in the same way to national and to local voter turnout has thus far escaped systematic scrutiny. In a country where national and local elections follow distinct rules, however, there is ample reason to expect divergent dynamics at the two levels. Analyses of the rising turnout in U.S. Presidential elections have pointed to new modes of mobilisation based voter contacts that bypass local governments, along with increased motivation among voters themselves (e.g. Bergan et al. 2005). This nationalised mobilisation has almost certainly added to the divergence between Presidential and municipal participation. So long as national electoral mobilisation remains linked in some way to local communities, however, some basis for linkages between the two levels persists.

Typological Analysis

The typology of metropolitan towns reveals several striking patterns in local electoral participation and partisanship (Figure 2.1). Across the board, the twenty to forty per cent gap between turnout for elections to the highest national office and municipal elections is more pronounced than in any other country in the IMO dataset. Especially in Presidential elections, the disparities of twenty per cent between the different types of communities are also remarkably high. Both patterns have persisted despite the surge in presidential turnout from its historic low in the Clinton re-election of 1996, to the 2000 race between Bush and Gore, to the intensified mobilisation in the Bush-Kerry contest of 2004. 
Figure 2.1: Presidential and municipal turnout, by municipal types
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In Presidential elections, the disparities in turnout between the minority and urban concentrations and the other types are especially pronounced. In 1996 and 2000 fewer than half of eligible citizens in these two types voted, compared to seventy per cent in affluent suburbs voted and sixty per cent in low density, high growth towns. Even in 2004, as voter participation in urban and minority concentrations rose above fifty per cent, the rate climbed to 74 per cent in the affluent suburbs. In municipal elections the disparities between the highest and lowest average rates were smaller. Thirteen per cent more of the eligible voters participated in the affluent suburbs than in the high hardship minority communities. As in most other countries, turnout in the central cities remained among the lowest. 

Delocalisation concentrates most in the affluent and low-density suburbs. There the turnout gap approached 40 points in 2000, compared to just under 20 per cent in the poor minority suburbs. The five types of towns nonetheless capture only a fraction of the overall variation in turnout rates. An ordinary least squares regression model based on the five types explains only 8 per cent of the variance in municipal turnout (Table A2.3 in the Appendix), and 37 per cent of the variance in average Presidential election turnout over 1996-2004 (Table A2.4 in the Appendix). More fine-grained methods of multivariate ecological analysis offer the means to probe more deeply into these patterns, and ultimately to account for more of the variation in turnout rates. 

Multivariate and Multilevel Analyses

Beyond the ethnic, racial, generational and socioeconomic composition of places, multivariate regressions enable an examination of the roots of community political behaviour in local spatial structures, political cultures and institutional contexts. Alternative multivariate regressions compared the explanatory power of demographic variables with features of the local sociospatial context. To account for various effects from wider contextual differences among metropolitan areas and states necessitated multilevel regression models that could overcome the limits of ordinary least squares regression.

Ecological analysis of this kind demands special sensitivity toward the relations among the independent variables. Although the level of multicollinearity was generally not high, several variables captured theoretically distinct dimensions of the same or related phenomena. Latinos correlated at .75 with foreign born residents, and at .549 with a general hardship index combining unemployment, crowded housing and poverty.
 The hardship variable also correlated at -.53 with a separate index measuring socioeconomic status, composed of indicators for per capita income and proportion of adults with college or higher education. Local economic diversity, measured by a Simpson index based on three occupational categories, also correlates at -.789 with the socioeconomic status index.
 In the U.S., a higher value for this index mainly reflects a larger proportion of the resident workforce in manufacturing. The proportion of people under age 18 correlated at -.606 with the proportion aged 60 or more. Negative correlations between .5 and .6 also linked the proportion of homeowners to hardship, to population density and to residential mobility. Commuters in a town also correlated at .64 with density.
 Following tests for multicollinearity in the multivariate regressions, the variables for the population under 18 and for manufacturing occupations were excluded from final models. Other intercorrelated variables, notably the Simpson Index, the hardship and socioeconomic status indexes, and homeowners, were retained due to their distinct effects in the multivariate models or the need to capture all relevant dimensions of demographic composition.

A second threshold issue for multivariate analysis concerns the proper levels at which to measure the variation. Analysis of variance confirmed that a significant portion of the variance is between states, regions or metropolitan areas. Seventeen per cent of the average variation in presidential turnout over 1996-2004 was between metropolitan areas; an alternative test showed that interstate differences accounted for an equivalent proportion. States made more of the difference in municipal turnout rates. Interstate variance accounted for seventeen per cent of overall variance in these, compared to eleven per cent between metropolitan areas. Each of these patterns of variance between groups is important enough to demand explanation. To fully account for both types of turnout, and ultimately for the gap between them, requires models than can address these metropolitan and state level variations as well as the local ones.

To capture how both state and metropolitan contexts affected local variation, the multilevel models employed the cross-classified nested modelling procedure (HCM2) in HLM (Bryk and Raudenbush 2001). This method represents a step beyond a two level hierarchical linear model that treated all variation between metropolitan areas the same. Since state and metropolitan effects on the local variations partly diverged, the cross-classified models allowed each set of influences to be modelled as an independent effect at the same time. Because these models enabled the most probing examination of hierarchical and cross-level effects, the account here will focus mainly on the results from them rather than on the ordinary least squares and the two-level models. All of these multivariate models accounted not only for nearly all of the variations explained by the municipal types, but for much of the remaining variance as well. Places and the institutions and processes linked to them proved indispensable to a full account of both national and local turnout. 

Municipal Turnout
As might be expected in a country with multiple local government systems, municipal turnout proved most susceptible to explanations based on local, state or metropolitan contexts. Effects from place-linked local factors were especially important to account for municipal turnout. Effects from institutional, community and other contextual factors confirmed a number of hypotheses from the survey literature, but also revealed several surprising results. 
Neither the demographic composition of communities nor the municipal types account for a large portion of the variation in municipal voter participation. In both the ordinary least squares regressions and the maximum likelihood regressions used for the multilevel models, the municipal types explain ten per cent or less of the variation in municipal turnout (Table A2.3 in the Appendix) Even adding the municipal types to the full multilevel model provides only one per cent additional explanation in the ordinary least squares models, and none in the maximum likelihood models. The compositional variables also accounted for only 15 per cent of the total variation in the ordinary least squares model, and only 11 per cent of local variation in the maximum likelihood model (Table 2.3). In the purely compositional models, foreign-born residents, African American residents, and socioeconomic hardship all depress municipal turnout. With the full panoply of contextual and multilevel effects included, however, only older residents and average socioeconomic status register significant coefficients. Multivariate analysis thus confirms limits to the effects of social and economic composition. 
Local institutional, political and contextual differences clearly comprise the most decisive influences on municipal turnout. The municipal government activity associated with the distinct local government systems of different states predicted a significant proportion of the variation in local turnout rates. A measure of municipal activity taken from Stephens and Wikstrom (2000, p. 138) averaged three fiscal and personnel measures from the U.S. Census of Governments to compare municipal government activity under different state systems.
 Although the limited number of states in the present sample necessitated caution about any inference about effects at this level, examination of the state by state patterns showed this effect to be part of a general, if not entirely uniform, tendency (Figure 2.2). In both greater Atlanta (Georgia) and greater Philadelphia (Pennsylvania), lower local government activity corresponds to lower average municipal turnout rates. In states with comparatively high municipal activity, such as Connecticut, Alabama, Kansas and Kentucky, municipal turnout averages higher. 

Concurrence between local and other national and state elections proved the most powerful single predictor of higher local turnout (cf. Hajnal and Lewis 2003). Where local elections take place in the same year as the biennial U.S. general elections for federal office, and to a lesser extent when they occur on the day of the general election in November, the higher national election turnout boosts municipal voter participation.

Table 2.3: Multilevel Models of Municipal Turnout

	 
	Compo-sitional
	Contextual
	Full model
	Full with
crosslevel effects

	 
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	0.30
	20.29
	0.30
	6.25
	0.26
	8.91
	0.24
	10.25

	Metropolitan or state level 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Municipal capacity (state)
	
	
	
	
	0.0004
	1.75
	0.0006
	3.41

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compositional variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Foreign born
	-0.18
	-3.83
	
	
	0.02
	0.53
	0.03
	0.66

	African-Americans
	-0.09
	-3.31
	
	
	-0.03
	-1.09
	-0.03
	-1.29

	Latino Americans
	0.05
	1.18
	
	
	-0.01
	-0.29
	-0.01
	-0.36

	Age 60 or more
	0.18
	3.32
	
	
	0.19
	4.18
	0.19
	4.15

	Hardship
	-0.13
	-2.51
	
	
	-0.04
	-0.95
	-0.03
	-0.60

	Socioeconomic status
	0.13
	4.57
	
	
	0.15
	5.53
	0.16
	5.94

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contextual and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Township
	
	
	0.03
	3.29
	0.04
	4.21
	0.13
	5.39

	Special district activity (state)
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.001
	-4.39

	Elected mayor
	
	
	0.01
	0.80
	0.01
	1.22
	0.020
	1.92

	Partisan competition, U.S. H,R. (state)
	
	
	
	
	-0.380
	-3.31

	Partisan municipal elections
	
	
	-0.05
	-2.36
	-0.04
	-1.96
	0.51
	2.53

	State centralization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-2.69

	General election year
	
	
	0.16
	17.47
	0.15
	17.71
	0.13
	15.08

	General election month
	
	
	0.01
	1.17
	0.02
	1.82
	0.03
	3.03

	District magnitude
	
	
	-0.002
	-0.99
	-0.002
	-1.05
	-0.004
	-1.82

	Municipal political diversity
	
	
	0.08
	13.75
	0.08
	14.68
	0.08
	15.46

	National partisan diversity
	
	
	-0.02
	-1.02
	-0.03
	-1.77
	-0.03
	-1.65

	Homeowners
	
	
	0.21
	8.25
	0.14
	5.13
	0.12
	4.52

	Commuters
	
	
	-0.07
	-4.53
	-0.07
	-4.90
	0.27
	4.40

	Metropolitan commuters
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.66
	-5.15

	Mobility
	
	
	-0.03
	-0.76
	-0.05
	-1.15
	-0.08
	-1.79

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	-0.08
	-4.24
	-0.07
	-3.35
	-0.07
	-3.32

	Occupational diversity
	
	
	-0.07
	-7.02
	-0.01
	-0.73
	-0.01
	-0.95

	Population (log)
	
	
	-0.05
	-9.50
	-0.05
	-9.26
	-0.05
	-8.97

	Population density (log)
	
	
	0.01
	1.35
	0.01
	1.65
	0.01
	0.84

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Controls
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutionalized population
	-0.34
	-4.23
	-0.32
	-5.00
	-0.30
	-4.59
	-0.26
	-4.13

	Uncontested seats (Alabama)
	0.37
	2.06
	0.29
	1.96
	0.26
	1.82
	0.25
	1.78

	Uncontested seats (quadratic)(Alabama)
	-0.57
	-2.31
	-0.49
	-2.45
	-0.45
	-2.32
	-0.44
	-2.31

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chi-square:  Local/metro
	
	27.96
	
	130.9
	
	118.8
	
	64.12

	State
	
	242.3
	
	314.2
	
	71.68
	
	61.54

	N:   Local
	
	1432
	
	1432
	
	1432
	
	1432

	Metropolitan
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12

	State
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12

	p:  rows (metropolitan & local)
	
	0.004
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	p:  columns (state)
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Variance explained
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metropolitan/state
	
	21%
	
	(negative)
	(negative)
	45%

	Local
	
	11%
	
	44%
	
	46%
	
	49%

	Total
	
	13%
	
	14%
	
	36%
	
	48%

	Deviance
	 
	-2208
	 
	-2856
	 
	-2923
	 
	-2994.6


Notes: Coefficients are full maximum likelihood estimates using HCM2 module in HLM. 
For italicized coefficients, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 
for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01.
Figure 2.2: State-level differences in municipal turnout, by municipal government capacity
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Other institutional effects stem from other features of state systems of local government. This traditional township form established by a number of Midwestern and Eastern states to deliver local services (See Appendix 2.1) registers significantly higher voter participation than municipalities formed through independent locally initiated incorporation. The larger scale and greater capacities for administration in active township governments help to explain this effect.
 A cross-level variable measuring the activity of the functional special districts active at the local level in many states shows that these can influence this effect.
 In states where special districts take more responsibilities away from townships, the boost to turnout from township institutions is less pronounced. 

Effects from partisan municipal elections vary with other aspects of local government systems. Alone, partisan elections lower municipal turnout. As Stephens and Wikstrom’s indicator of overall state centralisation reveals, however, this effect depends on the extent of devolution to municipal government. This cross-level variable measures how much the state government takes on the delivery of local services itself rather than delegate them to local governments.
 Where centralisation is low, local institutions are charged with more of local services, and the negative cross-level effect shows that partisan elections actually promote local turnout. The depressive effect of partisanship on municipal turnout is therefore centred in states that allow less local control.

Other institutional variables exert small, but significant effects. Election of the mayor contributes to higher turnout at a rate just short of p=.05, once the level of partisan competition is controlled. Higher levels of statewide partisan competition, as measured by the average overall margin in U.S. House elections, swamp this effect from local institutions. The ordinary least squares models suggest that a higher number of seats per district, or district magnitude, produces significant ballot roll-off. This effect falls to a significance of p<.10 in the multilevel models.

Electoral competition has different effects at the national and local level. Municipal electoral competition, measured by a local candidate fractionalisation index, exerts one of the strongest, most consistent effects on local turnout. Consistent with Campbell (2006), however, diversity in national partisan voting emerges in the multilevel models with a slight (p<.10) depressive effect on local turnout. Competitive dynamics of voter mobilisation in local elections coexist with solidaristic effects from concentrations of partisanship in national elections.

Finally, spatial characteristics beyond demographic composition exercise some of the strongest influences on municipal voter participation. Consistent with theories that stress the greater stake of property owners in a community (Fischel 2001, 2005), higher homeownership promotes higher municipal turnout more strongly and consistently than any variable except socioeconomic status. City size has almost as sharp and consistent a negative effect (cf. Oliver 2001: 42-47).
 As expected, all three indicators of lesser community attachment—commuting, residential mobility, and new housing—also depress local turnout. Putnam (2001) and Oliver (2001: 147) have argued that commuting is one of the main ways that the U.S. suburban context depresses voter participation. A cross-level variable for metropolitan commuting, however, shows this effect to be concentrated in larger metropolitan areas with higher overall commuting rates. In other metropolitan areas, local commuting is instead linked to higher rates of voting participation. 

Municipal election turnout remains highly contingent on local, metropolitan or state-level influences. The contextual models of place-linked effects do a much better job of accounting for variation than does the demographic composition of communities. Multilevel models, especially those including cross-level effects, capture much more of the variation between metropolitan areas and states than typological or ordinary least squares models. Overall, the multilevel and ordinary least squares models accounted for just under half (48 or 49 per cent) of the variance in municipal voting rates. 

Presidential turnout
Over 1996-2008, a broad, consistent rise in voter turnout has marked elections to the nation’s highest office. In a country like the United States, with a wide variety of local arrangements and much higher levels of voter mobilisation in national elections, national turnout might be expected to follow more nationalised patterns than local election turnout. Individual level survey analyses, which have mostly focused on elections at the national level, demonstrate the importance of citizenship, age, race and socioeconomic status to U.S. voter turnout (Verba, Nie and Kim 1978; Oliver 2001; Campbell 2006). Even in Presidential elections, however, there is evidence of metropolitan and local influences on participation. Local government, local electoral institutions and spatial characteristics of places account for variations in turnout that the demographic composition of places cannot explain. 

The types of towns made more of a difference for national election turnout than for municipal turnout. Compositional models of average presidential turnout, however, show that demographic characteristics accounted for more of variance in Presidential election turnout than the municipal types. The same compositional model that explained 11 per cent of the variation in municipal turnout accounts for 54 per cent of the variance in Presidential turnout in the ordinary least squares model, compared to 37 per cent for the municipal types (Appendix 2.4). A maximum likelihood version of the same compositional model accounts for 51 per cent of the total variance (Table 2.4), far more than the 27 per cent explained by the municipal types. 

As the municipal types themselves suggest, stronger mobilisation among more privileged communities by comparison with disadvantaged ones has produced a much more systematic socioeconomic bias in Presidential elections than in municipal elections. Socioeconomic hardship depresses Presidential turnout the most of any explanatory variable. General socioeconomic status boosts Presidential voting more than any other attribute of communities. Residents over age 60 exert a similarly strong positive influence on turnout as in municipal elections, and foreign-born residents a similarly significant negative influence. With both socioeconomic status and the proportion of immigrants controlled, the proportion of Latino residents switches from negative to a significant positive influence on turnout. 
If the institutional and spatial features of localities account for less of the variance than in municipal elections, these influences still add significant explanatory power. A separate ordinary least squares model of place linked variables accounts for two per cent more of the variance than the municipal types (or 39 per cent) (Appendix 2.4). Adding local contextual variables to the compositional model also raises the explained variance by seven per cent to 61 per cent. Institutional and spatial variables supplant part of the explanatory power of hardship, socioeconomic status and immigrants. In the multilevel maximum likelihood models (Table 2.4), state and metropolitan level variables add further to these effects. These models explain 78-80 per cent of the metropolitan and state variance, compared to only 27 per cent for the compositional model, as well as 4 to 5 per cent more of the local variance. The total explained variance, at 63 per cent, rises to eleven per cent higher than for the compositional variables alone. 

Table 2.4: Multilevel Models of Presidential Turnout

	
	Compositional
	Contextual
	Full model
	Full, crosslevel effects

	
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant 
	0.60
	49.04
	0.62
	18.84
	0.54
	39.73
	0.55
	38.07

	State level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Municipal capacity (state)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	3.96
	0.00
	3.74

	Battleground states, 2000-2004
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	5.07
	0.08
	4.90

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compositional variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Foreign-born
	-0.22
	-7.02
	
	
	-0.12
	-3.54
	-0.09
	-2.75

	African Americans
	0.02
	0.98
	
	
	0.03
	1.37
	0.02
	1.07

	Latino Americans
	0.13
	4.74
	
	
	0.09
	3.38
	0.08
	2.93

	Age 60 plus
	0.23
	6.41
	
	
	0.20
	5.37
	0.19
	5.23

	Hardship
	-0.49
	-14.16
	
	
	-0.34
	-9.38
	-0.33
	-9.18

	Socioeconomic status
	0.40
	21.25
	
	
	0.36
	17.65
	0.36
	17.42

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contextual and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Partisan local elections
	
	
	-0.04
	-1.78
	-0.03
	-2.09
	-0.03
	-2.14

	Local elections in general election year
	
	
	0.02
	2.62
	0.02
	3.08
	0.02
	3.03

	Local elections in general election month
	
	
	0.00
	0.18
	0.01
	1.15
	0.01
	1.90

	Local political diversity
	
	
	0.00
	-0.07
	0.01
	2.15
	0.03
	2.80

	Local government capacity (state)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	-1.98

	National political diversity
	
	
	0.00
	0.13
	-0.03
	-1.63
	-0.11
	-2.95

	Local government capacity (state)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	2.32

	Homeowners
	
	
	0.33
	14.31
	0.13
	5.92
	0.12
	5.52

	Commuters (local)
	
	
	0.00
	0.20
	0.01
	-0.68
	0.14
	3.29

	Commuters (metropolitan)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.30
	-3.50

	Residential mobility
	
	
	-0.05
	-1.19
	-0.10
	-2.90
	-0.12
	-3.56

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	0.00
	0.17
	0.02
	1.20
	0.02
	0.95

	Occupational diversity (Simpson index)
	
	
	-0.16
	-17.84
	-0.02
	-2.23
	-0.02
	-2.24

	Population (log)
	
	
	-0.02
	-3.27
	-0.02
	-3.42
	0.08
	1.56

	Metropolitan population (log)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-1.90

	Population density (log)
	
	
	0.01
	2.04
	0.01
	2.35
	0.01
	1.67

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutionalized population
	-0.60
	-11.47
	-0.54
	-9.28
	-0.54
	-10.36
	-0.53
	-10.26

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chi-square:  Local & metro
	
	91.814
	
	69.428
	
	44.696
	
	45.386

	State
	
	89.92
	
	1191.8
	
	30.273
	
	32.808

	N:  Local
	
	1432
	
	1432
	
	1432
	
	1432

	Metropolitan
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12

	State
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12

	p:  rows (metropolitan and local)
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	p:  columns (state)
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0.001
	
	0

	Variance explained
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local
	
	55%
	
	46%
	
	59%
	
	60%

	Metro/state
	
	27%
	(negative)
	80%
	
	78%

	Total
	
	51%
	(negative)
	63%
	
	63%

	Deviance
	
	-3420
	
	-3130
	
	-3570
	
	-3599


Notes: Coefficients are full maximum likelihood estimates using HCM2 module in HLM.                         For italicized coefficients, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 
for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01.
Local government institutions, though almost entirely neglected in the literature on Presidential election turnout, prove one of the strongest state-level influences. Municipal government activity has a similarly significant effect on the much higher, more varied turnout rates in Presidential elections to its effect on municipal turnout rates. State by state examination showed this to be a result of a general pattern (Figure 2.3).
 More active local governments may simply make it easier for citizens to vote, or municipal participation may promote political cultures more supportive of participation in any kind of elections. In the state of Connecticut, where municipal government is strongest, Presidential turnout is highest. In Georgia and Pennsylvania, the states with two of the three weakest municipal governments, Presidential turnout lags the levels elsewhere.

Figure 2.3: State-level differences in Presidential election turnout, by differences in municipal government capacity
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The competitiveness of Presidential elections at the state level had one of the most systematic influences on Presidential turnout. Presidential elections in the United States are won in the Electoral College, where votes are allocated by state on a winner-take-all basis. National parties and campaigns have therefore found it advantageous to focus voter mobilisation on highly competitive states like Ohio and Michigan, which averaged generally higher turnout (Figure 2.4). Other states with less municipal government activity and higher average turnout, such as Washington state, Pennsylvania and New Jersey, also had been considered battleground states for at least part of the campaign in one or more of the three Presidential elections. 

Other local institutional influences and political dynamics that promote turnout in municipal elections also appear to have spillover effects on Presidential turnout. Where local elections take place in the same year as national general elections, and to a lesser degree when they occur at the same time, the resulting local mobilisation raises national as well as municipal turnout rates. Partisan local elections detract almost as much from national turnout as from municipal turnout. Local political competitiveness raises Presidential turnout significantly, although the effect is less pronounced than on turnout in municipal elections. Partisan homogeneity also exerts a similarly weak positive effect on Presidential and municipal elections. Stronger state-level patterns of municipal activity limit these effects from national and local political diversity.

In elections to the highest national office, national party and media campaigns and widespread voter attention might be expected to create a more attenuated relationship than in municipal elections between turnout and spatial features of metropolitan places. The only measure of ties to the local community that depresses Presidential turnout is residential mobility, indicated by the proportion of residents who moved in the last five years. Unlike in municipal elections, neither commuting nor new housing in a community has a negative linear effect. A cross level variable reveals negative influences from local commuting in those larger metropolitan areas with higher commuting rates. Elsewhere, however, commuting actually promotes higher Presidential turnout. Ties to the locality where voters live clearly make less of a difference for voter mobilisation in Presidential elections than in municipal elections.

The size of communities also has different consequences. The negative effects of larger city size for voter participation, although still significant, are considerably lower than in municipal elections (B=-.02 versus B=-.05). A cross-level variable shows this effect to be especially limited in smaller metropolitan areas. With the control for population size included, population density even bears a significant positive relation to Presidential voter turnout. Clearly urbanised communities have turned out in Presidential elections to a degree that is nowhere evident in local elections.

In Presidential elections, the much higher turnout is also much more skewed in favour of metropolitan communities with greater socioeconomic advantages. Spatial features of metropolitan communities that U.S. analysts have generally found to suppress participation matter less for Presidential elections than for municipal elections. Some aspects of places that discourage municipal turnout, such as urban density, may even help promote higher turnout in the most salient national elections. Features of local politics with no direct relation to national elections, such as competitive local political cultures and stronger local governments, also account to a surprising degree for national as well as local turnout. In all these ways, metropolitanisation remains a significant influence on voter mobilisation in even the most nationalised U.S. elections.

Sources of delocalisation: Comparing presidential and local turnout
Models of the turnout gap offer a clear view of the contrasts in mobilisation between the two levels, and reconfirm the importance of local, state and metropolitan contexts (Table 2.5). 

Table 2.5: Multilevel Models of Presidential-Municipal Turnout Gap
	
	Compositional
	Contextual
	Full model
	Full with crosslevel
	Significant only

	
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	Constant
	0.30
	17.09
	0.31
	14.28
	0.30
	14.76
	0.32
	15.05
	0.31
	19.30

	Metropolitan or state level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Municipal capacity (state)
	
	
	
	
	-0.0001
	-0.97
	-0.0002
	-1.87
	
	

	Battleground states, 1996-2004
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	2.85
	0.06
	2.34
	0.05
	2.20

	Compositional variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Foreign-born
	-0.05
	-1.08
	
	
	-0.15
	-3.56
	-0.13
	-3.27
	
	

	African Americans
	0.10
	3.97
	
	
	0.05
	1.97
	0.06
	2.18
	0.06
	2.90

	Latino Americans
	0.09
	2.29
	
	
	0.10
	3.05
	0.10
	3.04
	0.05
	1.87

	Age 60 plus
	0.05
	1.00
	
	
	-0.01
	-0.20
	0.01
	-0.19
	
	

	Hardship
	-0.34
	-6.88
	
	
	-0.31
	-6.69
	-0.32
	-7.14
	-0.37
	-8.92

	Socioeconomic status
	0.28
	10.17
	
	
	0.20
	7.71
	0.20
	7.79
	0.20
	9.16

	Contextual and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Township
	
	
	-0.05
	-5.31
	-0.05
	-5.30
	-0.15
	-6.31
	-0.18
	-9.26

	Special district activity, by state
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	4.74
	0.00
	6.84

	Mayor elected
	
	
	-0.01
	-2.17
	-0.01
	-1.91
	-0.04
	-3.53
	-0.04
	-3.99

	Partisan margin, U.S. House
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.51
	4.31
	0.52
	4.97

	Partisan elections
	
	
	0.00
	-0.04
	0.01
	0.29
	-0.41
	-2.16
	-0.38
	-2.11

	State centralization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	2.13
	0.01
	2.05

	Local election in general election year
	
	
	-0.13
	-14.34
	-0.13
	-16.27
	-0.11
	-12.80
	-0.12
	-14.02

	Local election in general election month
	
	
	-0.02
	-1.72
	-0.01
	-0.75
	-0.02
	-1.42
	
	

	District magnitude
	
	
	0.00
	-0.64
	0.00
	0.26
	0.00
	0.47
	
	

	Local political diversity
	
	
	-0.08
	-14.29
	-0.07
	-13.88
	-0.07
	-5.61
	-0.08
	-14.40

	Municipal capacity, by state
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	-0.90
	
	

	National political diversity
	
	
	0.01
	0.66
	0.00
	0.23
	-0.04
	-0.84
	
	

	Municipal capacity, by state
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.91
	
	

	Homeowners
	
	
	0.13
	5.12
	0.00
	-0.10
	0.01
	0.20
	
	

	Commuters  
	
	
	0.07
	4.60
	0.06
	4.00
	-0.11
	-1.69
	
	

	Commuters (metropolitan)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.28
	2.13
	
	

	Residiential mobility
	
	
	-0.01
	-0.19
	-0.04
	-0.93
	-0.04
	-0.82
	
	

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	0.09
	4.43
	0.09
	4.20
	0.08
	3.92
	0.07
	4.73

	Occupational diversity (Simpson index)
	
	
	-0.08
	-8.39
	-0.02
	-2.27
	-0.01
	-1.13
	
	

	Population (log)
	
	
	0.05
	7.86
	0.04
	7.42
	0.02
	0.25
	0.03
	7.31

	Metropolitan population (log)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.36
	
	

	Population density (log)
	
	
	0.00
	-0.16
	0.00
	0.13
	0.00
	0.46
	
	

	Controls
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutionalized population
	-0.26
	-3.42
	-0.22
	-3.33
	-0.24
	-3.79
	-0.27
	-4.22
	-0.28
	-4.62

	Unopposed seats, Alabama
	-0.40
	-2.30
	-0.31
	-2.02
	-0.30
	-2.11
	-0.31
	-2.17
	-0.28
	-1.98

	(quadratic variable)
	0.68
	2.89
	0.53
	2.64
	0.55
	2.85
	0.55
	2.92
	0.53
	2.77

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chi-square:  Local & metro
	
	49
	
	123
	
	375
	
	191
	
	174

	State
	
	313
	
	114
	
	14
	
	34
	
	23

	N:  Local
	
	1422
	
	1422
	
	1422
	
	1422
	
	1422

	Metropolitan
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12

	State
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12
	
	12

	p:  rows (metro & local)
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	p:  columns (state)
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0.12
	
	0
	
	0.01

	Variance explained
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local
	
	18%
	
	40%
	
	45%
	
	47%
	
	46%

	Metropolitan/State
	
	16%
	
	(negative)
	       16%
	
	40%
	
	    46%

	Total
	
	17%
	
	25%
	
	38%
	
	45%
	
	46%

	Deviance
	
	-2355
	
	-2795
	
	-2926
	
	-2980
	
	-2953


Notes: Coefficients are full maximum likelihood estimates using HCM2 module in HLM. For italicized coefficents, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 
for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01.
Compositional variables account for 18 per cent of the variation in the turnout gap within metropolitan areas, and 17 per cent of overall variation. Class rather than race or immigration accounts for most of these compositional effects. National elections mobilize the most privileged communities most consistently, and poor communities significantly less than others. Because immigrant communities vote less in both types of elections, their presence reduces the turnout gap. Controlling for class, African American and Latino communities both mobilize significantly more in national than in local elections.

The contextual variables account for most of the explained variation. Concurrent elections and local political competition, by raising levels of participation in local elections, reduce the turnout gap. Variables for partisan elections, townships and election of the mayor perform confirm effects already evident in the municipal models. Attributes of metropolitan communities clearly affect mobilisation in national elections in different ways from in local elections. As the indicator for municipal population demonstrates, urbanised communities participate more intensively in national elections, and remain more demobilised in municipal contests. Commuting, rather than impede all voter participation, contributes to delocalisation. It disengages citizens more form municipal politics than from national election campaigns and media coverage. Similarly, newly settled communities with large proportions of recent construction remain more actively engaged in national elections in local elections.

Place matters for both local and presidential electoral participation, but in ways that are both distinct and interrelated. For voting in municipal elections, state and local institutions and community characteristics matter the most. Even in national elections these factors help to account for variations in turnout that correlate with demographic composition, and also explain a significant amount of additional variation. The growing mobilisation in presidential elections, especially among affluent and middle class suburban communities, contrasts with the persistent widespread disengagement in the elections within urban and suburban communities. This delocalisation is a consequence of weak, fragmented local government, of limited local political contestation, of urban anonymity, and of attenuated ties among metropolitan residents to their local communities. Despite this growing disjuncture between national and local participation, mobilisation at the two levels remains interrelated. Local institutions and electoral dynamics that promote higher levels of electoral participation within a community have frequently contributed to higher levels of Presidential election turnout at the same time.

Partisanship in U.S. Metropolitan Areas

For the first two centuries of U.S. political history, the main geographic divides in partisan allegiances ran between large-scale regions (e.g., Sundquist 1983; Bensel 1984). Rural regions like the Midwest and West developed distinctive political cultures from the urban, industrialised regions of the East. Well into the twentieth century, legacies from the divide over slavery and the Civil War perpetuated a distinctive party regime in the Jim Crow South (Key 1949). Metropolitanisation, and suburbanisation have converged with such developments as the establishment of civil rights for African-Americans to reduce these traditional regional divergences. In their place, new lines of territorial political contestation have arisen between places within metropolitan areas, and new regional divides rooted partly in metropolitan geographies have emerged. 
Table 2.6: Ideological Positions of Main U.S. Political Parties and Their Voters

	
	Party Manifestoes
	
	
	
	
	Voter preferences
	

	
	
	Left (0 to -50) – 
Right (0 to + 50))
	Economic 

(Left (0 to -50) – 
Right  (0 to + 50))
	Cultural 

(Left (0 to -50) – 

Right (0 to + 50))
	Globalization 

(Left (0 to -50) – 
Right (0 to + 50))
	Voter Self-
Placement (2004)
	Economic Index   (1998-2000)
	Cultural Index   
(1998-2002)
	Globalization Index      (2003)

	Democratic
	[1996]
	8
	-1.25
	6.08
	-0.36
	4.69
	5.78
	4.68
	4.74

	
	[2000]
	-3.6
	-1.52
	3.65
	-0.08
	
	
	
	

	
	[2004]
	8.6
	-1.04
	4.24
	0.04
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Republican
	[1996]
	24
	-0.23
	5.60
	0.65
	6.87
	6.75
	5.24
	5.16

	
	[2000]
	33
	-0.16
	3.51
	0.98
	
	
	
	

	
	[2004]
	25.6
	-0.40
	6.70
	0.59
	
	
	
	


Notes: Party Manifesto items; Economic Index: free enterprise, market regulation, economic planning, social justice, welfare state expansion/limitation, controlled economy, economic orthodoxy, anti-growth. Cultural index: traditional morality (positive/negative), law and order.  Globalization index: Foreign special relationships (negative), anti-imperialism, military (positive/negative), peace, internationalism (positive/negative), protectionism (positive/negative), multiculturalism (positive/negative). 

Source: Party Manifesto codings from Party Manifestoes dataset (Budge et al. 2007); Voter self-placement and party placement from Comparative Study of Electoral Systems; Indexes from World Values Survey and International Social Survey results (see appendix to this volume for specific survey questions and methods).
A number of recent works have documented significant geographic patterns in partisan voting, especially in Presidential elections (Gimpel and Schuknecht 2004; Gelman 2008; Gelman et al. 2009; Chinni and Gimpel 2010), or different relations between demographic patterns and political ideologies in different parts of the country (Bartels 2008). Popular accounts of recent shifts in U.S. political geography contend that voters are sorting themselves increasingly into separate communities and regions on the basis of distinct political cultures (e.g. Bishop 2008; Brooks 2004). Systematic work on these patterns has so far relied on geographic units too large to capture the full dimensions of partisan variations at the metropolitan and community levels. The IMO dataset thus provides the first clear national picture of how partisan cleavages and patterns of partisan competition are rooted in metropolitan as well as regional geographies. 

Since the bitterly contested Presidential race of 2000, polarisation between ‘red’ (Republican) and ‘blue’ (Democratic) Americas has emerged as the central feature of U.S. electoral politics (Klinkner and Hapanowicz 2005; McCarty, Poole and Rosenthal 2006). One strain of work on this divide points to metropolitan divisions as a primary source. A number of analysts point to a growing partisan polarisation between cities and suburbs, or between the cities of different regions (Sellers 1999; Dreier, Mollenkopf and Swanstrom 2001; Bishop 2007). Survey evidence indicates that the metropolitan segregation typical of many U.S. urban regions have fostered more sceptical suburban attitudes toward the welfare state and toward government in general (Gainsborough 2001; Kaufman 2005). Another survey analysis by Bartels (2008) finds regional differences between red and blue states in the relationship between class and ideology. An ecological analysis of local and metropolitan voting can further illuminate the sources for each of these patterns, and the relationship between them.

The increasingly clear partisan divide between Republican and Democratic electorates in the United States of the 1990s and 2000s (Fiorina, Abrams and Pope 2005) has made preferences between the two major U.S. parties a straightforward, if blunt test of community preferences for the right or the left. While the ideological spectrum of the U.S. party system remains somewhat truncated relative to European liberal democracies (Budge et al. 2007), more recent polarisation among party elites has reinforced the Left-Right divide. Both the survey-based IMO classifications of party ideology and the Party Manifestos data for 1996 and 2000 placed the Democratic Party around the centre of the left-right spectrum, and the Republican Party significantly to the Right (Table 2.6). In the absence of multiple parties appealing to different dimensions of the ideological spectrum, the shifts in party campaigns from 2000 to 2004 also enable a longitudinal test of distinct ideological dimensions of partisanship. Over this period, as the Party Manifestoes codings show, the economic differences between the parties converged significantly. In their place, differences over traditional morality and over national security and the Iraq War gained in salience.

Analysis of these patterns shows the red-blue divide to be chiefly the result of consistent divergences between different types of localities. The spatial features as well as the social composition of places explain their partisan orientations. Although the effects from local socioeconomic composition differ markedly between red states and blue states, these contrasts are also rooted in metropolitan political ecologies.

Typological analysis

The municipal types reveal distinct partisan orientations of voters in different types of communities (Figure 2.4(a)). In the urban concentrations and the high immigrant suburbs, and to a lesser degree in the other high hardship suburbs, the Democratic advantage is decisive. In the affluent suburbs, Republicans enjoy an analogous if less dramatic advantage. Middle class suburbs have become the central battlegrounds of U.S. Presidential and Congressional elections. Over 1996-2004, these suburbs shifted gradually towards the Republican Party. They would trend more Democratic in 2006-2008, but return to the Republican fold in 2010. 

Figure 2.4: Partisanship (Republican percentage minus Democratic percentage) by type of town, 1996-2004

a) All metropolitan areas
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b) Red states
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c) Blue states
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As the national Republican campaign shifted to nationalistic and traditionalist themes after 2000 (Langer and Cohen 2005), the low-density and high hardship nonminority suburbs emerged as the communities most supportive of President Bush. In these types of towns the Republican margin rose to an average of 16-20 per cent in 2004. This represented a shift from previous years, when affluent communities furnished the strongest Republican support. In 1996 Republican candidate Bob Dole had enjoyed his greatest margin on average (just under 10 per cent) in affluent communities. Over the next two elections the margin in these settings remained largely stable even as the overall margin for the party rose substantially, and turnout in these communities rose. Between 2000 and 2004 surges in turnout in the affluent suburbs of Detroit, Philadelphia and Seattle contributed to falling support for President Bush. Democratic mobilisation in the affluent suburbs would culminate in even stronger support for the Obama campaign of 2008.

Reflecting the blue state-red divide, fully 18 per cent of the variation in partisanship in 2004 occurred between regions and metropolitan areas rather than within metropolitan units. This proportion represented a significant rise of five per cent from 1996, but only one per cent from 2000. Whether in red states or blue states, the order of partisan preferences among similar types of towns remained largely the same (Figures 2.4(b) and 2.4(c)). But regional differences in partisanship, combined with a number of regionally specific local divergences, brought about important ecological variations. In the red states, the affluent and middle class metropolitan communities maintained a suburban culture of virtually hegemonic Republican support (Figure 2.4(b)). Affluent suburbs led this trend most consistently. The Republican margin there averaged just under 40 per cent for all three elections, and rose with each election. In the other the other types of nonminority suburbs, the margin averaged eighteen per cent or more and had risen more rapidly. Only the poor minority suburbs and the largest urban centres with the largest minority populations (Atlanta and Birmingham, but not Wichita) voted consistently Democratic. 

In the blue states, urban centres and minority communities also provided the only consistently strong margins for Democratic Party candidates (on average, 28 and 30 per cent) (Figure 2.4(c)). In these states, the suburban vote split much more evenly. Blue-state middle class suburbs gave an edge to Democrats Clinton in 1996 and Gore in 2000, but divided almost evenly in 2004. Affluent suburbs there gave a small, but progressively diminishing advantage to Republican candidates. More clearly than in the red states, the low density and poor nonminority suburbs stood out in 2004 as the biggest bastions of support for George W. Bush.

Regressions of the municipal types against local partisan voting confirmed their predictive power (Appendix 2.5.). With partisan preferences in the middle class suburbs as a baseline, all the municipal types except for poor minority suburbs registered significant relationships in the expected direction. As with turnout, however, the municipal types themselves account for only a modest proportion of the variation in partisanship (26 per cent in ordinary least squares models, and only 19 per cent in maximum likelihood models). Multivariate analysis that can take account of the multilevel patterns of variation is essential to a full explanation.

Multivariate and Multilevel analysis

As examination of the regional variations has already suggested, state and metropolitan as well as local contexts make a difference for local partisanship. The relationship between these contextual effects requires a different form of multilevel analysis from the cross-classified design for analysis of turnout. In partisan voting, influenced by metropolitan media and other common cultural factors, divergent effects from different state contexts within the same metropolitan areas matter less. Within all three split metropolitan areas, the Democratic or Republican margins in different states closely correspond (Figure 2.5). This continuous pattern enables hierarchical linear models to capture both state and metropolitan variations within a single second level model based on a total of sixteen units of analysis.

Figure 2.5: Metropolitan and state variations in Presidential election turnout and partisanship
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Both ordinary least squares models and these hierarchical models account more of the local variation than the types of towns alone. (Table 2.7, Appendix 2.5). As the voluminous survey literature on the social and economic determinants of voting in the United States suggests, the demographic composition of communities accounts for considerably more of the variations in local partisanship than the typology of towns. Together, these compositional variables explain 43 per cent of the variation in the ordinary least squares model, and 41 per cent in the multilevel model. High socioeconomic status, low hardship, and above all fewer African Americans and fewer foreign born residents contribute to a bigger Republican margin in a community. Latinos emerge in the multilevel model as a significant source of Democratic preferences. Only the proportion of older residents is of limited significance. 

Local partisanship is much more than simply a reflection of the social and economic composition of communities. In the ordinary least squares and the multilevel models, contextual variables linked to the physical structure and cultural characteristics of places accounted for just as much of the partisan variance as the five compositional variables. In a multilevel model, combined with a dichotomous regional variable for ‘red’ or Republican states, contextual factors explained fully 51 per cent of the variance.
 Addition of these contextual and regional variables to the compositional model raised the explained variance to 69 per cent, or 28 per cent beyond what the demographics alone could explain. Addition of cross-level random effects raised the amount explained still further to 73 per cent.

Several of the place-linked variables contributed particularly strong effects linked to local economic assets and associated cultural attributes. Voting for the pro-market Republican candidates, as both multilevel and ordinary least squares models confirm, has concentrated among places with the most dynamic housing markets and the most mobile residents. Communities where more residents possess the economic assets of homeownership, and where lower density settlement indicates larger residential plots for suburban land owners, have also voted consistently more Republican. 

By contrast, Democratic presidential candidates performed better in more urbanised, more stable, and older metropolitan communities with more rental housing. The full multilevel models also identify a Democratic propensity in communities with more occupational homogeneity. This property is generally a consequence of the predominance of higher status service workers in the resident workforce, as opposed to manufacturing or lower status service workers. The ordinary least squares and contextual multilevel models show these postindustrial communities to vote more Republican; Controls for the social and economic composition of communities and regional effects reveal significant Democratic preferences analogous to those in European postindustrial communities (Sellers 1998). 

Table 2.7: Multilevel Models of Average Partisan Voting, 1996-2004

	
	Compositional
	Contextual
	Full
	Full with 

cross-level
	Full 

randomized
	Final randomized

	Fixed Effect
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	Constant
	0.04
	1.03
	-0.05
	-9.28
	-0.05
	-2.54
	-0.05
	-2.54
	-0.06
	-2.93
	-0.06
	-2.94

	Metropolitan/state level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Red states
	
	
	0.26
	22.01
	0.29
	7.58
	0.29
	7.58
	0.31
	9.85
	0.31
	9.91

	Compositional and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Foreign born
	-0.76
	-12.28
	
	
	-0.47
	-7.41
	-0.44
	-6.91
	-0.36
	-5.79
	-0.36
	-5.86

	African Americans
	-0.98
	-28.14
	
	
	-0.87
	-25.40
	-0.86
	-25.46
	-0.91
	-27.33
	-0.91
	-27.45

	Latino Americans
	-0.20
	-3.85
	
	
	-0.25
	-4.98
	-0.35
	-6.77
	-0.30
	-5.54
	-0.29
	-5.54

	Age 60 or more
	-0.08
	-1.24
	
	
	0.12
	1.76
	0.10
	1.53
	0.02
	0.30
	0.02
	0.32

	Hardship
	-0.43
	-6.37
	
	
	-0.32
	-4.61
	-0.17
	-2.33
	-0.22
	-1.28
	-0.18
	-1.08

	Red states
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.46
	-4.09
	-0.50
	-1.77
	-0.64
	-2.57

	(Random coefficient, p)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	
	0.00

	(Reliability estimate)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.78
	
	0.78

	Socioeconomic status
	0.20
	5.52
	
	
	0.28
	6.59
	0.51
	7.94
	0.51
	3.75
	0.37
	3.06

	Blue states
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.29
	-4.54
	-0.32
	-1.72
	
	

	(Random coefficient, p)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	
	0.00

	(Reliability estimate)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.73
	
	0.77

	Contextual and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homeowners
	
	
	0.66
	13.81
	0.07
	1.60
	0.07
	1.73
	0.09
	2.24
	0.09
	2.19

	Commuters
	
	
	0.03
	1.29
	0.02
	0.86
	-0.20
	-1.96
	-0.42
	-2.84
	-0.46
	-3.16

	Metropolitan commuting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.45
	2.18
	0.79
	2.61
	0.88
	3.01

	(Random coefficient, p)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	
	0.00

	(Reliability estimate)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.55
	
	0.56

	Mobility
	
	
	0.35
	4.25
	0.18
	2.84
	0.18
	2.97
	0.20
	3.29
	0.20
	3.29

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	0.24
	5.92
	0.18
	5.98
	0.15
	4.81
	0.14
	4.62
	0.14
	4.65

	Occupational diversity
	
	
	-0.08
	-4.00
	0.07
	3.47
	0.11
	5.21
	0.13
	5.79
	0.13
	5.72

	Population (log)
	
	
	-0.07
	-6.25
	0.00
	0.30
	0.00
	-0.04
	-0.01
	-1.40
	-0.01
	-1.33

	Population density (log)
	
	
	-0.07
	-4.49
	-0.07
	-5.69
	-0.10
	-4.59
	-0.06
	-1.19
	-0.06
	-3.09

	Metropolitan density
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	-1.85
	0.00
	-0.01
	
	

	(Random coefficient, p)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	
	0.00

	(Reliability estimate)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.67
	
	0.65

	Chi-square: 
	
	1049.1
	
	161
	
	278.32
	
	285.52
	
	352.15
	
	352.66

	N:  Metro/state
	
	16
	
	16
	
	16
	
	16
	
	16
	
	16

	Local
	
	1717
	
	1691
	
	1686
	
	1686
	
	1686
	
	1686

	p
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Reliability estimate
	
	0.985
	
	0.897
	
	0.94
	
	0.942
	
	0.95
	
	0.95

	Variance explained:  Metro/state
	-4%
	
	79%
	
	79%
	
	79%
	
	79%
	
	79%

	Local
	
	59%
	
	41%
	
	65%
	
	66%
	
	71%
	
	71%

	Total
	
	41%
	
	51%
	
	69%
	
	70%
	
	73%
	
	73%

	Deviance
	
	-1539
	
	-879
	
	-1754.9
	
	-1786.4
	
	-1958
	
	-1963


Notes: Coefficients are restricted maximum likelihood estimates using HLM2 module in HLM. 
For italicized coefficents, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01. 

The multilevel models also reveal a nonlinear relationship between commuting and partisanship. Although commuter towns tend to vote significantly more Democratic, this effect disappears in the metropolitan regions with high overall levels of commuting. 
In addition the multilevel models demonstrate a cross-level relationship between the large regional differences suggested in Figure 4 and the local compositional variables measuring socioeconomic status and hardship. In an analysis of survey data, Bartels (2008) has shown that more affluent, better educated U.S. voters tend to vote more Republican in red states and more Democratic in blue states. Modelling of the metropolitan ecological variations enables a clearer understanding of both how and why this occurs. A regional predictor of the slope for socioeconomic hardship shows that this variable has a significantly stronger effect in predicting Democratic orientations in the red states. As Figure 2.4(b) suggested, localities with greater hardship in these metropolitan areas amount to isolated hotspots of Democratic voting in a largely uniform suburban culture of Republicanism. A randomised version of this predictor, by allowing the slopes to vary, demonstrates a consistent steep slope in all the red-state metropolitan regions (Figure 2.6(a)). In other metropolitan regions, the mixed slopes manifest a variety of relationships between hardship and partisan voting. 

In the blue-state metropolitan areas of Syracuse, Seattle and New York, the high hardship communities have trended more Republican than other localities. In these same blue state metropolitan areas, a randomised indicator for general socioeconomic status shows the affluence of communities to have a contrary effect on local partisanship from that in other regions (Figure 2.6(b)). Rather than embrace Republican candidates like most other affluent suburbs, the more affluent communities of these metropolitan areas vote more Democratic than elsewhere. 
As these cross-level variations show, the regional differences between blue and red states are rooted in distinct but partly parallel metropolitan political ecologies. In red states as well as some of the blue state metropolitan areas, the more affluent suburbs endorse the majority preferences of the wider region. A similar parallel between the regions marks metropolitan communities with more socioeconomic hardship. The most disadvantaged metropolitan communities of the red states have diverged most from the Republican preferences of the wider region. The most disadvantaged communities of the blue states have responded more than other communities there to Republican appeals. Within the more general national patterns, these cross-level variations in socioeconomic influences follow analogous regional and local logics.
The two-party results in the United States provide more limited analytical leverage than in multiparty systems to assess different dimensions of partisan ideology in metropolitan communities. However, the shift between elections in the agendas framed by the national party campaigns enables a roughly equivalent test. In 2004, the Republican Party under George W. Bush mobilised voters around support for the Iraq War, opposition to terrorism, and traditionalist positions on such issues as abortion, same-sex marriage and religious values. As Table 2.6 has suggested, the Bush victory of that year turned more on these issues than on the economic issues that dominated the previous two elections (Langer and Cohen 2005). 

Figure 2.6: Partisanship, socioeconomic hardship and socioeconomic status in red and blue states
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Although most local effects on Presidential preferences remained consistent in 2004 with those in previous years (Table 2.8), socioeconomic cleavages between localities clearly declined in salience. Low density and disadvantaged nonminority suburbs replaced affluent suburbs as the Republican strongholds. The linear coefficient for hardship fell to statistical insignificance. The coefficient for socioeconomic status fell by half. Commuting and residential mobility also disappeared as significant predictors of Republican voting. In their place, new housing emerged as the strongest contextual predictor, and homeownership gained in significance. These results are consistent with a shift in the basis for Republican mobilisation among suburban communities to traditional values, to the security of semirural lifestyles and to ethnonationalist sentiment rather than economic opportunities. The shift in Republican campaign agendas from economic ideology to issues of nationalism and cultural traditionalism enabled George W. Bush to appeal effectively to communities that had favoured Bill Clinton in 1996, and split their vote in 2000. 

Table 2.8: Multilevel Models of Partisan Presidential Voting, 1996-2004

	
	1996
	2000

(Economic index)
	2004

(Culture, Globalization index)

	
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	Constant
	-0.10
	-4.41
	-0.06
	-2.59
	-0.01
	-0.25

	Metropolitan/state level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Red states
	0.25
	6.06
	0.30
	7.72
	0.32
	7.44

	Compositional and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Foreign born
	-0.37
	-5.40
	-0.46
	-6.53
	-0.48
	-6.94

	African-Americans
	-0.70
	-19.17
	-0.88
	-23.36
	-1.01
	-27.42

	Latino Americans
	-0.32
	-5.65
	-0.38
	-6.47
	-0.37
	-6.64

	Aged 60 or more
	0.13
	1.77
	0.07
	0.89
	0.11
	1.52

	Hardship
	-0.20
	-2.44
	-0.25
	-2.98
	-0.08
	-0.97

	Red states
	-0.66
	-5.35
	-0.31
	-2.48
	-0.41
	-3.31

	Socioeconomic status
	0.67
	9.55
	0.59
	8.11
	0.31
	4.40

	Blue states
	-0.26
	-3.64
	-0.33
	-4.61
	-0.32
	-4.52

	Contextual and cross-level variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homeowners
	0.09
	1.97
	0.04
	0.92
	0.08
	1.68

	Commuters
	-0.29
	-2.59
	-0.22
	-1.95
	-0.05
	-0.50

	Metropolitan commuters
	0.61
	2.68
	0.47
	2.06
	0.20
	0.88

	Residential mobility
	0.25
	3.72
	0.23
	3.26
	0.06
	0.81

	Housing after 1980
	0.10
	3.13
	0.15
	4.33
	0.20
	6.08

	Occupational diversity
	0.07
	3.05
	0.12
	5.39
	0.13
	6.05

	Population (log)
	0.01
	1.15
	0.00
	-0.51
	0.00
	-0.49

	Population density (log)
	-0.11
	-4.47
	-0.10
	-4.09
	-0.09
	-3.72

	Metropolitan density (avg. log)
	-0.04
	-2.39
	-0.02
	-1.19
	-0.02
	-1.14

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chi-square: 
	
	220.73
	
	275.83
	
	324.59

	N:  Metro/state
	
	16
	
	16
	
	16

	Local
	
	1681
	
	1638
	
	1659

	p
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Reliability estimate
	
	0.939
	
	0.933
	
	0.946

	Variance explained:  Local
	
	60%
	
	63%
	
	65%

	Metro/state
	
	70%
	
	79%
	
	78%

	Total
	
	63%
	
	68%
	
	69%

	Deviance
	
	-1511
	
	-1418
	
	-1496


Notes: Coefficients are restricted maximum likelihood estimates using HLM2 module in HLM.

For italicized coefficients, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 
for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01. 
In the two-party struggle for national electoral dominance in the United States, metropolitan territories now define the main lines of division. As the suburbs have grown to absorb the majority of the electorate, they have become the central battleground in this struggle. Close analysis of the patterns from 1996-2004 points to common metropolitan ecological trends that will also be apparent in other countries. Democratic voting has concentrated increasingly in urban communities, in diverse, minority suburbs, in older areas and centres of postindustrial services. These are some of the same places where the analysis of turnout showed lower levels of participation in Presidential elections. Republican voting has concentrated in suburban areas in transition, in areas of low density settlement, and in affluent communities throughout most of the country. These places have also recorded some of the most consistent national turnout rates and the highest levels of delocalisation. Even contemporary regional variations between blue and red states reflect the dominant position that one party or the other has established in affluent and middle class suburbs. 

The shift in Republican campaign strategy in 2004 occurred partly in response to the growth of constituencies in disadvantaged and low-density suburbs who were susceptible to nationalist and conservative cultural appeals. Some of these same tendencies have furnished new sources of support for the right in Europe and beyond. The shift of these suburbs back to Obama in 2008 gave way to a renewed Republican wave in 2010. National contestation between Left and Right in the United States thus continues to be rooted in metropolitan patterns. 

Conclusion

In the United States, as early twentieth century regional political divisions have partly converged, metropolitanisation has created parallel territorial patterns of partisan division and shifting loyalties across the country. Compared with earlier divides between large-scale regions dominated by distinct economies and political cultures, the divisions of this national metropolitan political ecology embody a new type of territorial pattern. Even metropolitan municipalities with persistent, starkly opposed partisan loyalties remain interrelated and often closely proximate communities within an intricately interconnected metropolitan space. Moreover, as the focus of political competition in national elections has shifted to the suburbs, many metropolitan communities have maintained divided, shifting and contingent partisan attachments. Characteristics of metropolitan places themselves are often critical to these territorial patterns, and to the closely related local divergences in national and municipal voting participation. Even the persistent contemporary divergences in regional partisan allegiances are rooted partly in distinctive metropolitan patterns. As a final analysis of residuals from the multilevel regressions showed, the multilevel models of these influences captured nearly all the variance reflected in the place classifications, and a large amount of additional variation as well.
 

For local electoral participation, the characteristics of places within metropolitan areas are especially decisive. Local institutions, local communities, and ties to the community affect municipal turnout the most. A number of these influences shape national electoral turnout as well. They contribute to a widespread delocalisation of electoral participation that centres in the affluent suburbs. 

Characteristics of metropolitan communities have also increasingly defined the divisions between Democratic and Republican constituencies. A pervasive divide separates the Republican low density areas of metropolitan peripheries from the Democratic urban centres and minority suburbs. Outside the red states, middle class and growing suburbs have emerged as the central battleground for votes in national elections. The political ecologies of poorer and richer suburbs in the blue and red states have also diverged. Our analysis of these patterns points to the relations between electoral patterns at multiple scales, from local to metropolitan to regional, as an exciting new frontier in the study of electoral behaviour. 

The combined findings about partisanship and turnout highlight major electoral challenges for the Democratic Party, and embedded electoral disadvantages for its core urban and underprivileged constituencies. The lower voter participation in disadvantaged communities and urban concentrations has left the strongest cores of Democratic support significantly, at times dramatically underrepresented in the presidential electorate. In the absence of mobilisation among these constituencies, the higher turnout among low density and affluent suburbs favouring neoliberal and conservative agendas has assured the Right an entrenched advantage in U.S. national elections. To counter the resulting Republican advantage, Democratic Presidential campaigns have most often succeeded through appeals to middle class suburbs. The need for suburban votes remains a primary source of the persistent political constraints on the Left agenda of Democratic Presidents, from Carter to Obama.
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Appendix
Table A2.1: Selection Criteria for Units of Analysis (for all other states, dataset includes all incorporated municipalities)

	State
	Unit Type
	Criteria
	Selected

	
	
	Legally incorporated
	"Minor civil division" 
in US census
	Service functions
	Tax, Other Autonomy
	Nesting with other units (elections or functions)
	

	Michigan
	Township
	no
	yes
	limited
	limited
	(village inside)
	yes

	
	Charter Township
	no (but equivalent)
	yes
	some
	some
	(village inside)
	yes

	
	City
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	Village
	yes
	no
	some
	yes
	(inside township)
	no

	New Jersey
	Township
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	Town 
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	City
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	Borough
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	Village
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	New York
	Town
	yes
	yes
	varies
	yes
	(village inside)
	yes

	
	Village
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	(inside township)
	no

	
	City
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	Ohio
	Township
	no
	yes
	limited
	limited
	no
	no

	
	Village
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	City
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	Pennsylvania
	First-class township
	no, but town decides
	yes
	limited/  some
	some
	(boroughs overlap)
	yes (where no overlap)

	
	Second-class township
	usually not
	yes
	limited
	limited
	(boroughs overlap)
	no

	
	Boroughs
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes

	
	Cities
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes


Table A2.2: Definition of variables

	Variable
	Description
	Source

	Voting eligible population             (for turnout)
	Native-born population over 18 plus foreign-born naturalized citizens over 18
	U.S. Census 2000

	Metropolitan or state level variables
	
	

	Municipal capacity (state)
	Normalized index based on expenditures and personnel per capita for municipal governments (Census of Government, 1991)
	Stephens and Wikstrom, 2000

	Special district activity (state)
	Normalized index based on expenditures and personnel per capita for special districts (Census of Government, 1991)
	Stephens and Wikstrom, 2000

	State centralization (state)
	Index based on state proportion of all state and local expenditures and personnel (Census of Governments, 1996)
	Stephens and Wikstrom, 2000

	Battleground states, 1996-2004
	Partisan margin under 5 per cent in Presidential elections
	Statistical Abstracts of the United States

	Vote margin in U.S. House of Representatives races, 1996-2004
	Average partisan margin by state in House elections
	Statistical Abstract of the United States

	Compositional variables
	
	

	Foreign-born
	Per cent of residents born outside the United States
	U.S. Census 2000

	African Americans
	Per cent African American residents
	U.S. Census 2000

	Latino Americans
	Per cent Latino Americans
	U.S. Census 2000

	Age 60 plus
	Per cent residents aged 60 or more
	U.S. Census 2000

	Hardship
	Index of per cent of residents in poverty and per cent of workforce unemployed
	U.S. Census 2000

	Socioeconomic status
	Index based on per capita income, per cent with higher education, and value of owner-occupied housing
	U.S. Census 2000

	Contextual and cross-level variables
	
	

	Township
	Township form of government (1, 0)
	State and local government offices

	Mayor elected
	Chief executive elected (1, 0)
	State and local government offices

	Partisan elections
	Partisan affiliations of council candidates appear on ballot (1, 0)
	State and local government offices

	Local election in general election year
	Local election in even numbered year (1, 0)
	State and local government offices

	Local election in general election month
	Local elections the same day as general elections (first Tuesday in November) (1, 0)
	State and local government offices

	District magnitude
	For district systems, number of council members elected from a district;  for at large systems, number of ballots each voter casts
	Local government offices

	Local political diversity
	Effective number of candidates per seat (Laakso and Taagepara 1981)
	State and local government offices

	National political diversity
	Effective number of candidates (based on Democratic and Republican votes) (Laakso and Taagepara 1981)
	State and local government offices

	Homeowners
	Per cent of households owned by occupants
	U.S. Census 2000

	Commuters  
	Per cent of residents in workforce who commute to work outside their municipality of residence
	U.S. Census 2000

	Residential mobility
	Per cent of residents in 2000 who changed residence since 1995
	U.S. Census 2000

	Housing since 1980
	Per cent of housing in 2000 built since 1980
	U.S. Census 2000

	Occupational diversity   (Simpson index)
	Three-component index of diversity:  High end professional services, low-end services, and manufacturing
	U.S. Census 2000

	Population (log)
	Population
	U.S. Census 2000

	Population density (log)
	Persons per square kilometre
	U.S. Census 2000

	Controls
	
	

	Institutionalized population
	Per cent of residents institutionalized in group quarters
	U.S. Census 2000

	Unopposed seats, Alabama
	Council seats unopposed 
	Local government offices


Table A2.3: Ordinary least squares models of municipal election turnout, 1996-2003

	
	Town types only
	Compo-sitional
	Contextual
	Full model
	Full 
with types

	
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	(Constant)
	0.30
	48.56
	0.26
	20.29
	0.11
	2.21
	0.13
	2.13
	0.13
	2.11

	Municipal government capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	5.23
	0.00
	5.15

	Affluent suburbs
	0.05
	5.62
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-1.14

	Urban concentrations
	-0.05
	-1.91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	1.76

	Poor minority suburbs
	-0.04
	-3.94
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	2.39

	Poor nonminority suburbs
	0.00
	0.48
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	1.57

	Low density suburbs
	0.04
	4.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.13

	Foreign-born
	
	
	-0.13
	-2.74
	
	
	0.02
	0.49
	0.00
	0.05

	African Americans
	
	
	-0.12
	-4.57
	
	
	-0.05
	-1.93
	-0.06
	-2.09

	Latino Americans
	
	
	0.06
	1.53
	
	
	-0.06
	-1.85
	-0.05
	-1.49

	Age 60 or more
	
	
	0.30
	5.73
	
	
	0.17
	3.53
	0.17
	3.54

	Hardship index
	
	
	-0.17
	-3.26
	
	
	-0.03
	-0.73
	-0.10
	-1.85

	Socioeconomic status
	
	
	0.15
	5.70
	
	
	0.19
	7.52
	0.23
	6.96

	Townships
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	3.17
	0.06
	6.07
	0.06
	5.91

	Mayor elected
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.80
	0.01
	1.12
	0.01
	0.90

	Partisan elections
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	-3.91
	-0.05
	-5.26
	-0.05
	-5.23

	Local election in general election year
	
	
	
	
	0.12
	17.00
	0.13
	18.28
	0.13
	18.38

	Local election on general election day
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.20
	0.02
	2.70
	0.03
	2.94

	District magnitude
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-4.13
	-0.01
	-4.88
	-0.01
	-4.76

	Local political diversity
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	10.62
	0.06
	11.99
	0.06
	11.95

	National political diversity
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	1.78
	-0.01
	-0.73
	-0.02
	-0.75

	Homeowners
	
	
	
	
	0.26
	9.79
	0.14
	4.58
	0.14
	4.55

	Commuters
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	-2.49
	-0.06
	-3.74
	-0.05
	-3.58

	Residential mobility
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.38
	-0.03
	-0.63
	-0.03
	-0.74

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	
	
	-0.08
	-3.85
	-0.06
	-2.73
	-0.05
	-2.31

	Occupational diversity
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	-3.83
	0.00
	0.44
	0.00
	0.64

	Population (log)
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	-5.87
	-0.05
	-8.28
	-0.05
	-8.25

	Population density (log)
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	1.28
	0.03
	3.60
	0.03
	3.63

	Institutionalized population
	-0.41
	-5.10
	-0.37
	-4.71
	-0.37
	-5.12
	-0.29
	-4.11
	-0.29
	-4.09

	Unopposed seats, Alabama
	0.57
	3.81
	0.66
	4.54
	0.04
	0.26
	0.07
	0.56
	0.09
	0.70

	(quadratic variable)
	-0.75
	-3.15
	-0.86
	-3.73
	-0.25
	-1.21
	-0.27
	-1.40
	-0.29
	-1.51

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	
	1602
	
	1598
	
	1435
	
	1432
	
	1432

	F
	
	19
	
	32
	
	56
	
	53
	
	53

	p
	
	0.00
	
	0.00
	
	0.00
	
	0.00
	
	0.00

	Adj. R squared
	
	0.08
	
	0.15
	
	0.41
	
	0.47
	
	0.48


Notes: Coefficients are full maximum likelihood estimates using HLM2 module in HLM. 

For italicized coefficients, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 

for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01. 
Table A2.4:  Ordinary least squares models of Presidential election turnout, 1996-2004

	
	Town types 
only
	Compositional model
	Contextual 
model
	Full 
local model
	Full 
model with state
	Full 
model with types

	
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	(Constant)
	0.60
	132.52
	0.55
	68.24
	0.29
	6.15
	0.50
	11.13
	0.49
	10.87
	0.48
	10.66

	Municipal capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.0004
	7.11
	0.00
	7.27

	Battleground states
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	8.85
	0.06
	8.61

	Affluent suburbs
	0.12
	16.38
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	2.73

	Urban concentrations
	-0.10
	-5.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	1.50

	Poor minority suburbs
	-0.10
	-13.61
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	-2.26

	Poor nonminority suburbs
	-0.06
	-8.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	-3.49

	Low density suburbs
	0.03
	4.77
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	1.09

	Foreign-born
	
	
	-0.29
	-9.39
	
	
	-0.14
	-4.24
	-0.10
	-3.14
	-0.08
	-2.40

	African Americans
	
	
	-0.02
	-0.90
	
	
	0.01
	0.51
	0.03
	1.62
	0.03
	1.44

	Latino Americans
	
	
	0.06
	2.46
	
	
	0.03
	1.23
	0.04
	1.49
	0.02
	0.76

	Age 60 or more
	
	
	0.23
	7.12
	
	
	0.19
	5.09
	0.19
	5.23
	0.20
	5.40

	Hardship index
	
	
	-0.42
	-12.37
	
	
	-0.31
	-8.39
	-0.31
	-8.85
	-0.25
	-6.36

	Socioeconomic status
	
	
	0.38
	21.47
	
	
	0.39
	19.61
	0.37
	19.01
	0.30
	12.23

	Partisan local elections
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	2.75
	0.03
	4.14
	-0.01
	-1.60
	-0.01
	-0.99

	Local election in general election year
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-1.32
	0.00
	0.87
	0.01
	2.02
	0.01
	1.97

	Local election on general election day
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-0.85
	0.01
	1.86
	0.01
	1.48
	0.01
	1.18

	Local political diversity
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	-2.48
	0.01
	1.55
	0.01
	2.51
	0.01
	2.58

	National political diversity
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.36
	-0.04
	-2.63
	-0.03
	-2.05
	-0.02
	-1.33

	Homeowners
	
	
	
	
	0.43
	17.32
	0.13
	5.51
	0.13
	5.76
	0.13
	5.93

	Commuters
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	2.71
	-0.01
	-0.54
	-0.01
	-1.31
	-0.01
	-0.82

	Residential mobility
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	1.01
	-0.11
	-3.10
	-0.10
	-3.02
	-0.10
	-2.81

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	-1.63
	0.01
	0.38
	0.03
	1.88
	0.02
	1.31

	Occupational diversity
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	-5.07
	0.02
	4.89
	0.00
	-0.75
	0.00
	-1.04

	Population (log)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.56
	-0.01
	-2.53
	-0.02
	-4.57
	-0.02
	-5.11

	Population density (log)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.49
	0.01
	1.39
	0.01
	2.43
	0.02
	2.51

	Institutionalized population
	-0.62
	-10.81
	-0.64
	-12.78
	-0.63
	-9.41
	-0.54
	-9.91
	-0.54
	-10.09
	-0.55
	-10.32

	R squared
	
	0.37
	
	0.54
	
	0.39
	
	0.61
	
	0.63
	
	0.64

	f 
	
	179
	
	309
	
	72
	
	118
	
	119
	
	99

	p
	
	0
	
	0.00
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	N 
	
	1826
	
	1821
	
	1438
	
	1435
	
	1435
	
	1435


Notes: Coefficients are full maximum likelihood estimates using HLM2 module in HLM. For italicized coefficients, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 

for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01. 
Table A2.5:  Ordinary least squares models of average local Presidential partisan voting, 1996-2004

	
	Town typology
	Compositional model
	Contextual model
	Full model
	Full with typology

	
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t
	B
	t

	(Constant)
	-0.01
	-1.23
	0.18
	8.56
	0.00
	0.06
	0.01
	0.14
	0.03
	0.39

	Red states
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.28
	21.93
	0.28
	21.18

	Affluent suburbs
	0.15
	8.71
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.01

	Urban concentrations
	-0.34
	-6.85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	-0.06

	Poor minority suburbs
	-0.24
	-13.77
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	-1.16

	Poor nonminority suburbs
	0.03
	1.47
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	-1.57

	Low density suburbs
	0.12
	8.12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	-0.26

	Foreign-born
	
	
	-0.89
	-11.87
	
	
	-0.37
	-5.70
	-0.36
	-5.46

	African Americans
	
	
	-0.82
	-19.84
	
	
	-0.84
	-24.60
	-0.85
	-23.28

	Latino Americans
	
	
	0.04
	0.63
	
	
	0.03
	0.57
	0.02
	0.32

	Age 60 or more
	
	
	-0.08
	-1.00
	
	
	0.27
	3.76
	0.26
	3.70

	Hardship index
	
	
	-0.40
	-4.87
	
	
	-0.23
	-3.33
	-0.18
	-2.34

	Socioeconomic status
	
	
	0.16
	3.51
	
	
	0.25
	6.77
	0.23
	4.63

	Homeowners
	
	
	
	
	0.59
	12.78
	0.14
	3.19
	0.14
	3.21

	Commuters
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	8.23
	0.02
	0.80
	0.02
	0.92

	Residential mobility
	
	
	
	
	0.32
	3.93
	0.15
	2.37
	0.16
	2.43

	Housing since 1980
	
	
	
	
	0.25
	6.31
	0.21
	6.65
	0.20
	6.24

	Occupational diversity
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	-3.84
	-0.01
	-2.38
	-0.02
	-2.53

	Population (log)
	
	
	
	
	-0.08
	-8.44
	0.01
	0.92
	0.01
	0.77

	Population density (log)
	
	
	
	
	-0.10
	-6.85
	-0.07
	-6.44
	-0.07
	-6.51

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F-test
	
	123
	
	219
	
	180
	
	247
	
	182

	p
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Adj. R squared
	
	0.26
	
	0.43
	
	0.43
	
	0.67
	
	0.67

	N
	
	1729
	
	1717
	
	1692
	
	1687
	
	1686


Notes: Coefficients are full maximum likelihood estimates using HLM2 module in HLM. For italicized coefficients, p<.10; for boldface coefficients, p<.05; 

for boldface italicized coefficients, p<.01. 
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� 	Because voter registration is not universal in the United States, and varies widely among different states, rates based on registration figures could not be compared with those in the other IMO countries. Instead, turnout rates were imputed based on census estimates of the voting age native born and naturalised population. To correct for additional ineligible populations such as prisoners, all turnout models included a control for the institutionalised adult population.


� 	Within each metropolitan area, the response rate by town was 70 per cent or more for Presidential elections, and 57 per cent or more for municipal election results. 


� 	Following Orfield (2002), the process of classification began with k-means cluster analysis to explore relationships among compositional and place-linked variables. The final classification of municipal types employed the hierarchical, factor analytic procedure prescribed in the IMO protocol (see Appendix to the book). The resulting categorisation nonetheless bore a close resemblance to results from the previous cluster analyses.


� 	Construction of this and the index for socioeconomic status followed procedures from Nathan and Adams (1976).


� 	The Simpson index included classes based on census data for manufacturing occupations, professional and managerial occupations, and lower status service occupations.


� 	Principal components analysis (with varimax rotation using Kaiser normalisation) confirmed most of these relationships.


� 	This measure was based on the average of statewide municipal direct expenditures per person, own source municipal revenues per person, and full time equivalent employees per person from 1992 (Stephens and Wikstrom 2000).


� 	Note that types of townships lacking strong responsibilities and accompanying administrative capacities, like those in Ohio, were excluded from the dataset.


� 	Stephens and Wikstrom (2000: 131) based this metric on per capita direct expenditures, per capita revenues and full-time equivalent employees in special districts in 1992.


� 	This indicator averages three distinct indexes based on the state proportion of state and local direct expenditures, the distribution of state activity across fifteen separate functions, and the state proportion of personnel (Stephens 1974; Stephens and Wikstrom 2000: 125ff.).


� 	Although population density exerts a positive effect alongside population size in the ordinary least squares models, no such effect is evident in the multilevel models.


�   Further analysis of Presidential turnout in all fifty states confirmed significant correlations with local government capacity in 1996 (.32, p<.05), but weakening relationships in in 2000 (.27, p<.10), and 2004 (.17).  Since Stephens and Wikstrom’s measure of capacity dates from 1991, this may be the result of changing capacity as well as other factors.


� 	Although a similar ordinary least squares model explained 67 per cent of the variation, this result reflected distortions due to correlations among standard errors that the multilevel models are designed to correct.


� 	The only regression of residuals with more than one significant coefficient for the municipal types or a significant adjusted R squared (.01) was the model for Presidential election turnout. Both minority and nonminority suburbs had significantly lower turnout than elsewhere (p<.05). This result suggests additional barriers to Presidential election turnout in poorer suburbs that are not reflected in the multilevel models, but that have been alleged in some postelection accounts (cites). The only other coefficient with a level of .05 significance indicated a stronger Democratic margin in 1996 in poor nonminority communities.





