


Preaching to the Choir or Proselytizing to the Opposition: Examining the Use of Campaign Websites in State Legislative Elections

Online Appendix -A

The following figures present higher resolution regional maps of state legislative website use across party for the study sample. Maps are sorted by page for region-chamber with each page showing both years. 
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Preaching to the Choir or Proselytizing to the Opposition: Examining the Use of Campaign Websites in State Legislative Elections

Online Appendix -B – Alternative Models

The following tables provide alternative model specifications using a model with state fixed effects and a model with state randome effects. 
State Fixed Effects
Table B-1 replicates the original analysis but includes state fixed effects to control for state variation. 
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For both models, the control variables by and large reflect the results from the clustered standard-error model shown in the paper, including the notable effects of incumbency, competition, and the interaction between the two terms. For the 2018 model, the effect of citizen ideological relative distance is in line with the original hypothesis, with candidates from both parties being less inclined to employ a campaign website when they confront more adversarial districts. However, the 2020 model fully replicates the findings of the clustered standard error model with Democrats being more willing to engage in website use highly ideologically diverse districts compared to their Republican counterparts. Again, both parties are less inclined to employ websites when they confront an ideologically adversarial district. The results validate the original model, signaling that the results are robust to alternative model formulations
State Random Intercept Model
Table B-2 shows the model results for a multi-level model with random intercepts by state using the original model design. Once again, the results largely mirror the original results, providing an additional measure of robustness for the original findings. The listed control variables are all significant and in the expected direction for both models. Further, the model again illustrates that challengers are more likely to employ websites and, given the interaction term, that competitive challengers are even more likely. Finally, candidates facing an ideologically adversarial district, measured through the relative distance variable, are less likely to employ websites in both models. We see a similar effect in 2020, where heterogeneity is also significant. However, again, in 2020 we see can observe key differences between the parties, with Democrats being more willing to engage with adversarial constituencies than their Republican counterparts, providing further evidence for the robustness of the results in the clustered standard error model. 
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Figure A4: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2020,
Lower Chamber, Single Member District Races - Midwest
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Figure A5: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2018,
Lower Chamber, Single Member District Races - South
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Figure A6: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2020,
Lower Chamber, Single Member District Races - South
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Figure A9: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2018,
Upper Chamber, Single Member District Races - Northeast
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Figure A10: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2020,
Upper Chamber, Single Member District Races - Northeast
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Figure A11: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2018,
Upper Chamber, Single Member District Races - Midwest
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Figure A12: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2020,
Upper Chamber, Single Member District Races - Midwest
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Figure A13: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2018,
Upper Chamber, Single Member District Races - South
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Figure A14: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2020,
Upper Chamber, Single Member District Races - South
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Coefficient (SE) Odds-Ratio Coefficient (SE) Odds-Ratio
(Intercept) -3.19 (0.7)* 0.041* -1.69 (0.59)* 0.184*



Citizen Ideological Heterogeneity -0.27 (1.25) 0.761 -3.43 (1.26)* 0.032*
Citizen Ideological Relative Distance -0.6 (0.17)* 0.548* -0.93 (0.18)* 0.394*



Democrat (Binary) 0.29 (0.34) 1.33 -0.02 (0.36) 0.978
Democrat * Ideological Hetero. -0.4 (1.21) 0.67 3.04 (1.22)* 21.008*
Democrat * Ideological Distance 0.44 (0.28) 1.553 0.43 (0.29) 1.532



Challenger (Binary) 1.24 (0.2)* 3.462* 1.97 (0.23)* 7.164*
Competitive (Binary) 0.52 (0.09)* 1.675* 0.55 (0.1)* 1.739*



Professionalization (Squire) 0.07 (0.03)* 1.071* 0.06 (0.02)* 1.058*
Upper Chamber Race (Binary) 0.62 (0.09)* 1.856* 0.24 (0.1)* 1.27*



Median Age (District) -0.01 (0.01)* 0.986* -0.02 (0.01)* 0.985*
% Bachelors or More (District) 0.025 (0.004)* 1.025* 0.027 (0.004)* 1.028*



Median Income (District) 0.01 (0.003)* 1.01* 0.007 (0.003)* 1.007*
Percentage White (District) 0.015 (0.002)* 1.016* 0.016 (0.002)* 1.016*



Small Dirstrict (Binary) -0.27 (0.15) 0.76 -0.48 (0.14)* 0.62*
Competitive * Challenger -0.74 (0.21)* 0.476* -1.22 (0.24)* 0.296*



N
AIC



Notes: The first column for each model lists logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors. State fixed 
effects are included as controls but not listed in the model output. The second column lists converted odds-ratios. * - 
p<0.05 two tailed. 



Table B-1: Logistic Regression Results for Website Use with State Fixed Effects
2018 Model 2020 Model



8174 7618
8496.8 8190.5










Coefficient (SE) Odds-Ratio Coefficient (SE) Odds-Ratio

(Intercept)

-3.19 (0.7)* 0.041* -1.69 (0.59)* 0.184*

Citizen Ideological Heterogeneity

-0.27 (1.25) 0.761 -3.43 (1.26)* 0.032*

Citizen Ideological Relative Distance

-0.6 (0.17)* 0.548* -0.93 (0.18)* 0.394*

Democrat (Binary)

0.29 (0.34) 1.33 -0.02 (0.36) 0.978

Democrat * Ideological Hetero.

-0.4 (1.21) 0.67 3.04 (1.22)* 21.008*

Democrat * Ideological Distance

0.44 (0.28) 1.553 0.43 (0.29) 1.532

Challenger (Binary)

1.24 (0.2)* 3.462* 1.97 (0.23)* 7.164*

Competitive (Binary)

0.52 (0.09)* 1.675* 0.55 (0.1)* 1.739*

Professionalization (Squire)

0.07 (0.03)* 1.071* 0.06 (0.02)* 1.058*

Upper Chamber Race (Binary)

0.62 (0.09)* 1.856* 0.24 (0.1)* 1.27*

Median Age (District)

-0.01 (0.01)* 0.986* -0.02 (0.01)* 0.985*

% Bachelors or More (District)

0.025 (0.004)* 1.025* 0.027 (0.004)* 1.028*

Median Income (District)

0.01 (0.003)* 1.01* 0.007 (0.003)* 1.007*

Percentage White (District)

0.015 (0.002)* 1.016* 0.016 (0.002)* 1.016*

Small Dirstrict (Binary)

-0.27 (0.15) 0.76 -0.48 (0.14)* 0.62*

Competitive * Challenger

-0.74 (0.21)* 0.476* -1.22 (0.24)* 0.296*

N

AIC

Notes: The first column for each model lists logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors. State fixed 

effects are included as controls but not listed in the model output. The second column lists converted odds-ratios. * - 

p<0.05 two tailed. 

Table B-1: Logistic Regression Results for Website Use with State Fixed Effects

2018 Model 2020 Model

8174 7618

8496.8 8190.5
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2018 Model 2020 Model
Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)



(Intercept) -0.06 (0.16) -0.24 (0.14).
Citizen Ideological Heterogeneity -0.06 (0.06) -0.2 (0.06)***



Citizen Ideological Relative Distance -0.23 (0.06)*** -0.35 (0.06)***
Democrat (Binary) 0.65 (0.07)*** 0.85 (0.07)***



Democrat * Ideological Hetero. -0.02 (0.06) 0.14 (0.06)*
Democrat * Ideological Distance 0.18 (0.1). 0.2 (0.1)*



Challenger (Binary) 1.25 (0.19)*** 1.96 (0.23)***
Competitive (Binary) 0.51 (0.09)*** 0.55 (0.09)***



Professionalization (Squire) 0.4 (0.14)** 0.11 (0.1)
Upper Chamber Race (Binary) 0.51 (0.09)*** 0.14 (0.09)



Median Age (District) -0.08 (0.04)* -0.08 (0.03)*
% Bachelors or More (District) 0.332 (0.049)*** 0.368 (0.051)***



Median Income (District) 0.206 (0.052)*** 0.157 (0.053)**
Percentage White (District) 0.276 (0.042)*** 0.272 (0.043)***



Small Dirstrict (Binary) -0.45 (0.14)** -0.62 (0.12)***
Competitive * Challenger -0.75 (0.2)*** -1.21 (0.24)***



N 8174 7618
AIC 8587.8 8248.4



Notes: Eeach model lists logistic regression coefficients for a multi-level, generalized linear 
model model with state random intercepts. * - p<0.05 two tailed. 



Table B-2: Logistic Regression Results for Website Use with State Random Effects










2018 Model 2020 Model

Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)

(Intercept)

-0.06 (0.16) -0.24 (0.14).

Citizen Ideological Heterogeneity

-0.06 (0.06) -0.2 (0.06)***

Citizen Ideological Relative Distance

-0.23 (0.06)*** -0.35 (0.06)***

Democrat (Binary)

0.65 (0.07)*** 0.85 (0.07)***

Democrat * Ideological Hetero.

-0.02 (0.06) 0.14 (0.06)*

Democrat * Ideological Distance

0.18 (0.1). 0.2 (0.1)*

Challenger (Binary)

1.25 (0.19)*** 1.96 (0.23)***

Competitive (Binary)

0.51 (0.09)*** 0.55 (0.09)***

Professionalization (Squire)

0.4 (0.14)** 0.11 (0.1)

Upper Chamber Race (Binary)

0.51 (0.09)*** 0.14 (0.09)

Median Age (District)

-0.08 (0.04)* -0.08 (0.03)*

% Bachelors or More (District)

0.332 (0.049)*** 0.368 (0.051)***

Median Income (District)

0.206 (0.052)*** 0.157 (0.053)**

Percentage White (District)

0.276 (0.042)*** 0.272 (0.043)***

Small Dirstrict (Binary)

-0.45 (0.14)** -0.62 (0.12)***

Competitive * Challenger

-0.75 (0.2)*** -1.21 (0.24)***

N

8174 7618

AIC

8587.8 8248.4

Notes: Eeach model lists logistic regression coefficients for a multi-level, generalized linear 

model model with state random intercepts. * - p<0.05 two tailed. 

Table B-2: Logistic Regression Results for Website Use with State Random Effects
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Figure A1: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2018,
Lower Chamber, Single Member District Races - Northeast
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Figure A2: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2020,
Lower Chamber, Single Member District Races - Northeast
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Figure A3: Distribution of Website Use across Party for 2018,
Lower Chamber, Single Member District Races - Midwest
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