


Vote Choice in Suburban Elections August 2007

institutional forms.3 As illustrated in Appendix A, 9 of
the 30 suburbs had partisan elections,4 and 15 had may-
oral elections (with the other 15 only electing council
members).5 The population size of the communities
ranged from 1,191 in Colma, California, to 97,687 in
Edison, New Jersey.6 The median household income
of the communities varied from a low of $35,322 in
Union City, Georgia, to $146,537 in Oak Brook, Illi-
nois. The racial composition of the municipalities also
varied widely, with 7 predominantly white (i.e., 80% or
more) places, 14 additional places with a white plurality,
4 places that were majority African American, and 1
place with a majority of Asian Americans. Four of the
places were at least 30% Latino, and 6 were at least
20% Asian American. Ten places in California had
elections concurrent with the presidential election in
the fall of 2004, whereas the others had their elections
in 2005.

Once the cities were selected, a phone survey was
conducted by the Roper polling firm among randomly
selected lists of registered voters. All interviews were
conducted by telephone (CATI) at interviewing facil-
ities on November 3–24; 2004, April 6–22; 2005; and
November 11–29, 2005. Each interview took approx-
imately 10 minutes, on average, to administer. In the
fall 2004 and fall 2005 waves, the sample was drawn
on an “nth” name basis from lists of registered voters
maintained by and purchased directly from the coun-
ties surveyed. In the April 2005 wave, lists were used
in most selected cities, but random digit dial (RDD)
was used in three communities (Deerfield, Oak Park,
and Sauk Village) because such lists were not avail-
able for their respective counties. In 27 of the 30
suburbs, interviews were conducted until 50 respon-
dents were gathered. In three places, however, the
small size of the community precluded that ability to
gather all 50 interviewees.7 Cooperation rates were

3 Social characteristics of each city are extracted from the 2000 U.S.
Census (SF1 and SF3). For simplicity’s sake, we excluded the munic-
ipalities with district elections for city council. Also, an election was
classified as concurrent only if it included a national race.
4 Political parties in the suburbs of Illinois are local parties, whereas
those in the suburban locales of New Jersey are identical to two
major national parties (i.e., Democratic and Republican parties).
5 Although the forms of city government can be roughly categorized
into either mayor-council or council-manager type, they vary de-
pending on several structural characteristics, for example, whether
the mayor has veto power, whether the mayor is a regular member
of city council, whether the mayor is full time, or whether the chief
administration officer is mayor, a council member, or city manager
(Frederickson and Johnson 2001; Wood 2002). In this paper, we dis-
tinguish the suburbs that had mayoral elections from those that had
only city council elections. This is a reasonable distinction because
when mayoral elections did not occur, the patterns of city council
elections in the cities with mayor-council form of government may
not significantly differ from those in the cities with council-manager
type of government.
6 Edison had two separate city council elections in 2005: one for
four-year term and the other for 2-year term. We did not count the
latter to simplify our analyses.
7 These were Colma, California (23 respondents), Sauk Village,
Illinois (43 respondents), and Norwood, New Jersey (47 respon-
dents). In the following five cities, we gathered 51 respondents:
Yorba Linda, California, Union City, Georgia, Mount Holly, North
Carolina, Bound Brook, New Jersey, and Chatham, New Jersey.

22% for fall 2004, 14% for spring 2005, and 20% for
fall 2005. These low rates were largely attributable
to the small portion of voters in the respective
communities.

Because the SSV survey only sampled among reg-
istered voters and only interviewed those who had
reported voting in the previous local election, the de-
mographic composition of the study is distinct from
that of the general population. Comparing the survey
sample with 2000 Census data on each of the suburbs, as
illustrated in Appendix B, we find that the differences
between the survey respondents and the general pop-
ulation of the suburb tend to replicate the differences
between voters and nonvoters in most general elections
(Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980). The respondents in
the SSV survey are better educated, more likely to
be homeowners, are older, and are disproportionately
white: on average, 25% of the residents have a college
degree, compared to 45% of the SSV sample; 68% of
the residents are homeowners, compared to 85% of the
SSV sample; the median age of the population in the
communities is 36, whereas the median age of the SSV
sample is 54; and 60% of the residents are white, com-
pared to 82% of the SSV sample, whereas as a corollary,
non-white residents are generally underrepresented in
the data.8

Despite these differences, the sample appears to
be representative of the voters in each of these ju-
risdictions, because the distribution of reported vote
choice among the SSV sample generally reflects the
actual distribution of votes in each election. For ex-
ample, 161 out of 165 council candidates in the SSV
had reported vote percentages that within 10 per-
centage points of the actual vote percentages they
had received; 146 out of 165 candidates had reported
vote percentages within 6 percentage points. Thus, al-
though the SSV sample may not be representative of
the general population of the communities that were
surveyed, it appears to be representative, at least by
the barometer of vote choice, of the voters in each
community.

SUBURBAN ELECTORAL CULTURE

To understand how suburban voters make their de-
cisions, it is important first to identify any systematic
differences in the nature of electoral politics across
suburbs or differences among the voters themselves.
Therefore, we start our analysis with some descriptive

8 A simple comparison of the median age between the Census and
the SSV data does not make sense because the SSV sample is limited
to people whose age is at least 18. Unfortunately, it is not possible
to calculate the median age among the residents who are older than
18 in the 2000 Census because the number of people is available not
per age but per several sets of age brackets. However, we can say
that relatively older people were sampled because the additive value
(the median age from the Census plus 18, which indicates the most
extreme case) is smaller than the median age from the SSV sample
in most cities.
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TABLE 1. Differences in Political Interest, Mobilization, and Information by Place and
Individual Level Traits

Know a Lot
or a Fair

Are Very or Amount Know a Were by Agree that
Somewhat about City Council Contacted Local Issues

Interested in Council Candidate by Local Influenced
Local Politics Candidates Personally Organizations Vote Choice

Racial diversity (IQV)
Very homogeneous 74.4 47.5 34.7 54.9 87.3
Somewhat mixed 75.0 48.4 38.3 52.1 92.4
Very diverse 76.9 43.1 28.6 45.5 87.4

Population size
Less than 15,000 79.4 51.5 43.8 52.2 89.2
15,000–30,000 76.4 42.5 28.4 54.9 88.1
More than 30,000 70.2 41.0 23.9 46.3 90.5

Mayoral election
No 71.3 48.1 34.5 45.1 85.3
Yes 79.7 44.7 33.8 55.4 93.5

Partisan ballot
No 74.6 48.0 34.7 46.8 89.4
Yes 77.7 42.5 32.9 58.3 89.6

Concurrent election
No 78.4 47.3 38.0 53.5 92.2
Yes 69.6 44.3 26.3 43.7 82.5

Homeownership
No 64.4 28.0 21.6 38.1 74.1
Yes 77.7 49.6 36.1 52.8 91.4

Live +10 years
No 72.0 35.2 27.1 48.5 89.1
Yes 77.6 52.1 37.5 51.9 89.6

Total 75.6 46.3 34.2 50.4 89.5

Source: The 2004–2005 Study of Suburban Voter (SSV).
Note: Cell entries are percentages; the total number of cases is 1,468.

statistics of the respondents’ reported knowledge of
local candidates, interest in local affairs, and patterns
of political mobilization. In each of the 30 suburbs,
respondents were asked a series of questions about
their familiarity with each of the council candidates
and, where applicable, mayoral candidates and some
questions about their interest and feelings about local
politics.9 As illustrated in the totals of Table 1 (listed

9 The interviewer said, “I’m going to read the names of some can-
didates who ran in the last election. After I say the name, I’ll ask
you a few questions about him or her. First is [Candidate Name].
How much would you say you know about that candidate? Would
you know a lot, a fair amount, only a little, only know the name, or
never heard of [Candidate]?.” If the respondent had never heard of
the candidate, the questioner would move to the next candidate. If
the respondent had heard of the candidate, they were asked (1) if
they liked him or her as a person, (2) if they agreed with him or her
on the issues, (3) if they knew him or her personally, (4) if they were
in the same political party as the candidate, and (5) if they voted
for the candidate. The respondents were also asked questions of how
interested they were in the political campaign (very interested, some-
what interested, not very interested, or completely uninterested) and
whether anyone from an organization or a candidate contacted them
about supporting a particular local candidate during the campaign.
Finally, respondents were asked a series of open-ended questions
about the most important problems facing their community (they
could list up to two). They were then asked follow-up questions as

in the bottom row), respondents in the SSV survey
report a high level of interest in and familiarity with
local politics. About 46% of the respondents say they
knew “a lot” or “a fair amount” about one or more
council candidates. Although not listed, over half of
the SSV respondents who lived in towns with mayoral
elections knew this much about one of the mayoral
candidates. Roughly a third (34%) of the respondents
personally knew a city council candidate, a rate that
was roughly the same in mayoral elections. Not sur-
prisingly, over three-quarters of the respondents rated
themselves as either somewhat or very interested in
the local campaign. Suburban voters were also highly
mobilized: about 50% said they had been contacted by
a party, candidate, or some other organization urging
them to vote in a particular way. Almost 90% said that
the biggest problem or problems that were facing their
community were also important in influencing their
vote choice.

Given the nature of the sample and the responses to
these items, it would appear that the typical suburban
voter (at least as represented in the SSV sample) is

to whether that problem was an important issue in influencing their
voting.
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someone who is politically active, fairly knowledge-
able about local politics, and concerned about some
particular issues. Of course, there is an inherent prob-
lem with such generalizations: it is nearly impossible
to call any one person a typical suburbanite. Partly,
this is because of the diversity of people who live in
suburbs, and partly this is because of the diversity of
places that fall under the heading of suburb—–the sam-
ple communities in the SSV are all technically suburbs,
yet vary considerably in their size and social composi-
tion. Consequently, the rest of Table 1 lists the per-
centage of responses to the questions above across
five community- and institution-level characteristics,
that is, racial diversity (see Appendix C), population
size, type of government, type of ballot, and timing
of election (whether it was concurrent with a national
election in the fall of 2004 or not), and two individual-
level traits, that is, homeownership and length of
residence.

At the community level, the largest differences occur
by population size. Residents of smaller suburbs are
generally more interested in politics, more likely to rec-
ognize local candidates, and more likely to know a can-
didate personally. For example, comparing residents
in suburbs under 15,000 in population to those over
30,000 in size, we find a 9-percentage-point increase
in political interest, a 10-point increase in candidate
name recognition, and a 20-point increase in personal
acquaintance with a city council candidate. Residents
of smaller places are also more likely to be mobilized
by a political organization or candidate. There are no
consistent patterns in the cross-tabulations along the
racial diversity scale, but there are some important
differences by virtue of the institutional arrangements
in the community. People who live in places that had
mayoral elections are more likely to be interested in
politics and be contacted by local organizations. Also,
people who live in places with partisan ballots are far
more likely to be mobilized during the campaign. Sim-
ilarly, people whose elections were concurrent with the
national elections of 2004 are less interested in local
politics, less likely to know a candidate personally or
be mobilized, and less likely to say that an important
problem influenced their vote choice. At the individual
level, the differences in these items generally conform
to conventional wisdom: homeowners and, to a lesser
extent, long-term residents are more likely to be in-
terested in local politics, know about candidates, be
mobilized, and report that issues influenced their vote
choice (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Wolfinger
and Rosenstone 1980).

Although these results suggest that suburban vot-
ers’ political experiences differ across environmental
and individual traits, it is impossible to determine,
from these cross-tabulations, which of these traits is
more important or how they compare with other
factors. To examine the relative effects of both the
contextual and the individual-level variables, we em-
ploy a set of hierarchical linear models (HLM) with
some additional controls, that is, individuals’ educa-
tion, race, age, and gender, in conjunction with the
log of the median household income (MHI) of the

community. The specifications of the models are re-
ported in Appendix C, and the results are listed in
Table 2.

Even when the individual-level characteristics and
other demographic characteristics of the suburbs are
taken into account, the patterns illustrated in the cross-
tabulations remain: the social characteristics of the sub-
urb and the individual characteristics of the suburban
voter relate to interest, information, and mobilization
levels. As in the cross-tabulations, community size re-
mains one of the most important determinants of local
electoral politics. People in larger suburbs are, on av-
erage, less interested in politics, less knowledgeable of
city council candidates, and are less likely to be mo-
bilized during the campaign. The multivariate analy-
ses suggest that people in more racially heterogeneous
suburbs are more interested in local politics. Further-
more, the institutional structure of the suburb makes a
difference: voters in places with mayoral elections are
more interested in local politics, more likely to know
a city council candidate personally, and more likely to
be mobilized; voters in places with partisan elections
(also, those in relatively affluent cities) are more likely
to be mobilized, and voters in places with off-cycle
elections have particular issues that shaped their vote
choice.

At the individual level, the biggest factors relating
to voters’ local political engagement were homeown-
ership, length of residence, education, and race. As in
the cross-tabulations, homeowners exhibited greater
interest in politics, more knowledge of local candi-
dates, higher mobilization rates, and more animation
from local issues. Given that the models controlled for
length of residence in the community (which is also
positively related to political interest and knowledge
of candidates), the effects of homeownership seem
even more impressive. Education is also correlated
with political knowledge, mobilization, and attention
to local issues, which is unsurprisingly consistent with
the existing literature (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady
1995; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980). Interestingly,
racial minorities reported less knowledge of candi-
dates, Asian Americans were less interested in local
campaigns, and African Americans were less mobilized
during local elections (although Latinos in the sample
were more mobilized).

In sum, these findings suggest that suburban elec-
toral politics vary in relation to the community’s so-
cial composition and municipal institutions, even after
controlling for several individual-level determinants.
Even though larger places presumably have more
community issues before them, their bigger popula-
tions seem to be a deterrent to their residents’ inter-
est in local politics. This can be offset, to some ex-
tent, by their institutional design. Local governments
that provide more structure to local elections, either
through partisan ballots or mayoral elections, enjoy
greater voter interest and more active candidates and
local organizations. In other words, where the institu-
tional structures allow for more political organization,
political activity increases and voters become better
informed.
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TABLE 2. Multilevel Model Results of Suburban Electoral Culture
Interest in Mean

Local Knowledge
Campaigns of City Council Personal

1 = Completely Candidates Acquaintance Vote choice
Uninterested; 1 = Never of A Local Contact by Influenced

4 = Very Heard of; 5 = Council Local by Local
Interested Know A Lot Candidate Organizations Issues

Intercept (β0j) Intercept (γ00) 2.64∗∗ 1.87∗∗ −1.43∗∗ −.74∗ .14
(.12) (.10) (.38) (.27) (.25)

IQV (γ01) .37ˆ .30 .77 .13 −.40
(.19) (.25) (.57) (.63) (.55)

Population (γ02) −.14∗∗ −.25∗∗ −.76∗∗ −.25 .12
(.04) (.05) (.12) (.15) (.18)

MHI (γ03) .09 .22 .46 .59∗ −.14
(.15) (.13) (.40) (.25) (.28)

Partisan .01 −.11 −.17 .52ˆ −.11
election (γ04) (.10) (.12) (.26) (.25) (.29)

Mayoral election .33∗∗ .02 .67∗ .92∗∗ −.12
(γ05) (.09) (.12) (.24) (.25) (.35)

Off-cycle −.04 −.16 −.06 −.27 .78ˆ
election (γ06) (.12) (.12) (.28) (.31) (.41)

Education (β1j) Intercept (γ10) .01 .07∗∗ .01 .16∗∗ .09ˆ
(.02) (.02) (.05) (.06) (.05)

Own home (β2j) Intercept (γ20) .23∗∗ .40∗∗ .57ˆ .48∗∗ .88∗∗

(.08) (.06) (.31) (.16) (.21)
Live +10 Intercept (γ30) .13∗ .25∗∗ .49∗∗ .16 .05
Yrs (β3j) (.05) (.04) (.16) (.13) (.16)
Female (β4j) Intercept (γ40) .07 −.01 −.01 .21ˆ −.29∗

(.06) (.05) (.13) (.12) (.12)
Age (β5j) Intercept (γ50) .01 −.01 −.01 −.01 −.01∗∗

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.004)
Black+ (β6j) Intercept (γ60) −.07 −.31∗∗ −.79∗∗ −.51∗ .10

(.12) (.08) (.28) (.21) (.26)
Latino+ (β7j) Intercept (γ70) −.17 −.29∗ −.50ˆ .47∗ −.03

(.13) (.11) (.29) (.22) (.32)
Asian+ (β8j) Intercept (γ80) −.35∗∗ −.43∗∗ −2.35∗ −.51 −.73ˆ

(.11) (.11) (.95) (.34) (.38)
Other race+ Intercept (γ90) .08 −.13 .14 −.07 .17

(β9j) (.10) (.10) (.32) (.22) (.21)
N (level 1) 1,371 1,374 1,241 1,359 1,378

Source: The 2004–2005 Study of Suburban Voter (SSV).
Note: All variables at the level 1 are centered around their group means, except for dummy variables. All variables at level 2 are
grand-centered. The results from the unit-specific models are reported in the case of Bernoulli model. Robust standard errors are in
parentheses.
∗∗ p < .01; ∗ p < .05; ˆp < .1 (two-tailed). + “White” used as a baseline category.

Suburban electoral politics also vary in relation to a
person’s individual status in the community. Stakehold-
ers in the community, that is, older, educated, home-
owners; and long-term residents, are more engaged by
local affairs, familiar with candidates, and mobilized
in local politics. Thus these people not only are more
likely to vote, but also are at the center of democratic
life. This bias in the suburban electorate presumably
shapes the local political agenda, putting concerns of
homeowners and long-term residents to the forefront
of any electoral contest. The SSV data also reveal a
racial bias to suburban electoral politics—–minorities
are generally less informed about local candidates and
are less likely to be recruited. Even in racially mixed
places, as the ones we sampled from, electoral politics
in suburbia is circumscribed by race.

DETERMINANTS OF INCUMBENCY
SUPPORT

So, how does the electoral culture of these subur-
ban communities translate into particular voting be-
havior? In suburbs, as in many local and congres-
sional elections, incumbency is perhaps the most im-
portant factor shaping people’s ballot decisions. In-
cumbent candidates have numerous benefits of office,
including opportunities to enhance their name recog-
nition, to perform various acts of retail politics, and
to link with various constituencies, and, by one esti-
mate, are overwhelmingly favored by local newspapers
(Ansolabehere, Lessem, and Synder 2006). Not sur-
prisingly, they also do a good job at getting reelected.
In the municipalities of the SSV sample, 47 of 56
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incumbents running for reelection in city council elec-
tions were returned to office as were 10 of the 11
mayoral incumbents. Depending on the amount of
conflict within the suburb and the information and
interest levels of the particular voter, it is reason-
able to assume that local elections are, first and fore-
most, referendums on incumbent performance (Zaller
2004).

If evaluating of the status quo, and hence incum-
bents, is the default voting position of people in low
information contexts, then the central question for ex-
plaining electoral behavior is what drives suburbanites
to deviate from this trend and vote for challengers. Is
it because of some general dissatisfaction with the way
the suburb is being governed? Does it reflect a par-
ticular concern with local economic conditions? Or, do
other determinants of vote choice, such as partisanship,
community issues, or candidate likeability come into
play?

To answer these questions, we examine city coun-
cil races in the SSV sample where at least one in-
cumbent was running and where all the elections
were for at-large seats.10 As a dependent variable, we
constructed a scale of incumbency support: because
voters had opportunities to vote for numerous can-
didates in the city council elections, we constructed
a three-point vote scale of (1) supporting only in-
cumbents, (2) supporting some incumbents and some
challengers, and (3) supporting only challengers.11 As
predictors of incumbency support, we use several vari-
ables assessing the differences in voters’ perceptions of
the candidates, including their likeability, issue agree-
ment, personal acquaintance, and shared partisanship.
Given that voters in city council races had a choice
of numerous incumbents and that most voters had
numerous choices among challengers, we constructed
four three-point ordinal variables relative to incum-
bent support. Taking candidate likeability, for exam-
ple, −1 denotes that the number of incumbents a re-
spondent liked was greater than that of challengers,
0 denotes that the number of incumbents he or she
liked was equal to that of challengers, and 1 indi-
cates that the number of incumbents he or she liked
was smaller than that of challengers. We also use two
items measuring the subjective impression that vot-
ers had of local economic conditions and government
performance.12

10 By doing so, we lose three cities, that is, Oak Brook, Oak Park,
and Pittsburg, where no incumbent ran for reelection.
11 When constructing vote choice variables, we exclude all invalid
votes, which means that a respondent reported to cast more than the
number of votes allowed in the city council election: for instance,
if a respondent reported to vote for three city council candidates
when only two seats were open, then his or her vote is considered
invalid. Also, the votes of the respondents whose number of vote in
city council election is zero are considered invalid. The percentage
of valid vote in city council elections ranges from 42 (Hazel Crest)
to 86 (Milpitas and Solana Beach).
12 SSV respondents were asked about their impression of local eco-
nomic conditions over the past year whether it had gotten better,
stayed the same or gotten worse. Respondents were also asked how
well they thought, “local government in [their community] is work-

Table 3 lists cross-tabulations showing the differ-
ences in incumbent support for city council elections by
various evaluations of candidate traits as well as com-
munity conditions. As expected, candidate likeability,
issue agreement, and shared partisanship correspond
with voting patterns—–the more a voter liked or agreed
with challengers or incumbents, the more likely he or
she voted for challengers or incumbents, respectively.
For example, among respondents who only voted for
incumbents, 51% liked incumbent candidates more,
66% agreed more with incumbents on issues, 26%
knew incumbents personally, and 35% shared party
affiliations with incumbents. Among those who voted
only for challengers, 47% personally liked more chal-
lengers, 66% agreed more with challengers on issues,
21% knew more challengers personally, and 33% were
closer to challengers in terms of partisanship. From
these simple cross-tabulations, it appears that many
of the same factors shaping voting behavior in na-
tional elections (partisanship, candidate likeability, is-
sue positions) are also present in suburban elections.
Their relative effects, however, are different. Whereas
presidential elections hinge largely on partisan affilia-
tions and subjective appraisals of candidate likeability
(Miller and Shanks 1996), in suburban elections, the
candidates’ issue positions seem to be the most im-
portant determinant of voter support: a significantly
higher percentage of voters were likely to share issue
positions with the candidates they supported than to
know candidates personally, like candidates or share a
party affiliation with them.

Suburban voting behavior is also similar to national
voting behavior in another key respect: evaluations
of local economic conditions or government perfor-
mance correspond with incumbent support. The over-
all impact of retrospective evaluations are compara-
tively small because, unlike in national politics, most
suburban voters seem pretty happy with their com-
munities. In the SSV sample, 76% of the respondents
thought their city economy had done the same or
better in the past year and about 80% thought that
local government performance was good. Although
such contentment may be a function of the higher
social status of voters compared to nonvoters, it nev-
ertheless shows that suburban voters are a generally
satisfied lot. And, among the large majority who are
more satisfied with the economy or government perfor-
mance, incumbent support is higher; conversely, among
the small percentage who are dissatisfied with local
government performance, support for challengers is
greater.

To compare these various influences, we return
to multivariate analysis using a hierarchical gen-
eralized linear model predicting support for chal-
lengers. Once again, the dependent variable is a three-
point scale of challenger support (1 = incumbents
only; 3 = challengers only). For explanatory variables,
the baseline model (Model 1) includes the three-
point measures of likeability, issue agreement, and

ing: very well, somewhat well, somewhat badly, or very badly.” For
the later measure, the variable was recoded into two categories.
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TABLE 3. Key Determinants of City Council Vote Choice (Column
Percentage = 100)

Vote for Both
Vote for Challengers and Vote for

Incumbents Only Incumbents Challengers Only
(n = 317) (n = 323) (n = 217)

Likeability (n = 857)
Prefer incumbents 50.5 17.0 1.8
Like both 16.1 53.3 18.0
Prefer challengers 1.3 8.7 46.5
No response 32.2 21.1 33.6

Issue agreement (n = 857)
Agree w/incumbents 66.3 9.6 0.0
Agree w/both 13.3 76.2 14.8
Agree w/challengers 1.0 6.2 65.9
No response 19.6 8.1 19.4

Personal acquaintance (n = 857)
Know incumbents 25.6 15.8 2.8
Know both 4.4 23.8 9.7
Know challengers 0.3 11.2 20.7
No response 69.7 49.2 66.8

Shared partisanship (n = 857)
Share w/incumbents 34.7 7.1 2.8
Share w/both 6.3 24.8 6.5
Share w/challengers 1.6 7.4 33.2
No response 57.4 60.7 57.6

Mean familiarity score with
challengers (n = 855)

1 = Never heard of; 3.05 2.64 3.70
5 = Know a lot

Perceptions on city economy∗

(n = 813)
Worse 30.9 38.8 30.3
Same/better 39.1 38.7 22.2

Perceptions on local government
Performance∗ (n = 832)

Good 38.8 39.3 21.9
Bad 25.4 33.3 41.3

Source: The 2004–2005 Study of Suburban Voter (SSV).
∗ Row percentage = 100.

shared partisanship in conjunction with a five-point
scale variable of candidate familiarity, and several
other individual-level measures including perceptions
of the city economy, local government performance,
homeownership, length of residency, interest in lo-
cal campaigns, mobilization, education, age, and gen-
der. We also added institution-related measures (off-
cycle, mayoral, and partisan elections), and measures
of the suburbs’ social composition (racial diversity
and the natural log of its population size and me-
dian household income). The model specifications
are in Appendix C, and the results are presented in
Table 4.

As in the cross-tabulations, results from the hier-
archical linear models show that voters’ perceptions
of the candidates were related to their vote choices.
Voters who were more familiar with challengers or
who thought that challengers were either more likeable
or shared their party affiliations or issue stances were
more likely to vote for challengers. Among these four
variables, shared issue positions exhibit the strongest

relationship to support for challengers: compared to
voters who preferred incumbents, voters who perso-
nally liked challengers were, according to our
estimates, 15% more likely to vote for only challengers;
those who shared partisanship with challengers were
19% more likely to vote for only challengers; mean-
while, those who agreed with challengers on issues
were 45% more likely to vote for only challengers.13

Interestingly, personal familiarity with challengers had
the smallest correlation with vote choice. Thus al-
though suburban elections may be distinct because
of the high levels of personal familiarity with can-
didates, this does not seem to have as large an im-
pact on vote choice as other factors such as issue

13 These predicted probabilities are calculated from ordered probit
models estimated in Stata, using CLARIFY software (King, Tomz,
Wittenberg 2000; Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003). The probit
models used the same set of variables as the HLM models, although
the coefficients do not taken into account the biases arising from a
limited set of contexts. Nevertheless, they provide a convenient way
of generating some predicted probabilities.

401



Vote Choice in Suburban Elections August 2007

TABLE 4. Vote Choice for Challengers in City Council Elections
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Intercept (β0j) Intercept (γ00) −2.13∗∗ −2.33∗∗ −2.18∗∗ −1.95∗∗

(.49) (.48) (.49) (.39)
IQV (γ01) 2.05ˆ 1.98ˆ 3.04∗ 2.15ˆ

(1.08) (1.09) (1.11) (1.08)
Population (γ02) −.60∗∗ −.61∗∗ −.76∗∗ −.60∗∗

(.20) (.20) (.24) (.20)
MHI (γ03) −.08 −.12 −.08 −.08

(.77) (.78) (.80) (.77)
Partisan election (γ04) .37 .38 .33 .39

(.50) (.51) (.51) (.52)
Mayoral election (γ05) .94ˆ .95ˆ .83ˆ .92ˆ

(.47) (.47) (.46) (.48)
Off-cycle election (γ06) −.01 −.01 .13 .01

(.66) (.67) (.67) (.67)
Likeability (β1j) Intercept (γ10) .54∗∗ .53∗∗ .55∗∗ .55∗∗

(.11) (.12) (.12) (.11)
Issue agreement (β2j) Intercept (γ20) 1.66∗∗ 1.73∗∗ 1.70∗∗ 1.66∗∗

(.16) (.17) (.16) (.16)
Population (γ21) .39∗

(.16)
IQV (γ22) .59

(.60)
Shared partisanship (β3j) Intercept (γ30) .88∗∗ .89∗∗ .86∗∗ .84∗∗

(.18) (.19) (.18) (.16)
Partisan election (γ31) .84∗

(.37)
Familiarity (β4j) Intercept (γ40) .30∗ .31∗∗ .29∗ .30∗

(.12) (.12) (.12) (.12)
Perception on city economy; Intercept (γ50) .07 .02 .06 .06

Positive (β5j) (.10) (.10) (.10) (.09)
Local gov’t performance; Intercept (γ60) −.52∗∗ −.45∗ −.54∗∗ −.52∗∗

Positive (β6j) (.18) (.19) (.17) (.40)
Education (β7j) Intercept (γ70) .12ˆ .13ˆ .11 .11

(.07) (.07) (.07) (.07)
Own home (β8j) Intercept (γ80) .24 .32 .29 .24

(.26) (.24) (.26) (.26)
Live +10 years (β9j) Intercept (γ90) −.20 −.20 −.21 −.24

(.18) (.18) (.18) (.17)
Interest (β10j) Intercept (γ100) .40∗∗ .39∗∗ .37∗∗ .41∗∗

(.14) (.14) (.14) (.14)
Mobilization (β11j) Intercept (γ110) .33ˆ .39∗ .33∗ .31

(.20) (.20) (.15) (.20)
Population (γ111) .44∗∗

(.16)
IQV (γ112) −1.95∗∗

(.66)
Female (β12j) Intercept (γ120) .17 .17 .17 .17

(.17) (.18) (.16) (.17)
Age (β13j) Intercept (γ130) −.01 −.01 −.01 −.01

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)

Source: The 2004–2005 Study of Suburban Voter (SSV).
Note: All variables at the level 1 are centered around their group means, except for dummy variables. All variables at the level 2 are
grand-centered. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The number of cases is 738.
∗∗ p < .01; ∗ p < .05; ˆp < .1 (two-tailed).

positions or partisanship. Most significantly, these re-
sults demonstrate the preeminent importance of is-
sues in suburban elections. Although suburban poli-
tics are routinely characterized as issueless, we find
that issue positions are the strongest predictor of vote
choice.

Other individual-level factors also had a relation-
ship to voting for challengers. For example, voters
were more likely to support challengers if they were
more interested in local campaigns: voters who re-
ported being very interested in the local campaigns
were 10% more likely to vote for only challengers
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than those who were completely uninterested in the
campaigns. The multilevel analyses confirm a find-
ing from the cross-tabulations that voters who have
negative perceptions on local government perfor-
mance were more likely to vote for challengers, al-
though evaluations of economic conditions had no
impact.

Support for challengers was also related to the social
composition and institutional structure of the suburb.
Voters were more likely to vote against incumbents if
they lived in a suburb that was racially diverse or was
smaller in population size: compared to people in the
least racially diverse cities, residents of the most di-
verse cities were 11% more likely to support only chal-
lengers; compared to those in largest places, residents
of the smallest places were 19% more likely to sup-
port only challengers according to predicted prob-
abilities calculated separately. The multilevel analy-
ses also show that, compared to voters in council-
manager governments, and voters living under mayor-
council governments were more likely to sup-
port challengers, although these differences were
small.

The biggest surprise in the multivariate models is
the absence of differences among the individual-level
demographic traits. Although homeowners, the edu-
cated, and long-term residents were more interested
in local affairs and more knowledgeable about candi-
dates, thus presumably more likely to be supportive of
challengers, there were no significant differences in the
challenger support scale along any of these dimensions
(except for education). Nor were there any significant
differences in incumbency support between voters in
off-cycle versus concurrent elections, which is prob-
ably the result of the sampling screens (respondents
were taken only if they said they voted in local elec-
tions) and voter roll-off (only those interested in local
elections continued voting past the national ticket; see
Wattenberg, McAllister, and Salvanto 2000).14 Either
way, whatever differences that occur between home-
owners and renters, short- and long-term residents,
or voters in national and strictly local elections seem
to be subsumed by other individual-level factors such
as candidate issue positions or subjective evaluations
of candidates. These differences reinforce the impor-
tance of the distinct character of the suburban voter:
when only the most informed and interested portion
of the electorate casts a ballot, the determinants of
vote choice tend to be more like those in high visibility
elections.

In addition to these individual-level effects, we also
hypothesized that the differences in challenger support
would be related to the local political climate, which,
as we saw earlier, is affected by the social and institu-

14 In the SSV sample, the proportion of the respondents who parti-
cipated in the November 2004 presidential election, but did not cast
valid votes in the local council election was 27%. Among those who
did not vote in local elections, 48% were reported that they were
“somewhat” or “very” interested in local campaigns, which is signif-
icantly smaller than the 77.7% who cast votes in both presidential
and local election.

tional composition of the community. Because people
in smaller places are more involved in local politics,
more informed about local issues, and more familiar
with candidates, they should be more likely to sup-
port challengers. Similarly, in places with more political
conflict, voters are more likely to know candidates, be
animated by particular issues, or mobilized to vote in
particular ways. As a result, we would also expect them
to be more likely to support challengers than to re-
flexively support incumbents. To test these ideas more
directly, we ran additional multilevel models with in-
teraction terms between three key individual variables
(shared issue positions, shared partisanship, and mo-
bilization) and three contextual variables (population
size, partisan elections, and racial heterogeneity). The
results from these equations are listed in the remainder
of Table 4.

The first equation (listed as Model 2) measures the
effect of shared issue positions relative to the suburb’s
population size and racial diversity. In this equation,
the relationship of voters’ issue perceptions to vote
choice do not change with the racial composition of
their community (voters were no more or less likely to
support challengers if they agreed with them on issues
as the racial diversity of their community increased),
but they do work to counteract the impact of popula-
tion size. The strong correlation between incumbency
support and population size attenuates among voters
who express more issue agreement with challengers.
The second set of interaction terms (Model 3) measure
the relative impact of voter mobilization (i.e., was the
voter asked to vote a particular way by a group or can-
didate). Voters who were mobilized tended to support
challengers more often, although this effect varies with
the size and racial diversity of the community. In larger
cities, mobilization offsets the positive impact of pop-
ulation size on incumbency support. Mobilization also
attenuates the impact of racial diversity on challenger
support—–voters in diverse cities typically are more
likely to support challengers except when they have
been mobilized. The third interaction term (Model 4)
examines the relative impact of partisanship across
partisan and nonpartisan elections. In general, parti-
sanship seems most important for challengers—–voters
who share party affiliations with candidates are much
more likely to support challengers than those who do
not. This effect, not surprisingly, is higher in places with
partisan elections.

These tests demonstrate the importance of campaign
dynamics for suburban elections. As in all elections,
challengers in suburban contests face greater hurdles
than incumbents for getting elected. Their ability to
clear these hurdles depends on whether they can link
themselves to salient issues or shared partisan affil-
iations (even in nonpartisan elections) or to mobilize
their supporters. The impact of these campaign dynam-
ics varies, however, with a community’s social com-
position. In larger places, challengers seem to have a
harder time, possibly because voters are less interested
or more difficult to reach, thus making credible cam-
paigns more difficult and expensive to run. Such handi-
caps require challengers in larger places to expend even
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more resources mobilizing voters and finding issues to
connect with.

Conversely, in racially diverse places, it is the in-
cumbents who may face greater electoral difficulties.
Challengers in racially diverse places consistently do
better, possibly because there are more readily avail-
able social divisions to exploit, although these divi-
sions do not seem to be based around any particu-
lar issues. As in many larger contests, electoral pol-
itics in racially diverse suburbs may hinge more on
“symbolic” issues of race and ethnicity. Unfortunately,
testing these ideas with data on the racial character-
istics and specific issue positions of candidates is be-
yond the scope of this paper and awaits further re-
search. Nevertheless, the findings suggest that, as in
many large cities, racial and ethnic politics may be
operative in suburban elections and that such pat-
terns may offset some of the typical advantages of
incumbency.

CONCLUSION

Taken together, these findings provide an interesting
picture of both suburban politics in particular and vot-
ing behavior in micro-elections more generally. Vote
choice in suburban elections has some important sim-
ilarities and differences to vote choice in presiden-
tial, congressional, and big-city contests. Like these
larger races, suburban electoral decisions are based
partly on a combination of subjective appraisals of
candidates, candidates’ stances on issues, and cues re-
garding salient groups, although suburban voters are
more likely to base their decisions on the candidates’
stances on specific issues rather than party affiliation
or personal traits. Much of this is due to the partic-
ular character of the suburban voter. As turnout in
local elections is often under 25% of the population,
suburban voters overrepresent populations with more
resources and greater stakes in their communities, that
is, educated, older, homeowners and long-term resi-
dents. Because the selected differences in local par-
ticipation are so great, suburban voters end up shar-
ing many behavioral patterns of voters in more visible
contests—–they have greater knowledge of candidates,
associate their votes with particular issues, and, per-
haps most remarkably, a very high percentage tend
to know candidates personally.15 Suburban electoral
behavior is also differentiated by the composition of
the particular suburb. In suburbs that are larger or less
diverse, voters are less informed about or interested
in local politics and tend to support incumbents more
often. However, as a suburb diminishes in size, its vot-
ers become more animated by issues, involved in local
politics, and are more likely to support challengers for
office.

15 Interestingly, nearly all the respondents who reported knowing
a candidate personally also reported having a favorable opinion of
the candidate. This would suggest that suburban politics are not as
personally vindictive as some accounts would suggest.

Such findings dispel some common misperceptions
about suburban politics. In many popular commen-
taries, suburbanites are often criticized for being dis-
interested and apolitical while suburbs writ large are
accused of destroying the vibrancy of local democracy
in the United States (e.g., Langdon 1994). These views
are informed largely by personal feelings, anecdotes, or
aesthetic biases. When looking at actual evidence, how-
ever, political life in suburbia is more complicated than
the common stereotypes suggest. On the one hand,
suburban voters exhibit very high levels of interest and
involvement in local affairs. Among this group of active
participants, vote choice is driven more by specific is-
sue concerns than either subjective impressions of can-
didates or knee-jerk adherence to party positions. In
that such pro-democratic tendencies are heightened in
smaller places, suburbanization, which is functionally
the fragmentation of metropolitan areas into smaller
political units, would seem to be a boon to democracy
in America.

On the other hand, most suburbanites are not so ac-
tive in politics; in fact, participation is limited typically
to a small fraction of the voting age population. The
social homogeneity and reform-style political practices
that often accompany suburban political fragmentation
are a further deterrent to both citizen involvement
in local politics and to issue-driven voting. Accord-
ing to the SSV data, this disengagement is born most
heavily among minorities, the uneducated, and renters,
who are all less informed about community issues and
less active in local politics. Thus suburbanization may
empower one element of the population (i.e., stake-
holders) but further disenfranchise the already most
marginalized portions of the citizenry.

These findings also allow for some initial general-
izations about voting patterns in micro-elections. In
sofar as the suburbs in the SSV represent a sample
of different smaller democracies, we might conclude
that voting in micro-elections hinges primarily on the
characteristics of the particular context. In settings that
are smaller or more diverse, or that allow for the artic-
ulation of more conflict, voters are more likely to be in-
terested, informed, and motivated by particular issues.
In contests that are larger or less diverse, or where the
rules inhibit the articulation or coalescence of differ-
ent partisans, voters will be less engaged, challengers,
will have a harder time mounting credible campaigns,
and, with less information or fewer viable choices, vot-
ers will be more likely to reflexively support incum-
bents. We might also conclude that micro-elections are
shaped by selective differences in participation. Where
turnout is low, elections will be driven more by the
concerns of motivated stakeholders rather than by the
general group membership. In other words, the lower
the turnout, the less likely that an election will hinge on
a “median voter” and the more likely that it will be de-
termined by a highly motivated group. Although these
conclusions await testing across a variety of different
electoral contexts, if suburban voting is any indication,
the politics of small democracies can be as issue spe-
cific, partisan, and candidate centered as many larger
elections.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1. City Characteristics in the Study of the Suburban Voter (SSV)
Election Election Mayoral Total White Black Asian Latino

City Date Type Election Pop. MHI ($) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Colma, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 1,191 58,750 27.7 0.9 23.5 43.9
Danville, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 41,715 114,064 83.0 0.9 8.9 4.7
Fountain Vly., CA Nov. 2004 NP No 54,978 69,734 58.5 1.1 25.6 10.7
Imperial Beach, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 26,992 35,882 43.5 5.0 6.2 40.1
Milpitas, CA Nov. 2004 NP Yes 62,689 84,429 23.8 3.5 51.5 16.6
Pittsburg, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 56,769 50,557 31.2 18.4 12.4 32.2
Sausalito, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 7,330 87,469 89.4 0.6 4.1 3.3
Solana Beach, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 12,979 71,774 79.0 0.5 3.3 14.8
Westminster, CA Nov. 2004 NP Yes 88,207 49,450 36.2 0.9 38.0 21.7
Yorba Linda, CA Nov. 2004 NP No 58,918 89,593 74.8 1.1 11.0 10.3
Carol Stream, IL Apr. 2005 NP No 40,438 64,893 73.0 4.2 11.1 10.0
Deerfield, IL Apr. 2005 Partisan Yes 18,420 107,194 94.6 0.3 2.5 1.7
Flossmoor, IL Apr. 2005 NP Yes 9,301 94,222 65.0 26.8 4.2 2.4
Hazel Crest, IL Apr. 2005 Partisan Yes 14,816 50,576 18.3 75.8 0.9 3.3
Oak Brook, IL Apr. 2005 NP No 8,702 146,537 74.5 1.4 20.1 2.4
Oak Park, IL Apr. 2005 Partisan Yes 52,524 59,183 66.2 22.2 4.1 4.5
Riverdale, IL Apr. 2005 Partisan Yes 15,055 38,321 10.2 86.0 0.2 2.4
Sauk Village, IL Apr. 2005 NP Yes 10,411 46,718 53.2 32.1 0.7 11.8
Wheeling, IL Apr. 2005 NP Yes 34,496 55,491 66.4 2.3 9.2 20.7
Avondale Ests., GA Nov. 2005 NP No 2,609 70,625 87.6 8.4 1.0 1.5
Clarkston, GA Nov. 2005 NP Yes 7,231 37,436 17.3 55.1 12.4 4.6
Union City, GA Nov. 2005 NP Yes 11,621 35,322 25.4 69.3 1.3 5.2
Huntersville, NC Nov. 2005 NP Yes 24,960 71,932 86.1 7.3 1.5 3.9
Kannapolis, NC Nov. 2005 NP Yes 36,910 35,532 75.2 16.4 0.8 6.3
Mount Holly, NC Nov. 2005 NP Yes 9,618 39,459 84.8 9.2 2.5 2.1
Bound Brook, NC Nov. 2005 Partisan No 10,155 46,858 58.7 2.2 2.8 34.9
Chatham, NJ Nov. 2005 Partisan No 8,460 101,991 93.6 0.1 2.8 2.6
Edison, NJ Nov. 2005 Partisan Yes 97,687 69,746 55.8 6.6 29.2 6.4
Norwood, NJ Nov. 2005 Partisan No 5,751 92,447 75.7 0.8 19.0 3.0
Somerville, NJ Nov. 2005 Partisan No 12,423 51,237 60.6 12.5 7.3 17.0
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APPENDIX B

TABLE B1. Demographic Composition of SSV Respondents and General Population (A Simple Comparison)
Percentage of
Other Race

Percentage of (b = Black,
College Degree Percentage of Percentage of a = Asian,

Holders Homeowners Median Age Whites l = Latino)

City Census SSV Census SSV Census SSV Census SSV Census SSV
Colma 8.65 30.43 50.29 69.57 36.9 55.0 27.7 47.8 43.9 (l) 17.4
Danville 40.53 78.00 91.15 95.92 39.9 53.5 83.0 88.0 8.9 (a) 2.0
Fountain Valley 23.47 53.06 75.63 88.00 38.1 53.0 58.5 92.0 25.6 (a) 4.0
Imperial Beach 6.61 28.00 28.22 51.02 28.6 47.0 43.5 70.0 40.1 (l) 14.0
Milpitas 23.94 52.00 67.22 70.83 33.4 45.5 23.8 50.0 51.5 (a) 24.0
Pittsburg 8.66 38.00 64.50 83.67 30.9 52.0 31.2 64.0 32.2 (l) 14.0
Sausalito 63.79 76.60 52.26 63.04 45.4 55.0 89.4 82.0 4.1 (a) 4.0
Solana Beach 43.80 80.00 61.38 81.63 41.6 61.0 79.0 86.0 14.8 (l) 2.0
Westminster 11.77 46.94 58.25 81.63 34.1 51.0 36.2 70.0 38.1 (a) 12.0
Yorba Linda 26.37 50.98 85.82 92.00 37.4 50.0 74.8 92.2 11.0 (a) 2.0
Carol Stream 19.19 20.00 75.66 83.33 31.3 50.5 73.0 90.0 11.1 (a) 0.0
Deerfield 45.44 38.00 91.20 100.00 39.6 53.5 94.6 90.0 2.5 (a) 0.0
Flossmoor 40.42 40.00 93.42 98.00 42.2 54.5 65.0 76.0 26.8 (b) 16.0
Hazel Crest 13.37 16.33 83.92 91.67 34.6 57.5 18.3 26.0 75.8 (b) 50.0
Oak Brook 43.50 38.00 93.53 86.00 50.0 67.0 74.5 92.0 20.1 (a) 0.0
Oak Park 43.10 52.00 66.40 88.00 36.0 50.5 66.2 92.0 22.2 (b) 0.0
Riverdale 6.32 18.37 59.31 82.00 27.5 52.0 10.2 32.0 86.0 (b) 60.0
Sauk Village 5.05 13.95 81.19 88.37 30.1 56.0 53.2 69.8 32.1 (b) 25.5
Wheeling 21.35 12.24 72.65 88.00 34.5 55.0 66.4 88.0 20.7 (l) 2.0
Avondale Estates 54.16 70.00 91.22 98.00 42.9 55.0 87.6 90.0 8.4 (b) 2.0
Clarkston 12.13 62.00 18.72 82.00 28.1 45.0 17.3 46.0 55.1 (b) 42.0
Union City 12.00 44.00 37.93 69.39 32.2 56.0 25.4 37.3 69.3 (b) 54.9
Huntersville 30.52 65.31 79.80 89.58 32.8 48.5 86.1 82.0 7.3 (b) 10.0
Kannapolis 7.89 28.57 65.22 80.43 34.3 57.5 75.2 86.0 16.4 (b) 6.0
Mount Holly 10.13 33.33 64.78 91.84 33.3 60.0 84.8 90.2 9.2 (b) 5.8
Bound Brook 16.46 38.78 50.88 91.84 34.2 53.0 58.7 80.4 34.9 (l) 7.8
Chatham 45.09 78.43 82.71 94.00 36.3 56.0 93.6 86.3 2.8 (a) 0.0
Edison 29.32 54.00 66.56 93.75 35.3 52.5 55.8 68.0 29.2 (a) 12.0
Norwood 28.99 55.32 83.72 97.87 40.3 57.0 75.7 85.1 19.0 (a) 2.1
Somerville 21.83 50.00 52.77 84.00 34.3 57.0 60.6 82.0 17.0 (l) 6.0

Mean 25.46 45.42 68.21 85.18 35.9 53.9 59.6 82.0 N/A N/A
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APPENDIX C

Model Specification

Racial diversity is measured by index of qualitative variation
(IQV), based on the number of racial groups and the
proportion of each group in a suburb. The formula of IQV is
as follows: (k(N2 − �f2))/(N2(k − 1)), where k denotes the
number of race categories, N indicates the total number of
cases across all race categories, and f indicates the number
of cases for each race category. The 2000 Census allows
people to choose more than one racial identity, but we use
the single-race-only category, which is a justifiable choice
because almost 98% of the population selected single-race
only option (Grieco and Cassidy 2001). When calculating
the index, we do not use the total population as N. Instead,
we compute N by adding the number of four racial groups
(whites, blacks, Asians, and Latinos). The computed N
is normally smaller than the total population, which also
includes other racial groups such as Native Indians, Native
Hawaiians, and so forth.

In our models, all the coefficients except for the intercept
are fixed. In Table 2, the level-1 model can be written as
follows (an example of political interest as the dependent
variable): INTERESTij = β0j + β1j(EDUCATION)ij + β2j-
(HOMEOWNERSHIP)ij + β3j(LENGTH OF RESIDEN-
CE)ij + β4j(GENDER)ij + β5j(AGE)ij + β6j(BLACK)ij +
β7j(LATINO)ij + β8j(ASIAN)ij + β9j(OTHER RACE)ij +
rij, where i indexes individuals, j denotes suburban city, and
rij represents the residual for individual i in suburb j. At the
city level, we model β0j as a function of six level-2 variables:
β0jj = γ00 + γ01(IQV)j + γ02(ln(POPULATION))j + γ03(ln-
(MHI))j + γ04(PARTISAN ELECTION)j + γ05(MAYO-
RAL ELECTION)j + γ06(OFF-CYCLE ELECTION)j +
uoj, and βpj = γp0 (for p = 1–9). We obtain the full model by
substituting the second equation into the first one. When the
dependent variable is dichotomous (personal acquaintance,
mobilization and vote choice due to local issues), we
employ hierarchical generalized linear model (HGLM)
with Bernoulli choice model as a link function instead of
conventional HLM (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002, 291–309).

For Table 4, the level-1 model can be written as follows
(an example of model 3 in Table 4): VOTE CHOICEij =
β0j + β1j(LIKEABILITY)ij + β2j(ISSUE AGREEME-
NT)ij + β3j(SHARED PARTISANSHIP)ij + β4j(FAMI-
LIARITY)ij + β5j(PERCEPTION ON CITY ECONO-
MY)ij + β6j(LOCAL GOVERNMENT PERFOR-
MANCE)ij + β7j(EDUCATION)ij + β8j(HOMEOWNER-
SHIP)ij + β9j(LENGTH OF RESIDENCE)ij +
β10j(INTEREST)ij + β11j(MOBILIZATION)ij + β12j(GE-
NDER)ij + β13j(AGE)ij + rij, where i indexes individuals, j
denotes suburban city, and rij represents the residual for
individual i in city j. At the city level, we model β0j as a
function of six level-2 variables: β0jj = γ00 + γ01(IQV)j +
γ02(ln(POPULATION))j + γ03(ln(MHI))j + γ04(PARTI-
SAN ELECTION)j + γ05(MAYORAL ELECTION)j +
γ06(OFF-CYCLE ELECTION)j + uoj, and βpj = γp0 (for
p = 1–10, 12–13). Additionally, the level-1 coefficient
of MOBILIZATION is modeled like this: β11j = γ110 +
γ111(ln(POPULATION))j + γ112(IQV)j. We obtain the full
model by substituting the second and third equations into
the first one.
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