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Abstract
Scholars and pundits fear that the American public’s commitment to democracy is declining
and that citizens are willing to embrace candidates who would trample democratic principles.
We investigate whether violations of democratic principles generate resistance from voters and
top campaign donors and whether such resistance extends across partisan lines. In a conjoint
survey experiment, we investigate how regular citizens and donor elites trade off partisanship, policy preferences, and democratic values when choosing between hypothetical political
candidates. On three of the four democratic values we test, both citizens and donors punish violations of democratic principles irrespective of party. However, we find partisan polarization
on support for voter identification laws that restrict access to the franchise, especially among
donors. These results suggest that the public and donors may sometimes be willing to forgive
transgressions against democratic norms that align with their partisan and policy preferences.
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Introduction
In recent years, prominent studies have argued that public commitment to democratic values in the
U.S. has declined (Foa and Mounk 2016; Wike and Fetterolf 2018). Though these findings are
contested (e.g., Voeten 2016), Americans are becoming more partisan (e.g., Pew Research Center
2017) and more likely to have strong feelings of in-group loyalty and out-group rivalry (Mason
2018). In that context, voters’ willingness to tolerate violations of democratic principles by copartisans may also increase (Fishkin and Pozen 2018). In this way, increasing partisan antagonism
could threaten the stability of the U.S. political system, which relies on consensual support of
democratic norms (Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018).
A new line of research seeks to evaluate this risk by examining how voters make trade-offs
between partisanship, public policy, and democratic values (Svolik 2018). Most notably, Graham
and Svolik (2019) find that partisan and policy considerations have much stronger effects on vote
choice among hypothetical political candidates than “undemocratic” platforms related to electoral
fairness or checks and balances. Meanwhile, a distinct line of research emphasizes the influence
of elite preferences on policy outcomes via campaign donations (Gilens 2012; Bonica et al. 2013;
Gilens and Page 2014). Though studies suggest that donors are more polarized on economic and
social policies than the public (Broockman and Malhotra 2018), we still know relatively little about
their commitment to democratic values—a critical question given the putative influence of donors
in U.S. democracy and the role that elites play in preserving democratic stability (Levitsky and
Ziblatt 2018).
We merge these lines of research to contrast the democratic commitments of the American
public and elite campaign donors. Using a conjoint survey experiment, we measure the relative
value that each group places on partisanship, policy positions, and democratic principles. We are
particularly interested in how candidate positions related to the following four democratic values affect their appeal to regular citizens and donors: judicial deference, impartial investigations,
compromise, and ballot access. Our results indicate that partisanship is a powerful driver of voting preferences, although donors rely on it less than the general public. Policy positions exert a
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substantial influence on candidate choice too, particularly for GOP donors on tax policy. Most
importantly, both citizens and donors on either side of the partisan divide punish candidates who
violate democratic norms on judicial deference, impartial investigations, and compromise. However, we find substantial polarization by party on voter identification laws, which may threaten
equal access to the franchise. On this issue, donors are even more polarized than the public.

Research design
We designed and administered identical online conjoint experiments in March/April 2019 to a
nationally representative sample of U.S. citizens provided by YouGov (n = 954) and a sample
of individuals in the top 1% of donors by the total amount they donated to federal campaigns
(n = 570).1, 2, 3 In the surveys, respondents were presented with ten pairwise choices between
hypothetical candidates.
The characteristics of the candidates were randomly generated from a series of alternatives.
Specifically, each candidate was assigned a name from a list of 123 names designed to signal both
gender (man or woman) and race/ethnicity (white, black, or Hispanic) (see Butler and Homola
2017).4 The candidate’s partisanship could be Democrat or Republican. Each candidate held two
policy positions, which reflect salient party differences over policy on racial discrimination and
taxation. Finally, the candidate held positions on four key democratic principles (Carey et al. 2018):
judicial deference, impartial investigations, compromise, and ballot access.5 In the conjoint tables,
candidate names always appeared at the top followed by partisanship. This format approximates
1 The

experiments received approval from the OMITTED FOR PEER REVIEW.
details on how we recruited this sample, as well as summary statistics and information on response rates,
are included in the Online Appendix.
3 In October 2018, we conducted an identical conjoint candidate choice experiment on a representative sample of
the American public only. We preregistered hypotheses about trade-offs among partisanship and democratic values
in this sample at EGAP (ID: OMITTED FOR PEER REVIEW). We did not preregister separate hypotheses for our
March/April 2019 samples. Results for tests of our preregistered hypotheses are provided in the Online Appendix.
4 Candidate gender was randomized with probability 0.5. Candidate race/ethnicity was randomized to be white,
black, or Hispanic with probabilities 0.6, 0.2, and 0.2, respectively, to approximate race/ethnicity in the general population and among candidates for public office.
5 See the Online Appendix for an illustrative example of a conjoint table used in our experiment, more details on
the attributes included, and a discussion of the attributes’ connection to core democratic values.
2 More
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how information about candidates is often supplied to voters (e.g., in voter guides). Beyond name
and partisanship, we randomized the order of the other attributes across participants.
Based on respondents’ pairwise choices, we calculate the Average Marginal Component Effect
(AMCE) for each level on each attribute (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014), and display
the results in coefficient plots that show the average effect of changing each candidate attribute on
respondents’ preferences for one candidate over another relative to a baseline level.

Results
The results from our survey experiments are illustrated in Figure 1. We find no measurable effect
of candidate race/ethnicity or gender on candidate preference. Unsurprisingly, candidate partisanship has a substantial impact on voter preferences. Among Democrats, shifting a candidate’s
partisanship from Republican (the baseline) to Democrat increases the likelihood of selection by
10% points among donors (SE = 0.0107) and 15% points among the public (SE = 0.0130). Both
estimates are statistically significant, as is the difference; the public leans on candidate partisanship more heavily than the donors. Across the aisle, the effect of candidate partisanship is similar
among Republicans, although the difference in magnitude between the public and donors falls shy
of statistical significance. Still, GOP donors and the public are 12% points (SE = 0.0236) and 17%
points (SE = 0.0146), respectively, more likely to vote for a Republican than for a Democrat.
The next two items test the effects of economic and social policy positions (taxes and racial
discrimination). On taxes, moving from a less progressive to a more progressive stance increases
Democrats’ likelihood of supporting a candidate among both the public and donors (by 13% points
and 15% points, respectively; SEs = 0.0153, 0.0121). For Republicans, more economically progressive candidates are 10% points (SE = 0.0171) less likely to be selected in the public sample
and 26% points less likely to be selected (SE = 0.0285) by donors, the largest effect among any
we estimated. Social policy preferences are similar between donors and the public. Moving from
a more conservative to a more liberal stance on racial discrimination increases the probability of
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Figure 1: Conjoint-elicited candidate preferences among partisan donors and voters
Gender:
Male (Baseline)
Female
Race:
White (Baseline)
Black
Hispanic
Partisanship:
Republican (Baseline)
Democrat
Taxes:
Less progressive (Baseline)
More progressive
Discrimination:
Not a big problem (Baseline)
Prevent discrimination
Courts:
Obey courts (Baseline)
Disregard politicized decisions
Investigations:
Independent (Baseline)
Partisan involvement
Compromise:
Supports compromise (Baseline)
Stand up to other party
Voting:
Opposes voter ID laws (Baseline)
Supports voter ID laws
−40%

−20%
0%
20%
Average Marginal Component Effect

Donors, Democrat

Donors, Republican

Public, Democrat

40%

Public, Republican

This figure shows the Average Marginal Component Effects of each attribute-level on the likelihood a candidate is selected, relative to a baseline level, among Democrats and Republicans in the donor and public
samples. Colors indicate each respondent subsample. Standard errors are clustered by respondent.

Democratic support by 14% points (SE = 0.0123) among the public and 15% points (SE = 0.0107)
among donors, and decreases the probability of Republican support by 6% points (SE = 0.0161)
among the public and 8% points (SE = 0.0228) among donors.6
We are most interested, however, in the effect of support for democratic norms in this candidate
6 Although

our experiments included fewer specific policy positions than Broockman and Malhotra (2018), the
pattern we find matches theirs in that Republican donors are to the right of party identifiers and Democratic donors are
to the left, especially if we consider the voter ID finding described below to measure a policy preference.
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choice task. Encouragingly, we do not observe partisan splits like those described above for judicial
deference, impartial investigations, and willingness to compromise. Each partisan and constituency
group is more supportive of candidates who uphold these democratic principles.7
First, all groups favor candidates who pledge to “obey the courts even when they think that
the decisions are wrong” over those who hold that “elected officials should not be bound by court
decisions they regard as politicized.” Donors in both parties demonstrate substantially stronger
preferences for judicial deference (23% points for Democrats, SE = 0.0120; 20% points for Republicans, SE = 0.0252) than the public (10% points among both Democrats and Republicans; SEs
= 0.0135 and 0.0155, respectively). Each group also favors protecting investigations of politicians
and their associates from partisan influence. Democratic donors have the strongest pro-neutrality
preference, disfavoring candidates who “said elected officials should supervise law enforcement
investigations of politicians and their associates” by 15% points (SE = 0.0118). Preferences for
neutrality are weaker among Republican donors (7% points, SE = 0.0193), Democrats in the public
(3% points, SE = 0.0113), and Republicans in the public (4% points, SE = 0.0160). Finally, all
groups favor promises to “work for compromise across party lines” over “standing up to the other
party.” Democrats’ preferences (9% points for donors, SE = 0.0101; 7% points for public, SE =
0.0109) are slightly stronger than Republicans’ (4% points for donors, SE = 0.0214; 5% points for
public, SE = 0.0136), but we find no significant differences on compromise within either party.
In contrast, we find party polarization on ballot access. Republicans are much more likely to
support candidates who “support new legislation to require voters to show state-issued ID at the
polls” with similar effects among the public and donors (17% and 16% points, SEs = 0.0171 and
0.0215, respectively). Democrats are opposite, although the magnitude is only comparable among
donors (20% points compared to 4% points for the public; SEs = 0.0120 and 0.0125, respectively).
To illustrate these marginal effects, we calculated predicted support probabilities for co-partisan
candidates who violate shared democratic norms among the public. Among Democrats (Republicans), a white, male, Democratic (Republican) candidate who holds traditionally liberal (conser7 We

find no evidence of interactions between respondent and candidate partisanship for democratic values (see
Online Appendix). Partisans are not more willing to forgive transgressions by co-partisan candidates in either sample.
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vative) positions on discrimination, taxes, and ballot access8 and who does not transgress democratic norms on judicial deference, impartial investigations, or compromise, has an 84.0% (84.6%)
chance of being selected. If he transgresses one norm, that likelihood drops to 73.6–80.2% (74.9–
80.4%) depending on the norm in question. If he transgresses two norms, the likelihood of selection
drops to between 66.2–72.8% (69.7–75.2%). Finally, if he transgresses all three democratic norms,
the likelihood drops to 62.5% (65.4%). The equivalent marginal effects for donors (shown in the
Online Appendix) are even larger than among the public, with net drops in likelihood of selection
of 30–45% points when moving from zero to three violations of democratic principles.
Probing these results further, we ran a linear regression model with indicators for whether a
candidate violated one, two, or three of the aforementioned democratic norms. We then separately
estimated the marginal effect of one, two, or three norm violations (versus zero) on the likelihood
of selection among Democrats and Republicans in the public and donor samples. The results
are shown in Figure 2. The estimated marginal effects are approximately linear, indicating that
the marginal punishment for an additional norm violation is roughly constant as transgressions
accumulate. We also find that the negative effects of norm violations on the likelihood of candidate
choice are similar for Republicans and Democrats in the general public, greater in magnitude
among Republican donors, and larger still among Democratic donors.
In sum, there is consensus across parties on the principles of judicial deference, impartial investigations, and compromise. Participants from all groups reward candidates who espouse these
principles and punish those who do not. By contrast, we see sharp partisan polarization on ballot
access. Republicans support candidates who support voter ID laws; Democrats do the opposite.
8 We

hold positions on ballot access fixed in line with the stance favored by each party because access to the ballot
is the one democratic principle on which we found partisan polarization. We estimate the magnitude of punishment
effects for transgressions of principles on which we found pro-democracy consensus across party lines only.
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Figure 2: Norms violated and candidate choice among partisan donors and voters
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This figure shows the estimated marginal effects of one, two, or three norm violations (versus zero) on the
likelihood that a candidate is selected. Colors indicate each respondent subsample. Standard errors are
clustered by respondent. The model includes covariates for age, gender, and education level.

Conclusion
Our results provide both encouraging and sobering signals about democratic priorities. We find
common ground across parties with regard to democratic transgressions that would undermine
institutions of accountability and foreclose compromise. Participants in our experiments from both
parties support candidates who promise to respect court decisions, who prioritize the impartiality of
investigations into wrongdoing, and who advocate for compromise rather than confrontation across
party lines. Contradicting fears that elite donor influence necessarily undermines democracy (e.g.,
Mayer 2017), these pro-democracy preferences are stronger among donors than the public.
We urge caution, however, in interpreting these seemingly encouraging findings. Democrats
and Republicans both prefer candidates who favor politically impartial investigations, but concep7

tions of impartiality might well differ across parties. For instance, partisans diverged widely in their
approval of Robert Mueller’s investigation prior to the release of his report (Mehta 2019). Indeed,
previous research has found consensus between supporters and opponents of President Trump that
public officials should be punished for malfeasance, but those groups may have different officials
or types of wrongdoing in mind (Carey et al. 2019).
We also find troubling levels of partisan polarization on the key democratic value of equal voting rights, reflecting a fundamental division over who should be included in, or excluded from, the
political community. Democrats and Republicans respond differently to candidates who support
voter ID laws that disproportionately burden racial minorities.9 We find even greater polarization
on this issue among top donors, who are much further apart than their parties’ rank and file. It is
likely that both sides would claim that they are supportive of free and fair elections—Republicans
by combating voter fraud, Democrats by offering equal access to the polls.
Americans do share some consensus on democratic values regarding accountability and compromise. Partisanship and tax policy are generally stronger drivers of candidate choice, but the
impact of democratic values is substantial and consistent among both Democrats and Republicans. However, the parties are deeply divided on the core democratic value of broad and equal
access to the vote, especially among donors. This divide over access to the franchise highlights a
fundamental vulnerability in America’s democratic consensus.
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Online Appendix
Who Will Defend Democracy? Evaluating Tradeoffs in
Candidate Support Among Partisan Donors and Voters

The conjoint experiment
Attributes and levels
In the experiments, each candidate was described using eight characteristics: name, partisanship,
positions on policies toward taxation and racial discrimination, and four positions reflecting democratic values. The characteristics of the candidates were randomly generated from the following
sets of alternatives:
• Name (gender and race/ethnicity): Each candidate was assigned a name from a list of 123
names designed to signal both gender (man or woman) and race/ethnicity (either white,
black, or Hispanic) (see Butler and Homola 2017).
• Partisanship: Democrat or Republican.
• Policy positions: The surveys included two attributes reflecting salient party differences over
policy—one on taxation, the other on racial discrimination (see Bartels 2018).
– Taxation
⇤ Wants to raise taxes on the wealthy.
⇤ Wants to lower taxes on everyone, including the wealthy.
– Racial discrimination
⇤ Believes the government should do more to prevent discrimination against racial
minorities.
⇤ Believes discrimination against racial minorities is less of a problem now than in
the past.
• Democratic values: The surveys included four attributes related to core democratic values.
– Judicial deference
⇤ Said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think that the decisions
are wrong.
⇤ Said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized.
– Investigations/rule of law
⇤ Said law enforcement investigations of politicians and their associates should be
free of partisan influence.
⇤ Said elected officials should supervise law enforcement investigations of politicians and their associates.
– Compromise
⇤ Promises to work for compromise across party lines.
⇤ Promises to stand up to the other party.
A-1

– Voting rights/access
⇤ Opposes new legislation to require voters to show state-issued ID at the polls.
⇤ Supports new legislation to require voters to show state-issued ID at the polls.

Justification
Our candidate profiles were designed to force respondents to make trade-offs between demographic
characteristics, partisanship, policy positions, and democratic values. Below we provide justification for the attributes we chose to include.
We used candidate names to signal gender and race/ethnicity for a number of reasons. First,
using names increases realism. Second, using a name to signal both gender and race/ethnicity is
economical in terms of space in the survey instrument. Finally, using names reduces concerns
about social desirability bias in survey responses while still allowing us to estimate how gender
and race/ethnicity affect preferences between candidates (for example, Broockman 2013; DeSante
2013; White, Nathan, and Faller 2015; Doherty, Dowling, and Miller 2018).
Partisanship is the predominant driver of American political behavior (Campbell et al. 1960)
and as such is frequently tested in many candidate choice experiments in political science (e.g.,
Carnes and Lupu 2016; Horiuchi, Smith, and Yamamoto 2018; Ono and Burden 2018; see also
Kirkland and Coppock 2018). Since third party lawmakers are extremely rare in the U.S. federal
government, we only offered Democrat and Republican as options for partisanship.
We also gave our candidates two positions on policy that divide sharply across party lines.
Bartels (2018) finds that limited government and cultural conservatism are the political and social views that are most polarizing between Democrats and Republicans, so we included attributes
reflecting positions on each of these items. We note that since the attributes and levels in the experiment were randomly generated, it was possible for some unlikely combinations to be generated
(i.e., a Republican who supports raising taxes on the wealthy). However, we elected to allow for all
possible attribute-level combinations to appear in order to analyze the causal quantities involving
all possible combinations (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014, p. 9).
Finally, our profiles included the following four democratic values:
• Judicial deference. Institutional checks on executive authority are widely regarded as an
essential component of liberal democracy (V-Dem 2018). Respect for court decisions, even
politically unfavorable ones, is essential to the effectiveness of such checks and to the rule of
law more generally. Efforts by politicians to intimidate judges—for instance, by portraying
them as corrupt or incompetent and questioning the legitimacy of their decisions—frequently
signal the early stages of democratic erosion (Helmke and Rosenbluth 2009; Mounk 2018).
• Impartial investigations. Legal investigations that are free from partisan influence are an essential element of the rule of law. When politicians or parties are able to appoint, intimidate,
or control legal investigations, those who hold elected office can escape effective oversight
and even potentially target their political opponents with harassment and politically motivated legal sanctions (Fishkin and Pozen 2018).
• Compromise. The peaceful resolution of political conflict requires acceptance of policy
outcomes that are less than outright victories (Habermas 1994; Gutmann and Thompson
2012). Scholars from Berelson (1952) to Levitsky and Ziblatt (2018) have contended that
mutual toleration among political adversaries and forbearance in exercising power—which,
together, describe compromise—are essential elements of democratic citizenship that sustain
A-2

all other democratic principles, including the rule of law, electoral integrity, and guarantees
of individual rights.
• Ballot access. Advocates of voter ID laws contend that they are necessary to combat voter
fraud, but research shows that voter fraud is exceedingly rare (Levitt 2007; Minnite 2010;
Cottrell, Herron, and Westwood 2018), and that racial and ethnic minorities are far more
likely than whites to lack the documentation such laws would require (Ansolabehere and
Hersh 2017; Barreto et al. 2019). The net effects of voter ID laws on voter participation
remain the subject of intense scholarly debate and sustained investigation (Rocha and Matsubayashi 2014; Hajnal, Lajevardi, and Nielson 2017; Hopkins et al. 2017; Valentino and
Neuner 2017; Grimmer et al. 2018; Burden 2018; Neiheisel and Horner 2019) but in the
absence of evidence for the problem they ostensibly address, their potentially disparate effects by race and ethnicity undermine the principle that all citizens should have an equal
opportunity to vote and that participation in elections should be high (Sargent 2018).
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Example conjoint table
Figure A1 shows an illustrative example of a conjoint table seen by participants.
Figure A1: Sample conjoint table used in experiment
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Samples
Recruitment of donor sample
We drew inspiration from Broockman and Malhotra (2018) to recruit a sample of campaign donors
to our survey. The sample comes from publicly available Federal Election Commission data on
U.S. campaign donors. These data are maintained for research use online in the Database on
Ideology, Money in Politics, and Elections (DIME). Several of the datasets in this database include
individual-level data on the names and addresses of all campaign donors in election cycles since
1980. Using data on all campaign contributions in the 2016 election cycle, we identified individuals
in the top 1% for total amount donated to federal election campaigns. We then drew a random
sample of 20,000 donors from the top 1% by total giving to the party to which they gave the
most.1 The median total contribution to federal campaigns in 2016 by individuals we invited to
participate in our survey was $5,400; the mean was $8,076.17; the minimum was $3,500; and the
maximum was $645,400. Among this sample, 59% donated to one or more Democratic candidates,
40% donated to one or more Republican candidates, and 1% donated to some other candidate or
campaign.
We created a letter inviting people to participate in our survey that provided instructions for how
to access it online. Specifically, the letter told potential participants that they had been selected at
random from publicly available lists of people who participate in democracy, and directed them to
a website at which they could follow a link to take the online survey. Each letter was addressed
to each potential participant by name, and included a unique access code that the participant had
to enter in order to take the survey after following the link at the website.2 These access codes
were not retained in our survey data, which ensures the anonymity of our responses. Note that this
precludes us from knowing the total amount donated by individuals who took our survey or the
partisanship of the recipients of their donations.
Partnering with a company that prints and distributes commercial and non-profit mail, we sent
the letters to our 20,000 donors at the addresses listed in the dataset. The letters were dropped at
the post office on March 15, 2019, and we closed the survey on April 17, 2019.
We collected a total of 570 responses, for a response rate of about 6%. We kept all responses for
which respondents had evaluated at least one conjoint table. 533 respondents (5.3%) completed the
entire survey, a response rate that is comparable to the 7% observed by Broockman and Malhotra
(2018).

1 We grouped individuals by a unique identifier included in the DIME dataset, the party to which they donated,
their name, and their address. In order to avoid sending multiple letters to a small percentage of individuals who gave
to both parties, had multiple addresses listed under the same unique identifier, or had multiple spellings of their name
under the same unique identifier, our sample includes only individuals who made donations at the same address to one
party and are listed under the same name.
2 Approximately half of the individuals who followed this link were sent to a different, unrelated survey we conducted simultaneously with this one; hence, we calculated response rates by dividing the total number of responses by
10,000, rather than 20,000.
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Sample descriptive statistics
Table A1: Summary statistics, donor and public samples (1)

Characteristic

Donors (n = 570)

Public (n = 954)

Age
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75-84
85 or older

0.2%
1.2%
4.0%
16.1%
26.8%
35.4%
14.2%
1.9%

12.8%
17.3%
14.9%
13.1%
21.4%
14.5%
5.1%
1.0%

Sex
Male
Female

60.3%
39.7%

48.0%
52.0%

Education
Did not graduate from high school
High school diploma or the equivalent (GED)
Some college
Associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Professional or doctorate degree

0.0%
1.1%
4.0%
1.6%
26.5%
24.8%
42.0%

6.9%
31.8%
22.8%
9.9%
18.6%
6.6%
3.4%

Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Multi-racial
Hispanic/Latino/Chicano/a
Other

91.0%
0.7%
0.4%
2.3%
1.6%
1.9%
2.1%

65.3%
11.6%
1.2%
2.4%
2.8%
14.7%
2.0%

Note: The distribution for the public sample includes survey weights implemented by YouGov. The matched cases
were weighted to the sampling frame using propensity scores.
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Table A2: Summary statistics, donor and public samples (2)

Characteristic

Donors (n = 570)

Public (n = 954)

Party
Republican
Democrat
Neither

19.7%
75.7%
4.6%

34.5%
49.4%
16.1%

Ideology
Conservative
Moderate
Liberal

18.5%
11.1%
70.5%

38.6%
30.7%
30.7%

Trump approval
Approve of Donald Trump
Disapprove of Donald Trump

19.1%
80.9%

43.9%
56.1%

Political interest
Very interested
Somewhat interested
Not very interested
Not at all interested

84.6%
15.1%
0.4%
0.0%

52.0%
29.5%
13.5%
4.9%

Note: The distribution for the public sample includes survey weights implemented by YouGov. The matched cases
were weighted to the sampling frame using propensity scores. For partisanship, the estimates include partisan leaners.
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Tests of preregistered hypotheses: Spring 2019
We conducted an initial conjoint candidate choice experiment in October 2018 on a representative sample of the American public that did not include donors. Before fielding that study, we
preregistered a set of hypotheses related to trade-offs among partisanship, policy positions, and
democratic values at EGAP (ID: BLINDED FOR REVIEW). The core hypotheses were that respondents would favor candidates who uphold each democratic principle included in the survey
and disfavor candidates who betray them. We also posited that respondents’ partisanship would
be a stronger driver of voting preference than any of the four democratic principles included in the
survey. We describe all of our hypotheses in more detail below. When we replicated the same candidate choice experiment with another representative public sample and a sample of elite donors to
federal campaigns in March 2019 (the results of which we describe in the main text of the paper),
we did not preregister separate hypotheses for the new sample. Below we first report the results of
these hypothesis tests for the March 2019 public sample and then provide analogous results for the
October 2018 public sample.

Main effects
Our first hypotheses concern voters’ commitment to candidates who violate democratic norms. We
offer a series of competing hypotheses about the effects of democratic norm transgressions versus
stances that defend democracy on voters’ support of candidates. We then describe the theoretical
rationale behind these hypotheses and report whether they were supported in our data.
• Hypothesis 1a. Respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials
should supervise investigations than one who said investigations should be free from partisan
influence.
• Hypothesis 1b. Respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials
should supervise investigations than one who said investigations should be free from partisan
influence.
• Hypothesis 2a. Respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who supports voter ID laws
than one who opposes such laws.
• Hypothesis 2b. Respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who supports voter ID
laws than one who opposes such laws.
• Hypothesis 3a. Respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who promises to stand up
to the other party than one who promises to work for compromise.
• Hypothesis 3b. Respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who promises to stand up
to the other party than one who promises to work for compromise.
• Hypothesis 4a. Respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials
should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized than one who said elected
officials must obey the courts even when they think that the decisions are wrong.
• Hypothesis 4b. Respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials
should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized than one who said elected
officials must obey the courts even when they think that the decisions are wrong.
A wide body of literature suggests that Americans are opposed to democratic norm violations.
Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018a) find that large majorities of Americans do not agree
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with the statements that Congress should not oversee the president, that the media should not scrutinize the president, and that the president should not be bound by the laws or courts. However, the
effect of undemocratic platforms on vote choice may be small. Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman
(2018a) find that only 54% of Americans are supportive of all five metrics of democracy presented
to them in a survey. In a conjoint experiment, Graham and Svolik (2019) find that when a candidate
adopts an undemocratic platform, he or she loses about 10% of the overall vote share.
On the other hand, some literature suggests that there is popular support for platforms that
experts regard as democratic norm transgressions. A Gallup poll found that 80% of Americans
support voter ID laws, which suggests that they are not widely regarded as a democratic transgression among the American people (McCarthy 2016). Claims that elected officials can or should be
involved in law enforcement investigations have been increasingly widespread in the context of
Robert Mueller’s investigation of Russian involvement in the 2016 election (Holland, Mason, and
Oliphant 2018), and around 30% of Americans supported Trump’s decision to fire FBI director
James Comey (Shepard 2017). Finally, a 2018 Pew study found that over half of Americans prefer
politicians who stick to their positions while 44% prefer politicians who make compromises (prior
to 2018, the majority of the public preferred compromise).
The results of our hypothesis tests are described below:
• H1a is supported. Respondents are 4.0% points (SE = 0.0081) less likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials should supervise law enforcement investigations of politicians
and their associates than one who said such investigations should be free from partisan influence.
• H2b is supported. Respondents are 5.3% (SE = 0.0093) points more likely to choose a
candidate who supports voter ID laws than one who opposes voter ID laws.
• H3a is supported. Respondents are 6.4% (SE = 0.0076) points less likely to choose a candidate who promises to stand by their party than one who promises to work for compromise
across party lines.
• H4a is supported. Respondents are 10.6% (SE = 0.0084) points less likely to choose a
candidate who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as
politicized than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think
that the decisions are wrong.

Differences in marginal effects between attributes
We also test how partisanship and two policy positions (regarding cultural conservatism and limited
government) impact candidate support. We propose two (non-competing) hypotheses regarding the
effect of each on support of a candidate, relative to the effects of platforms related to democratic
values.
• Hypothesis 5a. Among each partisan group, the partisanship attribute has a larger impact on
respondents’ likelihood of choosing a candidate than any of the four democracy attributes.
• Hypothesis 5b. Among each partisan group, each of the policy attributes has a larger impact
on respondents’ likelihood of choosing a candidate than any of the four democracy attributes.
Graham and Svolik (2019) find that the (relative) weight of upholding democratic values is
about 7.6%, compared to 92.4% that is given to partisan and policy considerations. Notably, however, they are unable to discern whether partisanship or specific economic and social policies drive
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vote choice. Svolik (2018) finds that Venezuelan voters are willing to support a candidate who
violates democratic norms when the candidate’s economic policies appeal to their interests.
The results of our hypothesis tests are as follows:
• H5a is partially supported. For Republicans, the absolute value of the AMCE for partisanship
is larger than the absolute values of the AMCEs for three of the four democracy attributes,
and for Democrats, the absolute value of the AMCE for partisanship is larger than the absolute values of the AMCEs for any of the four democracy attributes. Specifically, among
Republicans, the AMCE for partisanship is -0.171 (SE = 0.0146); that is, a Democratic candidate is 17.1% points less likely to be selected than a Republican candidate. The absolute
values of the AMCEs for the democracy attributes among Republicans range from -0.036 to
0.174, or 3.6% points to 17.4% points. Notably, the AMCE for the voting rights attribute
is larger than that for partisanship among Republicans, which suggests that support of voter
ID laws is a stronger predictor of candidate support than is partisanship for Republicans.
Among Democrats, the AMCE for partisanship is 0.152 (SE = 0.0139); that is, a Democratic
candidate is 15.2% points more likely to be selected than a Republican candidate. The absolute values of the AMCEs for the democracy attributes among Democrats range from -0.028
to -0.095, or 2.8% points to 9.5% points.
• H5b is supported for Democrats, but not supported for Republicans. The absolute values of
the AMCEs for the two policy attributes are larger than the absolute values of the AMCEs
for each of the four democracy attributes among Democrats, but smaller among Republicans.
For Democrats, the AMCE for discrimination is 0.139 (SE = 0.0123) and that for taxes is
0.127 (SE = 0.0153); that is, a candidate who said the government should protect racial
minorities from discrimination is 13.9% points more likely to be selected than one who said
discrimination is less of a problem today than in the past, and a candidate who wants to
raise taxes on the wealthy is 12.7% points more likely to be selected than one who wants to
raise taxes on everyone, including the wealthy. The absolute values of the AMCEs for the
democracy attributes among Democrats range from 0.028 to 0.095, or 2.8% points to 9.5%
points. For Republicans, on the other hand, the AMCE for discrimination is -0.061 (6.1%
points, SE = 0.0161) and that for taxes is -0.103 (10.3% points, SE = 0.0171), while the
absolute values of the AMCEs for all of the democracy attributes range from 0.036 to 0.174,
or 3.6% points to 17.4% points.

Heterogeneous effects
Voters may be more likely to forgive transgressions against democratic values by co-partisan candidates than opposition party candidates. However, popular support for voter ID laws and American attitudes towards compromise in particular suggest that some of the democracy platforms
that experts regard as norm transgressions may be perceived favorably by the general public. We
specify three sets of competing hypotheses testing the general claim that the effect of the democracy attributes on candidate support will be greater for candidates from the other party than for
co-partisans.
• Hypothesis 6a. Among each partisan group, the impact of supporting voter ID laws (relative
to opposing voter ID laws) is larger for opposition party candidates than for co-partisan
candidates.
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• Hypothesis 6b. Among each partisan group, the impact of supporting voter ID laws (relative
to opposing voter ID laws) is smaller for opposition party candidates than for co-partisan
candidates.
• Hypothesis 7a. Among each partisan group, the impact of supporting elected officials’ supervision of investigations (relative to supporting elections that are free from partisan influence)
is larger for opposition party candidates than for co-partisan candidates.
• Hypothesis 7b. Among each partisan group, the impact of supporting elected officials’ supervision of investigations (relative to supporting investigations that are free from partisan
influence) is smaller for opposition party candidates than for co-partisan candidates.
• Hypothesis 8a. Among each partisan group, the impact of standing up to the other party
(relative to working for compromise) is larger for opposition party candidates than for copartisan candidates
• Hypothesis 8b. Among each partisan group, the impact of standing up to the other party
(relative to working for compromise) is smaller for opposition party candidates than for copartisan candidates.
• Hypothesis 9a. Among each partisan group, the impact of saying elected officials should
not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to saying elected officials
must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong) is larger for opposition
party candidates than for co-partisan candidates.
• Hypothesis 9b. Among each partisan group, the impact of saying elected officials should
not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to saying elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong) is smaller for
opposition party candidates than for co-partisan candidates.
Graham and Svolik (2019) find that Americans are unlikely to prioritize democratic platforms
when doing so goes against their partisan, ideological, or policy preferences; specifically, they are
more likely to choose a proximate candidate (in terms of party, ideology, or policy preferences)
with an undemocratic platform than a more distant candidate with a democratic platform. They
also find that voters punish undemocratic candidates more severely when the candidates are from
the opposing party. Svolik (2018) finds similar results in a conjoint experiment conducted in
Venezuela. More broadly, literature on partisan motivated reasoning suggests that people interpret
new information through the lens of their partisan identity (e.g., Bolsen, Druckman, and Cook
2014; Lavine, Johnston, and Steenberger 2012). Our experiment’s prime on partisanship may
stimulate partisan motivated reasoning. Still, Bullock (2011) finds that although party cues are
influential determinants of policy preferences, partisans are often affected as least as much (or
more) by policy information; even if partisanship attenuates the effects of undemocratic platforms,
they may not be completely disregarded.
The results of these hypothesis tests are shown below:
• H6a and H6b are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents, the
difference in likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who supports voter ID
laws versus a co-partisan candidate who supports voter ID laws is not significant.
• H7a and H7b are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents,
the difference in likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who supports elected
officials’ supervision of investigations (relative to supporting investigations that are free from
partisan influence) versus a co-partisan candidate with the same stance is not significant.
• H8a and H8b are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents, the
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difference in likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who promises to stand up
to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise) vs. a co-partisan
candidate with the same stance is not significant.
• H9a and H9b are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents, the
difference in likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who said elected officials
should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to saying elected
officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong) versus a copartisan candidate with the same stance is not significant.
We also test whether responses to democratic transgressions differ among members of one
party over another. Specifically, we offer three non-competing hypotheses regarding Republicans’
vs. Democrats’ views toward candidates who transgress democratic values:
• Hypothesis 10. Republicans/Trump approvers are more likely to choose a candidate who
supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws) than Democrats/Trump disapprovers.
• Hypothesis 10b. Republicans/Trump approvers are more likely to choose a candidate who
said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations
should be free from partisan influence) than Democrats/Trump disapprovers.
• Hypothesis 10c. Republicans/Trump approvers are more likely to choose a candidate who
promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise) than Democrats/Trump disapprovers.
• Hypothesis 10d. Republicans/Trump approvers are more likely to choose a candidate who
said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong) than Democrats/Trump disapprovers.
Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018a) find that support for a strong leader is significantly
higher among conservatives than liberals, and conservatives show higher agreement with the statement that democracy is not always preferable. This is particularly true among cultural conservatives. They also find that people who supported Donald Trump in the 2016 presidential primaries
are most open to authoritarian political systems, including strong leaders and army rule. Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018b) find that Trump approvers are much more likely to show
preferences for less accountability and oversight.
The results are as follows:
• H10a is supported. Among Republicans (Trump approvers), a candidate who supports voter
ID laws is 17.4% points (17.8% points, SE = 0.0171) more likely to be selected than one
who opposes such laws. Among Democrats, a candidate who supports voter ID laws is 4.1%
points (3.8% points, SE = 0.0125) less likely to be selected than one who opposes such
laws. The difference in estimates between Republicans and Democrats (Trump approvers
and Trump disapprovers) is significant at the 0.05 level.
• H10b is not supported. There is no significant difference between Republicans/Trump approvers and Democrats/Trump disapprovers in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence).
• H10c is not supported. There is no significant difference between Republicans/Trump approvers and Democrats/Trump disapprovers in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for comA-12

promise).
• H1dc is not supported. There is no significant difference between Republicans/Trump approvers and Democrats/Trump disapprovers in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized
(relative to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their
decisions are wrong).
We now turn to heterogeneous effects according to other respondent characteristics. We offer
a series of hypotheses about differences in candidate preferences by education level and political
knowledge, and by political interest:
• Hypothesis 11a. Less educated respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws) than more educated respondents.
• Hypothesis 11b. Less educated respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who
said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations
should be free from partisan influence) than more educated respondents.
• Hypothesis 11c. Less educated respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who
promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise) than more educated respondents.
• Hypothesis 11d. Less educated respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who said
elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative
to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions
are wrong) than more educated respondents.
• Hypothesis 12a. Low political knowledge respondents are more likely to choose a candidate
who supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws) than high political
knowledge respondents.
• Hypothesis 12b. Low political knowledge respondents are more likely to choose a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence) than high political knowledge respondents.
• Hypothesis 12c. Low political knowledge respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for
compromise) than high political knowledge respondents.
• Hypothesis 12d. Low political knowledge respondents are more likely to choose a candidate
who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized
(relative to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their
decisions are wrong) than high political knowledge respondents.
Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018b) find that support for democracy is weakest among
the least educated. Specifically, more education is associated with lower support for a “strong
leader” and lower agreement with the statement that “democracy is not always preferable.” Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018a) find that among Trump approvers, more educated people
express lower agreement with the statements that Congress should not oversee the president, that
the media should not scrutinize the president, and that the president should not be bound by the
laws or courts. Twenge, Carter, and Campbell (2015) find that higher education is associated with
greater tolerance.
• Hypothesis 13a. Less politically interested respondents are more likely to choose a candidate
who supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws) than more politically
interested respondents.
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• Hypothesis 13b. Less politically interested respondents are more likely to choose a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence) than more politically interested respondents.
• Hypothesis 13c. Less politically interested respondents are more likely to choose a candidate who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for
compromise) than more politically interested respondents.
• Hypothesis 13d. Less politically interested respondents are more likely to choose a candidate
who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized
(relative to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their
decisions are wrong) than more politically interested respondents.
Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018b) also find that support for democracy is weakest
among the least politically interested. High politically interested people are less supportive of a
strong leader and express stronger preferences for democracy. Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman
(2018a) find that among Trump approvers, high politically interested people express lower agreement with the statements that Congress should not oversee the president, that the media should not
scrutinize the president, and that the president should not be bound by the laws or courts.
The results of our hypothesis tests are below:
• H11a is supported. Among respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher, a candidate who
supports voter ID laws is 2.0% (SE = 0.0199) points more likely to be selected than one who
opposes voter ID laws. Among respondents with lower than a bachelor’s degree, a candidate
who supports voter ID laws is 7.0% (SE = 0.0116) points more likely to be selected than one
who opposes voter ID laws. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in
estimates between more and less educated respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
• H11b is supported. Among respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher, a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations is 6.3% points (SE = 0.0148) less
likely to be selected than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence.
Among respondents with lower than a bachelor’s degree, a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations is 2.2% points (SE = 0.0105) less likely to be selected
than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in estimates between more and less educated
respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
• H11c is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less educated
respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to stand up to the
other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise).
• H11d is supported. Among respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher, a candidate who
said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is
14.6% points (SE = 0.0168) less likely to be selected than one who said elected officials
must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong. Among respondents
with lower than a bachelor’s degree, a candidate who said elected officials should not be
bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is 8.8% points (SE = 0.0109) less likely
to be selected than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think
their decisions are wrong. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in
estimates between more and less educated respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
• H12a is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically
knowledgeable respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who supports
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vs. opposes voter ID laws.
H12b is supported. Among high political knowledge respondents, a candidate who said
elected officials should supervise investigations is 6.8% points (SE = 0.0110) less likely to
be selected than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence. Among
low political knowledge respondents, a candidate who said elected officials should supervise
investigations is 0.8% points (SE = 0.0142) less likely to be selected than one who said
investigations should be free from partisan influence, and this estimate is not significant
from zero. The difference in estimates between more and less politically knowledgeable
respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
H12c is supported. Among respondents with high political knowledge, a candidate who
promises to stand up to the other party is 8.0% points (SE = 0.0109) less likely to be selected
than one who promises to work for compromise. Among respondents with low political
knowledge, a candidate who promises to stand up to the other party is 4.2% points (SE =
0.0121) less likely to be selected than one who promises to work for compromise. While
both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in estimates between more and less
politically knowledgeable respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
H12d is supported. Among respondents with high political knowledge, a candidate who
said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is
14.0% points (SE = 0.0125) less likely to be selected than one who said elected officials
must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong. Among respondents
with low political knowledge, a candidate who said elected officials should not be bound
by court decisions they regard as politicized is 6.1% points (SE = 0.0141) less likely to
be selected than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think
their decisions are wrong. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in
estimates between more and less politically knowledgeable respondents is significant at the
0.05 level.
H13a is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically
interested respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who supports vs. opposes voter ID laws.
H13b is supported. More politically interested respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said
investigations should be free from partisan influence) than more politically interested respondents. Among more politically interested respondents, a candidate who said elected
officials should supervise investigations is 6.2% points (SE = 0.0123) less likely to be selected than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence. Among less
politically interested respondents, a candidate who said elected officials should supervise
investigations is 0.5% points (SE = 0.0121) less likely to be selected than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence, and this estimate is not significant from
zero. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in estimates between
more and less politically interested respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
H13c is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically
interested respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to stand
up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise).
H13d is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically interested respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who said officials
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should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to one who said
elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong).
Next, we offer a series of research questions about how “cross-pressured partisans” (i.e., Democrats
who approve of Donald Trump or Republicans who disapprove of Donald Trump) react to specific
democratic transgressions.
• Research question 1a. Are Republicans who disapprove of Donald Trump less likely to
choose a candidate who supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws) than
Republicans who approve of Donald Trump?
• Research question 1b. Are Democrats who approve of Donald Trump more likely to choose
a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who
said investigations should be free from partisan influence) than Democrats who disapprove
of Donald Trump?
• Research question 1c. Are Democrats who approve of Donald Trump more likely to choose
a candidate who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to
work for compromise) than Democrats who disapprove of Donald Trump?
The investigations attribute is a personal cue to Donald Trump. Outside this context, there may
not be an inherently partisan difference on how much people value the independence of investigations. Both sets of “cross-pressured partisans” may differ from their co-partisans on investigations,
with Trump-disapproving-Republicans supporting independence (relative to other Republicans)
and Trump-approving-Democrats opposing independence (relative to other Democrats). With regard to the elections attribute, to the extent that Trump-approving-Democrats fit the narrative as
lower-educated, economically vulnerable, white working class, “traditional” Democratic voters,
they might be less opposed to racially targeted voter suppression laws than is the party mainstream.
The answers to our research questions are as follows:
• There is no significant difference between Republicans who approve of Donald Trump and
those who disapprove of Donald Trump in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who
supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws).
• There is no significant difference between Democrats who approve of Donald Trump and
those who disapprove of Donald Trump in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who
said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations
should be free from partisan influence).
• There is no significant difference between Democrats who approve of Donald Trump and
those who disapprove of Donald Trump in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who
promises to stand up to the other party (relative to who promises to work for compromise).
Finally, we have three research questions about how preferences regarding democratic values
vary by respondents’ age.
• Research Question 2a. Are older respondents less likely to choose a candidate who supports
voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes such laws) than younger respondents?
• Research Question 2b. Are older respondents less likely to choose a candidate who said
elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations
should be free from partisan influence) than younger respondents?
• Research Question 2c. Are older respondents less likely to choose a candidate who promises
to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise) than
younger respondents?
• Research Question 2d. Are older respondents less likely to choose a candidate who said
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elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative
to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions
are wrong)?
Foa and Mounk (2016) find that millennials are more cynical about the value of democracy as a
political system, less hopeful that anything they do might influence public policy, and more willing
to express support for authoritarian alternatives. Voeten (2016) argues that American millennials
are somewhat more skeptical of democracy than young people were twenty years ago, but also
shows that older generations have less faith in American democratic institutions. Drutman, Diamond, and Goldman (2018b) find that young respondents are less likely than older ones to say they
prefer democracy, but they also show weaker preferences for a “strong leader.” In a separate vein
of research on tolerance, Twenge, Carter, and Campbell (2015) find that Americans have become
more tolerant over time, but people born in the late 1940s (Boomers) are the most tolerant when
age and time period are controlled.
The answers to our research questions are as follows:
• There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who supports voter ID laws (relative to one who opposes voter
ID laws).
• There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations
(relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence).
• There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one
who promises to work for compromise).
• There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to one who said elected officials must obey the
courts even when they think their decisions are wrong).

Tests of preregistered hypotheses: October 2018
We present the results of the hypothesis tests for our October 2018 public sample. Our findings
are largely identical to those presented above; for differences, see H8a, H11a, H12c, H13d, RQ1a,
and RQ2a.

Main effects
• H1a is supported. Respondents are 5.2% points (SE = 0.0081) less likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials should supervise law enforcement investigations of politicians
and their associates than one who said such investigations should be free from partisan influence.
• H2b is supported. Respondents are 3.4% points (SE = 0.0093) more likely to choose a
candidate who supports voter ID laws than one who opposes voter ID laws.
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• H3a is supported. Respondents are 6.6% points (SE = 0.0081) less likely to choose a candidate who promises to stand by their party than one who promises to work for compromise
across party lines.
• H4a is supported. Respondents are 10.6% points (SE = 0.0083) less likely to choose a
candidate who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as
politicized than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think
that the decisions are wrong.

Differences in marginal effects between attributes
• H5a is partially supported. For Republicans, the absolute value of the AMCE for partisanship
is larger than the absolute values of the AMCEs for three of the four democracy attributes,
and for Democrats, the absolute value of the AMCE for partisanship is larger than the absolute values of the AMCEs for any of the four democracy attributes. Specifically, among
Republicans, the AMCE for partisanship is -0.190 (SE = 0.0155); that is, a Republican candidate is 19.0% points more likely to be selected than a Democratic candidate. The absolute
values of the AMCEs for the democracy attributes among Republicans range from 0.037 to
0.166, or 3.7% points to 16.6% points. Notably, the AMCE for the voting attribute is larger
than that for partisanship among Republicans, which suggests that support of voter ID laws
is a stronger predictor of candidate support than is partisanship for Republicans. Among
Democrats, the AMCE for partisanship is 0.189 (SE = 0.0137); that is, a Republican candidate is 18.9% points less likely to be selected than a Democratic candidate. The absolute
values of the AMCEs for the democracy attributes among Democrats range from 0.053 to
0.097, or 5.3% points to 9.7% points.
• H5b is supported for Democrats, but not supported for Republicans. The absolute values of
the AMCEs for the two policy attributes are larger than the absolute values of the AMCEs
for each of the four democracy attributes among Democrats, but smaller among Republicans.
For Democrats, the AMCE for discrimination is 0.131 (SE = 0.0122) and that for taxes is
0.115 (SE = 0.0128); that is, a candidate who said the government should protect racial
minorities from discrimination is 13.1% points more likely to be selected than one who said
discrimination is less of a problem today than in the past, and a candidate who wants to
raise taxes on the wealthy is 11.5% points more likely to be selected than one who wants
to raise taxes on everyone, including the wealthy. The absolute values of the AMCEs for
the democracy attributes among Democrats range from 0.053 to 0.097, or 5.3% points to
9.7% points. For Republicans, on the other hand, the AMCE for discrimination is 0.037
(3.7% points, SE = 0.0135) and that for taxes is 0.089 (8.9% points, SE = 0.0158), while the
absolute values of the AMCEs for all of the democracy attributes range from 0.037 to 0.166,
or 3.7% points to 16.6% points.
• H6a and H6b are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents, the
difference in likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who supports voter ID
laws vs. a co-partisan candidate who supports voter ID laws is not significant.
• H7a and H7b are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents,
the difference in likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who supports elected
officials’ supervision of investigations (relative to supporting investigations that are free from
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partisan influence) vs. a co-partisan candidate with the same stance is not significant.
• H8a is partially supported, and H8b is not supported. Republican respondents are 10.0%
points (SE = 0.0179) less likely to select a Democratic candidate who promises to stand up
to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise). However, there is
no significant difference between their likelihood of selecting a Republican candidate who
promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise). The difference between these two estimates is significant at the 0.05 level. Among
Democratic respondents, the difference in likelihood of selecting a Republican candidate
who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise) vs. a Democratic candidate with the same stance is not significant. H9a and H9b
are not supported. Among both Democratic and Republican respondents, the difference in
likelihood of selecting an opposition party candidate who said elected officials should not be
bound by court decisions they regard as politicized (relative to saying elected officials must
obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong) vs. a co-partisan candidate
with the same stance is not significant.

Heterogeneous effects
• H10a is supported. Among Republicans (Trump approvers), a candidate who supports voter
ID laws is 16.6% points (SE = 0.0146) (17.1% points, SE = 0.0130) more likely to be selected
than one who opposes such laws. Among Democrats, a candidate who supports voter ID laws
is 9.0% points (SE = 0.0125) (6.6% points, SE = 0.0111) less likely to be selected than one
who opposes such laws. The difference in estimates between Republicans and Democrats
(Trump approvers and Trump disapprovers) is significant at the 0.05 level.
• H10b is not supported. There is no significant difference between Republicans/Trump approvers and Democrats/Trump disapprovers in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence).
• H10c is not supported. There is no significant difference between Republicans/Trump approvers and Democrats/Trump disapprovers in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise).
• H10d is not supported. There is no significant difference between Republicans/Trump approvers and Democrats/Trump disapprovers in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized
(relative to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their
decisions are wrong).
• H11a is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less educated
respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who supports vs. opposes voter
ID laws.
• H11b is supported. Among respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher, a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations is 8.8% points (SE = 0.0142) less
likely to be selected than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence.
Among respondents with lower than a bachelor’s degree, a candidate who said elected offiA-19
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cials should supervise investigations is 3.7% points (SE = 0.0098) less likely to be selected
than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in estimates between more and less educated
respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
H11c is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less educated
respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to stand up to the
other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise).
H11d is supported. Among respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher, a candidate who
said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is
14.5% points (SE = 0.0162) less likely to be selected than one who said elected officials
must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong. Among respondents
with lower than a bachelor’s degree, a candidate who said elected officials should not be
bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is 9.0% points (SE = 0.0096) less likely
to be selected than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think
their decisions are wrong. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in
estimates between more and less educated respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
H12a is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically
knowledgeable respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who supports
vs. opposes voter ID laws.
H12b is supported. Among high political knowledge respondents, a candidate who said
elected officials should supervise investigations is 7.8% (SE = 0.0109) points less likely to
be selected than one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence. Among
low political knowledge respondents, a candidate who said elected officials should supervise
investigations is 1.3% (SE = 0.0122) points less likely to be selected than one who said
investigations should be free from partisan influence, and this estimate is not significant
from zero. The difference in estimates between more and less politically knowledgeable
respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
H12c is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically
knowledgeable respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to
stand up to the other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise).
H12d is supported. Among respondents with high political knowledge, a candidate who
said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is
13.5% points (SE = 0.0114) less likely to be selected than one who said elected officials
must obey the courts even when they think their decisions are wrong. Among respondents
with low political knowledge, a candidate who said elected officials should not be bound
by court decisions they regard as politicized is 6.2% (SE = 0.0123) points less likely to
be selected than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think
their decisions are wrong. While both estimates are in the same direction, the difference in
estimates between more and less politically knowledgeable respondents is significant at the
0.05 level.
H13a is not supported. There is no significant difference between more and less politically
interested respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who supports vs. opposes voter ID laws.
H13b is supported. More politically interested respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said
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investigations should be free from partisan influence) than more politically interested respondents. Among more politically interested respondents, a candidate who said elected officials
should supervise investigations is 7.7% points (SE = 0.0109) less likely to be selected than
one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence. Among less politically
interested respondents, a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations
is 2.3% (SE = 0.0119) points less likely to be selected than one who said investigations
should be free from partisan influence. While both estimates are in the same direction, the
difference in estimates between more and less politically interested respondents is significant
at the 0.05 level.
H13c is not supported. There is no significant difference more and less politically interested
respondents in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to stand up to the
other party (relative to one who promises to work for compromise).
H13d is supported. More politically interested respondents are less likely to choose a candidate who said officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized
(relative to one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their
decisions are wrong) than less politically interested respondents. Among more politically
interested respondents, a candidate who said elected officials should not be bound by court
decisions they regard as politicized is 12.4% (SE = 0.0115) points less likely to be selected
than one who said elected officials must obey the courts even when they think their decisions
are wrong. Among less politically interested respondents, a candidate who said elected officials should not be bound by court decisions they regard as politicized is 8.5% points (SE
= 0.0120) less likely to be selected than one who said elected officials must obey the courts
even when they think their decisions are wrong. The difference in estimates between more
and less politically interested respondents is significant at the 0.05 level.
RQ1a: Among Republicans who disapprove of Donald Trump, the difference in likelihood
of selection for a candidate who supports vs. opposes voter ID laws (2.5% points, SE =
0.0301) is not significant from zero. Among Republicans who approve of Donald Trump,
a candidate who supports voter ID laws is 18.6% points (SE = 0.0157) more likely to be
selected (relative to one who opposes such laws). The difference between the two groups is
significant at the 0.05 level.
RQ1b: There is no significant difference between Democrats who approve of Donald Trump
and those who disapprove of Donald Trump in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who said elected officials should supervise investigations (relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence).
RQ1c: There is no significant difference between Democrats who approve of Donald Trump
and those who disapprove of Donald Trump in terms of likelihood of selecting a candidate
who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to who promises to work for compromise).
RQ2a: Among older respondents, a candidate who supports voter ID laws is 6.5% points
(SE = 0.0135) more likely to be selected (relative to one who opposes such laws). Among
younger respondents, the difference in likelihood of selection for a candidate who supports
vs. opposes voter ID laws (0.3% points, SE = 0.0125) is not significant from zero. The
difference between the two groups is significant at the 0.05 level.
RQ2b: There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of
likelihood of selecting a candidate who said elected officials should supervise investigations
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(relative to one who said investigations should be free from partisan influence).
• RQ2c: There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of
likelihood of selecting a candidate who promises to stand up to the other party (relative to
one who promises to work for compromise).
• RQ2d: There is no significant difference between older and younger respondents in terms of
likelihood of selecting a candidate who said elected officials should not be bound by court
decisions they regard as politicized (relative to one who said elected officials must obey the
courts even when they think their decisions are wrong).
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Additional results
Comparing the public and donors by party
The following two figures show preferences among Republicans (Figure A2) and Democrats (Figure A3) in the public (left panel) and donor (middle panel) samples, and the differences between
them (right panel). Differences that are significant at the 0.05 level are highlighted in black; otherwise, the estimates are shown in gray. We describe the significant differences between our public
and donor samples below.
Compared to Republicans in the public sample, Republicans in the donor sample are more
strongly opposed to candidates who favor raising taxes on the wealthy than candidates with a more
progressive stance. Among Republican donors, a more progressive candidate is 26.2% points (SE
= 0.0285) less likely to be selected than a less progressive candidate. Among Republicans in
the public sample, a more progressive candidate is 10.3% points (SE = 0.0171) less likely to be
selected. The difference between the two groups, 15.9% points, is significant at the 0.05 level
(SE = 0.0333). We also observe a significant difference between the Republican public and donor
samples on the democracy attribute related to judicial deference. Republican donors are 19.8%
points (SE = 0.0252) less likely to select a candidate who would disregard court decisions he or
she regards as politicized than one who would obey the courts, while Republicans in the general
public are 9.9% points (SE = 0.0155) less likely to select said candidate. The 10% point difference
(SE = 0.0296) is significant at the 0.05 level.
Democrats show more significant differences between the public and donor samples. Democratic donors are more likely to select a female candidate than a male candidate (2.6% points, SE
= 0.0101) compared to their counterparts in the general public, for whom the estimate on gender
is not significantly different from zero. The difference between the two groups, 3.1% points (SE
= 0.0151), is significant at the 0.05 level. Somewhat surprisingly, Democrats in the public sample
weigh partisanship as more important than do Democratic donors; they are 15.2% points (SE =
0.0130) more likely to select a Democrat than a Republican. Democrats in the donor sample are
only 10.0% points (SE = 0.0107) more likely to select a Democrat than a Republican, yielding a
significant difference of 5.2% points (SE = 0.0169).
The effects of candidates eschewing democratic norm violations are greater for Democratic
donors than Democrats in the public sample. For the courts, Democrats in the donor sample are
23.3% points (SE = 0.0120) less likely to select a candidate who would disregard politicized court
decisions. Among the Democrats in the public sample, the analogous estimate is 9.5% points (SE
= 0.0135), and the difference between the two groups (13.7% points, SE = 0.0181) is significant at
the 0.05 level. On the investigations attribute, Democratic donors are 15.4% points (SE = 0.0118)
less likely to choose a candidate who supports partisan involvement in investigations than one who
favors independent investigations, compared to a 2.8% point (SE = 0.0113) lower likelihood of
selection among Democrats in the general public. Again, the difference between the two groups
(12.7% points, SE = 0.0163) is significant at the 0.05 level. Finally, on the voting rights attribute,
Democrats in the donor sample are more strongly opposed to candidates who support voter ID
laws than Democrats in the public sample. Democratic donors are 20.3% points (SE = 0.0120)
less likely to choose a candidate who supports than opposes voter ID laws, while Democrats in the
general public are just 4.1% points (SE = 0.0125) less likely to choose said candidate. The 16.3%
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point (SE = 0.0173) difference between the two groups is significant at the 0.05 level.
Figure A2: Preferences among public vs. donors, Republicans only
Comparing Republican Public vs. Donors
Republican Public
(N = 301)
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Figure A3: Preferences among public vs. donors, Democrats only
Comparing Democratic Public vs. Donors
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Testing for differences in candidate evaluation by party
As we describe briefly in our tests of Hypotheses 6 through 9 for the public sample, we are interested in not only respondents’ absolute preferences for candidates who hold various positions
on key democratic values, but also whether they are willing to forgive transgressions of democratic norms by co-partisan candidates (and not opposition party candidates). In the following
four figures, we subset our data into four groups by sample and party (Republicans in the public,
Republican donors, Democrats in the public, and Democratic donors). We then run a model that
excludes the candidate partisanship attribute and estimate preferences across all other attributes
(gender, race/ethnicity, two policy positions, and four positions on democratic values) for Republican candidates (left panels) and Democratic candidates (middle panels). Differences are shown
in the right panels, with any that are significant at the 0.05 highlighted in black, and insignificant
differences shown in gray.
As the figures show, we find almost no evidence that respondents in any sample evaluate Republican and Democratic candidates differently. For Republicans in the public and donor samples, and
Democrats in the public sample, there are no significant differences whatsoever in their likelihood
of selecting Republican vs. Democratic candidates with various positions on any other attribute.
For Democrats in the donor sample, we find a single significant difference, whereby Democratic
donors punish Republican candidates who promise to “stand up to the other party” rather than
“work for compromise across party lines” more severely than they do Democrats. Among these
respondents, a Republican candidate who disfavors compromise is 11.2% points (SE = 0.0138)
less likely to be selected than a Republican who makes compromise a priority, while a Democrat
who rebukes compromise is 6.8% points (SE = 0.0143) less likely to be selected. The difference,
4.4% points (SE = 0.0120), is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Figure A4: Preferences among Republicans (public) for Republican vs. Democratic candidates
Republicans evaluate Republican vs. Democratic candidates (public)
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Figure A5: Preferences among Republicans (donors) for Republican vs. Democratic candidates
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Figure A6: Preferences among Democrats (public) for Republican vs. Democratic candidates
Democrats evaluate Republican vs. Democratic candidates (public)
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Figure A7: Preferences among Democrats (donors) for Republican vs. Democratic candidates
Democrats evaluate Republican vs. Democratic candidates (donors)
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Predicted support probabilities for norm-violating candidates among donors
Here we calculate predicted support probabilities for co-partisan candidates who violate shared
democratic norms among donors (see the main text for analogous calculations among the public).
Among Republicans in the donor sample, a white, male, Republican candidate who holds traditionally conservative positions on discrimination, taxes, and voting rights3 , and who does not
transgress any democratic norms, has an 97.0% chance of being selected, averaged over all possible alternatives. If he transgresses one norm, that likelihood drops to between 77.1% and 93.4%.
If he transgresses two norms, the likelihood that he is chosen drops to between 70.5% and 86.7%.
Finally, if he transgresses all three democratic norms, the likelihood that he is chosen drops to
66.9%.
Among Democrats in the donor sample, a white, male, Democratic candidate who holds traditionally liberal positions on discrimination, taxes, and voting rights, and who does not transgress
any democratic norms, has n 100% chance4 of being selected, averaged over all possible alternatives. If he transgresses one norm, that likelihood drops to between 80.0% and 94.3%. If he
transgresses two norms, the likelihood that he is chosen drops to between 64.6% and 78.8%. Finally, if he transgresses all three democratic norms, the likelihood that he is chosen drops to 55.6%.

3 We hold party positions on ballot access fixed in line with the stance favored by each party because access to the
ballot is the one democratic principle on which we found partisan polarization. To illustrate the scope of the effects
of punishment for transgressions of principles on which we found pro-democracy consensus across party lines, our
simulations examine changes in position on the other democratic norms.
4 The predicted value (103%) exceeds the possible range slightly.
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