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Abstract

There has been substantial disagreement ab
elections, yet there is little evidence about the effects of different election dates.
This paperepresents the first attempt to utiliaeewly-assembledataset

covering prinary and general elections from 1984 to 2016 to assess the
consequences of primary election dates for turnout, cost, and competitiveness of
primary elections to the U.S. House of Representati@earching over this full

time period, we uncovered no eviderof a substantively meaningful effect of
primary timing on either the cost or competitiveness of primaries. However,
turnout does appear to dip in the summer mobé#sre recovering in the félla
pattern that has become more pronounced in both pertiesent years

Descriptive statistics and bivariate analyses suggesnthia past decade, later
primaries have become more expensh@vever, we found no evidence of this
pattern once we controlled fpotentiallyconfounding forcesFuture reseah

will be necessary to determine whether tieisentshift represents an aberration or
an emerging trend in primary election dynami@ge conclude with a brief
discussion oproposals regarding the optimal timing of congressional primary
electionsand sane thoughts on the relationship between primary timing and
ideological polarization

! The authors gratefullyacko wl edge t he financial support of the Willi
I nitiative. Any errors are the responsibility of the
access policy, replication data and the full dataset ddedrfor this project are available at
https://wordpress.clarku.edu/primarytimingfhank you as well to Rebecca Hadik, Joya Hall, and Jana Kelnhofer

for research assistance.
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The Consequences of Primary Election Timing

The increase in polarization within the U.S. Congress over the past two decades has led
to a renewed interest in the consequences of primary election laws. Primary elections, first
introduced in the early twentieth century, were expected at that tinrhange legislative
elections in dramatic ways, reducing the power of political parties, increasing the cost of election
campaigns, and empowering voters in states where one party had traditionally been dominant.
During the first decades of the twentietmey, researchers asked many questions about the
effect of primaries and about the effeot different types of primary lawd-However, a primary
elections became an accepted feature of American politics, and as American political parties
found ways taexert control over primaries, political scientists gradually lost interest. The recent
ideological sorting of the parties, however, has been accompanied by increased concern by
parties with shaping primary contests fldall 2018, increased interest grpwctivity in
primaries (Boatright, Malbin, and Glavin 201@nd increased media attention to ideologically
extreme candidacies within both parties (Boatright 2013). Primaries, in short, have become more
interesting than they were for much of the twehtigentury.

Many of the original questions asked about primaries have by now been answered, and
for the most part the answers have suggested that there are few modifications to primary laws
that yield measurable consequencd@esearchers have studiee ifects of party endorsemts
in primaries (Dominguez 201 Hassell 2013), variations in who is allowed to vote in primaries
(Norrander and Stephens 2012, Gerber and Morton 1998, Kanthak and Morton 2001, McGhee et
al 2014; Rogowski and Langella 2015)datifferent types ofunoff provisions (Gerber and
Morton 1998, Lamis 1984, Bullock and Smith 198@)outcomes of interest such as turnout and
competitiveness, bubf the most part, results in these areas have been slight. In a handful of
cases primaryules have certainly made a difference in election outcomes, but researchers have
failed either to find consistent effects from any set of primary election characteristics or to
corroborate normative cl ai ms abohet what the

In our judgment, the most consequential early question about primaries that has not been
answered is the question of what the effects of primary election timing are. We have long known
that political parties, in #hUnited States and abroad, seeftmipulate election dates in order
to maximize their chance of victory. It stands to reason, as well, that dominant factions or
candidates within political parties will similarly manipulate election timing to advantage
themselves.Such manipulations astandard practice in election systems where the governing
party can call an election (Docherty 1997; Ramiro 2Gi®l, in some instances, in state and
local politics (Anzia 2014) Yet in the American system, federal general election dates are fixed
and pimary election dates, while not fixed, generally are established sufficiently before the
election that manipulating the date for sherm advantage tends to be more difficult.

Establishing primary election dates, therefore, requisgutional stength and a
rationale that extends beyond the election at hand, and that might serve as a plausible normative
story. In other words, anyone seeking to shift the date of a primary from, for instance, March to
May (or May to Septemberjvould need to passgdgislation to do so, and could expect some
public scrutinyand skepticisnof the endeavor.
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Thereis a variety of folk theories about tim@rmativeconsequences of election timing,
most of which arose during tlearly twentieth centuryand none of wich have ben
conclusively tested. In his 1908 boBkimary Elections Charles Merriam (pp. 13¥39)
summarized the thinking of the time: if primaries are Ielkthe spring, candidates will
effectively have to wage two entirely different campaigns, and the issues of political importance
may change substantially. If the primary is held during the summer, voters will be less
interested; rural voters, in partian) may be busy with their crofsee also Horack 1923)f the
election is held during the fall, lesdarown candidates may be disadvantaged going into the
general election and intraparty conflictsle primary will not be healed. Similarly, European
political scientist Ernest C. Meyer (1902, 3@@jnedthat summer vacations would diminish
primary turnout but fall primaries might prevent parties from being able to develop general
election campaign strategies for their candidatesiser (1923) conteled that early primaries
would yield more costly general elections for candidatean era where parties tended to fund
general election campaigns and campaign finance laws tended not to be applied to primaries, it
appeared that primary timing could lesa substantial effect on whether election campaigns were
funded by parties or candidates (BaRéd2, 47.

A century later, no one has proven or disproven these claims, although many state
specific accounts have made further claims about party preéreegarding primaries.
Histories of states such as Florida (Craig andtiauz)08), Virginia (Sabato 197,/andNew
York (Zimmerman R08) allege that political parties have tended to dislike late primaries
because there is insufficient time for intragaonflicts to be resolved in time for the general
election. Zimmerman, in fact, contends that the majority party in New York has at times
adjusted the primary date for the explicit purpose of harming the minority party. On the other
hand, in 1951 the &tional Municipal League issued a set of recommendations about helping
parties assert greater control over primary elections; among these was a recommendation that
states set a primary date in early October, with filing deadlines in early Septembeatidrede
here was that early primaries made general election campaigns unnecessarily long; these lengthy
gener al el ection campaigns had, it was argued
the candidates and to the public as well . o

This confusia is reflected in theurrentpanoply of state primarglection dates (shown
in Table 3. There is little logic to these datesthe changes in thenBome states with a
tradition of strong political parties, such as lllinois and Ohio, have very early primaries; other
strong party states, such as the New England states, are among the last states to hold®primaries.
States witha history of weaker parties, such as the western and plains states, are similarly spread
across the spring, summer, and early fall. No state holds its primary as late as the National
Municipal League had suggested.

[Tablel about herg
Sincethe early 1970s, there have in addition been questions raised about the wisdom and

consequences of concurrent presidential and nonpresidential primary eleStiodies have
shown that voting in nonpresidential primary races is higher in states wh@resigential and

3 For useful distinctions among state party systems, see Mayhew 1986, Elazar 1972.
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nonpresidential primary elections are on the same ballot, particularly in early presidential
primary states or in years where the primary contest is compéBatright 2014, ch.)3*

Some previous research has controlled for theedfiethe coincidence of presidential and
nonpresidential primaries on the representativeness of the electorate or on the ideological
characteristics of party nominees (Herrnson and Gimpel 1995; Kaufmann, Gimpel, and Hoffman
2003; Johnson, Petersheim, aldsson 2010). Anecdotal accounts have often suggested, for
instance, that liberal candidates and Afridgenerican candidates for lower office benefitted

from appearing on the same primary ballot as Barack Obama in the 2008 priiatliEsman

2008. This adds an extra wrinkle to analyses of primary tiniilegncurrent primaries tend to

occur earlier than nonconcurrent ones, but variations in the characteristics of the electorate or the
campaign are likely determined not by the election date but by éserpre of a presidential

primary on the ballot (and perhaps by the characteristics of the presidential candidates).

Although most of thearly twentieth centurlterature discussed above is largely
speculative or impressionistic, several recent studige bonsidered primatyming in the
context of largemodels of primary election toout or competition, but results have been mixed.
Johnson, Petersheim, and Wasson (286 also Lazarus 200&vestigate the relationship
between primary election timg and general election divisivengssncluding that early,
divisive primaries can be harmfid incumbents Galderisi and Ezra (2001), in contrast, contend
that late primaries are more divisive for the party, while also observing that states with
traditionally strong political parties tend to hold their primaries earkaufmann, Gimpel, and
Hoffman (2003) contend that at the presidential level, early primaries cantage more
ideologically extreme candidate3wo dissertations on primary electiares (Sabella 2009,
Kurlowski 2014 use primary election timing as a variable in models predicting turnout or
competition; both conclude that it has little effedinother recent dissertation uses primary dates
to determine whether members of Congrémmge their voting habits or other legislative
activities at the time of their primaries (Schmitt 201Bhese studies vary in the ways in which
they conceptualize election timing; some measure the length of the general election campaign
(e.g. the time beveen the primary and the general election) while others distinguish between
early, middle, and late primarie$n a study of Spanish primary elections, Ramiro (2016)
contends that early primariesan boost a partyos genrgnmaides el ect |
reduce it However, the effects he uncovers are nonlintare is a tipping point for Spanish
primaries of about eighhonths before electioriWhile there is no reason to expect U.S.
elections teexhibit similar temporalfeatures, it ipossible that the way in which primaries dates
are conceptualizeand operationalizetl e.g.,as asimple count of the number of dagsmonths
between the primary and the general election, alineartransformation of one of thoseuns,
or as separateategorical variables for ear{gpring) middle(summer)or late(fall) T might be
consequentialln fact, in the analysis that follows, we demonstrateahata | gosclussons

“ Between 1982016, contested incumbent primary turnout was two percentage points higher ineldcesthe

same day aa presidential primary (12.8 percent) than in races that did not occur on the same day as a presidential
primary (107 percent). Turnout in challenger primaries, which exhibit lower turnout than incumbent pantari

begin with, witnessed a similar reduction (6.4 percent when held concurrently; 5.7 percent otherwise). Both of these
differences are statistically significant a.@5 level. Turnout in open seat primaries was not as high as in

incumbent primariesand surprisingly, we uncovered only a substantively negligible difference in turnout rates in

open seat primaries that were held the same day as a presidential primary (10.1 percent) and those held on different
days (9.5 percent).
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about the relationship between timing and turnout in primary electiopndensensitive thow
primary timingis operationalized.

Modern literature on primary timing, then, is sparse and inconclusive, despite the various
folk theorems about what its effects should be. This is the case in part because of difficulties
measurig it, and in part because it has rarely been a direct object of study.

Literature on primaries tends to focus upon four different subjects. First, there are
arguments about voter turnaartd the composition of the electorate. In these stutlees)s ae
made about whether more people are inclined to vote at different times of year, or how the
composition of the primary electorate might be affected by spring, summer, or fall primaries.
Second, claims tend to be made about competitiveness in bothntiagypand the general
election. As regards the primary, it has been argued that early primaries tend to advantage
incumbents and to discourage competition, in part because voters may not be as engaged in the
electoral process as they will become as thmege election approaches. As to the general
election,prominentarguments concern the effect of primary divisiveness on general election
outcomes, and th@mount of time it might take calm feathers ruffled by a divisive primary.
Third, varying claim$iave been made about whether early primaries are more expensive than
later primaries, or whether early primaries can make general election campaigns more expensive.
To some extent, it seems evident that the earlier the primary, the more time theesforill b
primary victors to raise money for the general electiBat it hasalsobeen argued that some
types of spenders (parties or aceegsnted PACs, for instance) will be advantaged or
disadvantaged according to the timing of the primary. And finallguments have been made
aboutwhether or not nominees with certain qualities g.,party regulars or insurgents,
ideological moderates or extremistswill be advantaged or disadvantaged by different primary
dates.

These four areas of inquiry ovanlao be certain. Primary competition, for instance, may
be a consequence of turnout, spending, or the qualities of the candidates. And, as noted above in
the discussion of concurrent primaries, many individual primary elections do not by themselves
detemine spending or turnout. House primaries, in particular, may be shaped not only by
presidential races but t8enate or gubernatorial primaries. Any effort to isolate the effects of
primary timingon outcomes of intereshust control for a variety of other state, national, or
candidatespecific factors that may swamp the effects of the primary daighe extent that we
can isolate timing effects, however, we are able to present a clear\&tben we consider the
entire 19842016 periodtiming does nohave a major effect on eithependingor competition
in primary elections Turnout howeverdoes appear to dip during the summer mahtasrend
that has become more pronounced in both parties in recent YBeamsndthis, our conclusions
are more tentativeUtilizing descriptive/univariate and bivariate techniques, we present
evidence thaDemocratic primarieeavebecome less competitive and more expensive as the
general election draws closerthis decadesuggesng an effort by the Democratic Party to
reduce competitionDuring that same periodimilar analyses reveal that Republican primaries
haveexhibited higherthanexpected turnout and competition late in the primary cycle. These
differences, we specugtmaycorroborate recent arguments about political polarization and
differences in party cultureHowever, thesshifts,which we observe ia small subsample of
our most recentata, are modest in magnitude and tend to vamsk we control for potentially



confounding forces. Thus, future research must revisit these questions before analysts can be
certain whether or not the patterns we uncover duhe@010s constitute dmstorical
aberratioror an emergingrendin the dyhamics of primary elections

Research QuestionsData, and Evidence

For the purposes of this paper, we focus our analysis on the relationship beiwken
independent variabliethe timing of primarie$ and three dependent variables of interest:
turnout,cost, anccompetitiveness of U.S. Houpemaryelections. We are unabléo measure
directly the effects of primaries on candidate ideology, although we elmutgie at the end of the
paperabout these relationships.

In keeping with previous work, we conduct separate analyses for incumbent primaries,
challenger primaries, and primaries égen seatsThis paper represents our initial attempt to
use a newlconstructed dataset amswer a basic question: does the timing a congressional
primary affect the cost, turnout, or competitiveness of prirebgtions to the U.S. Hoe8The
data on which we rely are aggregated at the level of the primary election and cover the 1984
2016 period, so the unit of analysis is the prirdistrictyear® That is, for each congressional
district in each election year, there may be two casese for the Democratic primary and one
for the Republican primaryOur dataset consists thfreetypes of variablesvariables relating to
the election itselfyariables relating to election outcomaad variables relating to the financing
of theelection. In addition, we collectehta on a variety of different candidadistrict, and
statecharacteristicrom a varietyof different sourcesA full ersummary of information orhe
construction of this dataset, with emphasis on the spending varialdesjlable in Appendix A.
Here, we briefly summarize the most pegtihdetails on the data wellected, with an emphasis
on the variables wase in the analyses that follow.

Dependeni/ariables

Turnout: For years 1994 and later, federal election returns for primaries were taken from the
Feder al El ection Commi ssi orrdrgears P®@nNd ealiereast i o n
well as for gubernatorial candidates, reseasdistants entered raw vote totals from printed

matter (Scammon and McGillivrayarious yeaisinto a cloudcomputingbased web forri.

® All told, we assembled substantial amounts of informatiothe more than 51,000 candidates who received votes

in primary elections between 192016 Our campaign finance data on primary elections go back to 1980. See

Appendix A for a discussion.

® After they were collected, théouseprimary votetotals were crosshecked with returns collected by James

Snyder which allowed us to triangulate and reconcile any inconsistencies that emerged, thus further reducing errors

in our own data Calculating tunout for uncontested races can present problems because raw vote totals are not

reported in every district in every yearhereforg belowwe restrict our analysis to contested primaries and general

elections’ operationalized here as those in whicbrenthan one candidate received more than a handful of votes.

We will explore the effects of alternative operational
iterations. However, for most (though not all) of the bivariate analyaeapipear below, we also restricted the
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General election returns were taken from the FEC, as well as theihmersity Consortium for

Political and SocialResar chdés (1 CPSR) hi st generakcekdtionsurnse ct i on
were checked via comparison with Gary Jacobso
spending data. Senate and gubernatorial returns were checked byietridt-level estimates

of voting age population (and total population) were taken from various Census Bureau sources.
These allow us to compute not only the number of people who woeath party primarybut

to calculate turnoutsathe percentage of the VAP wharticipatedn any givenprimary election.

Turnout in primary elections tends to be quite low, with an average of aineytercentof the

VAP participating in primaries across all states, all primary types, and both parties during the

period studied here.

Candidate ExpendituresCycle-wide campaign finance totals are readily obtainable. The FEC
has made total receipts and total disbursements available in its summary files back to the 1980
election cycle. However, a student of Congressional primariesniana simple problem with
cyclewide finance figures: the totals of primary winners, who must raise and spend money after
the primary election, are incomparable with those of primary losers. The mean(median)
contested House primary from 1970 to 2016 tplaice 137(154) days before the general

election, so that eventual nominees on average campaigned for almost five months longer than
their defeated opponents. If our research question is (say) whether primary timing and ballot
access deadlines affect cangmafinance, this discrepancy will defeat any attempt at an
empirical test. Unfortunately, the FECG6s onli
to aggregate prprimary transactions. The process we used to acquire these data is somewhat
complicate; this, as well, is described in Appendix A. But in a nutshell, we usegtiatped
pre-primary and preconvention transaction records to assign all receipts and disbursements to
either the primary or the general election period. We then used thisiatfon to generate
aggregateotals for receipts and disbursements in each privdestyict-year.

Our major financial variable of interest here is expenditures, not receiptée WMémy
researchers (includingsusee Boatright 2013, ch. 4) focus tretention on candidate receipts,
in this instance we use expenditures as a means of looking at campaign activity rather than
candidate strength. That is, a strong candidate may raise a substantial amount pfieteney
potential opponentsand ultimatelyspend little of it during the primary, while another may raise
a similar amount of money and need to spend all of it in order to win a close election. One can
ask guestions about both activities, but if we are interested in the effects of primargutates,
guestions have to do with the nature of the pridasgecifically its cogi not the nature of the
candidates.

We collected other financial variables as well, including total PAC contributions,
contributions from PACs of different types, party conitibns, unitemized contributions, and
candidate loans and contributions. All are of interest in general elections and all undoubtedly
play some role in primaries. However, the vast majority of primary candidates raise so little
money that we do not prale extensive analysis of these variables here.

cases to those primaries in which no single candidate received greater than 95 percent of the vote and the results
were not affected.



CompetitivenessWe measure competitivenasifferently for the thre@rimaryelection types.
In the case of open seat and challengenaries, we follow several extastiudies (Canon 1978,
Herrnson and &pel 1995, Hogan 2003, Brogan and Mendilow 2012) in employing a
fractionalization index which isalculatedas

F=1-x [1)% +QC2)2+ (C3)2+ (C4)2. . ]

where F is the fractionalization index; i€ the percentage of the total voéeeived by the first
candidate, gis the percentage of the total vote received by the second candidate, and so on.
This yields an index where a one candidate race has a fractionalization index of zero and a race
where two candidates split the vote wohlle a fractionalization index of 0.5 (of 10.5 +

0.5%). The larger the number of similarly competitive candidates, the closer the indexiis to 1
that is, a race with ten candidates who received ten percent of the vote each would have an index
of 17 [(.1)*>* 10], or 0.9. Thentuition behind these indices other words, is that an election
where one candidate gets most of the votes is not very fractionalized, even if there are multiple
candidates; races with two candidates with similar voteestrar split, and those with more than

two equally competitive candidates are even more divitegh values on this variable are
associated with more ficompetitiveo races.

The fractionalization index is adept at capturing differences in competitiondn vehere
competition between multiple candidates is the norm. For incumbent primaries, however, we
would contend that fractionalization is radvaysthe best indicator afompetition because, as
noted above, the vast majorayincumbents run without serious primary opposition. Thus,
following Boatright (2013) we distinguish here between incumbents who run without a serious
opponent and incumbents who were held to 75 percent or less of the primahWetthus
have a binar measuré either incumbents faced a credible challenge or they didWetalso
calcul ated the incumbentds margin of victory
election being considered.

Independent Variable of InteresElection Datesand Timing

Our independent variable of theoretical interest is the timing of the primary election.
Using FEC documents, we recorded the date of every House, Senate, and Presidential primary
election in evergongressional district from 1972D16. Wealso recorded the candidate filing
deadlines for these party primaries and general eledaingy back to 1984We used a variety
of print and electronic sources to identify the dates of gubernatorial primary elections and
recorded those as weNVhendo House primaries occur?igure 1 is a histogram of the
distribution of House primaries over the course of the year in election year§9&fand 2016.
Primary elections tend t o Thwvehocelhalsofadl prismariesi n one
falling in what could be categorized as the springd®2rcen}, and a smaller number falling in
summer (2.1 percen} and fall (5.2 percent.® During this period, the mediarontestegrimary

” When we restrict the analysis in this way, approximately one in four incumpbierries meets the threshold.
. Primaries categorized as fFallo generally took place r
were held from roughly the middle of June tJureddugh t he
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fell 154 days before the general electiom number thatamains stable across the entire time

series. The mean, on the other hand, is 143 days, and ranges from a low of just 121 days in 1976
to 171 days in 2000The large spike in the summer reflects the fact that some large states like
California, Ohio,and New Jersey all generally lietheir primariesexactly120 days before the

general election for much of the time period covered here.

[Figure 1 about here]

In the discussion of results, we look at primary timing both as a continuous variable (that
is, number of days between primary and genesalone of three seasonal categoiaes! as one
of eight month categories (FebrugBgptember) There is no one correct way to do this.
However, we would contend that distinguishing between seasongeadénefits: first, many
of the folk theories about primaries have had to do with sedsewhen people tend to take
vacations, when crops are harvested, and so forth. Thus, changing the primary date from one
season to the next may have an effect thahging the date from, for instance, March to April
will not. Second, distinguishing between seasons also removes the noise introduced by small
legislative decisions or by natural rhythms of the calendar (for instance, a primary rddndate
be held on theecond Tuesday in May will vasfightly in its proximity to Election Dayrbm
one year to the next). And third, it is simply easier to look at differences across time periods
when one displays them by season, especially when the changes in the deperaldes are
nonlinear. After we use the seasonal categories to explore and present broad patterns in the data,
we then employ the monthly categories in the multivariate analyses that follow. As we
demonstrate below, the choice of operationalizatianwadiscernible effect on our results when
it comes to cost and competitiveness of primary elections. However, in the case of turnout,
results are sensitive the choice obperationalization of primary timing

Control Variables

We also collected data on a large number of potential control variables for use in this and
other studiesIn the various analyses that follow, we also employ a number of control variables
to capture other sources of variatiarprimary turnout, spending, and competitiveness. These
include:

- Characteristics specific to the primary itself, including the party holding the primary;
whether the primary is held concurrently with the presidential primary or not; whether the
primaryhis held concurrently with a senate or gubernatorial primary; whether the
concurrently held primary is competitive; and the voting rules for the primary (that is,
wheter it is open, seropen,semc | osed, or cl osed). We excl
t w o dlanket primaries from our analysis heaéthough the dataset we created does
include those races.

- Characteristics specific to tip®litical context. These include year astdte fixed
effects,a variable for the decadand districtDemocratic presidential vote share in the

traditional (norblanket; norspecial election) primary fell fewer than 30 days before the general election; and the
earliest primary in our data fell 273 days before the election.
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current or previous presidential election. We also use two commonly accepted measures

of state political cul tur e, David Mayhewos
party strengtlfl986)a n d Da n i €1B72)Eneaswenotat®e political culture. We
usethe|CPSRregion categories to distinguish between areas of the country.

- Characteristics specific to the candidate®ur dataset includeseasures dfaits and
past activities of incumbents, including NOMINATE scores, age, seniority, and past vote
share. We also include some measures for nonincumbents, such as the Bonica (2014) CF
scoref candidate ideologyand measures of candidate quality, ppolitical
experience, and candidaiecupatior.

Many of thesevariables have been found to be strong predictors of electoral performance; others
we have included in our dataset so that interested readers can explore potential determinants or
other types of questions related to primary election activities and results.

Approach and Results

In the pages that follow, wexplore the relationships described abomghree ways.
First, we presergaome basic bivariate analysési chartsscatterplots and correlations). Fkee
patterns serve as tBtartingpointfor our second approach, a multivariate investigatibeach
of our dependent variable§.hird, &ter presenting and discussing the aggregate reswdtthem
turn to a more graular analysis of both intrand interstae variation in primary dates and their
relationships to turnout and competitiveness.

Turnout in House Primaries and General Elections

We turn our attention first to threlationship between primatyning andturnout. Some
studies have contended that turnout will vary in different seasons, although the literature has not
necessarily suggested a linear trend. Meanyy studies have noted that turnout will be highest
in the fall, when voters have devotedma thought to the election, and lowest in the summer,
when many voters are engaged in typical summertime acti(gtigsvieyer 1902, Merriam and
Overacker 1928)Some recent work on turnout thanist specific to primaries supports such
claims (Anzia2014) It has also been argued, variously, that late primaries can generate either
momentum or divisiveness in the general electidrs not clear whether such things might
inspire higher or lower general election turnout, but in both instancessthaeepotential that
some voters will be inspired to show up (or not) in the election as a consequence of a late
primary while the effects of an early one will have dissipated by November.

° Prior occupation data for 20@D10 are gathered from Stephen Pettigrev Har var d dat aver se sit
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistetaiid 0.7910/DVN/26448 Our research assistants added
data from 20122014 to our file. More description of this process is provided in the appendix.
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Figure 2a presents scatterplots, linear trends (wighe®&entconfidence intervals), and
Pearsof sorrelation coefficients that describe the relationship between our key independent
variablei the number of days that passed between the primary and the general élantion
turnout (measured here as peragfthe dstrict VAP).X° Spring primariegwhich take lower
values on the-axis)appear tenjoysomewhahigher turnouthan summer or fall primaries
across all three primary types (incumbent, challenger, and open seat). Of teuasd,al
turnout rate (appra 9 percenton average across all states, all primary types, and both parties) is
still quite low. Furthermore, then-averagaifferences are not large or statistically significant at
traditionallyacceptedevels. For example, turnout averagesge#entin spring primaries and
8.4 percentin fall primaries (a difference of dercentor less than 7,000 voters in the average
primary).Nonetheless, the strong, statistically significant negative correlationZRrbetween
primary date and turnout incumbent primaries stands out and merits further investigation
going forward. Interestingly Figure 2b reveals thalistricts withlate primaries do appear to
experience slightlyrigherturnout in the general electiohis is true in both open seat escand
races involving incumbentsAn average of 155 primary voters drop off each day that passes
after the first primary of the season, and on average, districts with fall primaries have
approximately 40,000 fewer voters than districts with spring pré@san general election day
The causal mechanism underpinnihi relationship is not clear, but intuition points to the
possibility that the primarelectionmay n d e e d i pstoipanteipatevndhie general
election in November.

[Figures 2a an@b about here]

If we leave aside the relationship between primary and general election turnout, however,
to solely look at causes of variation in primary turnout, two additional causes of seasonal
variation emerge. First, as our calendar of primarggéfable 1) shows, the majority of
concurrent presidential/nonpresidential primaries happen in the spring. Second, we may be
capturing differences between parties, whethe
levels of commitment to the primaor different seasonal constraints on voting, or because states
where one party is dominant may have primaries at different times than those that are more
competitive or where the other party is dominant. New England, for instance, tends to have later
primaries than the rest of the country, and New England has over the time period considered here
been more Democratic than the rest of the country.

Let us first consider concurrence. To what extent are variations in turnout across time
merely capturing differences between the presidential and nonpresidential primaries? Although
it might seem intuitive, it is in fact somewhat difficult to developethud for comparing
concurrent and nonconcurrent primaries. Not all presidential primaries are competitive, either
because one partyds presidenti al candi date is
been effectively wrapped up by the time of aegiyprimary, or because one candidate has
enough of an advantage in a state that the primary is not really contested. In order to avoid
judgmentcalls in this regard, Figuressmply compares primaries held in presidential election
years to those held inidierm election years. Even with this loose levat@hparison, it does

1930 that later primaries will appear farther to the right side of #veis; we reversed the scale of this variable. As
a result, the saxis in all the scatterplots that follow captures the number of days that have passed between the
primary in questiorand the first primary of that election cycle.
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seem highly likely that the presence of a presidential primary on the ballot drives most of the
variation in turnoutSpecifically, in presidential election years, turnout dropsceably across

the seasons a®mecandidates drop out of the presidential race and others sew up theidparties
nominations.

[Figures 3a and 3about here]

Figures 4a andbishow variatias in turnout by party; Figureadhows all primaries, and
Figure4b excludes New England. Both figures show,thathis level of aggregatiotyrnout
tends to decline in a somewhat linear fashion from spring to summer to fall. A comparison of
the two figures shows, furthermore, that the New England states assponsible for this
pattern. Of the six clusters of party primary types shown here, the only one that does not decline
across seasons is Democratic challenger primaries, which exldiipitin turnout in the summer
before recovering in the fall

[Figures 4a and B about here]

Another interesting characteristic of the relationship between political parties and election
timing is the change in the relationship between partisanship, timing, and turnout acressshe y
considered here. Figures 5a amd:bmpare the pattern exhibited in the 1980s to that of today.
During the 1980s, the steady decline in primary turnout from spring to summer to fall is evident
across all primary types and within both parties. By the 2010s, overall tuvaslawer (thatis,
if one looks at the-axis, it is clear that average turnout was lower for most primary types by the
2010s; the decline for Democrats is particularly obvious). Yet the decline across seasons in
turnout 5 gone by this point. During the 2018smeate primariehave actually had higher
turnout than those held earlden pattern never observed in the 1980s.

[Figures 5a and 5b about here]

These graphs thus tell contradictory stories about the relationship between turnout and
timing. This may spealo an increasing interest on the part of voters in congressional primaries
(or a declining interest in presidential primaries), and it may also suggest that some late
congressional primaries have become more importahettypes ofoterwho participaten the
low-turnout affairs that Zicentury congressional primaries have become.

Cost of House Primaries and General Elections

Someof theaccounts of the introduction of primarigst we listed abovéarticularly
Baker 2012xontended that thdirect primarywould makecampaignsnore costly; some
arguments about timinigeld that early primaries would lead to more expensive elections overall
(Hempstead 1901)According to this line of reasoning, candidates would effectively have to
finance twoentirely different campaigns if primaries were early, whereas a late primary would
more easily segue into the general election campaign. Late primaries, however, may also yield
longer campaigns. If, in addition, the late primary is not very competitivthb general
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election campaign is expected to be, more money directed at the general election will be spent
during the primary.

We uncovered no substantively meaningful relationships between levels of overall
spending in primary racesf(any type) omgeneral election races and the date the primary
election was held. Figua plots the natural log of total spending by all candgiatélouse
primaries from 19842016 against the timing of the primary, broken out by type of primaries
(incumbent, challeger, and open seat). In all three cases, the bivariate analysis uncovers no
substantively significant pattern to this relationship. Similarly, &b plots the natural log of
total spending by all candidates in general election races betwee2Q984dgainst the timing
of the primay, broken out by primary typeAgain, the bivaria analysis reveals no pattern
between the tiitmg of the primary and total spendimgthe general election. Of course, total
spending is not the only meaningful indicabbithe role of money in congressionalaiens,
and there are many othediriables to considérespecially those involving the flow of monty
candidate$rom parties and groups, whose practical opportunities to spend money in general
election races maye constrained in states that hold later primaries.

[Figures6a and 6 about here]

The lack of an aggregate pattern, however, masks interesting variations within different
types of primaries. As in the previous section, we again consider varibétwmsen presidential
and nonpresidential years, between the two parties, and across the decades considered in this
study.

Figure 7 compares spending by House primary candidates running in presidential election
years to spending by these candidates irtamdal election years. In midterm election years, there
is nogeneral pattern to the relationskigtween timing and expenditurésstead, each type of
race exhibits a distinct patterrin presidential election years, however, mlggdsmoney is spent
by candidates running ilate primaries than by those runningearlierones and in evey case
(incumbent primaries, challenger primaries, and open seat prijpapesding peaks in the
summer of presidential election yearse low levels of spending olysed in fall primaries that
take place in presidential election yearay correspond to the turnout variations we saw in the
prior section, but it is less intuitiyespecially since the declines we observed in turnout were
monotonic, whereas spending Re@n the summer before bottoming out in the. fédtlis easy to
conclude that more voters show up in early primaries because there are presidential candidates
on the ballot. Yet why should the presence of a presidential race on the ballot prompt House
candidates to spend more mone@ne could hypothesize that competition from the presidential
race for votersé6é attention prompts other cand
attention. Candidates runniaffer the presidential nominationsealecidedin contrastmaynot
need to work as hard.

[Figure 7 about here]

Figures 8a and 8b compare spending by Democrats and Republicans across the decades
considered in this papét. One must keep in mind here the change in partisan control of

™ Note that the dollar amounts here are not adjusted for inflation.
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Congess: during the 1980s, Democrats held a comfortable majority in the House, and thus there
were simply more Democratic incumbent primaries than there were Republican incumbent
primaries. In 2010, in contrast, control of Congress changes hands; throtighpetiod the

margin of control on the part of Republicans is narrower than it was for Democrats during the
1980s. The abilitypf different types of candidates to raise and spend money, and the stakes
involved in these elections, in other words, &endoubtedly different.

[Figures 8a and 8b about here]

One intriguingpattern that emerges these figures, however, is tHat the 2010s,
spendingends to basomewhat higher in later primaries than in earlier offidss is particularly
the case amng DemocratsOur hunch, however, is that this variation may merely capture
expenditures made during the primary for the purpose of the general eldctsodifficult to
distinguish between spending geared toward winning a primary and spendingtgeared
winning a general electioespecially in the case of the latest primaries in the cysl®oatright
(2013, ch. 4) noted, is safe to assume that a candidate who spends money in primary where he
or she has no opponent is really spending thateyponorder to win the general election; when
that candidate has a primary opponent, however, we are forced to make assumptions about the
purpose of the spending using I mprecise guess
spending, the ultimate vosdare, or other imperfect measurea @iriori competitiveness.

It is difficult to reconcile the findingeegardingparties here with the findings regarding
concurrem presidential electianThe differences here suggest to us, however, that primary
timing has no clear influence on spending. This is not to say that primary timing does not
influence other campaign finance variabl&®t such variables are difficult to measure in the
aggregat because they are so dependent on the competitiveness of the primary itself.

In Figures 9 and 10, however, we show two noteworthy patterns in the behavior of
different types of donorsPolitical Action Committees (PACSs) are often seen as politically
sav vy i hthaeis, they will favor candidates who are likely to win. This is particularly
the case for corporate PACBigures 9a and 9b we shdke average receipts, by ratar, two
types of contributions, PAC contributions and corpRAC contributions. Unsurprisingly, the
vast majority of both contribution types go to incumbents; we have not separated out incumbents
and their primary opponents, but one can assume (based on Boatright 2013, ch. 4) that the vast
majority of these conibutions are to the incumbents. When we turn our attentipnirtaries
that consist obther candidate types, there is some evidence that later primaries draw more PAC
and corporate PAC contributions, likely because this monay jmart geared towartielping the
expected primary victor prepare for the general election.

[Figures 9a and 9b about here]

Another donor category to which we might impute strategic implications is small donors
i individualswho give less than $200/e can measure such contributions because candidates
are not required to itemize these contributibisey must merely report them as a lump sum.
Conventional wisdom holds that small donors tend to be more ideological or more prone to give
to candidate who are unique or excitingAn abundance of small donations is also indicative of
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grassroots campaign work Inpnparty groupsExamples of candidates who have excelled at
raising such smationtributionsinclude Senators Elizabeth Warren and Bernied8es; on the
Democratic side, and Representatives Ron Paul and Michelle Bachmann on the Republican side.
FigurelOashows thanean total of unitemized receipts by primahy.contrast with PAC
contributionsthese small contributions tend to distributed more uniformly across the three
different types ofaces, withopen seat primaries, on averaggeivingthe largestotal amount

in small contributions.This is to be expected, given the greater competitiveness of open seat
races and the lack of the sorts of ties to PACs that incumbents wouldHhawever,in further

contrast withPAC contributions small individual contributiontend towane over the course of

the primary season. In every type of race in both parties, primary races that take place in the fall
attractless moneyrom these sources than races taie place in either the spring or summer.

This is notable because it suggests that late primaries, orgaveey beless exciting to small

donors.

[Figures 10a, 10b, and 10about here]

Figures 10b and 10c compare unitemipeckipts reported by Democrats and
Republicans during the primary season across the decades for which these totals are’available.
At least one noteworthy difference does emerge over time. In the 1990s, late primaries tended to
attract less, or approxawely the same amount, in contributions from small donors than early
primaries. But by the 2010s, with the exception of Republican challenger primaries and
Democratic incumbent primaries, late primaries tended to attractinaom in some cases much
morei in contributions from small donors than early ones. While our data do not allow us to
draw conclusions about the forces behind this shift, we speculate that at least two are at work.
First, this shift may reflect changes in the information environmmenhich donors, candidates,
and parties operate. The growth of the Internet and significant outreach and targeting efforts by
parties may results in more donations being channeled toward a small number of high profile
races. Second, the advent of indamdent groups like MoveOn.org and ActBlue, who encourage
small donors to contribute to high profile, close races, may also have contributed to this trend.

In sum, there is little evidence that primary timing in itself influences campaign spending
or contributions; rather, most of the evidence we have presented suggests that not all primary
expenditures or contributions are specifically about the primary itSelfmuch of the period
considered here, more money was spent by congressional candidstdy primaries.
However, this pattern seems to have changed recdrmtg. primaries are more costly not
because of any seasonal dynanhiagssimply because the primary election season captures some
campaign activity that is about the general electi#hatever hypotheses people may have had
in the early twentieth century about primary election spending may have made sense at the time
butarenonecessarily appl i cThd sai, diffeoentpaiterres godemergel ect i o
among different typesf donors. Not only are incumbent primaries characterized by heavy PAC

2\We collected unitemized receipt data for the 12926 period. As with previous figures, readers should note that
the dollar amounts hereeanot adjusted for inflation.

31n fact, using inflatioradjusted figures (constant 2017 dollatkp standard deviation of mean unitemized
contributions during the primary season was 1.5 times larger in the 2010s than in the\WW8s@8sot definitive,

this isconsistat with a pattern of some primary races continuing to attract very little in the way of small
contributions while others began to attract very large amounts of money
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activity relative to challenger and open seat primabeslPAC spending in incumbent races

clearly peaks in the summgthis is also true when we restrict the analysis to corp&ae@

contributions) In contrastsmall individual donors appear to be more aabpen seat pmaries

and in springand summeprimaries. By fall, when more sophisticated actors allocating PAC
fundsaredirecting more contributions thallenger and open seat primaries (perhaps &ffart

to improve theexpectedporimarywinnedb s posi t i on h e a contibgtionsfnomo t he
small individual donordave dropped offin some cases precipitously.

Competitiveness in House Prinmes and General Elections

Third, we turn our attention to competitiveness. Claims about the relationship between
timing and competition are more sparse in the literature, but there are Bwsieof these have
to do with party control; someclais have been made that Astrongo
early, in order to confer the nomination on their preferred candidate before anyone is really
focused on the election; others have argued just the opposite, that strong parties will hold their
primaries later, in order to provide more time for the field to be winnd®eyd 1989; Elazar
1999) These opposing views have a Ajust so0 qu
notoriously strong parties, such as lllinois, tend to hold their primagigsearly, while other
Astrong partyo states such as New York and Ma
Fractionalization is not a perfect measure of whether ypaeferred candidates are advantaged,
but if parties have succesdfulvinnowed thdield, one would expect lower levels of
fractionalization to result.

As describedibove we use fractionalization to measure competitiveness in challenger
and open seat primariefigurellaplots fractionalization for both types of primariagainst the
date on which the primary was held. Challenger primaries appear to be equally competitive
across the range of the electoral calendar. However, open seat primaries appear to be slightly
more competitive in the spring than they are in thig(ifad -.10). This turns out to kdifferent
thanthe pattern we observe incumbehprimaries. Figurdlb plots the percent of primary
electionsinthre@ seasonso (spring, toummaere, bard fiazlolimped
two thresholds of dierent stringency (a) the incumbent received less tharpétcentof the
vote; and (b) the incumbent received less thapedBeniof the vote. Regardless of the
threshold employed, and contrary to the patterns we observed in challenger and open seat
primaries, the earliest incumbent primariesdtém be the least competitive, anthparies held in
the summetend, on average, to blee most competitive.

[Figureslla andllb about here]

We noted above that turnout in early primaries seems targpely driven by concurrence
with presidential primariesThere is no obvious reason to assume that fractionalization would be
affected by concurrence, bass Figure 2 shows, it does appear that challenger and open seat
primaries areslightly less comptitive in the fall of presidential election yedingn they are in the
spring and summer. Thesis noapparentelationship between fractionalization and season
duringmidterm election years. It is possible that the higher turnout in concurrent primaries
creates some uncertainty and can benefit candidates who would have a more difficult time in
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nonconcurrent races. One way to think about this is to remember thadrg ao¢ showing up
because of the presidential race, they may well have lower levels of political information, or
lower levels of support for the political status quo. The presence of these voters may yield more
competitive primaries in part out of ignoa and in part out of the fact that these voters may
simply be different in their political views.

[Figure 12 about here]

Variations by party across the seasons largely accord with the patterns we have seen so
far. Democratic primaries have becomssleompetitive over the past three decades and
Republican primaries have become more competitive. Of particular note ind-igarand Bb
are the changes in compaténess in challenger primaries. During the 2010s, late Democratic
challenger primaéds are less competitive than early ones, but late Republican challenger
primaries are more competitive than early ones. In the 1980s, in contrast, late primaries of all
types were less competitive than early dioefemocrats, and were nevaorecompetiive
than early ones for either partye saw above that turnout is lower in late primaries, so this
competitiveness is not necessarily related to turnout.

[Figures Ba and Bb about here]

So, theras, again, a difference between the full 12816 time series and the elections
of the 2010s. For the full time series, early primaaigsear to benore competitive than later
ones. Yet for the 2010s, late Republican primaries are just as conepasitearly ones. As was
the case for turnout and spending, recent primaries show different seasonal dynamics.

Overall, then, we have evidence that there is nothing structural about the primary
calendar that has a major effect on turnout, spendirggropetition. That is, most of the
observed differences during the full 193@16 period seem likely to be driven by concurrence or
expected general election competitivendsss possible to construct a multivariate model that
tests for these factorss avell as for other determinants of change in our three dependent
variables.However, variation across the 198@16 period suggests that a separate analysis of
recent primaries is also in orddt.is to this task that we noturn.

Multivariat e Analyses

The preceding discussion explores thkationshipbetween primary timing and our three
dependent variables of interéitrnout, cost, and competitivenesss)ng two different
operationalizations of primary timirigthe number of daylsetween the primary and the general
election and the season during which the primary took pliacthis sectio, weexplore these
relationshipsn more detailvhile controlling for prominent alternative explanations and/or
confounding forcesWe estimatdall of the models presented belew crossectional time
series generalized least squares (GLS) regression with random effects and robust standard errors
clustered by a variable that uniquely identifies the party holding the primary in a given district
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(our panel identifier) As was the case in the preceding discussion, the unit of analysis remains
theindividual primary election The largenumberof cases in our data allows us to include
dummy variables for individual states andiindual election years taccount foreffects unique

to any given stator any given election cycté.Wealso control for a variety of theoretically

and empiricallyinformed covariatesWhile we present the results of these models in tabular
form for interested readersur primary tod for interpreting our results are plots of predicted
valuesderived from those results. Thus, the discussion that follioaxgs primarily on the

results depicted iRigures 14, 15, and 16.

Independent Variablesnd Controls

Theindependent variables in which we are mostresedcenter on primary timing and
primary type. To assess primary timing, eapart from the continuous (days between primary
and general) and seasonal (spring, summer, fall) indicators used above and rely prinaarily on
indicator of the month imhich the primary occurred. In most of the models presented below,
we theninteractthis month counter with an indicator of the type of priniangcumbent, open,
or challengei and/orwith an indicator fothe party holding the prim

We alsoinclude several controlgrirst, weinclude a dummy variablidentifying states
that fal in the uppetwo categorieef Mayhewo s Tr adi t i onal P aMhitey Or gan
Mayhewds typol ogy i ncl ucdtegerizatianis appropsidgtedogaur i es, t
purposes since states withchiaghctalri gasesparmbtypMds
organizationswhich some have speculatedght more effectivelyake steps to suppress
primarycompetition We include the natural log of total spending in the race as an indicator of
the cost and prominence of the rdteBecause it could affect trze anccomposition of the
electorateye include dummy variables for whether or not there w@3 presidentiabr (2)
gubernatoriaprimary held on the same dawe also control for the rules surrounding primary
participatonieg. , i s the primary cll asesd-bpefils @miofAch ope
(Ahopend primaries are the referenceingudeoup) . F
lagged values of the dependent variable.

Turnout

As described above, we calculated turnout as the percesftigevoting age population
in a district that participated in an individual primary election. Ta8lded Figure 1f{resenthe

n the tables that follow, to conserve space, we do not report the estimates associated with these dummy variables.
Complete results available from authors upon request.

®"We usedxi Beatabss to gener at enardinh eandmadinspiota croutinestos and St at
generate the predicted values plotted in the figures that appear below. Code for estimating these models and

generating these plots will be made available on the Clark Primary Timing website.

% Total spending in a race can, of coutseth affect and be affected by electiod s ¢ o mp e Accduritinge ne s s

for this recursivity empirically requires any number of solutions, including the use eftage models with

instrumental variableskortunately, ach techniques not necessarydor purposess our goal isot to estimate

without bias the precise magnitude of either of these effects. Instead, we simply control for the money plays in these
racesand focus our attention on the relationship between primary timing and our thremesitinterest.
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results of our GLS regression of turnout on imgiependentarigbles. All four modelsfit the

data well pverall R values range from .48 to .50l the first, we include our indicator of the
number of days between first primary of the cycle and the primary in question (so that high
values on this variable are assed with later primaries)Theseresultsare presented ihable

2a, andthe associated predicted values are plotted in Figure 14a. Figure 14a @essgdasve
overall relationship between timing and turnbute., later primaries appear to experience lower
turnout. Plotting the predicted values from this model, we see that incumbent and open seat
primaries enjoy higher turnout than challenger primaries, and that later primaries experience
lower turnout. Howewue diagnostics reveal that imposing this linear trend on the results may
overstate the nature of the relationship, especially given the high tuiswaltywitnessed in
March and the low turnosiometimesvitnessed in July. Indeed, when we aggregate daytim

and estimate the same model (with categorical month interacfi@aig® » and Figure 14b
revealthat predicted turnout in opeeatand incumbent primaries hovers betwésm (13

percen} and lower 9 percen}, with no clear ovetime trend Challenger primaries exhitilie
lowestlevels ofturnout, but beyond a dip in Juley alsareveal nameaningfulpattern as the
cycle progressesTable Z and Figure 14c present the results of model of primary turnout
specified to assess the relationship between primary month and turnout, broken out by primary
type and party. Again, challenger primaries exhibit a dip in turnout during July, but otherwise,
the range of predicted turnout rates remains narrow, and the confidence intervals leave little
evidence that primary timing affects different types of primaries, or the two parties differently
during the 1984016 period.

[Table 2and Figure 14bouthere]

Figure 14d (see alsbable 1) plots predicted turnout rates pgimarymonth and party,
over time. The panel on the left is restricted to primaries from the 1980s, and thtogheel
right is restricted to primaries in the 201@everal interesting patterns emerge. First, the figure
captures the overall decline in primary turnout parties have experienced over the past three
decades; the highest instancepm@dictecturnout (by month) in the 2010s are still lower than
the lowesinstances opredictecturnout (by month) in the 1980s. Secowthjle predicted
turnout rates inthe two paiies clearly track each other in both periadsrecent yearghey have
convergedand the curvilinear nature of the relationship between timinmgturnout has become
more prominent.

Finally, Figure 14e (multivariate results not shown) presents predigteaut by party
under twoconditions: when thelouseprimary is not held on the same day as the presidential
primary (left panel) and whethe House primary is held on the same day as the presidential
primary (right panel). Consistent with the descriptive data presented giegieted House
primaryturnout in both parties is higher primaries that take place on the same day as the
presicential primary. Additionally, same day primaries exhibit a moderate decline in turnout as
the primary season progresses, again corroborating the patterns we observed in the bivariate.
This is consistent with a process in which voters stop coming to Hseassomepresidential

aspirantdegin to drop out of theraceasothere w up t heir partiesd nomi
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Costand Competitiveness

The analyses dhecost and competitivenes$ primariesfollow the same basic pattern
as the analysis of turnoutdtappears in the previous sectiohirst, we present the direct
relationship between timing and competitiveness (measured here usfrartimnalization
index described in the data sec)icand then we continue our search for patterns by breaking the
analysis out by party and primary type and then by party and detadanformation pesented
in Tables 3 and4 and Figurs 15and 16leads us to the general conclusion that thelitles
evidence of a systematic relationship between primary timingiéner cost or competitiveness.

[Table 3and Figure 15 about here]

Turning first to cost, thearious models perform well, with overall goodnessit (R?)
rangingfrom .3 to .5. Figure 15a plots the predicted values of total spending over the course of
the primary cycle, broken out by primarytypen d usi ng the continuous fic
primary of the c ycWediscermm patterm iretresesultst suggestingjthat
primary spending varies independent of primary timing regardless 6f®nec hoi ce of how
operationalize timing. fAe predicted values in Figure 18fay dip slightly in the final month of
primary season, but on the whole, patseamong all three types of primaries track each other
and the range varies little over the course of the primary ses¢ban we break the analysis out
by primary type and partigee Figure 15¢Wwe see that Republican spendingrimaries
appears to dp off toward the end of the cycle, while Democratic spending remains relatively
steady. Finally, Figure 15reveals little in the way of either intsgear effects of primary timing
on spending or differences between the two parties. Indeed, DemocdaRepnblican
primaries tracleach othewhen it comes to total primary spending.

Figure 16 (and able 4 investigate competitiveness as a function of the various factors
used in previous modeldncumbent primaries are, unsurprisingly, the least competitive of the
three types, but again, neither the continuous nor the monthly operationalization of primary
timing reveals a connectidretweertiming and competitiveness his is also true when we
separate out incumbeiprimaries and model the likelihood that an incumbent will be in a
Acompetitiveodo primary, operationalized here a
percentf the primary vote. Figure 1@emonstrates that the predictediability of this
happenindhovers between §8ercentand 70percentover the course of the primary season, with
large confidence intervalBreaking the analysis out by party and primary type over the entire
19842016 period again reveals two parties whose primary competitiveness varies little over the
course of the primary season. Again, it is not until we break the analysis out by detacks th
begin to notice variation in the way timing affects our outcome of interest (in this case
competitiveness). In the 2010s, Democratic primapgeeato become less competitive as the
primary season progresses, whereas Republican primaries apipelar steady or even become
slightly more competitive.

[Table 4and Figure 16 about here]

Y For space reason$igresults of thenodel from which these valuesid thosehat appear in Figure 1@ee not
presented here.
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In conclusion, ace we controfor district, state, yeapartisan effects, as well ather
factors our results reveal very little evidence folireear relationship between primary timing
and any of our dependent variables of interest. On the wholmultigariate results corroborate
the null findings presented above with regard to cost and competitiveness, and they call into
guestion the modest effect of timing on turnout we identified in the bivariate analyses discussed
in the previous section. Thiast point is particularly important since so many of the normative
discussions of primary timing involve turnout. Our investigation reveals that conclusions about
the relationship between primary timing and primary turnout are highly sensitive to model
speci fication and analystsodo choices about both
primary timing. Simply including a variable capturing the number of days between the primary
el ection and the gener al e | heacdumnter variablewwito n e 6 s mo
primary type, can lead analysts to conclude that states wishing to maximize primary turnout
might want to move their primaries as early as possible. This would be misleading.hAgeve
demonstraté here this downward trendanishes once primary elections are aggregated by
month and is instead replace, at least in recent years, by a curvilinear trend in which turnout dips
in the summer before recovering in the fall.

The multivariate results here still do provide a slight sutigeshat primary timing has
had different effects on primaries held since 2010 thartheasase in previous yeard.he
rebound in turnout within both partieslate primariesand thedifferences between the two
parties in the competitiveness of latenmries are worth investigating, but it is far too soon to
conclude that something fundamental aibeh at ur e of pri mari es, or of
approach to primaries, has changed.

State Effects

Which States Changed their Primary Dates?

One important question in this analysis is whether any perceived timing effects are
actually driven by characteristics of individual statéhile the models presented in the
previous sections are specified to account for such-spetefic effectsas Figure17 shows,
there are noteworthy differences in primary timing according to region of the country. In each
election year, at least three of the five New England states have held their primaries in the fall,
while Plains states have favored sumpr@maries and the larger Midwestern industrial states
have held primaries in the spring. Sawtooth patterns for some regions of the country are
indicative of states that havended to hold early concurrgpriesidential and congressional
primaries but havileld congressional primaries later in midterm election years.

[Figure 17 about here]
It is rare for states to change their primary dates. If one measures the mean number of

days between the primary and general elections, twamdystates have a stiand deviation of
over two weeks. Yet the standard deviations here generally capture three different patterns:
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states such as Idaho or Connecticut, which moved their primary dates once during the 1978 to
2014 time period and then kept it at its new dsti@#es such as Ohio, which hold their primaries
earlier in presidential years than in nonpresidential years; and states that moved their primary
once for idiosyncratic reasons and them matvédck, as Arkansas did D88 In a few cases,
states did more than one of these things: Alabama, for instance, moved its primary from
September to June in 1984, and has kept it there for every subsequent election except for one.
Only seven states (Colorado, Georgia, Nevada, Nortbli@a, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and
Washington) have changed their primary timing laws more than twice.

The general stability here stands in contrast to the volume of efforts to change primary
dates; as we have discussed in greater detail elsewherei@Bo2016), 76 different bills to
adjust state primary dates were introduced in 31 different states between 2000 angi2014.
these proposals were successiMe cannot infer the rationale for changes in primary dates from
the data shown here. Yetr investigation of news coverage of some of these proposals yielded
a variety of motives: increasing voter participation, improving voter knowledge of the
candidates, and enhancing the ability of overseas military personnel to vote (all in support of
edablishing earlier primary dates); and decreasing interest group activity, decreasing campaign
spending, allowing for the use of public schools as polling locations, and giving legislators more
time to campaign in newly drawn districts (all in supportstéblishing later primary dates).
These motives show a mixture of impressionistic claims about primary timing andstatic
concerns about unusual circumstances.

The overall stability in primary dates, especially among the states with fall pr&narie
shows that we must be careful to not to attribute any variation in competitiv@rtassout to
primarytiming effectsas opposed to stagpecific characteristics. In instances where states have
moved their primaries, we can look at the relationbleippveen fractionalization or turnout and a
stateds primary dat e. I n California, the num
election is negatively correlated with fractionalizatioprimaries while in Pennsylvania (a
state which has changéd primary date frequently) turnoutpesitively correlated with the
number of days between the primary and the general election. The change in primary date is not
necesarily causal in either case

Within-State Effects of Primary Date Change

One wg to measure the effects of changes in primary date while dorgrfor state
effects isto look at the experience of individual states. Our variables of interest here, turnout
and fractionalization, may be affected from one year to the next withatealst a variety of
contextual factors, including the presence or absence of a competitive statewide primary,
differences in the number of open seats or incumbent candidates, and/or less measurable
characteristics of the candidates who eméfg@ome of tlese factors may, in turn, be influenced
in various ways by the primary date itself. Nonetheless, given that the stated goals of changes in
primary date often have to do with influencing election outcomes or participation, it is worth
looking at the trajeory of such things in states where the date changed.

18 Because of the small numbers of cases in some of these states, we do not provide similar estinendifpr sp
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Many primary date changes are brought about by -g&ort problems; for instance,
North Carolina separated its House and statewide primaries in 2016; it had moved its primary up
from May 6 in 2014 toMarch 15 in 2016, but was forced to hold the House primary on June 7 as
the result of a February court decision invalidating two of the districts. Other state have had
similar onetime changes in primary date, caused by court rulings or other occurteacegre
not a matter of the |l egislatureds deliberate
(Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Ohio, and Pennsylvania) also hold their primaries in
different months in presidential years than they do in resigential years. Excluding the ene
time changes and changes prompted by a desire to hold simultaneous presidential and state, there
were eight states that made a lasting charfigiee date of the primary by more than onenth at
some point during the 84-2016 time period. All of these changes involved moving the primary
earlier in the cycle. Four of these states changed their primary date once. Connecticut held its
primary in September in all but one year prior to 2004, but moved the date to eguist Au
2004. Hawaii moved its primary from migeptember to early August in 2012. Minnesota
changed its primary date from September to August in 2010. And Utah moved its primary date
from September to late June in 1994.

Four other states present slity more complicated trajectories. California has usually
held its primary in June, but it held the primary in March in 1996, 2000, 2002, and 2004. The
move in 2000 was prompted by the statebs chan
blanket prinary. The Supreme Court invalidated the blanket primary shortly before the 2002
primary, and the move in 2006 back to a June primaryvdasan parta consequence of the
returnto holding partisan primari€s. From 1978 to 1994, Ohio held its primary ither May
or June, but beginning in 1996 it kept its midterm year primaries in May but held its statewide
and presidential primaries in March during presidential election years. Colorado changed its
primary date twice, from September to August in 1986feord August to late June in 2012.

And Nevada moved its primary date from September to August in 2006, and from August to
June in 2010.

Table5 shows a simple befor@nd-after comparisonf fractionalization and turnodior
all of these statesgparating out the complicated cases of California and Ohio. We list the
seasons in reverse order to make it easier for the reader to see the direction of ahafigd
these cases, the change in date made the primary earlier, so one can sekstbétresschange
by comparing numbers as one reads from left to right. The table shows that for the most part,
primary fractionalization increases in these states following the move to an earlier primary, and
turnout decreases. In nine of fourteen ins&s of primary date change across seasons (counting
each partydés primary as a case, and counting
changed from fall to summer and then from summer to fall), fractionalization increases.
Turnout decreases in tkeen of fourteen cases, although measures are complicated by variation
among the states in whether primaries are held for uncontested nominations. The number of
cases in some of these states is rather small, so we cannot be certain that we are not seeing
idiosyncrasies brought about by the candidates or other attributes. There is also a secular trend
toward lower primary participation, as noted earlier, so we cannot be certain that the change in
date caused the decline, but the change certainly hasaneased voter partpation. We would

¥ For discussion of the California case, see the essays in Cain and Gerber 2002.
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note, as wellthat this is not a function of changing partisanship in these states. In most of these
states, fractionalization increases within both parties following the date change.

[Table 5 about here]

Ohio and California arshown at the bottom of the table because of their different
circumstances. The date change for these states does not technically fit our framework for
defining seasons (all of the primaries held in these statesspeng primaries according to our
coding), but we have listed the May/early June primaries in these states as summer primaries for
the purpose of fitting them into the same table as the other states. The Ohio primary does not
seem remarkably different wh it is held in March during the presidential years from 1996 to
the present. Differences in both fractionalization and turnout are small and probably driven by
factors other than the date change. In California, the four election cycles where thg yasar
held earlier exhibite substantially less competitidiman the years when primaries were held in
June. This difference is not a consequence of the use of the blanket primary in 2000; even when
that year is excluded, the three remaining years wittcMarimaries still display similarly low
levels of fractionalization.

In order to see the relationship between primary timing change and secular changes in
fractionalization or competitiveness, it is useful to benchmark states against other states that
might experience similar patterns. Using the ICPSR Region categories, we show some time
series that illustrate the minimal effects of timing chariggure B shows changes in turnout in
Connecticut, compared to other New England states, and in Colam@dpared to other
Mountain states. Connecticut moved its primary from fall to summer in 2004, and Colorado
moved its primary from fall to summer in 2012. Neither state has a large enough congressional
delegation that one can be certain changes in titiare not simply the result of idiosyncratic
factors. Itis evident here, however, that the changes in primary timing have not caused these
states to move in a different direction than their neighbors. Similar graphs for the other states
discussed ifMable 2(not shown)lso do not show effects, nor do graphs broken out by primary
type (incumbent/challenger/open seat primary).

[Figure 18 about here]

One could, of course, singteit other instances of changes in primary timing. The states
here, however, provide the most dramatic betordafter effects. In regards to turnout, the
effects are not particularly noteworthy. Moving up the primary date did not increase turnout.
Fractionalization did increase in many of these states, suggesting either that earlier primaries
exhibit more competition or that fall primaries tend to be less competitive thaar@snheld
earlier in the year.

It has been alleged in some discussiongriohary law reform that changes in voter or
candidate behavior take place a few elections after the change in primary rules; such claims have
been made about the potential effects of Cali
there can beotableonee | ecti on changes in response-to cha
off change in primary timing in 2016, for instance, might have been expected to produce some
change.Claims have even been made that some primary law changes have beenh iaracter
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to benefit one specific candidatilo lastingeffectsat the state levelre evident, however,
among the dependent variables we have considered here.

All of this should not be taken ttiminish the importance and meritather reasons for
changes in primary date$:or instance, @ny states movettheir primaries earlier in 2010 and
subsequent yeam order to comply witlthe Military and Overseas Voter Empowerment Act of
2009 and its new regulations regarding the distribution and courftatzsentee ballofe The
proper counting of such ballot is arguably a legitimate goal in itself, apart from any effect it
might have on voting behavior or election characteristics and outcddtksr normative criteria
have been presented at times regaydhanges to primary dates; we should not assume all
changes have to do with efforts to influence the elections themselves.

Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper, wéaveexplored the relationship between the timing of congressional
primaries and three dependent variables: turnout, cost, and competitiveness. A handful of extant
studies have investigated some of these relationships (with mixed results), but our data allow us
to extend the analysis across a larger range of electoh® aontrol for potentially
confounding variables o#ins have omittedOur results point us towards some potentially
fruitful lines of inquiry, on the one hand, and help us identify areas that may prove less fruitful
on the other

Let us first address our findings on the cumulative 18846 time seriesPerhaps the
most consistent message in our data isdbapite occasional claims by reformers thatater
primaries would reduce the cost of congressional electionsithng of congressional primaries
does not appear to affect the cost dieigeneral electionsr primary elections of any type.
Nonethelessye havecollected campaign finan@ata on various types of contributions, as well
as data on contributiorts individual candidateBom parties andnterest groupsEven if the
nonresults on overall spending withstand more rigorous testing, there may be certain types of
funds or candidates whose financial fortunes are affected by the date of the pFimeaeyare
many more dynamics to consider before we are prepared to close the book on the relationship
between primary timing and the financing of primary and general elections.

In terms of competitiveness and turnout, the results are meezl Ourseasonal
analysis of variatiom primary datesndicaes that early primaries tend to be less competitive
than late pmaries, regardless of type. Yiatcontrast, imineof fourteeninstancesve
investigated, moving the primary earlier in the year resulted in an uptick in competssve
within astate. Our multivariate analysjhoweverrevealed nsubstantivelymeaningful
connection betweegprimary timing and competitiveness (see Figure 1dlhese dicrepant
resultsmerit further exploration.

2 For discussion see the Pew Foundation issue brief on the MOVE Act, at
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2010/militaryoverseas\affipdhpdf
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Wealsouncovere evidence hat speaks to reformerso cl
between voter participation and primary timing. Gemsonatata reveal thatgsticipationin
late primaries tends to be slightly lower, on average, than participateamliarprimaries,
althoughwith the exception of incumbent primariéise substantive differences are negligible
and appear to almostreainly be driven by concurrence with the presidential primidowever,
our multivariate analysis of turnout reveals that the relationship between timing and turnout may
be changing. In recent years, turnout has dipped in the summer before recovering in the fall.
Finally, our brief analysis of general election turhsuggestshatlater primaries tend to be
associated witBlightly higherturnouton averageThis may belriven by the characteristics of
the specific states that halgese latg@rimaries but it is alsqossible thalater primaries and the
attention they drawoost the effectiveness of mobilization efforts of candidates, campaigns, and
groups in the generalection We still have some work to do in order to fulipderstandhe
interplay or spillover effects of primary and general eleatmfbilization efforts

Despite the lack of aggregate effetkere is some evidence that the individual states that
have moved their primaries have experienced lower turnout but greater competition. It is hard to
know whether these changes have resulted from idiosyncrasies within these states, or whether
they havamerely been statievel manifestations of a natural trend toward higher
fractionalization and lower turnout. Yet the persistence of the notion that primary date changes
will bring about results continues to drive legislative proposals within the siMesre hopeful
that this research will serve to inform such efforts.

We arealsostruckby the difference between our comparisons of primaries during the
2010 to 2016 period, on the one hand, and primatigagithe 1980s. Our intereast
undertakinghis project has been in testing a set of claims that were made a century or more ago,
about the innate structural characteristics of primary elections. It is far too soon to contend that
anything has changed in the conduct of primaries, and our evidamoaking such claims is
slight. Nonetheless, swe differences are noteworthy.

These differences speak to two major concerns in contemporary literature on
congressional elections. They speak, first of all, to emerging differeatesdn the two
parties To recap, in our full time series, turn@ytpeared to hold steady or declindater
primaries But during the 201Qsa curvilinear pattern seems to have emerged in which turnout in

both partiesd pri mar i esringlintpedal.lDe mbloe as ummeanhe

spendingdholds steady throughout the cycle while Democratic primaries become slightly less
competitive Similarly, Republican spendingnd competitiomemainabout the same in late
primaries All of these factors, when put together, correspond to what Boatright (2013) has

described as the finat heyooadspordagwelbtmréseanchonpr i mar i

differences between the partigsg. Grossmann and Hopkins 2D1®emocrats have become a

less fractured party than they were believed to be during prior decades, and they have become
more adept at ironing out intexidifferences in order to prepare for the general election.
Republicans, on the other hand, have exhibi
candidates, and the consistency in turnout and lack of obvious preparation for the general
electon in the late primaries is indicative of this. The 2@0D16 time period was, on balance, a
period of slight Republican advantag®emocrats picked up seats in two of these election years
(2012 and 2016) while Republicans gained seats in 2010 and R@paiblicans won more seats
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overall during this period, however, suggesting that the differences between the parties in how
primaries played out did not obviously harm Republicans.

Second, these differences have relevance to contemporary analgeésaail
polarization. Many studies of primary elections have been prompted by the increasing
ideological gap between the parties and the perception that primary elections have pulled
nominees away from the political center. Does the primary calendar p&yia this? Or, to
reframe the question, would modifications to the primary calendar lead to less extreme
nominees? These are, unfortunatglyestions we cannot directly answer using the data we have
here. Logic suggests that more fractionalizechpairies can produce more extreme nomirnegs
plurality winner is more likely to be at one extreme or the other than a candidate who wins a
majority of the votes. Yet most studies of polarization have expressed more concern about
extremism on the part ofdpublicans than on the part of DemocKatg. Mann and Ornstein
2012) and there is no evidence that fractionalization among Republicans is lower at any point in
the calendar. The causal links between tutramd spending and polarization are far more
tenuous, and a case can be made that any number of different patterns might influence
polarization.

We included in the data we gathered a variety of measures of candidate ideology,
including NOMINATE arl CF scoresHowever, he realpolarizationrelated question here has
to do with our ability to distinguish between
party-preferred candidates and insurgents. Such differences are obvious in incumbent primaries,
but incumbents are opposetely enough that it is natear that large N analyses are the most
fruitful way to advance our understandingloé effect of primary timing on incumbents. For
every story about an incumbent who faces a serious chali@mye more ideologically extreme
candidate in an early primary (states such as Texas or Illinois) there is another about a surprising
challenge in a September primary. It is hard to distinguish between timing and features of the
states in which theseipraries were held or characteristics of the individual candidates.
Nonetheless, we uncovered no evidence that the probability of an incumbent receiving less than
75% of the primary vote varies over the course of the primary se&sother types of race we
can measure ideology but it is still difficult to determine party preferences or to draw conclusions
about the many factors that may have | ed to a
evidence here that timing is a major area of congethis regard is scant.

We undertook this study in part to fill a lacuna in the literature on primaries. Of the
many claims made in the 1910s and 1920s about primaries, the arguments about when primaries
should happen have been, in our view, thentddihat have received the least scrutiiifiis may
be in part because the effects of timing are so difficult to measure. Our evidence here suggests,
however, that primary timing is not responsible for very much of the variation we seen in
primary turnout competitiveness, or spending. There are some signs that timing has had
different effects on Democrats and Republicans over the past few years, and we should continue
to monitor such developments. In sum, however, there may still be good normatives rgago
states might wish to have their primaries at particular times, but we should be careful not to
assume that the timing of primaries is a cause of any of the characteristics, good bobad, o
contemporary Congress.
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Table 1. State Primary Dates 2014 and 2016

State 2014 2016 State 2014 2016

Texas March 1 March 1 Virginia June 10 June 14
lllinois March 18 March 15 Colorado June 24 June 28
Indiana May 6 May 3 Maryland June 24 April 26

North Carolina May 6 June 7* New York June 24 June 28

Ohio May 6 March 15 Oklahoma June 24 June 28
Nebraska May 13 May 10 Utah June 24 June 28

West Virginia May 13 May 10 Kansas August 5 August 2
Arkansas May 20 March 1 Michigan August 5 August 2
Georgia May 20 May 24 Missouri August 5 August 2
Idaho May 20 May 17 Washington August 5 August 2
Kentucky May 20 May 17 Tennessee August 7 August 4
Oregon May 20 May 17 Hawaii August 9 August 13
Pennsylvania May 20 April 26 Connecticut August 12 August 9
Alabama June 3 March 1 Minnesota August 12 August 9
California June 3 June 7 Wisconsin August 12 August 9
lowa June 3 June 7 Alaska August 19 August 16
Mississippi June 3 March 8 Wyoming August 19 August 16
Montana June 3 June 7 Arizona August 26 August 30
New Jersey June 3 June 7 Florida August 26 August 30
New Mexico June 3 June 7 Vermont August 26 August 9
South Dakota  June 3 June?7 Delaware September 9  September 13
Maine June 10 June 14 Massachusetts September 9  September 8
Nevada June 10 June 14 New Hampshire September9  September 13
North Dakota June 10 June 14 Rhode Island September 9  September 13
South Carolina June 10 June 14 Louisian&* November 4 November 8

Note: States listed in order of their 2014 primary dat€sncurrent primaries listed old.
* Because of complicationsaused by a coudrdered redistricting, North Carolina held its

congressional primaries on June 7, 2016, but its Senate primary concurrently with its presidential

primary on March 15.

* *® Loui
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held in December if no candidate receives 50 percent of the vote.
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Table 2a: Effect of Primary Timing on Primary Turnout, 1984-2016

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors
Primary Timing (DaysSince First Primary) -0.000130" (0.0000314)
Challenger Primary -0.0362" (0.00356)
Open Seat Primary -0.013%3 (0.00423)
Challenger Primary Primary Timing 0.0000758" (0.0000226)
Open Seat PrimaryPrimary Timing 0.0000432 (0.0000253)

State and Year Dummy Variables Omitted
Conserve Space

Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) -0.0521" (0.0151)
Total Spending (In) 0.00694" (0.000331)
Same Day Presidential Primary 0.0225" (0.00241)
Same Day Gubernatorial Primary 0.00968" (0.00145)
RepublicarPrimary -0.0134" (0.00217)
Lagged Primary Turnout (%) 0.0761" (0.0131)
Closed Primary 0.0188" (0.00555)
SemiClosed Primary 0.0219" (0.00661)
SemiOpen Primary 0.0138 (0.00641)
Constant 0.0415 (0.0149)
N 5,178

OverallR A7

Wald Chi Squarg=7o 4,345.3"

Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable is turnout Y% U.S. House primary elections, 198816. Numbers in second column

are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are regant¢he third column. Model includes dummy
variables for all multdistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) and dummy variables for
each year (1984 is the baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state veamyegition cycle. Full

results available upon request.
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Table 2b: Effect of Primary Timing on Primary Turnout , by Primary Type, 19842016

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors
Primary Type * Primary Montlnteractions
Inc * Mar -0.0306* (0.0115)
Inc * Apr -0.0432** (0.0123)
Inc * May -0.0587** (0.0117)
Inc * Jun -0.059** (0.0114)
Inc * Jul -0.0503** (0.0131)
Inc * Aug -0.0423** (0.0118)
Inc * Sep -0.0503** (0.0113)
Chal * Feb -0.0333* (0.0123)
Chal * Mar -0.0699** (0.0114)
Chal * Apr -0.0669** (0.0115)
Chal * May -0.0845** (0.0120)
Chal * Jun -0.0816** (0.0116)
Chal * Jul -0.100** (0.0142)
Chal * Aug -0.0714** (0.0116)
Chal * Sep -0.0672** (0.0115)
Open *Feb -0.0348 (0.0160)
Open * Mar -0.0453** (0.0122)
Open * Apr -0.0326 (0.0128)
Open * May -0.0658** (0.0120)
Open * Jun -0.0675** (0.0118)
Open * Jul -0.051%** (0.0132)
Open * Aug -0.054 F** (0.0118)
Open * Sep -0.0535** (0.0115)
Stateand Year Dummy Variables Omitted

Conserve Space
Controls
Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) -0.0596** (0.0153)
Total Spending (In) 0.0069F** (0.000327)
Same Day Presidential Primary 0.0211** (0.00242)
Same Day GubernatoriBrimary 0.0110™* (0.00150)
RepublicarPrimary -0.0135** (0.00218)
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Lagged Primary Turnout (%) 0.0692** (0.0132)

Closed Primary 0.0158* (0.00561)
SemiClosed Primary 0.0195* (0.00662)
SemiOpen Primary 0.0107 (0.00641)
Constant 0.0899** (0.0178)
N 5,178

Overall R 48

Wald Chi Squargs=ss) 4,931.6

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable is turnout Y% U.S. House primary elections, 198816. Numbers in second column
are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are regant¢he third column.The baseline for the
primary type * month interactions is an incumbent primary held in Febridoglel includes dummy variables for
all multi-district states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) and dumnesvariabch year

(1984 is the baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state or any given election cycle. Full results
available upon request.
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Table 2c: Effect of Primary Timing on Primary Turnout , by Primary Type and Party,

19842016

Independent Variables

Coefficients

Standard Errors

Direct Effects Primary Party

Republican Primary
Incumbent Primary

Direct Effects Primary Type

Challenger Primary
Open SeaPrimary

Party * Primary Type Interactions

GOP Primary * Chal Primary
GOP Primary * Open Primary

Direct Effects Primary Month

Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep

Party * Month Interactions

GOP * Mar
GOP * Apr
GOP * May
GOP * Jun
GOP * Jul

GOP * Aug
GOP * Sep

Primary Type * Primary Month Interactions

Chal * Mar

-0.0415**

-0.0236
-0.0736***

0.000151
0.0725***

-0.0390**

-0.0433**
-0.0614***
-0.0701***
-0.0631***
-0.0524***
-0.0550***

0.0335*
0.0160
0.0226

0.0396*

0.0436*

0.0356*
0.0259

-0.00793

(0.0159)

(0.0180)
(0.0140)

(0.0201)
(0.0170)

(0.0146)
(0.0156)
(0.0144)
(0.0138)
(0.0158)
(0.0148)
(0.0134)

(0.0166)
(0.0192)
(0.0165)
(0.0160)
(0.0195)
(0.0170)
(0.0161)

(0.0195)



Chal * Apr
Chal * May
Chal * Jun
Chal * Jul
Chal * Aug
Chal * Sept

Open * Mar
Open * Apr
Open * May
Open * Jun
Open * Jul

Open * Aug
Open * Sep

Primary Party * Type * Month Interactions

GOP * Chal * Mar
GOP * Chal * Apr
GOP * Chal * May
GOP * Chal * Jun
GOP * Chal * Jul
GOP * Chal * Aug
GOP * Chal * Sep

GOP * Open * Mar
GOP * Open * Apr
GOP * Open * May
GOP * Open * Jun
GOP * Open * Jul

GOP * Open * Aug
GOP * Open * Sep

State and Year Dummy Variables Omitted 1

Conserve Space

Controls

Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew)

Total Spending (In)

Same Day Presidential Primary
Same Day Gubernatorial Primary
Lagged Primary Turnout (%)

Closed Primary

SemiClosed Primary

SemtOpen Primary
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-0.00874
-0.00333
0.00744
-0.0314
-0.00453
0.0100

0.0626***
0.0680***
0.0649***
0.0677***
0.0884***
0.0591***
0.0792***

-0.0154
0.0167
0.00142
-0.0138
0.00245
-0.00238
-0.00646

-0.0808***
-0.0386
-0.0697***
-0.0777***
-0.105**
-0.0679***
-0.0918***

-0.0597***
0.00695***
0.0209***
0.0109***
0.0698***
0.0154**
0.0198**
0.0116

(0.0207)
(0.0185)
(0.0182)
(0.0226)
(0.0185)
(0.0181)

(0.0159)
(0.0191)
(0.0153)
(0.0145)
(0.0219)
(0.0151)
(0.0147)

(0.0218)
(0.0238)
(0.0210)
(0.0206)
(0.0270)
(0.0213)
(0.0206)

(0.0204)
(0.0233)
(0.0184)
(0.0179)
(0.0326)
(0.0188)
(0.0187)

(0.0156)
(0.000326)
(0.00248)
(0.00150)

(0.0134)
(0.00565)
(0.00662)
(0.00645)



Constant 0.0955*** (0.0193)

N 5,178
OverallR? 49
Wald Chi Squarg-111 13147.1

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable is turnout (%) in U.S. House primary elections;2@B3. Numbers in second column

are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding thgrimary in a given district, are reported in the third column. Model includes dummy
variables for all multdistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) and dummy variables for
each year (1984 is the baseline) to account feceffunique to any given state or any given election cycle. Full
results available upon request.
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Table 2d: Effect of Primary Timing on Primary Turnout , by Primary Type and Party,
2010s v. pre2010 period

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Direct Effects (Party, Decade, Primary Month

GOP Primary -0.0620** (0.0101)
Decade 2010s -0.0975** (0.0112)
Mar -0.0779** (0.00824)
Apr -0.0642** (0.0123)
May -0.0865** (0.00945)
Jun -0.0892** (0.00922)
Jul -0.102** (0.0120)
Aug -0.0863** (0.0106)
Sep -0.0782** (0.00954)
Party * Decade Interaction

GOP * 2010s 0.0871** (0.0139)
Party * Month Interactions

GOP * Mar 0.0350** (0.00931)
GOP * Apr 0.0335 (0.0148)
GOP * May 0.0299* (0.0113)
GOP * Jun 0.0454** (0.0103)
GOP * Jul 0.0295 (0.0154)
GOP * Aug 0.0397* (0.0123)
GOP * Sep 0.0369** (0.0105)
Decade *Month Interactions

2010s * Mar 0.104** (0.0139)
2010s * Apr 0.0986** (0.0171)
2010s * May 0.0920** (0.0121)
2010s * Jun 0.105** (0.0120)
2010s * Jul 0.0976** (0.0159)
2010s * Aug 0.108** (0.0121)
2010s * Sep 0.103** (0.0119)

Party * Decade * Month Interactions



GOP * 2010s * Mar -0.0323 (0.0172)
GOP * 2010s * Apr -0.063* (0.0200)
GOP * 2010s * May -0.0494* (0.0151)
GOP * 2010s * Jun -0.0718** (0.0148)
GOP * 2010s * Jul -0.0302 (0.0216)
GOP * 2010s * Aug -0.0522** (0.0155)
GOP * 2010s * Sept -0.0559** (0.0154)

State Dummy Variables Omitted

to Conserve Space

Controls
Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) -0.0568** (0.0155)
Total Spending (In) 0.00854** (0.000347)
Same Day Presidential Primary 0.0155** (0.00150)
Same Day Gubernatorial Primary 0.00926** (0.00152)
Lagged Primary Turnout (%) 0.129** (0.0118)
Election Year Counter -0.00196** (0.0000948)
Closed Primary -0.00751 (0.00440)
SemiClosed Primary -0.00666 (0.00488)
SemiOpen Primary -0.0128 (0.00519)
Constant 4.003** (0.191)
N 5,178
OverallR® 49
Wald Chi Squarg=so 4,630.6°

Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable is turnout Y% U.S. House primary elections, 198816. Numbers in second column
are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are regont¢he third column. Model includes dummy
variables for all multdistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) to account for effects
unigue to any given state. Full results available upon request.
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Table 3a: Effect of Primary Timing on Cost of Primary, by Primary Type, 19842016

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Primary Type * Primary Month Interactions

Inc * Mar -0.0680 (0.231)
Inc * Apr 0.215 (0.322)
Inc * May -0.126 (0.261)
Inc * Jun -0.0776 (0.250)
Inc * Jul 0.0686 (0.305)
Inc * Aug 0.0405 (0.270)
Inc * Sep -0.139 (0.254)
Chal * Feb -1.164 (0.535)
Chal * Mar -1.538** (0.278)
Chal * Apr -1.100* (0.421)
Chal * May -1.066** (0.293)
Chal * Jun -1.433** (0.273)
Chal * Jul -1.156* (0.413)
Chal * Aug e i (0.291)
Chal * Sep -1.238** (0.283)
Open * Feb 0.330 (0.494)
Open * Mar 0.452 (0.268)
Open * Apr -0.204 (0.405)
Open * May -0.137 (0.298)
Open * Jun 0.317 (0.277)
Open * Jul 0.146 (0.393)
Open * Aug 0.385 (0.288)
Open * Sep 0.331 (0.271)

State and Year Dummy Variables Omitted
Conserve Space

Controls

Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) 0.172 (0.525)
LaggedTotal Spending (In) 0.00694 (0.00558)
Same DayPresidential Primary -0.0305 (0.0957)
Same Day Gubernatorial Primary -0.0491 (0.0591)
RepublicarPrimary 0.107 (0.0631)
Lagged Primary Turnout (%) -0.283 (0.184)
Closed Primary -0.282 (0.211)
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SemiClosed Primary -0.259 (0.209)

Constant 11.92** (0.403)
N 5,185

Overall R .29

Wald Chi Squargs=e 2,069.3

§tandard errors in pa}*rgntheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable the natural log of total spending (all candidaiad).S. House primary elections, 1984

2016. Numbers in second column are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered
by a variable that uniquely identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are rdapdhedhird

column. The baseline for the primary type * month interactions is an incumbent primary held in Feliviaais.

includes dummy variables for all mutfistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) and

dummy variable for each year (1984 is the baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state or any given
election cycle. Full results available upon request.
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Table 3b: Effect of Primary Timing on Cost of Primary, by Primary Type and Party,
19842016

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Direct Effects Primary Party
Republican Primary 0.388 (0.754)
Direct Effects Primary Type

Challenger Primary -1.042 (0.723)
Open Seat Primary 0.371 (0.241)

Party * Primary Type Interactions

GOP Primary * Chal Primary -0.407 (1.406)
GOP Primary * Open Primary -0.258 (0.983)

Direct Effects Primary Month

Mar -0.0266 (0.223)
Apr 0.344 (0.310)
May -0.0737 (0.247)
Jun -0.0152 (0.242)
Jul 0.122 (0.318)
Aug 0.203 (0.267)
Sep 0.0382 (0.236)

Party * Month Interactions

GOP * Mar -0.218 (0.777)
GOP * Apr -0.448 (0.807)
GOP * May -0.246 (0.761)
GOP * Jun -0.254 (0.758)
GOP * Jul -0.242 (0.786)
GOP * Aug -0.502 (0.765)
GOP * Sep -0.621 (0.758)

Primary Type * Primary Month Interactions

Chal * Mar -0.604 (0.709)
Chal * Apr 0.0417 (0.847)
Chal * May 0.153 (0.745)
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Chal * Jun
Chal * Jul
Chal * Aug
Chal * Sept

Open * Mar
Open * Apr
Open * May
Open * Jun
Open * Jul

Open * Aug
Open * Sep

Primary Party * Type * Month Interactions

GOP *Chal * Mar
GOP * Chal * Apr
GOP * Chal * May
GOP * Chal * Jun
GOP * Chal * Jul
GOP * Chal * Aug
GOP * Chal * Sep

GOP * Open * Mar
GOP * Open * Apr
GOP * Open * May
GOP * Open * Jun
GOP * Open * Jul

GOP * Open * Aug
GOP * Open * Sep

State and Year Dummy Variables Omitted 1

Conserve Space
Controls

Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew)
LaggedTotal Spending (In)

Same Day Presidential Primary

Same Day Gubernatorial Primary
Lagged Primary Turnout (%)

Closed Primary

SemiClosed Primary

SemtOpen Primary

Constant
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-0.321
-0.260
-0.316
-0.120

0.304
-0.355
-0.517
-0.0703
-0.215
-0.242
0.0486

0.694
-0.153
0.285
0.409
0.502
0.789
0.637

-0.0443
-0.651
0.514
0.446
0.0884
0.655
0.449

0.151
0.00661
-0.0281
-0.0502

-0.271
-0.260
-0.245
0.151

11.85

(0.732)
(0.892)
(0.743)
(0.752)

(0.311)
(0.510)
(0.324)
(0.285)
(0.490)
(0.326)
(0.300)

(1.428)
(1.530)
(1.423)
(1.415)
(1.519)
(1.430)
(1.456)

(0.996)
(1.361)
(1.037)
(1.007)
(1.212)
(1.031)
(1.011)

(0.522)
(0.00562)
(0.0962)
(0.0592)
(0.184)
(0.211)
(0.211)
(0.522)

(0.383)



N 5,185
OverallR? 30
Wald Chi Squarg=11) 52,425.6

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05, p<0.01, p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable the natural log of total spending (all candidaiaed).S. House primary elections, 1984

2016. Numbers in second column are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered
by a variable that uniquely identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are rdépdhedhird

column. Model includes dummy variables for all mulistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the
baseline) and dummy variables for each year (1984 is the baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state
or any give election cycle. Full results available upon request.
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Table 3c: Effect of Primary Timing on Cost of Primary, by Primary Type and Party,
2010s v. pre2010 period

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Direct EffectgParty, Decade, Primary Month)

GOP Primary 0.0215 (0.646)
Decade 2010s -0.702 (0.570)
Mar -0.462 (0.261)
Apr -0.164 (0.361)
May -0.189 (0.292)
Jun -0.452 (0.279)
Jul 0.0873 (0.365)
Aug 0.0170 (0.314)
Sep 0.000499 (0.269)
Party * Decaddnteraction

GOP * 2010s -0.108 (0.864)
Party * Month Interactions

GOP * Mar 0.0612 (0.673)
GOP * Apr -0.642 (0.781)
GOP * May -0.207 (0.649)
GOP * Jun -0.0183 (0.660)
GOP * Jul -0.129 (0.705)
GOP * Aug -0.130 (0.680)
GOP * Sep -0.104 (0.667)
Decade * Month Interactions

2010s * Mar -0.233 (0.534)
2010s * Apr 0.833 (0.647)
2010s * May -0.0705 (0.606)
2010s * Jun 0.377 (0.599)
2010s * Jul -0.139 (0.716)
2010s * Aug 0.116 (0.620)
2010s * Sep 0.873 (0.591)
Party * Decade * Month Interactions

GOP * 2010s * Mar 0.582 (0.928)
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GOP * 2010s * Apr -0.117 (1.244)
GOP * 2010s * May 0.808 (0.900)
GOP *2010s * Jun 0.140 (0.894)
GOP * 2010s * Jul 0.429 (0.992)
GOP * 2010s * Aug 0.441 (0.908)
GOP * 2010s *Sept -0.595 (0.893)

State Dummy Variables Omitted

to Conserve Space

Controls
Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) 0.129 (0.537)
LaggedTotal Spendinglin) 0.0540" (0.00470)
Same Day Presidential Primary 0.0101 (0.0557)
SameDay Gubernatorial Primary 0.0680 (0.0568)
Competitiveness (Fractionalization) 1.6837 (0.155)
Election Year Counter 0.0613" (0.00427)
Closed Primary -0.0642 (0.189)
SemiClosed Primary -0.0781 (0.220)
SemiOpen Primary -0.0555 (0.218)
Constant -111.0” (8.632)
N 5,185
OverallR? 49
Wald Chi Squarg=so) 2,1104”

Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable the natural log of total spending (all candidaied).S. House primary elections, 1984

2016. Numbers in second column are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered
by a variable that uniquely identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are répdhedhird

column.Model includes dummy variables for all mudtistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the
baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state. Full results available upon request.
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Table 4a: Effect of Primary Timing on Competitiveness of Primary,
by Primary Type, 19842016

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Primary Type * Primary Month Interactions

Inc * Mar 0.0378 (0.0293)
Inc * Apr 0.0900 (0.0394)
Inc * May 0.0385 (0.0316)
Inc * Jun 0.0572 (0.0323)
Inc * Jul 0.0795 (0.0386)
Inc * Aug 0.0251 (0.0346)
Inc * Sep 0.0601 (0.0339)
Chal * Feb 0.302” (0.0537)
Chal * Mar 0.311" (0.0290)
Chal * Apr 0.266 (0.0403)
Chal * May 0.299" (0.0324)
Chal* Jun 0.297" (0.0323)
Chal * Jul 0.264" (0.0380)
Chal * Aug 0.293" (0.0348)
Chal * Sep 0.288" (0.0350)
Open * Feb 0.274~ (0.0493)
Open * Mar 0.321" (0.0312)
Open * Apr 0.404~ (0.0458)
Open * May 0.344" (0.0335)
Open * Jun 0.354~ (0.0332)
Open * Jul 0.297" (0.0393)
Open * Aug 0.3127 (0.0356)
Open * Sep 0.310" (0.0357)

State and Year Dummy Variables Omitted
Conserve Space

Controls

Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) 0.0106 (0.0261)
Total Spending (In) 0.0133" (0.00171)
Turnout 0.761° (0.0612)
Republican Primary 0.0299” (0.00560)
LaggedFractionalization 0.0410~ (0.00977)
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Closed Primary 0.0492 (0.0219)
SemiClosed Primary 0.0605 (0.0245)
SemiOpen Primary 0.0481 (0.0241)
Constant -0.0754 (0.0525)
N 5,178

Overall R .50

Wald Chi Squargs=e 5,955.80

§tandard errors in pa}*rgntheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable &sn index of fractionalization in which higher values indicate more competitive
elections (see text for detailis)all contested).S. House primary elections, 192016. Numbers in second column
are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robustiatd errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are reported in the third cdiaseline for primary

type * primary month interactions is an incumbent primary held in Febrioglel incudes dummy variables for

all multi-district states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) and dummy variables for each year
(1984 is the baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state or any given election cycle. Full results

available upon request.
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Table 4b: Effect of Primary Timing on Competitiveness ofPrimary, by Primary Type
and Party, 19842016

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Direct Effects Primary Party
Republican Primary 0.150 (0.0736)
Direct Effects Primary Type

Challenger Primary 0.274" (0.0712)

Fhx

Open Seat Primary 0.270 (0.0331)
Party * Primary Type Interactions

GOP Primary * Chal Primary -0.0305 (0.110)
GOP Primary * Open Primary -0.0851 (0.0956)

Direct Effects Primary Month

Mar 0.0707 (0.0335)
Apr 0.114° (0.0428)
May 0.0532 (0.0346)
Jun 0.0644 (0.0356)
Jul 0.126° (0.0441)
Aug 0.0473 (0.0384)
Sep 0.0830 (0.0364)

Party * Month Interactions

GOP * Mar -0.141 (0.0703)
GOP * Apr -0.123 (0.0915)
GOP * May -0.104 (0.0749)
GOP * Jun -0.0882 (0.0755)
GOP * Jul -0.176 (0.0807)
GOP * Aug -0.119 (0.0757)
GOP * Sep -0.129 (0.0736)

Primary Type * Primary Month Interactions

Chal * Mar -0.00686 (0.0685)
Chal * Apr -0.107 (0.0763)
Chal * May -0.00565 (0.0727)
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Chal * Jun
Chal * Jul
Chal * Aug
Chal * Sept

Open * Mar
Open * Apr
Open *May
Open * Jun
Open * Jul

Open * Aug
Open * Sep

Primary Party * Type * Month Interactions

GOP * Chal * Mar
GOP * Chal * Apr
GOP * Chal * May
GOP * Chal * Jun
GOP * Chal * Jul
GOP * Chal * Aug
GOP * Chal * Sep

GOP * Open * Mar
GOP * Open * Apr
GOP * Open * May
GOP * Open * Jun
GOP * Open * Jul

GOP * Open * Aug
GOP * Open * Sep

State and Year Dummy Variables Omitted 1
Conserve Space

Controls

Strong TraditionaParty Org (Mayhew)

Total Spending (In)

Lagged Fractionalization

Turnout (%)
Closed Primary

SemtClosed Primary

SemiOpen Primary

Constant

-0.0138
-0.114
-0.00820
-0.0184

-0.000227
0.0238
0.0524
0.0197
-0.109
0.0148

-0.0149

0.0435
0.0490
0.0130
-0.0116
0.0905
0.0332
0.00824

0.109
0.129
0.0507
0.0974
0.202
0.0888
0.0797

0.00724
0.0133
0.0405"

0.752"

0.0484

0.0597

0.0483

-0.0954

(0.0730)
(0.0774)
(0.0738)
(0.0741)

(0.0427)
(0.0486)
(0.0369)
(0.0383)
(0.0567)
(0.0384)
(0.0374)

(0.107)
(0.130)
(0.113)
(0.113)
(0.120)
(0.113)
(0.113)

(0.0939)
(0.119)
(0.0982)
(0.0991)
(0.120)
(0.0987)
(0.0985)

(0.0264)
(0.00171)
(0.00975)

(0.0621)
(0.0220)
(0.0246)
(0.0244)

(0.0539)




N 5,178
OverallR? 50
Wald Chi Squarg=11) 10,704.4

§tandard errors in pa}*rgntheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable &n index of fractionalization in which higher values indicate more competitive

elections (see text for details)all contestedJ.S. House primary elections, 198916. Numbers in second column
are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robusiatd errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are reported in the third column. Model includes dummy
variables for all multdistrict states (the seven single district states serve dasiedine) and dummy variables for

each year (1984 is the baseline) to account for effects unique to any given state or any given election cycle. Full
results available upon request.
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Table 4c: Effect of Primary Timing on Competitiveness of Primary, by Primary
Type and Party, 2018 v. pre-2010 period

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors

Direct Effects (Party, Decade, Primary Month

GOP Primary 0.111 (0.0665)
Decade 2010s -0.00775 (0.1000)
Mar 0.0307 (0.0424)
Apr 0.174” (0.0504)
May -0.0116 (0.0453)
Jun 0.0228 (0.0454)
Jul 0.00662 (0.0501)
Aug -0.0232 (0.0489)
Sep 0.0238 (0.0460)

Party * Decade Interaction
GOP * 2010s 0.0585 (0.118)

Party * Month Interactions

GOP* Mar -0.0950 (0.0658)
GOP * Apr -0.0273 (0.0714)
GOP * May -0.0820 (0.0671)
GOP * Jun -0.0595 (0.0679)
GOP * Jul -0.0880 (0.0738)
GOP * Aug -0.0486 (0.0705)
GOP * Sep -0.0925 (0.0691)

Decade * Month Interactions

2010s * Mar 0.0407 (0.104)
2010s * Apr -0.159 (0.109)
2010s * May 0.0726 (0.102)
2010s * Jun 0.0355 (0.102)
2010s * Jul -0.0180 (0.102)
2010s * Aug 0.0830 (0.103)
2010s * Sep -0.0289 (0.105)

Party * Decade * Month Interactions
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GOP *2010s * Mar -0.0667 (0.133)

GOP * 2010s * Apr -0.109 (0.134)
GOP * 2010s * May -0.0565 (0.121)
GOP * 2010s * Jun -0.0439 (0.122)
GOP * 2010s * Jul 0.0708 (0.123)
GOP * 2010s * Aug -0.0728 (0.122)
GOP * 2010s * Sept 0.0997 (0.130)

State Dummy Variables Omitted
to Conserve Space

Controls

Strong Traditional Party Org (Mayhew) 0.0528 (0.0315)
Lagged Competitiveness (Fractionalization) -0.0718 (0.0120)
Turnout (%) 0.0788 (0.0719)
Total Spending (In) 0.00833 (0.00201)
Election Year Counter -0.00241 (0.000567)
Closed Primary 0.0104 (0.0234)
SemiClosed Primary 0.0671 (0.0291)
SemiOpen Primary 0.0497 (0.0277)
Constant 5.100" (1.138)
N 5,178

OverallR® 19

Wald Chi Squarg=r) 1,506.6

Standard errors iparentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

Note: Dependent variable &sn index of fractionalization in which higher values indicate more competitive
elections (see text for details)all contested).S. House primary elections, 198816. Numbers in second column
are random effects GLS regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered by a variable that uniquely
identifies the party holding the primary in a given district, are reported in the third cdimaiel includes dummy
variables for all multidistrict states (the seven single district states serve as the baseline) to account for effects
unique to any given state. Full results available upon request.
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Table 2 Effects of Primary Date Changes, Selected States

Year Fractionalization Turnout (%)

Fall Summer Spring Fall Summer Spring
Colorado 1986
Democratic .043 (22) .066 (95) 6.26 (21) 5.04 (88)
Republican 154 (22) .199 (95) 7.95 (22) 7.25 (91)
Connecticut 2004
Democratic .095 (54) .056(24) 5.82 (10) 3.86 (3)
Republican .088 (52) .153 (26) 4.01 (17) 4.06 (7)
Hawaii 2012
Democratic .245 (33) .357 (6) 22.96 (26) 19.88 (4)
Republican .319 (29) .325 (6) 5.37 (23) 3.64 (4)
Minnesota 2010
Democratic 139 (128) .186 (30) 9.90 (108) 6.62(16)
Republican 125 (126) .198 (30) 5.75 (96) 3.43 (16)
Nevada 2006, 2010
Democratic 455 (7)  .266 (22)  .399 (15) 14.58 (7) 9.43 (14) 3.87 (8)
Republican 466 (7) .360 (25) .464 (15) 10.84 (5) 9.35 (19) 5.24 (8)
Utah 1994
Democratic 187 (8) .072 (36) 8.20 (2) 3.46 (4)
Republican .188 (10) .167 (39) 16.16 (4) 10.77 (13)
California 1996, 2002004
Democratic .200 (772) .118 (210) 12.11 (719) 11.10 (207)
Republican 231 (771) .161 (210) 9.88 (694) 10.29 (206)
Ohio 1996
Democratic 234 (243) .225(98) 10.20 (191) 11.73(89)
Republican 185 (232) .202 (98) 8.35(160) 11.28 (87)
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Figure 1. Distribution of Primary Dates Over Election Year, U.S. Housg19842016)

* Histogram of Days Since First Primary, with seasonal cutpoints
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Figure 2a

House Primary Turnout and Primary Date, 1984-2016

(by primary type)
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