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How, when, and why do candidates for Congress emphasize democracy as an important
issue? Following the Supreme Court decisions in Citizens United v. FEC, Crawford v. Mar-
ion County Election Board, and Shelby County v. Holder, as well as the January 6th Capi-
tol Insurrection and attempts to subvert the 2020 Presidential Election, issues surrounding
democracy—voting rights, campaign finance reform, gerrymandering, and the stability of elec-
toral institutions—have become highly salient in modern American politics. Numerous polls
showed democracy as the top concern for many voters in the 2024 election. Each Democratic
presidential candidate to run against Trump has emphasized this issue to some degree, but we
know less about how this issue is framed and deployed in congressional campaigns. Is democ-
racy “on the ballot” in these elections? In this paper, I study how Democratic House candi-
dates discussed issues of democracy on their campaign websites in the 2024 general election. |
scrape the issue pages on archived campaign websites from 392 Democratic House candidates
in 2024, and study the determinants of democratic issue emphasis. I find a divergence between
the kinds of incumbents and challengers who brand themselves as “protectors of democracy,”
with initial suggestive evidence showing that challengers are more responsive to their district’s
characteristics, while incumbents are more averse to this issue, especially in close races. I also
show that a candidate’s focus on other key issues of the 2024 campaign—the economy, im-
migration, and abortion—are not predicted by these same characteristics. Finally, using early
data from the 119th Congress, I show that adopting the brand of a democratic champion is also
negatively correlated with voting alongside Republicans for more conservative and vulnerable
members.



Introduction

When he ran for reelection in 2010, the first issue listed on Texas Representative Lloyd Doggett’s
campaign website was “Budget.” It is unlikely that Doggett thought this was the most pressing is-
sue among his constituents—rather, his platform was organized alphabetically. His issue page re-
mained this way until the 2016 election, when the top item was changed to “Passing Commonsense
Gun Safety Legislation.” In 2018, it was edited again to “Resisting the Trump Administration,” and
in 2020, unsurprisingly, to “Coronavirus.” In 2022 and 2024, Doggett added a new, yet consistent,
issue to the top of his website: “Civil Rights,” with specific emphasis on the right to vote. The

section begins:

I am committed to fighting for equal rights for all Americans. Here in Texas, we are the
#1 target of GOP voter suppression, and home to a movement to reinvigorate voting rights
nationwide.

Doggett was not alone in this pivot. In the wake of the January 6th Insurrection, the continued
dilution of the Voting Rights Act and campaign finance law by the Supreme Court, and Donald
Trump’s second presidential campaign, issues of democracy have risen to the forefront of contem-
porary American politics. Voters consistently cited democracy as one of the most important issues
of the 2024 presidential election (Brenan| 2024} Times|2024b; CNN|2024)). When he dropped out
of the race, President Biden justified the decision in “defense of democracy,” and in the aftermath,
future DNC Chair Ken Martin said that “with our democracy on the ballot, there is no one more
qualified than Vice President Harris to prosecute the case against Donald Trump” (Allen 2024;
Nazzaro|[2024). While there has been a robust public discussion about the emphasis of democracy
on the national stage (Fields and Sanders|2024; [Fields|2024; Swenson and Sanders|2024)), we know
less about the impact, and emphasis, of democracy at the congressional level.

In this paper, I study how congressional candidates brand themselves as democratic champi-
ons, with a particular focus on Democratic candidates for the House of Representatives in 2024.
Using an original dataset of issue positions collected from the 2024 general election websites of

392 Democratic candidates, I ask the following questions. First, how did Democrats emphasize



democracy as a political issue during this campaign? Second, what can a focus on democracy tell
us about candidate responsiveness and strategic position-taking behavior in congressional cam-
paigns? I focus on the roles of incumbency, district competitiveness, and district demographics in
shaping this position-taking.

This project’s initial findings demonstrate that democracy was an important issue in 2024,
beyond the presidential election. More than half of the Democrats running for Congress empha-
sized the topic on their websites. I also show that position-taking on democracy by congressional
candidates—specifically, non-incumbents—is correlated with a district’s demographic profile. Is-
sues of voting rights and campaign finance were emphasized heterogeneously by challengers, with
those running in more Democratic districts, wealthier districts, and districts with more Black resi-
dents significantly more likely to do so. Incumbent Democrats, while somewhat less likely to adopt
the branding of a “protector of democracy,” were also most likely to emphasize these issues when
running in a non-competitive district in a solidly Republican state. This paper contributes to the
literatures on congressional elections, candidate branding, and representation. Through my focus
on a rising, understudied issue in electoral campaigns, I show support for Fenno’s 1978 homestyle
argument, with candidates emphasizing views on democracy that potentially reflect the salience of
the issue to their constituents. In future work, I intend to expand this analysis across multiple elec-
toral cycles, with the goal of understanding the issue evolution of democracy in the post-Citizens
United era. 1 also hope to match this observational analysis with district-level survey data, similar

to Pietrykal (2012).

Campaign Websites and Strategic Position-Taking

What determines when candidates for political office take positions on issues? Within the
vast research on issue agendas and campaigns in American politics, scholars have highlighted two
central explanations for why candidates choose to emphasize (or ignore) issues: issue ownership

and issue salience. Issue ownership is the notion that candidates will prioritize issues that their



party is advantaged on (Petrocik 1996; Abbe €t al. 2003; Damore 2004, Kaufmann 2004; Stubager
and Slothuus 2013; ega 2013; Stubager 2018). Under this theory, candidates are incentivized to
emphasize issues when voters believe that the candidates' party is better equipped to handle said
issue |(Petrocik 1996; Miller and Krosnick 2000). Conversely, theories of issue salience posit that
candidates focus on issues that the public is most concerned with, regardless of whether their
party may be disadvantaged on any particular tapic (Ansolabehere and lyengar 1994; Sides 2006;
Kaplan et al| 2006). Ansolabehere et al. (2001) suggest that generally, congressional candidates
follow issues of national salience, rather than those with particular importance within their districts.

Historically, campaign agendas were studied most frequently through the analysis of television
advertisements (e.q., Sides 2006; Kaplan ét al. 2006; Sulkin and SWigger 2008; Strach and Sapiro
2011; Claibourn and Martin 2012). Over the last two decades, however, many scholars have piv-
oted to study issue agendas using campaign websites| (e.g., Druckman et al. 2009]/Latimer 2009;
Pietrykd 2012; Milita et al. 2014; Porter et/al. 2024). Mass adoption of of cial campaign websites
occurred by the 2008 cycle, and as Druckman et al. (2014) write, they “have become a central
and ubiquitous medium for congressional campaign communications,” (21) making them an ideal
source to study how candidates frame their platforms. Compared to other forms of position-taking
that can occur during a campaign, the material on these websites are entirely at the discretion of
the candidate, offering an un ltered view of their issue agenda.

Research on campaign websites has examined numerous electoral and district characteristics
that shape candidate behavior, such as incumbéncy (Druckmalh et al. 2009, 2020), competitiveness
(Kaplan et al| 2006; Di Tella et &l. 2023), district demographics (Pietryka|2012; Meyer-Gutbrod
2023), and candidate identity (Dolan 2005; Stalsburg and Kleiijberg 2016; Bauer and Carpinella
2018; McDonald et al. 2020; Porter et al. 2024; Case and Treul Case and Treul). Incumbents have
been found to be far less likely to emphasize issues, instead prioritizing their biography, experience,
and status as an of ce holder (Druckman et al. 2020). Electoral vulnerability and district compet-
itiveness also shape website position-taking, as at-risk candidates tend to ideologically converge

with their opposition, at least at the time of the general election (Di Tella et al. 2023).



While Fenno's (1978) work on homestyle would suggest that district characteristics would
heavily moderate candidate behavior, the evidence is mixed. Pietryka (2012) nds a limited con-
nection between district opinion and candidate focus, while Meyer-Gutbrod (2023) shows that
race, education, and income do shape the likelihood that candidates in state legislative elections
use campaign websites. More recently, both Meisels (2024b) and Francis et al. (2025) have found
more compelling evidence that candidate's platforms are responsive to their constituencies, and
to the policy-relevant conditions within their districts. Candidate race and gender have also been
shown to shape the kinds of issues emphasized, and new work by Porter et al. (2024) demonstrates
that in primary elections, candidate strategies are in uenced by their own identity, as well as the
identities of their opposition.

Issue agendas on campaign websites are also consequential. Meisels (2024a) nds strong evi-
dence that candidates who position themselves as champions on particular issues on their websites
receive more PAC contributions from relevant issue groups. Work by Case (2024), Case and Porter
(2024), and Meisels (2024b) highlights the ways in which the content of these platforms can be
scaled to study candidate ideology, allowing us to better understand both partisan polarization, and
intraparty heterogeneity across subjects.

Issues of the ballot box are not new to congressional campaigns, nor have they been wholly
ignored by researchers. In the wake of the original Voting Rights Act in 1965, Paletz (1971) dis-
cussed the impact of candidate positions on the bill in the 1966 midterm elections. Hayes et al.
(2010), more recently, highlight campaign nance reform as an issue in their study of agenda re-
sponsiveness to redistricting. However, issues of democracy have taken on an increasing relevance
and salience over the last decade. The decisions by the Supreme OGitizems United v. FEC
(2010), which removed limitations on corporate political spend@gwford v. Marion County
Election Board(2008), which permitted the usage of voter ID laws, &flby County v. Holder
(2013), which crippled the preclearance procedures of the Voting Rights Act, have led to substan-
tial changes in the electoral landscape (e.g., Heberlig and Larson 2014; Hansen et al. 2015; Hicks

et al. 2015; Bright and Lynch 2017; Hajnal et al. 2017; Highton 2017; Fraga and Miller 2021,



De RienzoJr. 2022; Darrah-Okike et al. 2021). Additionally, President Trump's refusal to concede
the 2020 Presidential Election, the storming of the capitol on January 6th, 2021, and the rise of
election denial as a political strategy have left voters, elites, and researchers more interested in (and
more fearful for) the stability of America's democratic institutions (e.g., Noort 2022; Bartels and
Carnes 2023; Li and Disalvo 2023; Malzahn and Hall 2024; Fishman 2025; Cohen 2025). Bram-
lett et al. (2024) analyze how Senate candidates discussed democracy in debates during the 2022
midterms, but no research has yet examined the broader adoption of this strategy as part of can-
didates' issue agendas. Given the extremely high salience of democracy in the 2024 presidential
election, studying the rise and heterogenous emphasis of democracy by congressional candidates
can better inform our understandings of position-taking, agenda setting, and strategic campaign

behavior.

Theory and Hypothesis

Incumbency and Vulnerability

As established by the literatures on campaign strategies and position-taking, incumbents and
challengers have differential incentives when it comes to issue emphasis (Milita et al. 2014; Druck-
man et al. 2020). Incumbents are incentivized to avoid making the campaign about issues, as an
issue-driven race detracts from the incumbency advantage. | thus expect that incumbents will be

less willing than challengers to talk about democracy all things equal.

The Incumbency Hypothesis:Incumbent candidates will be less likely to emphasize
democracy on their websites than other candidates.

Democracy is a highly symbolic topic, and while it can be framed more clinically (“Voting
Rights”), or more emotionally (“Protect Our Democracy!”), it is still an issue with exceptional
partisan weight, as it often implies that the outparty is a threat to America's democratic institutions.
Additionally, regardless of the framing, electoral reform or voting rights access are distinct from

material or economic issues like healthcare, jobs, and education (Kayser and Grafstrom 2019).



While democracy rose to the top of the polls for many voters, the economy—especially in ation

and the cost of living—remained the top issue for most voters in the 2024 campaign, especially
among Republicans (Brenan 2024). Druckman et al. (2009) nd that challengers are more willing
to engage in risk-taking behavior, and | argue that emphasizing a symbolic, partisan issue like
democracy could be characterized as taking a risk. Thus, in more competitive districts, | expect

challengers to move towards this issue, and incumbents to stray from it.

The Competitive Challenger Hypothesis:Non-incumbent candidates will be more
likely to emphasize democracy in more competitive districts, while incumbents will
not.

The issues tied to democracy are largely owned by Democrats, and while some are attached
to national conditions—campaign nance and January 6th—ballot access and voting rights vary
from state to state. | expect that these issues resonate more in environments where Democratic
voters feel that their democratic rights are threatened (i.e., more Republican states), whether by
legislation, bureaucracy, or their fellow citizens. Given the partisan nature of the issue, though, |
don't expect this effect to hold in competitive districts. Thus, in battleground districts in states won

by Donald Trump in 2020, | expect Democrats may be more apprehensive to raise this issue.

The Battleground Hypothesis: Democratic candidates will be more likely to empha-
size democracy in Trump-won states. However, they will be less likely to emphasize
democracy in battleground districts in Trump states than in safe districts in Trump
states.

District Demographics

Access to the franchise, and to a free and fair electoral process, holds unique relevance to
Black Americans. Across numerous polls in 2024, Black voters showed more concern for the
well-being of democracy than other racial groups (Times 2024a,b). Given the history of Black
voters and disenfranchisement, and the research showing that relationship between Black voters'
opinions and contemporary restrictive voting laws (e.g., Wilson and Brewer 2013; Coll and Clark
2024), | expect that candidates will be more attentive to this issue in districts with a larger Black

constituency.



The Black Constituency Hypothesis:Democratic candidates will be more likely to
emphasize democracy when there is a larger Black population in their districts.

On a similar note, recent polls have shown that older Democrats are consistently more worried
about the state of American democracy (Bump 2024; Swenson and Sanders 2024). This is not
just a trend in the United States—a report by the Open Society Foundation (2023) found evidence
that young people across the world are more disillusioned with democracy than their older coun-
terparts. Additionally, work on restrictive voting laws by Hood and Bullock (2008) has shown
that voter ID laws have disproportionately negative impacts on the elderly, as they are less likely
to have the kinds of of cial, government-issue IDs required to vote. If candidates are following
district opinion, then | expect candidates running in older districts to be more likely to talk about

democracy.

The Older Constituency Hypothesis: Democratic candidates will be more likely to
emphasize democracy when the median age in their districts is higher.

As a non-material issue, | expect Democrats to focus on voting rights, election reform, and
campaign nance when they have wealthier constituents. Scholars have found evidence that can-
didates are more responsive to higher income constituents (e.g., Hayes 2013; Bartels 2016), and
that wealthier households are generally more supportive of democracy (Andersen 2012). Kayser
and Grafstrom (2019) show in a comparative analysis that during times of economic insecurity,
“voters prioritize short-run economic security over non-material or long-term policies most often
associated with the left” (1). This effect, however, is not driven by class, as wealthier voters do not
disproportionately turn away from left-leaning incumbents. If there is risk involved in Democrats
emphasizing symbolic politics instead of economic issues, | argue that it is most likely to occur in
districts with less well-off constituents. While there is some evidence that low-income voters actu-
ally prioritize cultural issues to the same degree as the wealthy (Tausanovitch and Holliday 2025), it
is unclear if this translates to campaign strategy and perceptions of constituent preferences. Paired
with the shifting cultural values of the wealthy moving them towards the Democratic Party (Zacher
2024), and polling data that shows higher income voters were more worried about democracy in

2024 (Baldasarre, Bonner, Mora, and Thomas Baldasarre et al.), | develop my nal hypothesis .



The Wealthy Constituency Hypothesis:Democratic candidates will be more likely
to emphasize democracy when the median income in their districts is higher.

| also have some longitudinal expectations that will be applied to future work. Broadly, | ex-
pect that an emphasis on democracy will become more widespread among Democrats over time,
especially after January 6th, 2021—with signi cant changes in framing accompanying this ex-
pansion. While | control for candidate ideology in my models, | do not expect it to shape the
likelihood of Democratic issue emphasis in 2024. However, | do predict that in prior electoral
cycles—especially pre-January 6th—more progressive candidates will be more likely to talk about

democratic reforms.

Data

Campaign websites are a particularly useful source of information for voters, donors, and re-
searchers alike. At the time of the general election, nearly every major Democratic and Republican
candidate has a campaign website, and the majority of these websites share similar formatting.
Most contain a page or drop-down bar titled “Issues,” “Priorities,” or “Platform,” which subse-
guently list the candidate's positions on any humber of issues.

Using the Internet Archive's Wayback Machine, Ballotpedia, and Google search, | identi ed
candidate websites for nearly all of the 848 candidates who came in rst or second place in each
congressional district in the 2024 general election. For 90% of candidates, | manually scraped an
archived version of the campaign website as it appeared in the weeks preceding the November 5th
election. Some candidates' websites had not been archived until immediately after the election,
and a small number had not been archived, but still had active domains at the time of my search.
For these remaining candidates, | saved their websites to the Internet Archive and scraped them
in March 2025. The text of a candidate's website does not change signi cantly across election
season, and there is little reason to worry that the content of these post-election scrapes would
differ signi cantly from their pre-election material (Porter et al. 2024). For con dence, however, |

randomly sampled 20 of the websites for which | had acquired archived versions prior to election
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day, and compared their content to the same domain in March 2025. 16 of these websites' issue
pages were completely identical, and another was the same aside from the addition of a single
issue item. Of the remainder, two of the domains were no longer registered, and the third had
shifted signi cantly, as the candidate was now running for governor of their state. Given that the
candidates without frequent pre-election archives tended to be lower pro le and non-incumbents, |
am not too concerned about the content of these pages being signi cantly different than they were
during the election.

420 of the candidates in the dataset are Democrats, and 407 of these candidates had identi able
websites. Six of the candidates with missing websites were incumbents. | drop eight candidates
whose archived websites were unable to load properly, or who did not raise money and could
not be matched to Bonica's (2014) DW-DIME database. 357 of the remaining candidates had
some form of issue page on their website, while 46 did not. However, 82% of the candidates
missing issue pages were incumbents. This matches ndings from Druckman et al. (2009), who
suggest that incumbents are generally less likely to include issues on their campaign website.
Indeed, when regressing my covariates of interest against the likelihood of having an issue page,
the only signi cant predictor is incumbency—all else equal, a challenger is ve times as likely as
an incumbent to include an issue page on their website.

The campaign website, however, is not the only source of online agenda setting among mem-
bers of Congress. Rather than drop these 38 incumbents from the data, | turn to their house.gov
pages. | do so as well as for the six incumbents with no campaign websites. These of cial govern-
ment websites often include a list of issues similar to those found on campaign websites. While the
strategy behind the content on these pages may differ slightly from that of campaign websites, and
some scholars Meisels (2024a) do not include them in their analyses, | posit that house.gov issue
pages still re ect a form of strategic position-taking by incumbents. To check similarities between
campaign and House websites, | randomly sampled 20 incumbents who listed their issue pages
on their archived campaign websites. 80% of this sample took the same positions on democracy

on both their government websites and their campaign pages, offering validity to the notion that
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candidates use both kinds of sites to convey similar messages.

After dropping ve incumbents with no issue pages on their house.gov page, as well as eight
challengers who did not have any issue pages, | was left with 392 candidate observations. This
re ects 93.3% of all Democrats who ran in the 2024 general election, including 97% of incumbents
and 90% of challengers.

Of these 392 Democratic candidates, 207 (53%) included an issue position related to democ-
racy on their website. These positions were framed in a variety of ways. Using their headings/titles,
| group these candidates' positions into rough categories and display the frequencies in Table 1. A
few candidates featured multiple sections on their website that could be categorized as democracy
issues, most commonly separating out campaign nance and voting rights as two separate issues.
As such, the totals in the table below exceed 100%. Many candidates, additionally, discuss vari-
ous policies and reforms in these sections, regardless of the header. While some candidates may
have mentioned the broader concept of democracy within the text of other issues (such as abor-
tion, or LGBTQ rights), or on their home or biography pages, | only code those instances where
democracy, in the context of electoral and institutional reform, is highlighted as an issue.

Category Freq % Examples

Protecting Our Democracy 100 49 Protecting Our Democracy, Defending Our Democracy,
Upholding Democracy, Democracy for All

Voting Rights 50 24 \oting Rights, Expanding Voting Rights

Campaign Finance 26 13 Campaign Finance, End Citizens United, Corporate
In uence

Racial Justice/CivilRights 12 6 Civil Rights and Equality, Equity and Social Justice

Anti-Corruption 8 4  Anti-Corruption, Constitution vs Corruption

Other 25 12 Good Governance, Election Security, Government

Accountability, Gerrymandering, Trump & MAGA

Table 1: Categories of Democracy Issue Pages on Democratic Candidates' 2024 Campaign
Websites

While Democrats own the issues of voting rights and campaign nance, some Republicans did
discuss issues of democracy on their campaign websites. 66 Republicans (17%) included an issue

page on elections, with the vast majority titled “Election Integrity” or “Securing Our Elections.”



12

These sections almost universally call for some form of Voter ID law, and many contain factually
incorrect claims about widespread voter fraud in the 2020 presidential election. While | focus
on the behavior of Democratic candidates in this paper, there is room for exploration of election
integrity as a GOP campaign issue in future work.

For a clear view at the dispersion of how Democratic candidates across the country raised this
issue, | include a map of congressional districts, shaded based on (1) whether a candidate included a
democracy-adjacent issue page on their website, and (2) their incumbency status. This map shows
an immense amount of variation across the county. In some states, such as Georgia, Arizona,
and New Mexico, nearly all Democratic candidates emphasized these issues on their websites. In
others, like Nevada, Idaho, and Arkansas, none did. There is further variation in the major urban
areas highlighted in the insets. Very few of the candidates running in New York City mention
democracy, while most in the DFW metro area did. Chicago is largely split, with incumbent
representatives from the northern suburbs emphasizing the issue, and those representing the South
Side not.

| merge my data on candidate issue positions with biographical and institutional data from
\oteView (Lewis, Poole, Rosenthal, Boche, Rudkin, and Sonnet Lewis et al.), electoral data from
the MIT Election Data and Science Lab (MIT 2024), district-level data from the 2020 Census
and American Community Survey (ACS), and Bonica's (2014) CFScores. | manually coded each

candidate's gender as | scraped each webpage, relying on both pronoun usage and photos.

Modeling Strategy

The goal of this paper is to understand the determinants of a candidate adopting the frame of
a democratic champion. As such, | rst run a series of logistic regressions with a binary outcome
of Democracy did the candidate include a section on their issue page devoted to electoral re-
form, voting rights, campaign nance, or democracy generally? The equation is speci ed with the

following functional form:
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Figure 1: Which Democratic Candidates Talked About Democracy in the 2024 House Elec-
tions?
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Pr(Democracy= 1) = logit (aj + biDemVot€022+ b,Battleground+ bsTrumpState
+ bsSwingState bsDistrictBlack+ bgDistrictincome (1)
+ b7DistrictAge+ Ci + g)

Equation 1 estimates the likelihood that a given candidatd include a democracy-adjacent
issue on their 2024 campaign website, predicted by (1) the district's partisanship and competi-
tiveness, as measured by the Democratic voteshare in 2022, whether it is coded as a battleground
district by Ballotpedia, and the winner of the state in the 2020 presidential election; (2) the dis-
trict's demographics, via the percentage of the population that is Black, the median income, and
the median age; and (3) a vector of candidate-level covari@teshich include gender, CFScore,
and incumbency status.

| also estimate models with a second binary dependent variable, focusing on the framing of
these issuedDemocracyProtectors coded as 1 if a candidate both (a) scores a Democracy
and (b) explicitly used the word “democracy” to describe the issue, either in the issue header or
text. This distinction signals the symbolic content of the issue. Compare the following two frames
in Figure 2. While the substantive content of the two issues is similar—both discuss voting rights
and gerrymandering as important issues—the language is very different. On the left, challenger
Sam Eppler adopts a relatively clinical tone, and does not discuss voting rights as an issue of
“democracy.” On the right, freshman Representative Chris DelLuzio mentions democracy three
times, including in the title of the issue section, and frames the discussion of these policy items
as part of a broader battle for “our democracy.” Of the 207 candidates in the data who emphasize

issues adjacent to democracy, 162 (78%) adopt a democratic protector frame similar to DeLuzio.
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Figure 2: Different Frames of Democracy Issues on Campaign Websites in the 2024 House
Elections
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Results

Main Estimates

In Table 2, I display the odds ratios from three logistic regressions modeling the likelihood that
a candidate discusses issues related to democracy on their campaign website in the 2024 election.
The rst model covers all candidates in the analysis, while the second and third are subgroup
analyses of incumbents and challengers, respectively. These ndings do not offer support for the
Incumbency Hypothesis While candidates running in open seats are twice as likely to include
this issue on their websites, the effect for incumbency is non-existent. My estimates do somewhat
match theCompetitive Challenger Hypothesis Incumbent candidates' propensity to talk about
voting and elections are unrelated to prior election voteshare, yet challengers have a signi cant and
positive relationship. A challenger in a district where Democrats received 5% of the vote in 2022
has a 25% chance of including democracy on their website. This likelihood rises to nearly 60% as
we approach a 50-50 district. While I nd no signi cant effect among challengers in battleground
districts, these results do suggest that challengers are more likely to talk about democracy in more
Democratic districts.

| also nd conditional support for two of the three constituency level hypotheses. For chal-
lengers only, running in districts with larger Black populations and wealthier voters are both as-
sociated with an increased likelihood of position-taking on democracy. In Figure 3, | plot the
predicted probabilities for challengers across prior Democratic voteshare, Black population, and
median income. The effects are substantial, though the con dence intervals are large. For Black
voters, it is also important to consider that there are relatively few non-incumbent (especially chal-
lenger) Democrats in heavily Black districts, thus qualifying the results on the upper end of the
spectrum. Despite my expectations, | do not nd evidence of a constituency effect related to age. |
believe this null nding may be explained by the very nature of the electorate: regardless of median
age in a given district, the median age of a likely voter is going to be signi cantly older. Thus,

while age effects may help drive the salience of democracy as a political issue nationwide, | don't
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Table 2:0dds Ratios of Emphasizing Democracy on Campaign Website Among Democratic

Candidates for the U.S. House of Representatives, 2024

Dependent variable:

Democracy
All Candidates  Incumbents Challengers
2022 Democratic Vote in District 1.02 0.99 1.03
(1.01, 1.04) (0.95, 1.03) (1.01, 1.06)
2024 Battleground District 0.91 0.46 0.75
(0.48,1.73) (0.15, 1.34) (0.29, 1.95)
Trump State 141 2.64 1.00
(0.79, 2.54) (.05, 6.96) (0.43, 2.34)
Swing State 1.27 1.30 1.23
(0.68, 2.38) (0.51, 3.38) (0.48, 3.19)
% Black 0.99 0.98 1.04
(0.97,1.01) (0.95,1.01) (1.00, 1.08)
Median Income (Thousands) 1.01 1.01 1.02
(2.00, 1.03) (0.99, 1.02) (1.00, 1.05)
Median Age 1.06 1.04 1.07
(0.99,1.13) (0.93,1.16) (0.99,1.18)
Candidate Gender 0.71 0.78 0.71
(0.46, 1.08) (0.40, 1.51) (0.39, 1.30)
Candidate CFScore 0.46 0.27 0.25
(0.16, 1.29) (0.06, 1.09) (0.04, 1.66)
Incumbent 0.77
(0.40, 1.45)
Open Seat 2.26 2.10
(1.06, 5.05) (0.94, 4.91)
Observations 392 184 208

Notes: This table reports odds ratios from logistic models on the likelihood that
2024 Democratic House candidates included democracy as an issue on their cam-
paign website. Con dence intervals are shown in parentheped.05; p<0.01;

p< 0.001
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observe much district-level variation tied to this variable.

| recognize that my ndings on income may be driven, instead, by educational effects. Median
household income and the percentage of college educated people in a district are very highly cor-
related ( = 0.77), so including both measures in the model will lead to multicollinearity issues.
Instead, | test a separate model, substituting education for income. | nd no signi cant effect at
thep < 0.05 level, suggesting that the correlations | observe for this characteristic are more likely
related to district wealth, rather than education.

Turning to the impact of state partisanship, I nd that incumbent Democrats from states won by
Donald Trump in 2020 are two-and-a-half times as likely to emphasize democracy on the websites
as incumbents from states won by Biden. Budtleground Hypothesissuggests, however, that
district competitiveness should moderate the impact of state partisanship. | introduce an interaction
term to each model between a district's battleground status and the two state party dummies, and
plot the effects in Figure 4. The results (see Appendix Table Al), offer strong evidence for this
hypothesis—although, again, only for incumbent representatives. Incumbents in safe districts are
over 30 percentage points more likely to talk about democracy if they represent a district in a
Trump-won state. However, if they are in a battleground district, they are signi cantly less likely

(or at least, equally as likely) to raise the issue in a Red State in comparison to a Blue State.

Protector of Democracy Frame

| now turn to my second binary dependent variable, measuring whether a candidate (1) dis-
cusses issues of electoral reform, campaign nance, or voting rights, and (2) adopts a democracy-
based frame to do so. | again estimate three models: one across all candidates, and two analyses on
only incumbents and only challengers. In contrast to the initial ndings, the use of this narrower
measure supports tHecumbency Hypothesis incumbents are half as likely as challengers to
include a democracy-based frame on their issue page. The incumbent subgroup analysis no longer
shows any signi cant role for state partisanship, and instead nds a relatively large effect for bat-

tleground district status. This model estimates that endangered incumbents are around a third as
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