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TRUST QUESTIONS

+ How confident are you that your vote in the [year]
General Election was counted as you intended?*

+ Think about vote counting throughout your county
or city, and not just your own personal situation.
How confident are you that votes |nc}/.our county or
city were counted ds voters intended in the [year]
general election ?

+ Now, think about vote counting throughout .
inputstate. How confident are you that votes in
inputstate were counted as voters intended in the

year] general election?

+ Finally, think about vote counting throughout the
country. How confident are you that votes
nationwide were counted as voters intended in the
lyear] general election?

+ Very confident (4)

+ Somewhat confident (3)
+ Not too confident (2)

+ Not at all confident (1)

+ 1 don't know (Excluded)



Distribution of Responses in 2024

How confident are you that votes [at level] were counted as intended?

Your vote 3.65
County I 3.52
State I 3.40
Nationwide I 3.15
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF STATE
CONFIDENCE, 2012 - 2024
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RESULTS (WINNER/LOSER EFFECT)

+ Which party wins the nation 2012 | 2016 | 2020 | 2024
D>R| DR [R>D|D>R
IN  FL  AZ  AZ
NC 1A GA GA

+ Which party wins the state

+ Two-party state vote margin

L MI  MI  MI

+ State “flipping” T
PA WI  PA

Wi Wi



PRACTICES

+ Voting by mail

+ Counting speed




VOTING BY MAIL

Voting Mode Time Series by Party Vote-by-Mail Percentage, 2024
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COUNTING SPEED

2020 2024
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COUNTING SPEED IN 2020 AND 2024




ELECTION BILLS INTRODUCED AND PASSED
IN STATE LEGISLATURES, 2011 - 2024
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LEGISLATION: EXPANSIVE/RESTRICTIVE

ELECTION BILLS, 2021 - 2024

e: Voting Rights Lab
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RESULTS
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CONCLUSIONS ABOUT STATE ELECTION
CONFIDENCE

+ Confidence among the mass public as a whole has been
unaffected by mail ballot volume, counting speed, or state
legislation passed. Overall, it has drifted upward since 2012.

+ Confidence among Republicans but not Democrats has been
sensitive to the volume of mail ballots & counting speed.

+ The passage of legislation—expansive or restrictive—does not
increase confidence among either Republicans or Democrats,
and probably depresses it.



