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Abstract

Most US chief local prosecutors are elected, presenting foundational accountability ques-
tions. Prosecutors have significant incumbency advantages and wield broad discretion
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ing prosecutors. National and state surveys show that most Americans do not know core
prosecutorial functions and cannot correctly identify their prosecutors, likely stemming
from poor information provision. Among low-information respondents, job approval
of prosecutors is lower compared to high-information respondents. This uncovers an
accountability paradox: (1) the public knows little about prosecutors, (2) knowing less
decreases prosecutor approval, but (3) most prosecutors are re-elected time and again.
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1 Introduction

Paul Burns Ebert, of Prince William County, Virginia, is among the longest-serving chief local

prosecutors in the United States. He was first elected a Commonwealth’s Attorney in 1967 and

retired in 2019.1 In Ebert’s last three elections, he faced a challenger only once.2 While Ebert’s

tenure as a chief local prosecutor is remarkable, it is not unique. Ray Whitley served as District

Attorney for Tennessee’s 18th Judicial District from 1980 to 2025.3 In Whitley’s last three August

elections (2006, 2014, and 2022), which are partisan and competitive in nature, he ran unopposed.4

Many long-serving prosecutors are honorable public servants, but sometimes prosecutors con-

tinue to run for reelection unopposed even when there are well-documented problems with their job

performance. For example, Montgomery County, Mississippi District Attorney Doug Evans came

under intense public scrutiny when the podcast In the Dark focused on one of his cases. The pod-

cast chronicles Evans’s six prosecutions of the same man, Curtis Flowers, for the same crime.5 The

hosts documented extensive racial bias in Evans’s jury selections, and the US Supreme Court threw

out the conviction for this reason in 2019.6 The state’s attorney general then intervened to prevent

Evans from prosecuting Flowers again. Despite the national attention this case received and the

interventions by other legal institutions, Evans ran unopposed later in 2019 and was reelected.7 He

retired voluntarily in 2023 after more than 30 years in office.8

In all, 45 US states elect their chief local prosecutors, but these elections are usually not

competitive (Hessick and Morse 2020; Wright 2008). The media environment surrounding these

elections are especially sparse, varying dramatically from district to district. Even the coverage

1“Transcript of Oral History Interview with Paul Ebert.” Prince William County Office of Historic Preservation,
August 22, 2023, https://www.pwcva.gov/assets/2023-12/Transcript%20of%20Oral%20History%20Interview%

20with%20Paul%20Ebert_0.pdf.
2“Historical Elections Database.” Virginia Department of Elections. https://historical.elections.virginia.

gov/elections/search/year_from:2000/year_to:2024/office_id:530/district_id:30252.
3“Tennessee’s Longest-Serving District Attorney To Retire.” Tennessee District Attorneys General Conference,

July 25, 2025. https://www.tndagc.org/ray-whitley-retires/.
4“Historical Election Results.” Tennessee Secretary of State. https://sos.tn.gov/elections/results.
5“In the Dark, Season 2.“ APMReports https://features.apmreports.org/in-the-dark/season-two/.
6Flowers v. Mississippi, 588 U.S. 284 (2019).
7“2019 Election Results.” Mississippi Secretary of State. https://www.sos.ms.gov/elections-voting/

election-results/2019-election-results/2019-general-election.
8Yesko, Parker. “Mississippi DA, Exposed for Striking Black Jurors, Leaves His Office On His Own Terms.” Bolts,

June 30, 2023. https://boltsmag.org/mississippi-da-doug-evans-retires/.

2

https://www.pwcva.gov/assets/2023-12/Transcript%20of%20Oral%20History%20Interview%20with%20Paul%20Ebert_0.pdf
https://www.pwcva.gov/assets/2023-12/Transcript%20of%20Oral%20History%20Interview%20with%20Paul%20Ebert_0.pdf
https://historical.elections.virginia.gov/elections/search/year_from:2000/year_to:2024/office_id:530/district_id:30252
https://historical.elections.virginia.gov/elections/search/year_from:2000/year_to:2024/office_id:530/district_id:30252
https://www.tndagc.org/ray-whitley-retires/
https://sos.tn.gov/elections/results
https://features.apmreports.org/in-the-dark/season-two/
https://www.sos.ms.gov/elections-voting/election-results/2019-election-results/2019-general-election
https://www.sos.ms.gov/elections-voting/election-results/2019-election-results/2019-general-election
https://boltsmag.org/mississippi-da-doug-evans-retires/


that is available usually does not contain information about prosecutorial policies or candidate

platforms (Hessick 2023). A 2020 University of North Carolina School of Law report found that

in the most recent prosecutor elections, fewer than 30% involved more than one candidate (The

Prosecutors and Politics Project 2020), which further diminishes the prospect for accountability

that typically occurs in competitive elections.

Of course, the widespread lack of challengers is not because these elections are unimportant.

Local prosecutors across the United States wield broad discretion in criminal cases. They determine

which individuals are charged with crimes and which receive plea bargains or, ultimately, go to trial.

This gives them significant influence over how lenient or punitive the criminal legal system is within

their jurisdictions (Pfaff 2017). From start to finish, prosecutors are perhaps the most influential

actor in the criminal legal system (Bazelon 2020; Demleitner 2020). Their sweeping powers over

criminal defendants led US Supreme Court Associate Justice Robert Jackson—who was himself a

longtime federal attorney and a prosecutor in the Nuremberg Trials—to famously say in a 1940

address: “The prosecutor has more control over life, liberty, and reputation than any other person

in America.”9

In theory, competitive elections allow the public to choose the prosecutor who wields this

power, while also providing accountability for how those prosecutors ultimately use their legal

authority. However, as with other local elected officials, these accountability mechanisms are weak.

Local politics is typically plagued by low information, low turnout, and general disengagement (see,

e.g., Hajnal and Trounstine 2005; Hajnal and Lewis 2003). In the context of prosecutors, this is

further complicated by the fact that the public often has conflicting opinions about prosecutors,

favoring a broad scope of prosecutorial responsibilities while at the same time limiting punitiveness

(Yogev 2026). Because so few prosecutor elections are competitive, the public does not have an

outlet for reconciling those conflicting opinions. Often, prosecutors do not reflect the ideological

makeup of their constituents (Sances 2021). Elections may also change prosecutorial behavior

(Bandyopadhyay and McCannon 2014) or incentivize punitiveness and legal mistakes that weaken

the criminal justice system (Gordon and Huber 2002; McCannon 2013).

9Jackson, Robert H. “The Federal Prosecutor.” Address to the Second Annual Conference of United States Attor-
neys, April 1, 1940. https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/ag/legacy/2011/09/16/04-01-1940.pdf
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Our study examines (1) how much the public knows about their chief local prosecutors, (2)

where individuals get their information about prosecutors, and (3) how individual knowledge affects

their support for the office and the court system more generally. We find that most members of

the public know very little about their chief local prosecutors—either in terms of what they do,

who they are, or how and when they are selected. We further find that those who know less about

their prosecutors have more negative views of the office. Yet, this seems to have no practical effect

on accountability, as prosecutors are elected again and again.

To examine the dynamics of the public’s low knowledge about local prosecutors, we gath-

ered novel data using five distinct survey deployments. Across these surveys—which span state-

specific and nationally representative samples—respondents frequently (1) provided the incorrect

answers to knowledge questions or (2) indicated that they do not know the information we asked

them about. Our study shines a light on public knowledge of and information about prosecutors,

because accurate information is a necessary precondition for political accountability. Our data—

viewed in concert with existing scholarly evidence on prosecutorial elections and in the context of

our motivating examples above—suggest that prosecutorial elections are not effective in providing

accountability in most cases. How are Americans supposed to hold these representatives account-

able for the millions of cases prosecutors close each year (Gunderson 2022) if they do not know

their duties, responsibilities, or track records? While we do not proclaim to identify the precise

sources of this ignorance, we argue that chronicling these patterns is essential for understanding

the degree to which prosecutors represent the public’s interests.

2 Prosecutors as Elected Officials

The United States is unique in the world in its method for selecting chief local prosecutors; no

other country elects them (Ellis 2011; Hessick and Morse 2020). In most of the developed world,

prosecutors are expected to be nonpartisan and nonpolitical (Tonry 2012). Even the United States

did not start out electing these officials. At the time of the founding, most prosecutors were

appointed, either by governors, legislatures, or judges (Ellis 2011). This tradition of appointing

prosecutors continues in the federal government. Federal prosecutors—known as US Attorneys—are
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nominated by the president and confirmed by the Senate.10 In theory, appointing US Attorneys

helps to keep them independent and impartial, much like appointing federal judges encourages

judicial independence and impartiality. However, US Attorneys lack the life tenure of federal

judges and instead serve at the pleasure of the president, making them subject to influence from

the Oval Office and the US Department of Justice (Boyd et al. 2021; Gordon and Huber 2009;

Kinane and Mattioli 2022).

The institutional change to use of elections to select chief local prosecutors prioritized local

control and accountability over independence. It grew out of a broader movement in the early

1800s to make the US more democratic. States adopted new constitutions that expanded the fran-

chise and subjected more government offices to elections (Ellis 2011). Starting with the Mississippi

constitution of 1832, these state-level institutional developments came to include elections for chief

local prosecutors.11 Much of the impetus for this change was part of a more general dissatisfaction

with patronage politics and the influence of political parties over appointments (Ellis 2011). How-

ever, there were also more specific concerns about the contemporaneous increase of prosecutorial

power and authority. Initially, public prosecutors did not have the wide-ranging discretion they

have today with respect to charging decisions and plea bargains. Rather, the power to charge an

individual was given to citizens, aldermen, and grand juries. Prosecutors merely carried out the

work initiated by others. As municipal police departments professionalized and consolidated, pub-

lic prosecutors also claimed new authority, including influence over charging decisions (Steinberg

1984). Because appointed prosecutors were not always from the counties where they worked, the

public began to seek local control over this increasingly important office (Ellis 2011).

By time the Civil War began in 1861, three-quarters of the states elected their chief local

prosecutors, and others would fall into line with this trend as Southern states rewrote their consti-

tutions during Reconstruction (Ellis 2011). Today, all but four states and the District of Columbia

elect their prosecutors.12 Moreover, chief local prosecutors’ discretion has continued to grow. They

1028 USC § 541.
11See Mississippi Constitution of 1832, Article IV, Section 25.
12Unlike the 45 states that use elections, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, and New Jersey all appoint their chief

local prosecutors. Rhode Island is also an exception to the general rule in that it does not have local prosecutors; all
prosecutions are handled by the state’s (elected) attorney general, but the state attorney general’s local prosecutors
are not elected. Additionally, three states that use elections provide for county-level control; Kansas, Montana, and
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are now the unquestioned gatekeepers of the criminal legal system. Even in those states that require

a grand jury indictment to bring felony charges, prosecutors select which defendants and charges

to present for grand jury approval (Gilboy 1984).

Gatekeeping is not the only area of prosecutorial discretion that has grown over time. Prior to

the Civil War, the majority of criminal cases went to trial. Plea bargaining—the practice by which

a prosecutor agrees to drop some charges in exchange for a guilty plea on other charges, usually

leading to a more lenient sentence—became commonplace in the late 1800s and today accounts for

the vast majority of criminal convictions (Feeley 1982). Prosecutors alone decide whether to offer

a plea deal (Stuntz 2004), and except in rare cases, these discretionary decisions are not reviewable

(Krumholz 2019; Sklansky 2018). Prosecutors’ charging and plea-dealing powers go hand in hand;

prosecutors can use their charging power to give them extra leverage at the bargaining stage (Lynch

2016). When cases do go to trial, it is chief local prosecutors and their staff who represent the state.

These roles give chief local prosecutors a unique position that is both executive and judicial

in character (Hessick and Morse 2020). They perform executive law enforcement functions, but

their discretion also allows them to play a substantial role in the adjudication of criminal matters—

selecting cases that should be pursued and the sentences sought in those cases, while also controlling

which cases are dropped or diverted to treatment programs (Wright and Levine 2021). Through

these decisions, chief local prosecutors shape carceral policy. Their decisions can increase racial

bias in charging (Clark 2025) and case outcomes (Gunderson 2022), as well as limit the footprint of

the criminal legal system (Agan et al. 2023, 2025). They also have the ability to adopt policies that

decrease incarceration even when state laws are punitive (Mitchell and Petersen 2025). Because

of this, prosecutors are often cited as the essential linchpin to effective criminal legal reform (Pfaff

2017).

Oregon allow counties to decide whether to elect or appoint their prosecutors. However, of these, only two Montana
counties have opted for appointment; all the rest are elected.
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3 Prosecutors and Electoral Accountability

As elected officials, chief local prosecutors often experience tension between institutional and elec-

toral objectives. On the one hand, prosecutors have an ethical duty to uphold the law, seek justice,

and protect the innocent from wrongful convictions (Howell 2014). On the other hand, they likely

share the desire of most elected officials to retain their office by staying in their constituents’ good

graces (Ferejohn 1986). These objectives are not always consistent. For example, prosecutors

who wish to campaign on their conviction rates can selectively choose to only prosecute the most

winnable cases, undermining criminal deterrence and public safety (Rasmusen et al. 2009). Not only

do such actions undermine institutional goals, they also complicate the task of holding prosecutors

accountable by obscuring the information needed to make decisions.

Political accountability is conceptually a reciprocal relationship. Voters elect public officials

who they believe will promote their interests or preferences in office, and the prospect of retrospec-

tive voting incentivizes officials to work to fulfill those expectations (Ferejohn 1986). If the officials

fall short, voters can remove them from office and replace them with other candidates. To make

this dynamic work, voters need at least two things: (1) a choice between qualified candidates (Hall

2007), and (2) information about the officials’ performance in office (Cann and Wilhelm 2011). In

the case of chief local prosecutors, both of these prerequisites for accountability are often missing.13

3.1 Lack of Electoral Competition

Most district and county attorneys stand for reelection with few or no challengers, particularly in

more rural counties (The Prosecutors and Politics Project 2020). Scholars attribute the lack of

competitive elections to a supply problem (Hessick and Morse 2020). Unlike most elected offices,

to be a chief local prosecutor, a candidate must be a licensed attorney. Most chief local prosecutors

13Cann and Wilhelm (2011) propose additional conditions for electoral accountability that are easily met in the
case of prosecutors. First, they argue that citizens’ must have stable policy preferences over the work that officials
are doing. Unlike the state supreme court justices they study, prosecutors only work in criminal cases. Voters have
clear preferences around criminal policy and their votes are influenced by those preferences (Sung 2023). Second,
they argue that officials must be aware of voters’ preferences. That condition is likely met for prosecutors, just as it is
for the state supreme court justices in their study. Not only can prosecutors get a general sense of the public’s policy
preferences (Cann and Wilhelm 2011), but they can also draw on more specific clues. For example, prosecutors in
Colorado changed their approach to drug crimes after a state referendum on marijuana legalization (Nelson 2014).
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serve only one county, and many small counties have very few licensed attorneys. Work by Hessick

and Morse (2020) illustrates this. Out of the 563 districts they examined, 443 had fewer than

100,000 residents. In those small districts, the median number of licensed attorneys was 16. Further,

these county legal systems also need judges and public defenders, putting additional demands on

the already shallow pool of eligible candidates. As a result, bigger counties are more likely to have

contested prosecutorial elections (Hessick et al. 2023).

A second problem for the candidate pool is that the attorneys most likely to be interested in

running for chief local prosecutor may already work in that office. For these potential candidates, the

incumbent they would have to challenge is their boss – a risky situation for continued employment

if they lose. A study of 54 contested elections for chief local prosecutor supports this. It found that

50% of the challengers had previous prosecutorial experience and 20% were currently working in the

incumbent’s office at the time of the election (Wright 2010). Other work finds that open seats —

those in which an incumbent is not running — are more likely to be contested elections, suggesting

prosecutorial incumbents are able to “scare off” challengers (Hessick et al. 2023). In sum, electoral

accountability may be severely limited by the lack of eligible and interested alternative candidates,

particularly in smaller counties.

3.2 Information Gap

A second prerequisite for political accountability is voter knowledge or awareness, both of the

political office and of the officeholder’s behavior and performance (Cann and Wilhelm 2011). As

Delli-Carpini and Keeter wrote in their foundational book examining Americans’ knowledge of

politics, for individuals’ votes “to serve as a reasonable first approximation of the public will, as

a useful mechanism for selecting public leaders, and as a credible check on the behavior of those

leaders, voters need to have at least some minimal information regarding all three” (1996, 50). Only

when armed with knowledge about the “rules” and “players” of politics is the public equipped to

determine which officeholders are responsible for which policy instruments and outcomes, correctly

attribute outcomes to specific officeholders, and utilize available mechanisms to reward or sanction

those officeholders for their performance (Berry and Howell 2007; de Benedictis-Kessner 2018; Delli-
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Carpini and Keeter 1996; Lupia 2016). Further, when the electorate is better informed about their

government, electorally-minded officeholders are pressured to be more responsive to and better

represent the policy preferences of their voters (Jaeger et al. 2017). Conversely, without reliable

sources of information on incumbents’ offices and performance, voters lean heavily on heuristics,

such as party alignment, in making their voting decisions (Carson et al. 2024), providing little

incentive for officials to follow anything other than the voters’ party preference.

Despite the importance of information to democratic accountability, many voters lack basic

knowledge about national, state, and local politics and those who hold office at those levels. Given

this, it is likely they also know little about their chief local prosecutors and institutional context

in which they operate. Using the 2024 American National Election Study (ANES) as a reference

point, 60.37 percent of respondents (unweighted) correctly identified the pre-election majority party

in the House of Representatives and 57.45 percent correctly identified the majority party in the

Senate. At the same time, only about 42 percent of respondents answered both knowledge questions

correctly (American National Election Studies 2025). Similarly, while 70 percent of Americans could

correctly name the three branches of government in a 2025 survey conducted by the Annenberg

Public Policy Center, only 58 percent could name more than one of the five freedoms protected by

the First Amendment.14

Research examining knowledge of state and local politics is just as, if not more, lackluster

than at the national level. Delli-Carpini and Keeter (1996) found that fewer than one third of survey

respondents could name other local officials such as their state senator (28 percent), county clerk

(28 percent), or school superintendent (32 percent). More recently, a nationally representative 2018

survey (Bachner and Ginsberg 2020) not only found that these patterns have persisted concerning

respondents’ lack of knowledge of who their elected officials are—for instance only 19 percent and

28 percent of respondents could name their state senator and representative, respectively—but even

more, that most respondents know little about the structure of their state and local institutions.

For example, only 38 percent of respondents knew that their state had its own constitution, and

14“Americans’ Knowledge of Civics Increases, Annenberg Survey Finds.” Annenberg Public Policy Cen-
ter, September 11, 2025, https://www.annenbergpublicpolicycenter.org/americans-knowledge-of-civics-

increases-annenberg-survey-finds/.
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only 17 percent knew that their state has special purpose districts. It is likely that this lack of

knowledge about state and local politics extends to voters’ knowledge about chief local prosecutors.

Individuals’ lack of competence or sophistication in knowing what is going on in politics and

government presents challenges to achieving electoral accountability. Take, for example, state trial

court judges, who often work in concert with prosecutors. Most local judges—like prosecutors—are

elected.15 But individual knowledge about local courts and judges is minimal. For example, only

about 30% of CCES 2012 respondents were able to name a local judge. Trial court judicial elections

are typically categorized as low information environments (Boston and Silveira 2024; Gunderson

et al. 2025; Lim et al. 2015; McKenzie et al. 2017). As such, research suggests that voters tend

to get information about incumbents through a figurative “fire alarm,” whereby members of the

media or interest groups draw voters’ attention to perceived policy missteps. As it pertains to

trial court judges, fire alarms often relate to criminal sentencing. Judges who appear too punitive

(Nelson and Samarth 2022) or lenient as elections approach (Huber and Gordon 2004) are likely to

draw the ire of a watchful sentinel ready to sound the alarm.

Similar dynamics play out in other areas of local politics. School boards present another

institutional context in which politics is attached to particularized policy outcomes—in this case,

educational outcomes. Berry and Howell (2007) argue that the media plays a key role in closing

the information gap for voters. When local reporters share information about school performance,

voters reward and punish based on those educational outcomes. But once that reporting goes

away, the ability of voters to engage in retrospective voting diminishes. Voters similarly rely on

media reporting to fill gaps in their knowledge of other local political officials, including their

chief local prosecutors. Comparing prosecutorial elections to House races, political knowledge is

highest and citizen engagement is highest when congressional elections are highly competitive,

which predicts certain aspects of news coverage (Hayes and Lawless 2015). The major challenge for

prosecutors, however, is that most of their duties—in comparison to many other offices, including

members of Congress—are performed behind closed doors (Wright and Miller 2010). The public

rarely sees anything but the most newsworthy charging decisions and plea deals, leaving most of

15“Judicial Selection: An Interactive Map.” Brennan Center for Justice. https://www.brennancenter.org/

judicial-selection-map
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their discretionary choices in the shadows. Reporting on prosecutorial elections disproportionately

features homicide or other violent crimes rather than information on candidate platforms or other

useful pieces of information for voters (Hessick 2023). This has significant downsides. Wright and

Miller argue that highly visible cases are informative to the public with regard to prosecutors, but

such revelations also potentially impair the proper functioning of a local prosecutor’s office:

Highly visible cases—such as notorious murder cases or public corruption investigations—

often dominate public views about the overall work of prosecutors. [footnote omitted]

These cases that receive intense media scrutiny do not raise questions about the tech-

nical expertise of the prosecutor. Instead, they raise questions about the opposite side

of the balance: Public input into prosecutor choices. [...] In short, the more the public

learns about prosecutor decisions in highly visible cases, the more urgent becomes the

search for methods of holding the prosecutor accountable.

Wright and Miller 2010, pg. 1595

In other words, the public’s generally low information about prosecutors might lead to dissat-

isfaction. But the mechanisms in place for public learning about prosecutors can cause public

desire for more accountability to bring legal outcomes into alignment with community preferences,

undermining prosecutorial independence.

4 Empirical Evaluation of Accountability Mechanisms

We now turn to an empirical evaluation of whether the prerequisites for electoral accountability

are met with respect to chief local prosecutors. We begin by using data collected by other scholars

to evaluate the availability of electoral choice in these elections. We then use original survey data

to evaluate whether the public has the information necessary to make informed decisions.

4.1 Voter Choice of Chief Local Prosecutors

To highlight the landscape of voter choice in prosecutorial elections, we marshal data from two

sources. We first use data from the American Local Government Elections Database (ALED;
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de Benedictis-Kessner et al. 2023), which contains information on local elections in cities and

counties with more than 50,000 people. Second, we use data from the University of North Carolina

Prosecutors and Politics Project, which has data on all prosecutor elections, not just those in

larger cities, from 2012 to 2019 (Hessick and Morse 2020; Hessick and Su 2023).16 We use these two

datasets to provide some descriptive information on the characteristics of the prosecutor candidates,

as well as their electoral fortunes.

Table 1 shows the characteristics of the chief local prosecutor candidates who ran between

1989 and 2021 in cities and counties with more than 50,000 people (de Benedictis-Kessner et al.

2023). Over half of those running were incumbents, and more than three-quarters won their elec-

tions, suggesting that most elections did not have more than one candidate. The average vote

share is over 77%. The data is roughly balanced on partisanship, with about 49% of prosecutor

candidates being Democrats. Consistent with other research on prosecutor race and gender (Gun-

derson 2022), the vast majority of prosecutor candidates are white men—only 7.5% are nonwhite

and 17.5% are female.

Table 1: Prosecutors in American Local Elections Database, 1989-2021

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Vote Share 6,305 77.363 28.251 0 100
Winner 6,306 0.776 0.417 0 1
Incumbent 4,231 0.546 0.498 0 1
Democrat 6,062 0.487 0.500 0 1
Nonwhite 4,193 0.075 0.264 0 1
Female 4,081 0.175 0.380 0 1

All cities and counties with more than 50,000 population (see de Benedictis-
Kessner et al. 2023)

Figure 1 shows the average vote share of only the winning prosecutors in counties with

populations of more than 50,000 from 1989 to 2021.17 Counties that are shaded lighter elected a

prosecutor with a higher vote percentage. Most of the larger cities and counties in the data elected

their prosecutors with more than 70% of the vote — a result that seems consistent across the states.

16“Prosecutors and Politics Project Dataverse.” UNC Dataverse, https://dataverse.unc.edu/dataverse/ppp.
17For the purposes of this map, we eliminated about ten candidates that were appointed interim (and thus had

zero percent vote share) and those who received under 50% of the vote — these were initial elections that ultimately
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 Above 50,000 Population, 1989−2021 (from ALED)

Figure 1: Map of the average vote share of winning prosecutors in the ALED data from
de Benedictis-Kessner et al. (2023). Counties included are those with more than 50,000 popu-
lation.

Next, we look at similar data from Hessick and Morse (2020), which contains information

on all prosecutor elections from 2012 to 2019. Importantly, while Figure 1 shows patterns in

electability in larger counties, Hessick and Morse (2020) has information on all counties regardless

of their population, allowing us to see patterns in both urban and rural locales. Table 2 shows

that, similar to the electoral fortunes of those prosecutors in larger counties, prosecutors in the

full range of counties won with high vote shares — 75% to 82% in primary and general elections,

respectively. Over half of the elections included incumbents, who had an average of nine previous

years in office. We also mapped the winning prosecutors in Figure 2. Counties with lighter shades

resulted in runoffs.
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of gray elected prosecutors at higher vote percentages. Similar to Figure 1, more than half the

country elected prosecutors with supermajority percentages. We note, however, that because less

competitive, rural counties tend to cover larger land areas than smaller, more dense urban counties,

the rate of unanimous elections may appear larger than it is in reality. Nevertheless, it remains

the case that the majority of counties in the U.S., regardless of type, elect their prosecutors with

remarkably high vote shares.

Table 2: Prosecutors in Politics and Prosecutors Project Database, 2012-2019

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Vote Share (Primary) 3,310 75.409 29.369 0.426 100.000
Vote Share (General) 3,779 81.929 25.256 0.000 100.000
Winner (Primary) 4,405 0.823 0.382 0 1
Winner (General) 4,181 0.842 0.364 0 1
Incumbent 4,931 0.582 0.493 0 1
Years in Office 2,479 9.000 8.214 0 47
Democrat 4,924 0.283 0.450 0 1
Female 4,739 0.219 0.414 0 1

All prosecutorial elections, 2012-2019 (see Hessick and Morse 2020)

Despite these similarities, there are some interesting differences between the two samples.

While roughly half of the candidates for prosecutors in cities and counties with more than 50,000

residents were Democrats (de Benedictis-Kessner et al. 2023), under a third are Democrats in all

jurisdictions from 2012 to 2019 (Hessick and Morse 2020). There are two likely explanations for

this. First, larger jurisdictions are more likely to have contested elections (Hessick et al. 2023;

The Prosecutors and Politics Project 2020), and thus draw candidates from both major parties.

Second, more prosecutors in the second sample did not have registered party affiliations because

some of the races were nonpartisan. We also see that more prosecutor candidates were women in the

second sample of all prosecutorial elections. This could be a result of better gender representation

of prosecutors in smaller jurisdictions, or it could reflect change over time. The Hessick and Morse

(2020) data cover a shorter, more recent time frame, and data from the National Association for

Law Placement show that the percentage of prosecutor jobs taken by women more than doubled
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Figure 2: Map of the average vote share of winning prosecutors in general elections in the UNC
data from Hessick and Morse (2020). Candidates who ran unopposed and did not appear on the
ballot were coded as receiving 100% of the vote. White counties are missing data.

between 1991 and 2021.18 Despite these demographic differences, both datasets show that the vote

shares of winning prosecutors are massive and at least half of prosecutor candidates are incumbents.

Together, these data illustrate that voters have very little choice in prosecutorial elections, and that

chief local prosecutors who choose to stand for reelection are very likely to retain their seats.

4.2 Voter Information About Chief Local Prosecutors

To investigate the contours of public knowledge of chief local prosecutors, we included questions

in three different surveys, over five total waves. Specifically, we employed national and state-level

18“The Demographics of Jobs from 1991 to 2021.” National Association for Law Placement, March 2023, https:
//www.nalp.org/0323research.
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surveys in the following ways: first, we fielded three questions in the 2024 American Political

Science Association (APSA) and 2025 Midwest Political Science Association (MPSA) Verasight

surveys; second, we included four pre-election questions and three post-election questions in the 2024

Cooperative Election Survey (CES); third and finally, we fielded four questions in a YouGov survey

to an Ohio-specific sample of likely voters. Both the Verasight and CES surveys are nationally

representative samples, while the YouGov sample of Ohioans was designed to survey likely voters

in that state ahead of the 2024 elections.19 We detail the full question wording and answer options

in Appendix Section A, but broadly speaking, we asked questions to gauge the public’s knowledge

about prosecutors in three areas: (1) knowledge of what prosecutors do generally; (2) knowledge

about their own chief local prosecutor specifically; and (3) approval of their prosecutor.

4.2.1 Results: Knowledge About the Role of Prosecutors

To hold an elected official accountable for their performance, voters need to know what that official

does. To assess whether the public understands the role of chief local prosecutors, we asked questions

on all three surveys about the two most critical areas of prosecutorial discretion: criminal charges

and plea deals. The structure of the questions varied slightly across the surveys, but our inquiries

asked respondents who has the final say over these important functions in their local communities.20

Survey participants were then given a list of options, including: (a) the police, (b) the victim of

the crime, (c) the prosecutor, (d) the grand jury, and (e) the judge. For the Verasight survey,

19While the use of an Ohio election poll—deployed and weighted to capture voter attitudes towards US presidential
and Senate candidates—was convenient for prosecutor research, Ohio remains a good case for studying political be-
havior and institutions for a variety of reasons. First, Ohio has long been considered a presidential election bellwether.
With the exception of the 2020 election, Ohio’s Electoral College votes have gone to the presidential election winner
in every election back to 1964. Ohio’s recent reddening is part of broader trend among Great Lakes and Midwestern
states tilting to the right (Coleman, J. Miles. “Leaning Into State Trends: The Midwest and Interior West.” The
Center for Politics, May 4, 2023, https://centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/leaning-into-state-trends-

the-midwest-and-interior-west/). Second, Ohio has a wide mix of economic sectors that are broadly proportional
to sectors across the national economy (“Ohio Gross Domestic Product Report.” Ohio Department of Development,
February 2022, https://dam.assets.ohio.gov/image/upload/development.ohio.gov/research/economy/Gross-

Domestic-Product-of-Ohio.pdf). Relatedly, Ohio’s GDP remains in the top quintile of state economies, while
also having the fourth highest rural population of all states (“Nation’s Urban and Rural Populations Shift Follow-
ing 2020 Census.” United States Census Bureau, December 29, 2022, https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-
releases/2022/urban-rural-populations.html). This is particularly important as a juxtaposition to the other sur-
veys we employ, as only about 21% of the YouGov respondents in Ohio are residents of a city, which is the lowest of
all the survey samples we employ (see Appendix Table SI.1). Finally, Ohio counties elected prosecutors in November
2024, creating a somewhat higher information environment for voters in that state.

20Exact question wording can be found in Appendix Section A.
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we included two additional options: (f) someone else, and (g) I don’t know. Table 3 displays the

results by survey.

Table 3: Role Knowledge Questions

Question % Correct % Incorrect % Don’t Know N Survey

59.1% 40.9% - 998 YouGov
In your local community, who
has the final say on pursuing

criminal charges?
31.4% 44.3% 24.3% 1000 Verasight

41.6% 58.4% - 998 CES

71.0% 29.0% - 998 YouGov
In your local community, who
has the final say on offering a
plea deal in criminal cases?

45.1% 28.2% 26.7% 1000 Verasight

49.4% 50.6% - 997 CES

All percentages are calculating using the survey weights offered by the survey provider.

We see some variation in knowledge of the prosecutor’s role across the surveys. Overall, the

Ohio likely voters performed best on these questions, the CES respondents performed second best,

and the Verasight respondents consistently performed the worst. Despite this variation, we can

draw a couple of conclusions. First, people are more likely to correctly identify prosecutors as the

entity responsible for plea deals than they are as the entity responsible for charging. Second, wrong

answers are common, even when the respondents had the option of selecting that they do not know.

Across all surveys, only about 44% of respondents correctly identified prosecutors as having the

final say in charging, and only about 55% correctly identified them as having the final say in plea

deals. Put another way, the majority of our nearly 3,000 respondents do not fully understand the

critical role that chief local prosecutors play in the criminal legal system.

It is important to note, however, that prosecutors act as part of a larger criminal system. In

the federal system and in many states, prosecutors must seek a grand jury indictment to charge.

This could lead some respondents to choose the grand jury over the prosecutor when it comes to

charging decisions. Indeed, felony indictments in the state of Ohio are constitutionally required

to emanate from a grand jury; the prosecutor cannot file an information for felonies under state
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law.21 Some Ohio respondents seemed may have been aware of this element of state law; their

most common wrong answer was the grand jury, with about 16.1% of respondents choosing this

answer.22 The same is not true for the CES and Verasight surveys, however. In both of these, the

most common wrong answer was the judge (19.6% and 24.2%, respectively). While judges may

hold hearings to ensure there is sufficient probable cause to support charges, they have no role in

bringing them.

With respect to plea deals, prosecutors are more clearly the ones to offer them. However,

judges do retain the power to review these deals and can approve or reject them prior to sentencing

(e.g., Boston and Silveira 2024). It is possible, then, that some knowledgeable respondents might

say the judge has final say. Judges were the second most common incorrect guess to the plea

question across all three surveys (23.7% in YouGov, 36.9% in CES, 19.3% in Verasight). However,

it is not possible to know how many respondents chose that answer due to knowledge of the judge’s

role in approving plea deals versus how many selected this response option because judges are

familiar and powerful players in the criminal legal system, as seems to have occurred with the

charging question.

4.2.2 Results: Voter Knowledge of Their Own Prosecutors

Even if voters generally know what a prosecutor does, they may not know a lot about their own

local prosecutor. As with other local elected offices, there is variation across states in whether the

office is elected or appointed, what the office is called, the timing of elections, and the availability

of information about what is happening in the office. To assess what the public knows about their

specific chief local prosecutors, we asked the following questions:

1. What is the chief local prosecutor in your area called? (Pre-election CES)

2. Is your chief local prosecutor elected or appointed? (Pre-election CES)

3. Was the office of your chief local prosecutor on the ballot this election? (Post-election CES)

21Ohio State Constitution, Article I, Section 10, https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-constitution/section-1.10.
22We label this answer as incorrect because the prosecutor still has discretion in taking the felony complaints to

the grand jury to seek an indictment, or—instead—to allow a suspect to plead to a misdemeanor.
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4. What is the name of your local county prosecuting attorney? (YouGov)

5. With what party is your county prosecutor affiliated? (YouGov)

6. Compared to other state and local government officials, how much information do you have

about your chief local prosecutor? (Verasight, CES Post-Election)

7. Where do you get information about your chief local prosecutor? (Post-election CES)

Table 4 shows the rates of correct, incorrect, and “I don’t know” responses to the first

five of these questions. For all but the question about what the prosecutor is called, the modal

answer is “I don’t know.” Respondents were most likely to know whether their prosecutor was

elected or appointed. The party affiliation of the prosecutor and what the office is called have the

next highest rates of correct answers, but both are below 40% of respondents. Notably, in the

immediate aftermath of the November 2024 election, only 33% of CES respondents could correctly

recall whether their chief local prosecutor had been on the ballot. This suggests that voters are

not highly invested in these elections. This intuition is further confirmed by the fact that only a

little over a fifth of Ohio respondents could correctly recall the name of their representative in this

important office.23 Instead, the overwhelming majority of respondents said they did not know.

Taken together with the findings in Table 3, these results suggest that, overall, the public’s

knowledge of chief local prosecutors is low. People are slightly more likely to know what prosecutors

are responsible for than they are to know how that role is filled or who holds the office. As a further

step, we used the demographic data gathered in each survey to examine whether some members

of the public are more knowledgeable about the office than others. Across all of the surveys and

questions, older respondents were more likely to answer role and office questions correctly, though

the difference is small. More educated respondents were also more likely to be correct, though

less consistently so than older respondents. In line with previous research (McKenzie and Rebe

2012; McKenzie et al. 2017), we also find some support for rural voters having greater knowledge

about what their prosecutors do. On the other hand, across almost all of the knowledge questions,

23A handful of the respondents (8 total) coded as incorrect named a recent prosecutor. In these cases, the prosecutor
they named had left office outside of the election cycle and had been recently replaced through appointment.
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Table 4: Knowledge of Respondents’ Specific Prosecutors

Question % Correct % Incorrect % Don’t Know N Survey

What is the chief local
prosecutor in your
jurisdiction called?†

38.7% 30.4% 30.9% 932 CES

Is your chief local prosecutor
elected or appointed?

40.9% 10.9% 48.3% 996 CES

Was the office of your chief
local prosecutor on the ballot

in this election?†
33.1% 12.0% 54.9% 702 CES

What is the name of your
local county prosecuting

attorney?
21.6% 8.1% 70.3% 1000 YouGov

With what party is your
county prosecutor affiliated?

37.0% 6.4% 56.6% 993 YouGov

All percentages are calculating using the survey weights offered by the survey provider. Questions
denoted with daggers (†) omit respondents for whom we were unable to definitively identify who
their chief local prosecutor is and therefore could not discern whether their response was correct
(e.g., the response lacked a zip code and facts about chief local prosecutors vary across counties in
the state).

women respondents were less likely to be correct. Overall, though, demographic variables explain

very little of the variation in knowledge about the office.24

The knowledge gaps we have identified undermine the potential for electoral accountability,

but are they worse for prosecutors than they are for other offices? To find out, we asked survey

participants how much information they have about their chief local prosecutors compared to

other state and local government officials. These subjective assessments of political competence

or sophistication were asked across two surveys, which we present in Table 5, allowing us to draw

important comparisons to actual information about other elected offices.

Few respondents say that they have more information about their prosecutors than they do

about other officials. The modal answer from both the CES and Verasight samples is that they

have comparatively less information. When we assess respondents’ beliefs about their subjective

knowledge across columns in Table 5, we see that about 55 percent of CES 2024 respondents and

24The R2 is always below 0.15, and sometimes as low as 0.03. Full regression results for each of the surveys can be
found in Appendix Section C.
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Table 5: Comparative Knowledge

Question % More % About the same % Less N Survey

Compared to other state and
local government officials,
how much information do
you have about your chief

local prosecutor?

9.7% 44.9% 45.4% 827 CES 2024

Compared to other state and
local government officials,
how much information do
you have about your chief

local prosecutor?

13.7% 40.7% 45.6% 1000 Verasight 2025

All percentages are calculating using the survey weights offered by the survey provider.

54 percent of Verasight 2025 respondents believe they have about the same or more information

about their chief local prosecutors compared to other state and local government officials. That

is, a majority of respondents in two surveys believe they are at least as well-informed about their

prosecutors as they are relative to other elected offices. That result does not comport with our

results in Table 4, where correctly answered prosecutor knowledge questions ranged between 21.6

percent and 40.9 percent. Examining the full data from the 2024 Cooperative Election Study

(Kuriwaki 2025; Schaffner et al. 2025), of the 59,637 respondents who answered the survey question

about the party identification of their current member of the House of Representatives, 65.7 percent

answered correctly. Similarly, of the 59,827 respondents who answered the survey question about

their current governor’s party identification, 82.6 percent answered correctly.25 While our Ohio

YouGov sample differs from the CES 2024 sample in important ways, it is nevertheless valuable

to compare the respondents’ knowledge of their prosecutors’ partisanship; only 37 percent of Ohio

respondents correctly identified the party of their county prosecutor (see Table 4).

We next examine the sources from which they get their information. Table 6 displays the

proportion of CES respondents who said they received information about their chief local prosecutor

from each of a variety of sources. Note that respondents were able to select all that applied, so the

25To assess CES 2024 respondents’ political knowledge, we merged the 2024 data with the Cumulative CES Common
Content, which includes information on the current U.S. House of Representatives member and current governor for
each respondent.
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total adds up to more than 100%.

Table 6: Information Sources

Question % Selecting

Do you get information about your chief local prosecutor from...
newspapers? 19.2%
TV news programs? 17.7%
online news sites? 17.8%
social media? 13.6%
the prosecutor’s website, emails, or mailers? 9.7%
a political party’s website, emails, or mailers? 9.3%
in-person interaction with the prosecutor or their associates? 5.9%
an advocacy organization or nonprofit? 3.0%
I do not receive information about my chief local prosecutor 50.4%
Responses come from CES, N=829. All percentages are calculating using the survey
weights offered by the survey provider.

The most notable finding from Table 6 is that more than half of respondents say they do

not receive information about their chief local prosecutors. This is consistent with the low levels

of knowledge found in the preceding analyses, and it presents a serious problem for accountability.

The results further indicate that the vast majority of information the public does receive about this

office comes from the news media—newspapers lead the way, followed by online news sites and TV

news programs. This is consistent with the “fire alarm” model of voter information—the media

is likely reporting only the most significant case developments, not the day to day work of the

office (Hessick 2023). Almost 10% of respondents get at least some information directly from the

prosecutor, via websites, emails, or mailers, and nearly 6% get information from interactions with

the prosecutor or their associates. Advocacy organizations and nonprofits play a very small role

in people’s knowledge of these offices, with only 3% of respondents citing them as an information

source.

4.2.3 Results: Voter Approval of Their Own Prosecutors

So far, we have established that people in the US know very little about what their prosecutors do,

who they are, or how they are selected. How does this impact public opinion of these offices? And
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how are those dynamics conditioned by individual partisanship and knowledge? We next investigate

how knowledge (or lack thereof) influences support for prosecutors. To measure voter approval, our

YouGov survey of Ohio likely voters asked: do you approve or disapprove of the way your county

prosecutor is handling their job? Respondents were asked to respond on a five point Likert scale,

from strongly disapprove to strongly approve. On average, the vast majority of respondents either

strongly or somewhat approve of their prosecutor (75% approve versus 25% disapprove).

We examine the relationship between knowledge and approval using a series of linear regres-

sion models. Our outcome variable of interest is a binary indicator of prosecutor approval, which

is coded as 1 if the respondent said they strongly or somewhat approved of their chief local pros-

ecutor, and 0 otherwise.26 We examine the effects of five independent variables. First is whether

the respondent knows their prosecutor’s name; we presume that people who know the name of

their prosecutor likely know something about how well that prosecutor is doing their job. Second is

whether the respondent is a copartisan of the prosecutor, given that people prefer elected officials

that share their same party. Third is whether the respondent knows the prosecutor’s party affili-

ation. If a respondent knows their local prosecutor’s party, they can then identify whether or not

that prosecutor shares their partisan identity. Fourth is an interaction between copartisanship and

whether the respondent knows the prosecutor’s party affiliation. This interaction allows us to un-

derstand how partisan dynamics work in this context; how respondents view in-group prosecutors.

Fifth and finally is a scale of the respondent’s response to the two questions about prosecutors’

responsibilities. It equals 2 if the respondent correctly answered both the question about who has

final say in charging decisions and the one about who has final say in offering plea deals, 1 if they

were only correct on one or the other, and 0 if they were wrong on both. Given the documented

knowledge gaps we illustrated earlier in the paper, we argue this is an important variable to include

26While our outcome is binary, we use linear regression in our main specifications for ease of interpretability
(the coefficients represent the percentage point change in approval for the respondent’s prosecutor given a one-unit
change in each knowledge variable). However, as models fitted using limited dependent variables violate some of the
assumptions of linear regression as the best linear unbiased estimator, we refit our models using logistic regression,
which is designed to accommodate binary outcomes in Table SI.7. Additionally, to take advantage of the more granular
construction of outcome variable, which was originally measured as a five-point Likert scale, we also refit our models
using ordinal logistic regression in Table SI.8. The statistical and substantive significance of the estimates associated
with our knowledge variables using logistic and ordinal logistic regression are consistent with those associated with
the estimates we present in Table 7 when using linear regression.
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Table 7: Effect of Knowledge on Prosecutor Approval

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Intercept 0.19∗ 0.17 0.16∗ 0.08 0.26∗ 0.14 0.17∗ 0.13
(0.01) (0.09) (0.02) (0.09) (0.03) (0.10) (0.03) (0.09)

Knows Prosecutor 0.30∗ 0.30∗ 0.23∗ 0.23∗

Name? (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Is a Copartisan of 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03
the Prosecutor? (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Knows the 0.13∗ 0.16∗ 0.04 0.08∗

Prosecutor’s Party? (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Copartisan x 0.21∗ 0.16∗ 0.23∗ 0.17∗

Knows Party? (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
Knowledge Scale (0-2) −0.01 −0.01 −0.02 −0.01

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Controls? N Y N Y N Y N Y

Adj. R2 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.10 −0.00 0.02 0.13 0.14
Num. obs. 1000 880 993 874 998 879 991 873
∗p < 0.05. OLS regression results. The five-point approval scale was dichotomized such that “strongly” or “somewhat” approving is coded
as 1, and other responses are coded as 0. Tabular results of full models (including control variables) provided as Table SI.6 in the Appendix.

in any study of prosecutorial approval.

We also include the models with and without a set of individual characteristics that might

influence prosecutorial approval. Odd-numbered models in Table 7 include only one or more of our

knowledge variables, while their adjacent even-numbered analogues include a set of demographic

control variables that may relate to political knowledge and approval of public officials (ideology,

gender, race, age, education). Full tabular results for models with control variables are provided in

Table SI.6 in the Appendix.

In Table 7, we find that people who can correctly name their chief local prosecutor are more

likely to approve of their performance in office. On the other hand, knowing that prosecutors are

the ones with the final say on charging decisions and plea deals does not influence approval. Copar-

tisanship alone does not increase approval, but the interaction with knowing the party affiliation

of the prosecutor does. In other words, respondents who know their prosecutor shares their party

affiliation are more likely to support them. Conversely, it seems that people who know less about

their prosecutors are less likely to support them. However, less knowledgeable voters might not

have the ability to hold their prosecutors accountable. This lack of knowledge could be compounded
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by lack of electoral choice, leading to a situation where electoral accountability for prosecutors is

more of an ideal than a reality.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

Scholarly examinations of individuals’ knowledge, approval, and vote choice for their chief local

prosecutors meet reality in counties and districts across the country. The attorneys who are elected

to serve their communities are often faced with tough decisions with significant impact for individ-

uals and their communities. We gave several examples in our introduction of elected prosecutors

who served their counties or districts for decades, while only rarely if ever facing electoral com-

petition. Sometimes those who commit egregious wrongdoing—as was the case with Mississippi

District Attorney Doug Evans—find the ire of the media. And even then, Evans—and others like

him—was reelected.

A less extreme example of prosecutor behavior comes with chief local prosecutor W.W. “Bill”

Thompson, a Democrat, who first won office in Latah County, Idaho in 1992.27 During his first

term in office, Thompson faced a challenging case involving a University of Idaho graduate student

who murdered a classmate and the classmate’s wife. While family members of the victims called for

the death penalty, the defendant was charged with and pleaded guilty to second-degree murder.28

Thompson remains in office today, and like many other incumbent prosecutors, Thompson’s modern

reelections were largely unopposed, including those in 2016, 2020, and 2024.29 Thompson had

planned to retire in 2024 after serving eight terms as prosecutor, but the quadruple homicide

committed by Bryan Kohberger in November 2022 changed Thompson’s plans. “I couldn’t walk

away from it. I guess I could have, but I couldn’t live with myself if I’d done that,” Thompson told

reporters.30 His office originally sought the death penalty for Kohberger, but Thompson ultimately

27“Bill Thompson.” Latah County, Idaho. https://latahcountyid.gov/prosecutor/bio/
28“Killer Of UI Student, Wife Gets 65-Year Term Death Penalty Not An Option For Second-Degree Murder

Charge.” The Spokesman-Review, July 10, 1996. https://www.spokesman.com/stories/1996/jul/10/killer-of-

ui-student-wife-gets-65-year-term-death/.
29“W.W. Thompson.” Idaho Secretary of State’s Office. https://canvass.sos.idaho.gov/eng/candidates/

view/12442.
30 Duggan, Alexandra and Garrett Cabeza. “.” The Spokesman-Review, August 3, 2025. https://www.spokesman.

com/stories/2025/aug/03/prosecutors-buckled-down-drowned-out-public-noise-/.
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offered a plea deal resulting in consecutive life sentences. As was the case in the 1996 murders,

some of the victims’ family members disapproved of the plea deal.31 But Thompson defended his

use of prosecutorial discretion to offer the deal, saying it was “the absolute best result that could

have happened” primarily because it avoids Kohberger’s “endless appeals.”32 Did voters approve

of his decisions in this high-profile case? Were they even aware that he was responsible for the

outcome?

Arguably, voters should have known that Thompson was likely to make a plea deal. After

all, he had done so in the University double murder case he faced in his first term. His continued

reelection after that deal could indicate that the public was satisfied with his approach. On the

other hand, it could be an indication that the public either (1) lacked electoral choice; and/or (2)

lacked information about his office, for example, whether he was elected or appointed or whether

he was the one responsible for offering plea deals. These problems are connected. Competitive

elections, after all, are one of the primary mechanisms by which the public can gain information

necessary to overcome some of the challenges of adverse selection and reduce potential moral hazard

once an official holds elected office. In this article, we examined whether American voters have these

key prerequisites for electoral accountability. We find that overwhelmingly they do not.

The accountability paradox for chief local prosecutors stems from three overlapping problems

between elites and constituents. First, the public knows little about these political actors. Second,

the low information environment surrounding prosecutors impacts whether and to what degree

the public can evaluate them. Third, prosecutors frequently achieve re-election, due to a lack of

competition. Heuristics used by voters in low-information elections, such as partisanship and news

coverage, likely do not adequately inform voters about prosecutors’ performance or the alignment

between elite behavior and voters’ preferences.

This does not mean that chief local prosecutors are entirely immune to electoral pressures.

Candidates in US elections tend to “run scared,” focusing on raising money and pleasing voters

even when there is a low likelihood that they will be removed from office (King 1997). While

31Kayata, Erin. “The Bryan Kohberger plea deal without the victims’ families’ consultation is normal, says
Northeastern expert.” Northeastern Global News, July 2, 2025. https://news.northeastern.edu/2025/07/02/

bryan-kohberger-plea-deal/.
32See footnote 30.
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much of the literature on campaigning focuses on legislators, prosecutors may also have incentives

to respond to their constituents’ policy preferences in order to be reelected (Gordon and Huber

2002), even though challengers are infrequent. Unlike judicial elections, where there is a range of

policy issues on which candidates could be evaluated, not all of which are salient to voters (Cann

and Wilhelm 2011), prosecutor elections are largely focused on a single issue. Criminal legal policy

is highly salient to voters and they have clear policy preferences (Cann and Wilhelm 2011; Sung

2023). Research suggests that prosecutors are aware of this and adapt their positions in response

to voters’ attitudes. While this suggests an indirect form of accountability, it does not refute the

lack of direct electoral accountability we have explored here.

Establishing what the public knows about prosecutors is a foundational precursor to drawing

further inferences about their electoral connection. While political science scholarship on prosecu-

tors is relatively limited—especially given the growth in municipal and local election studies over

the last decade or so—many existing prosecutor analyses gauge support for prosecutorial behav-

ior and decision making. Previous findings suggest that voters reward legal actors who achieve

convictions (Gordon and Huber 2002). Recent work suggests that voters may differently evaluate

prosecutors for how they sentence low-level versus violent crime (Nelson and Samarth 2022). While

valuable, these studies assume broad public understanding of prosecutors. In contrast, our project

demonstrates how little the public knows about their elected legal representatives, which presents

serious problems for accountability and transparency.

Given the local and national conversations about criminal legal reform and punitiveness in

recent years, the continued low knowledge about these key actors in pursuing those reforms raises

serious concerns. Chiefly, while the media, elites, and well-informed publics debate over reform-

minded and tough-on-crime policies, the rest of the public remains disengaged. True accountability

requires greater voter education and access to transparent information on how prosecutors do their

jobs.
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A Survey Protocols and Design

The public opinion data we use in this paper is drawn from four different surveys. In this section, we
provide an overview of how each of these surveys was conducted and the wordings of the questions
asked.

A.1 Verasight (2024)

We included 2 questions on Verasight’s 2024 APSA Omnibus Survey. Respondents were recruited
from Verasight’s proprietary panel, which is constructed by recruiting individuals through “random
address-based sampling, random person-to-person text messaging, and dynamic online targeting.”1

While the omnibus survey, fielded between October 1 and October 11, 2024, included 3,000 re-
spondents, respondents were randomly assigned to one of three modules such that we obtained
responses from 1,000 individuals. Each module is accompanied by weights designed to “match the
August 2024 Current Population Survey on age, race/ethnicity, sex, income, education, region,
and metropolitan status, as well as... a running three-year average of partisanship distributions
from Pew Research Center NPORS benchmarking surveys and population benchmarks of the 2020
vote.”2

A.1.1 Question Wordings

1. In your local community, who has the final say on pursuing criminal charges?

(a) The police

(b) The victim of the crime

(c) The prosecutor

(d) The grand jury

(e) The judge

(f) Someone else

(g) I don’t know

2. In your local community, who has the final say on offering a plea deal in criminal cases?

(a) The police

(b) The victim of the crime

(c) The prosecutor

(d) The grand jury

(e) The judge

(f) Someone else

(g) I don’t know

1“2024 APSA Omnibus Survey.” Verasight, https://verasight-apsa-2024.tiiny.co/.
2Ibid.
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A.2 Verasight (2025)

We included 1 question on Verasight’s 2025 MPSA Omnibus Survey. This omnibus survey utilized
methodology similar to that of the 2024 APSA Omnibus Survey.3

A.2.1 Question Wordings

1. Compared to other state and local government officials, how much information do you have
about your chief local prosecutor?

(a) A lot more

(b) Somewhat more

(c) About the same

(d) Somewhat less

(e) Much less

A.3 CES

We included 7 questions on the 2024 Cooperative Election Study (CES). The CES, fielded by
YouGov, utilizes a sample of 60,000 American adults and is conducted in two waves—one before
the 2024 general election, and one after the general election. This sample is constructed through
a “matched random sample approach,” whereby YouGov builds a probability sample from the US
population and then matches each target individual with a similar respondent in YouGov’s panel.4

Our questions were included on a team module, which consists of a random sample of 1,000
respondents from the overall sample of 60,000. 4 of our questions were included on the pre-election
wave of this team module, and the remaining 3 were included on the post-election wave. YouGov
provides weights targeted “to match American Community Survey distributions on key demograph-
ics... and their interactions,” which are also “post-stratified by additional variables.”5

A.3.1 Question Wordings

1. In your local community, who has the final say on whether to pursue criminal charges against
an individual suspected of committing a crime? (Pre-election)

(a) The victim of the crime

(b) The police

(c) The prosecutor

(d) The grand jury

(e) The judge

2. In your local community, who has the final say on whether to offer someone charged with a
crime a lesser sentence in exchange for a guilty plea (plea bargain)? (Pre-election)

3“2025 MPSA Omnibus Survey.” Verasight, https://verasight-mpsa-2025.tiiny.co/.
4“About & Methodology.” Cooperative Election Study, https://tischcollege.tufts.edu/research-faculty/

research-centers/cooperative-election-study/about-methodology.
5Ibid.
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(a) The victim of the crime

(b) The police

(c) The prosecutor

(d) The grand jury

(e) The judge

3. What is the chief local prosecutor in your area called? (Pre-election)

(a) District attorney

(b) County attorney

(c) County prosecutor

(d) Prosecuting attorney

(e) Commonwealth’s attorney

(f) State’s attorney

(g) Solicitor

(h) Attorney general

(i) US attorney

(j) Not sure

4. Is your chief local prosecutor elected or appointed? (Pre-election)

(a) Elected

(b) Appointed

(c) Not sure

5. Was the office of your chief local prosecutor on the ballot this election? (Post-election)

(a) Yes

(b) No

(c) Unsure

6. Compared to other local, state, and national government officials, how much information do
you have your chief local prosecutor? (Post-election)

(a) A lot more

(b) Somewhat more

(c) About the same

(d) Somewhat less

(e) Much less

7. Where do you get information about your chief local prosecutor? (Check all that apply.)
(Post-election)
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(a) Newspaper

(b) TV news program

(c) Online news site

(d) Social media

(e) The prosecutor’s website, emails, or mailers

(f) A political party’s website, emails, mailers

(g) In-person interaction with the prosecutor or their associates

(h) An advocacy organization or nonprofit

(i) I do not receive information about my chief local prosecutor

A.4 YouGov Survey of Ohio Likely Voters

We included 4 questions on a September 2024 survey of Ohio likely voters commissioned by
[REDACTED]. This survey, fielded by YouGov, included 1,000 Ohio adults who were identified as
likely voters and whose demographic characteristics, based on data sources such as the American
Community Survey and public voter file information, reflect a representative sample of the target
population. Survey responses are accompanied by weights to better reflect the target population.

A.4.1 Question Wordings

1. What is the name of your local county prosecuting attorney?

2. With what party is your county prosecutor affiliated?

(a) Democratic Party

(b) Republican Party

(c) I’m not sure

3. In your local community, who has the final say on. . .

(a) pursuing criminal charges?

i. The police

ii. The victim of the crime

iii. The prosecutor

iv. The grand jury

v. The judge

(b) offering a plea deal?

i. The police

ii. The victim of the crime

iii. The prosecutor

iv. The grand jury

v. The judge

4. Do you approve or disapprove of the way your county prosecutor is handling their job?
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(a) Strongly approve

(b) Somewhat approve

(c) Neither approve nor disapprove

(d) Somewhat disapprove

(e) Strongly disapprove

SI.6



B Survey Descriptives

We present demographic characteristics for the respondents in each of our four surveys in Table SI.1.
Because of inconsistencies in the inclusion of questions and question wordings across surveys, some
surveys lack questions/response options that others include and are difficult to reconcile together.
In cases where questions/response options are omitted, the corresponding cells are filled with a
dash (“-”). In cases where the response options for a question are less granular in some surveys
than others, we include the number and percentage of respondents who provided answer in the
coarser response option bin in the first more granular response option bin, and then designate
which following bins that number and percentage of respondents continues to cover with downward
arrows (“↓”). For instance, while the YouGov Ohio, CES, and Verasight (2025) surveys include
six response options for education level, the Verasight (2024) survey included only three options
that each combine two of the more granular options; consequently, we provide the number and
percentage of respondents in each of the three coarser bins in the first relevant response option bin
and then include a downward arrow in the cell for the next bin to indicate that the number and
percentage includes both bins (e.g., 270 respondents (27.0%) indicated that their education level
was less than high school or high school degree).6

Table SI.1: Survey Descriptives

YouGov Ohio CES Verasight (2024) Verasight (2025)

Age
18-34 145 (14.5%) 188 (18.8%) 192 (19.2%) 219 (21.9%)
35-45 156 (15.6%) 116 (11.6%) 176 (17.6%) 174 (17.4%)
46-64 403 (40.3%) 386 (38.6%) 347 (34.7%) 348 (34.8%)
65 and older 286 (28.6%) 281 (28.1%) 245 (24.5%) 217 (21.7%)

Gender
Man 471 (47.1%) 473 (47.3%) 460 (46.0%) 441 (44.1%)
Woman 529 (52.9%) 517 (51.7%) 539 (53.9%) 556 (55.6%)
Non-binary - 8 (0.8%) - -
Other - 2 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%) 3 (0.3%)

Race
White 864 (86.4%) 677 (67.7%) 703 (70.3%) 709 (70.9%)
Non-White 136 (13.6%) 323 (32.3%) 297 (29.7%) 291 (29.1%)

Hispanic
Yes 21 (2.1%) 136 (13.6%) - 157 (15.7%)
No 979 (97.9%) 864 (86.4%) - 843 (84.3%)

Education
Less than high school 12 (1.2%) 36 (3.6%) 270 (27.0%) 39 (3.9%)

6In the case of income for the Verasight (2025) survey, it was not possible to perfectly reconcile the bins used there
with those in the other surveys (e.g., the first two bins were “less than $15,000” and “$15,000 to under $50,000”). In
this case, we tried to match the available bins up with those in the other surveys as closely as possible.
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High school degree 277 (27.7%) 279 (27.9%) ↓ 282 (28.2%)
Some college, no degree 203 (20.3%) 236 (23.6%) 289 (28.9%) 203 (20.3%)
2-year college degree 106 (10.6%) 110 (11.0%) ↓ 103 (10.3%)
4-year college degree 244 (24.4%) 211( 21.1%) 441 (44.1%) 226 (22.6%)
Post-graduate degree 158 (15.8%) 128 (12.8%) ↓ 147 (14.7%)

Income
Less than $10,000 40 (4.0%) 62 (6.2%) 286 (28.6%) 121 (12.1%)
$10,000 - $19,999 70 (7.0%) 74 (7.4%) ↓ 237 (23.7%)
$20,000 - $29,999 81 (8.1%) 106 (10.6%) ↓ ↓
$30,000 - $39,999 88 (8.8%) 91 (9.1%) ↓ ↓
$40,000 - $49,999 80 (8.0%) 99 (9.9%) ↓ ↓
$50,000 - $59,999 90 (9.0%) 70 (7.0%) 712 (71.2%) 273 (27.3%)
$60,000 - $69,999 78 (7.8%) 43 (4.3%) ↓ ↓
$70,000 - $79,999 64 (6.4%) 71 (7.1%) ↓ 152 (15.2%)
$80,000 - $99,999 87 (8.7%) 84 (8.4%) ↓ ↓
$100,000 - $119,999 77 (7.7%) 55 (5.5%) ↓ 133 (13.3%)
$120,000 - $149,999 61 (6.1%) 63 (6.3%) ↓ 133 (13.3%)
$150,000 - $199,999 57 (5.7%) 52 (5.2%) ↓ 55 (5.5%)
$200,000 - $249,999 26 (2.6%) 25 (2.5%) ↓ 28 (2.8%)
$250,000 - $349,999 6 (0.6%) 14 (1.4%) ↓ ↓
$350,000 - $499,999 2 (0.2%) 8 (0.8%) ↓ ↓
$500,000 or more 3 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%) ↓ ↓
Prefer not to say 90 (9.0%) 83 (8.3%) 2 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%)

Party ID
Democrat 369 (36.9%) 394 (39.4%) 455 (45.5%) 437 (43.7%)
Republican 321 (32.1%) 253 (25.3%) 388 (38.8%) 361 (36.1%)
Independent 261 (26.1%) 278 (27.8%) 156 (15.6%) 123 (12.3%)
Other/Not sure 49 (4.9%) 75 (7.5%) 1 (0.1%) 79 (7.9%)

Ideology
Very liberal 126 (12.6%) 92 (9.2%) - -
Liberal 201 (20.1%) 184 (18.4%) - -
Somewhat liberal - 100 (10.0%) - -
Moderate 307 (30.7%) 256 (25.6%) - -
Somewhat conservative - 69 (6.9%) - -
Conservative 198 (19.8%) 153 (15.3%) - -
Very conservative 141 (14.1%) 93 (9.3%) - -
Not sure 27 (2.7%) 53 (5.3%) - -

Area of Residence
City 209 (20.9%) 294 (29.4%) 851 (85.1%) 865 (86.5%)
Suburb 421 (42.1%) 377 (37.7%) ↓ ↓
Small-town 185 (18.5%) 129 (12.9%) ↓ ↓
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Country or rural 175 (17.5%) 190 (19.0%) 132 (13.2%) 124 (12.4%)
Something else 10 (1.0%) 10 (1.0%) ↓ ↓
NA - - 17 (1.7%) 11(1.1%)
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C Knowledge Question Correlates

Table SI.2: YouGov Ohio Knowledge Correlates

Pros. Name Pros. Party Know. Charge Know. Plea Know. Scale

Intercept −0.17 0.02 0.48∗ 0.43∗ 0.91∗

(0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.16)
Age 0.00∗ 0.00∗ 0.00∗ 0.00∗ 0.01∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female 0.06∗ −0.06 −0.12∗ −0.04 −0.15∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Hispanic 0.02 −0.02 0.11 0.18 0.28

(0.11) (0.13) (0.13) (0.12) (0.19)
White 0.06 0.02 −0.04 0.00 −0.04

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.08)
Education 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03∗ 0.06∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Income 0.01∗ 0.02∗ −0.00 −0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Urban–>Rural −0.01 −0.01 0.02 0.05∗ 0.07∗

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Democrat −0.02 0.03 −0.02 −0.05 −0.07

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07)
Republican 0.02 0.13∗ 0.02 0.01 0.03

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07)
Lib.–>Con. −0.02 −0.02 −0.02 −0.04∗ −0.07∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

R2 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.05
Adj. R2 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.04
Num. obs. 880 874 879 879 879
∗p < 0.05
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Table SI.3: CES Knowledge Correlates

Know. Know. Know. Know Know Know Self-Know.
Charge Plea Scale CLP Name CLP Elected CLP on Ballot

Intercept 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.11 −0.07 −0.14 2.80∗

(0.09) (0.09) (0.14) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.24)
Age 0.00∗ 0.01∗ 0.01∗ 0.00∗ 0.00∗ 0.00∗ −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female −0.11∗ −0.06 −0.16∗ −0.07∗ −0.10∗ −0.11∗ −0.10

(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.08)
Hispanic −0.08 −0.00 −0.08 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.25

(0.05) (0.05) (0.08) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.15)
White 0.08 0.01 0.09 −0.01 0.03 0.13∗ −0.12

(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.10)
Education 0.02∗ 0.02 0.04∗ 0.01 0.03∗ 0.03 −0.06

(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03)
Income 0.02∗ 0.02∗ 0.03∗ 0.00 0.01 0.01 −0.01

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Urban–>Rural −0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.02 −0.03

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04)
Democrat −0.03 −0.10∗ −0.13∗ 0.06 0.04 0.02 −0.06

(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.11)
Republican −0.11∗ −0.07 −0.18∗ 0.06 0.00 −0.11 0.22

(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.12)
Lib.–>Con. 0.00 −0.02 −0.02 −0.00 0.01 0.02 −0.00

(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Know. Charges 0.01

(0.08)
Know. Plea −0.11

(0.09)
Know CLP Name 0.10

(0.08)
Know CLP Elected 0.22∗

(0.09)
Know CLP on Ballot 0.24∗

(0.09)

R2 0.09 0.11 0.15 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.07
Adj. R2 0.08 0.10 0.14 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.05
Num. obs. 864 864 863 809 862 619 588
∗p < 0.05
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Table SI.4: Verasight 2024 Knowledge Correlates

Know. Charge Know. Plea Know. Scale

Intercept −0.16∗ 0.10 −0.05
(0.08) (0.08) (0.13)

Age 0.01∗ 0.01∗ 0.01∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female −0.13∗ −0.14∗ −0.27∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
White 0.05 0.07 0.12∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.06)
Education 0.04∗ 0.03 0.06∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Income 0.04 −0.01 0.03

(0.04) (0.04) (0.06)
Democrat 0.07 0.03 0.10

(0.04) (0.05) (0.07)
Republican 0.05 0.03 0.08

(0.04) (0.05) (0.07)
Metropolitan 0.01 −0.02 −0.01

(0.04) (0.05) (0.07)

R2 0.10 0.09 0.14
Adj. R2 0.10 0.08 0.13
Num. obs. 979 979 979
∗p < 0.05
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Table SI.5: Verasight 2025 Knowledge Correlates

Self-Know.

Intercept 3.65∗

(0.18)
Age 0.00

(0.00)
Female 0.15∗

(0.07)
White −0.09

(0.08)
Hispanic −0.14

(0.10)
Education −0.06∗

(0.03)
Income 0.02

(0.03)
Democrat −0.12

(0.09)
Republican −0.06

(0.10)
Metropolitan −0.00

(0.10)

R2 0.02
Adj. R2 0.01
Num. obs. 985
∗p < 0.05
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D Prosecutor Approval Full Models with Controls

Table SI.6: Effect of Knowledge on Prosecutor Approval (Full Models, Linear Regression)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Intercept 0.19∗ 0.17 0.16∗ 0.08 0.26∗ 0.14 0.17∗ 0.13
(0.01) (0.09) (0.02) (0.09) (0.03) (0.10) (0.03) (0.09)

Knows Prosecutor 0.30∗ 0.30∗ 0.23∗ 0.23∗

Name? (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Is a Copartisan of 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03
the Prosecutor? (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Knows the 0.13∗ 0.16∗ 0.04 0.08∗

Prosecutor’s Party? (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Copartisan x 0.21∗ 0.16∗ 0.23∗ 0.17∗

Knows Party? (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
Knowledge Scale (0-2) −0.01 −0.01 −0.02 −0.01

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age −0.00 0.00 0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female −0.06∗ −0.02 −0.04 −0.04

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Hispanic −0.10 −0.09 −0.13 −0.08

(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
White 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04)
Education −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Income −0.00 −0.00 0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Urban–>Rural −0.04∗ −0.03∗ −0.04∗ −0.03∗

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Democrat 0.11∗ 0.05 0.10∗ 0.06

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Republican 0.06 −0.01 0.07 −0.01

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Lib.–>Con. 0.04∗ 0.04∗ 0.03 0.05∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

R2 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.13 0.15
Adj. R2 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.10 −0.00 0.02 0.13 0.14
Num. obs. 1000 880 993 874 998 879 991 873
∗p < 0.05
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Table SI.7: Effect of Knowledge on Prosecutor Approval (Logistic Regression)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Intercept −1.47∗ −1.74∗ −1.65∗ −2.21∗ −1.03∗ −1.80∗ −1.64∗ −1.94∗

(0.11) (0.77) (0.18) (0.72) (0.18) (0.75) (0.26) (0.77)
Knows Prosecutor Name? 1.42∗ 1.49∗ 1.14∗ 1.16∗

(0.18) (0.20) (0.21) (0.23)
Is a Copartisan of 0.08 0.17 0.08 0.20
the Prosecutor? (0.26) (0.32) (0.26) (0.32)
Knows the 0.77∗ 0.95∗ 0.30 0.57∗

Prosecutor’s Party? (0.24) (0.26) (0.26) (0.28)
Copartisan × 0.87∗ 0.58 1.04∗ 0.67
Knows Party? (0.36) (0.37) (0.37) (0.39)
Knowledge Scale (0-2) −0.05 −0.04 −0.12 −0.06

(0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.14)
Age −0.00 0.00 0.01 −0.00

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Female −0.34 −0.16 −0.23 −0.28

(0.20) (0.20) (0.19) (0.21)
Hispanic −1.09 −0.97 −1.13 −1.01

(0.78) (0.79) (0.81) (0.77)
White 0.17 0.22 0.20 0.18

(0.37) (0.39) (0.33) (0.42)
Education −0.05 −0.05 −0.04 −0.05

(0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Income −0.01 −0.01 0.01 −0.02

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Urban–>Rural −0.21 −0.20 −0.21∗ −0.21

(0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11)
Democrat 0.72∗ 0.34 0.59∗ 0.38

(0.30) (0.34) (0.28) (0.35)
Republican 0.39 −0.04 0.42 −0.06

(0.28) (0.30) (0.27) (0.31)
Lib.–>Con. 0.27 0.26∗ 0.19 0.30∗

(0.14) (0.12) (0.13) (0.13)

Log Likelihood −526.83 −446.68 −517.16 −442.41 −562.73 −477.90 −497.84 −425.98
Num. obs. 1000 880 993 874 998 879 991 873
∗p < 0.05
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Table SI.8: Effect of Knowledge on Prosecutor Approval (Ordinal Logistic Regression)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Knows Prosecutor Name? 1.06∗ 1.06∗ 0.95∗ 0.90∗

(0.22) (0.24) (0.24) (0.25)
Is a Copartisan of −0.01 −0.04 −0.01 −0.00
the Prosecutor? (0.20) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24)
Knows the 0.14 0.28 0.20 −0.01
Prosecutor’s Party? (0.25) (0.28) (0.25) (0.28)
Copartisan × 1.19∗ 0.94∗ 1.31∗ 1.01∗

Knows Party? (0.36) (0.38) (0.36) (0.39)
Knowledge Scale (0-2) −0.07 −0.03 −0.09 −0.03

(0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11)
Age 0.00 0.01 0.01 −0.01

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Female −0.17 −0.05 −0.10 −0.13

(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.18)
Hispanic −0.34 −0.35 −0.42 −0.30

(0.41) (0.42) (0.41) (0.42)
White 0.22 0.25 0.23 0.26

(0.33) (0.35) (0.33) (0.37)
Education −0.06 −0.05 −0.05 −0.06

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Income 0.00 −0.00 0.01 −0.01

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Urban–>Rural −0.15 −0.13 −0.16 −0.13

(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
Democrat 0.52∗ 0.25 0.43 0.28

(0.24) (0.25) (0.23) (0.25)
Republican 0.42 −0.18 0.45 0.15

(0.26) (0.28) (0.27) (0.28)
Lib.–>Con. 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.06

(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)

Cutpoints
Strongly Disapprove∥ −2.94∗ −2.73∗ −2.93∗ −2.63∗ −3.17∗ −2.72∗ −3.01∗ −2.74∗

Somewhat Disapprove (0.22) (0.66) (0.22) (0.66) (0.26) (0.69) (0.26) (0.70)
Somewhat Disapprove∥ −1.89∗ −1.65∗ −1.86∗ −1.53∗ −2.11∗ −1.63∗ −1.93∗ −1.64∗

Neither (−0.13) (0.63) (0.13) (0.63) (0.19) (0.66) (0.19) (0.67)
Neither∥ 1.32∗ 1.59∗ 1.39∗ 1.72∗ 1.00∗ 1.52∗ 1.37∗ 1.66∗

Somewhat Approve (0.10) (0.63) (0.13) (0.63) (0.16) (0.66) (0.19) (0.67)
Somewhat Approve∥ 2.86∗ 3.16∗ 2.93∗ 3.29∗ 2.47∗ 3.01∗ 2.97∗ 3.28∗

Strongly Approve (0.15) (0.65) (0.17) (0.63) (0.18) (0.67) (0.22) (0.68)

Deviance 2186.05 1916.39 2153.55 1898.67 2227.64 1952.12 2123.15 1876.03
Num. obs. 1000 880 993 874 998 879 991 873
∗p < 0.05
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