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Abstract

The 2000 presidential race included two major party cand&a-Republican George W. Bush and
Democrat Al Gore—and two prominent third party candidat&alph Nader of the Green Party
and Pat Buchanan of the Reform Party. While it is often presuina@dNader spoiled the 2000
election for Gore by siphoning away votes that would havenleest for him in the absence of a
Nader candidacy, we show that this presumption is rathdeadsng. While Nader voters in 2000
were somewhat pro-Democrat and Buchanan voters corresmgingiro-Republican, both types
of voters were surprisingly close to being partisan cetstrismideed, we show that at least 40% of
Nader voters in the key state of Florida would have voted fastBas opposed to Gore, had they
turned out in a Nader-less election. The other 60% did indgei the 2000 presidential elec-
tion for Gore but only because of highly idiosyncratic cimgtances, namely, Florida’s extreme
closeness. Our results are based on studying over 46 mitiechoices cast on approximately
three million ballots from across Florida in 2000. More getlg, the results demonstrate how bal-
lot studies are capable of illuminating aspects of thirdyppresidential voters that are otherwise

beyond scrutiny.



When asked if Green party candidate Ralph Nader spoiled the p@&3idential election for
then Vice-President Al Gore, prominent Democratic comsultlames Carville proclaimed that
the answer to this question was “obviodsIh an election that turned on, among other things,
537 votes in the state of Florida, the conclusion that thd&& Floridians who opted for liberal
crusader Nader would have in his absence broken in suffiniembers for Gore so as to reverse
the election in Florida, and thus in the nation, borders g@ickl deduction. One might quibble
that some of those who cast votes for Nader would not haveladtall had Nader not been on the
2000 ballot and that a Nader-less campaign would have usdloida way that altered the decisions
of voters beyond those who supported Nader. Nonethelesstifg for the presence of a spoiler
involves assessing a counterfactual in which votes for llieged spoiler are allocated to second
choice candidates, the combination of Bush’s minusculeiddgplurality in 2000, the relatively
large number of votes cast there for Nader, and Nader’s kmelwn leftward leanings obviates any
real need to substantiate Nader’s role as Democratic spoile

Undeterred by the apparent obviousness of Nader’s cotitiibto the 2000 general election,
in what follows we attempt to construct meticulously a cewfatctual in which Nader voters in the
key state of Florida and those voters who cast their lots fdofRe Party presidential candidate
Patrick Buchanan instead are forced to choose between Gébrigash and Gore, the two major
party candidates for president in 2000. Our counterfadgublased on a statistical analysis of
approximately three million individual Florida ballots &ad6 million decisions that the people
who cast these ballots made across the numerous conteseni@e to them in the 2000 general
election.

We find that at most 60% of Nader voters in Florida would haveeddor Gore had they
turned out in a Nader-less 2000 general election and thatiheess have alleged with varying
degrees of vehemence, Nader was a spoiler for Gore (alth@aegbrding to Burden (2003), this

was not his intention). Nonetheless, what is striking alibet 60% figure is its complement:

LAnn McFeatters, “ Criticism Stings Unrepentant Nad@iftsburgh Post-Gazetté&November 9, 2000.



at least 40% of Nader’s Florida voters would have voted foruRépan presidential candidate
Bush in the absence of a Nader candidacy. Thus, Nader votees vee exclusively frustrated
or misguided Democrats, and Nader’s pivotality in 2000 waagdly an artifact of the extreme
closeness of Florida’s presidential contest. This padrctace, notably, featured many decisive
factors that probably would have been considered thorgughindane in an ordinary election.
Though generally not mentioned among the contributors tchBugctory, Socialist Workers’
party candidate James E. Harris drew a sufficient numbertesy®62, to be precise) from Gore
in Florida to turn the presidential election. So did Monicadvehead (1,804 votes), the Workers
World Party candidate in 2000.

The specter of future Naders—and, indeed, the somewhatimedppearance of Nader himself
as a presidential candidate in 2004—raises the generdigueswho exactly votes for prominent
third party presidential candidates, particularly in elegections in which the potential for a spoiler
is evident. This issue motivates our research and our eangin of a Nader-less and Buchanan-
less counterfactual for the 2000 presidential election.

We are hardly the first to study third party presidential v@{gor example, Rosenstone, Behr
and Lazarus 1996, Alvarez and Nagler 1995, Alvarez and N4§i@8, Lacy and Burden 1999).
Our findings are broadly consistent with this previous éitare that focuses on the 1992 and 1996
candidacies of H. Ross Perot and finds that voters for thad-tharty candidate are relatively
non-partisan and that Perot draws votes away from both ofthier party candidates What is
uniquely powerful about our analysis, though, is the setating data that we bring to bear on
our study of these individuals. Namely, we study actualteadallots or what are called ballot
images. Each of our images is literally an electronic snappsha ballot that records the choice

that a voter made in every contest all the way down the ballg.use the patterns of votes cast

2In the context of non-presidential races Lacy and Monso0Z20

3Because much of the previous work has focused on third-partgidates such as Perot who were perceived to
hold centrist or off dimensional preferences, it is lesactbat these earlier findings should carry over to Nader and
Buchanan who were previously associated with major paaieswho occupied relatively extreme positions on a
conventional left—right dimension.



across the entire ballot tounderstand the types of voteesultimately picked Nader or Buchanan.

While previous work on third-party candidate relies heawiyNation Election Study and exit
poll data, such data are of relatively little value in studyicandidates receiving support at the
low levels of Nader and Buchanan. For example, in 2000 the NE®yg of 1,178 individuals
includes only 33 who report voting for Nader or Buchanan. E{en2000 Voter News Service
(VNS) national exit poll survey of 13,225 voters includedyoh21 respondents who reported
voting for Nader and, of those, only 264 gave valid respoitggbe “second choice” question
that bears on our central counterfactual (Voter News Ser2@02)* Putting aside small sample
sizes, survey data on candidate preference at least lgstiffer from various reporting biases
(Wright 1990, Wright 1992, Wright 1993). The usual alternatwesurvey data in the study of
presidential election vote choice is aggregate voting (fateexample, Collet and Hansen 2002,
Burden 2004) and rely on ecological inference, a controakasid at times questionable statistical
technique (Achen and Shively 1995, King 1997, Tam 1998).

Ballot-level data have been used to estimate consitutuerafgnences (Lewis 2001, Gerber
and Lewis 2004), to study residual votes (Herron and Sekid®32Mebane 2003), and to study
ballot design (Wand, Shotts, Sekhon, Mebane, Jr., HerrdnBaady 2001). Unlike surveys and
ecological data, ballot images directly reveal voting lwétran its most raw form, unmitigated by
hindsight, social desirability, or other intervening ate Ballots record what voters truly did in
a voting booth (of course, what a voter did the ballot bootly ahifer from what she intended to
do)> Our (near) canvas of ballots cast in 10 Florida countiesigieler 48,000 Nader and 8,000
Buchanan voters.

Our approach, described in detail below, is to use votesarast large collection of ballots

to infer the unobserved or latent partisanships of the gotédro cast the ballots. We do this by

4Similarly, there were only 76 Buchanan VNS respondents afiwionly 33 gave valid second choice responses.
Interestingly, the estimates we present below fall withie VNS exit poll's wide 59.1% to 77.9% confidence interval
for the level of “second choice” preference for Gore overlBasiong Nader voters.

SDifferences between exit polls and ballots was made abulydelear in November, 2004 when exit poll results
from the 2004 general election predicted, wrongly, that Derat John Kerry would win the presidential race.



considering the votes each ballot contains on a set of fedase and local offices, judge retention
elections, and state and local ballot propositions. In sagjove treat the voting “records” of
voters across ballots in the same way that NOMINATE (PooteRosenthal 1997) treats roll call
records of legislators.

We assume that the partisanship of each voter (i.e., balot)be located on a single spatial
dimension that best predicts votes across all contests iohvwthe voter participated. Because
almost all of the contests in Florida in 2000 pitted a Dembeeasus a Republican, it is perhaps
not surprising that the dimension we recover from our bsliptures Democratic—Republican
partisanship. This is not to say that voting in the 2000 ganelection was solely driven by
a single dimension. Rather, our single dimension capturegjarfparty cleavage, and for our
purposes this is sufficient: we need only that one dimensidmghly predictive of voter behavior
in contests that involve only Democrat and Republican caatd&l Given voter positions along
this Democrat—Republican demension, we then reallocateMNatt! Buchanan voters to Gore and
Bush in proportion to the support given to each candidate bgrsdocated at each point on our
partisan scale.

Readers who are skeptical of spatial models in general or lovemsional spatial models in
particular may be reassured by a set of complementary namgric results. Our nonparametric
results make no assumptions about dimensionality or estef an underlying spatial model, and
they yield reallocations of Nader and Buchanan votes thateagesimilar to those generated under
the assumption of a single spatial dimension.

By recovering the distribution of ballot or voter locations @ur single partisan dimension, we
can address two related questions that are otherwise-witkgut ballot-level data—quite difficult
if notimpossible to answer. First, how do the support bagBsichanan and Nader voters compare
with the bases for Bush and Gore voters, i.e., were Naders/pre-Democrat down the ballot,
pro-Republican, or something else? Second, how did thesiwiwf Nader and Buchanan affect

the vote totals received by major party candidates (thedstaspoiler counterfactual)?
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Like all sources of data ballot images have their limitasiorin particular, we have access
to ballot data from only ten counties in FlorilaThere are no selection issues within counties,
since our ballot archive includes essentially all ball@stcbut there are selection effects across
counties. Namely, our ten counties are more Democraticttianest of the United States (which
was approximately split between Gore and Bush), and this siisah we are missing, so to speak,
some Bush and Buchanan ballots. As a consequence, and weagdatnothis later, the 60% figure
we have noted above is an upper bound: at most 60% of Nadeswetelld have voted for Gore
had they faced a two-candidate election, and at least 40%eofvbuld have chosen Bush. Our
conclusion about the partisan centrism of Nader and Buchaotans is therefore understated, and
this means that our having access only to ten counties ofndakas our results conservative.

Moreover, since our ballots are from a single state, Flotitkt was known prior to polling day
in 2000 to be competitive, we do not have any leverage on ttemeto which non-Nader and non-
Buchanan voters would have voted for Nader and Buchanan hgdivbd in a state that was not
forecasted to be tightly contested. Again, though, thisesadur primary conclusion conservative.
If any, say, Nader voters decided to vote for Gore becaugenbee worried about being pivotal in
a close presidential race, it stands to reason that theseswwgere more politically centrist than the
relatively extremist Nader voters who chose to support Nestgardless. So, it follows that voters
overall with Nader leanings were if anything more centrisirt we find them to be. A similar

argument applies to Buchanan voters and support for Bush.

Ballot I mages from the 2000 General Election

We analyze a collection of 2.95 million Florida county geaiezlection ballot images main-

tained by the National Election StudyThis NES ballot image archive contains a (nearly) com-

6A list the ten counties is shown in Figure 3 and detailed datthe number of votes cast in each of these counties
included in the [supplementary web materials].
"The archive is abt t p: / / www. umi ch. edu/ “nes/ f 1 ori da2000/ dat a/ bal | ot i mage. ht m



plete records of all ballots cast in ten counties. Given thatfc atmosphere that surrounded the
Florida recount—see Merzer (2001) and Posner (2001) faildetit is not surprising that we are
unable to exactly match the ballot image totals to the regiocbunty-level statements of the véte.

Our ten counties used Votomatic punchcard voting techryolo@000 (none use it now due
to changes in Florida state laws), and each ballot image esjaesce of zeroes and ones where a
zero reflects a punchcard chad read by an electronic cardrraadot having been punched and
a one indicates a chad that was read as punched. Each Vatguathcard contained 312 chads,
and consequently each ballot image contains a sequenc® at8des and onés.

Our ten counties vary dramatically in number of ballots cdiami-Dade being the largest
with 610,708 total ballots and Highlands the smallest wR2371° Nonetheless, even the number
of voters in Highlands County dwarfs the typical number ofevstinterviewed by the NES after
surrounding general election and includes 359 Nader vareis84 Buchanan votets.

As the zeros and ones in each ballot image correspond to @rsegjof vote choices, we can
compare a given ballot’s presidential vote with a summarthefballot’s non-presidential votes.
Consider, for example, a given ballot from Broward County, Wwhiad 58 contested races in
November, 2000. Such a Broward ballot records a single #ut#roice in the race for president,
for Florida’s open U.S. Senate seat, for Representativeandd’s 19th Congressional District if
applicable, for Representative in Florida’s 20th Congresdi®istrict if applicable, and so forth.
We can ask, then, if a Broward County ballot with a valid voteGare, a Democrat, also contains
valid Democratic votes in Congressional races, in Browardgotaces, and so forth. Note that
these sorts of questions cannot be studied without ballages. Also, note that note all voters in

Broward County vote on the same collection of races.

8Nonetheless, when we compare aggregated, certified, vioieseto the vote totals in our ballot image dataset,
we find only minor discrepancies or discrepancies that dafiett our results (see Append?® for details).

®Note that zeros and ones are present even for those chad®that correspond to any valid candidates.

Owhile Highlands County did in fact have absentee voters ird26% NES ballot image archive does not contain
any images from these voters.

1IA detailed enumeration of the number of votes cast for eacdidate by county and voter type (absentee or
election day) is included in the supplemetary materialsia@gailable online.



Table 1 describes the distribution of votes in Florida’s \US8nate race by presidential vote
choice and reveals the sort of insight than can only be peoviny ballot-level data. There were six
Senate candidates on Florida’s presidential ballot—thanes, listed in official Florida order, are
in the top row of the table. Beyond the ten official presiddm#andidates, each ballot can contain
a presidential undervote (a presidential vote that, foresoeason, is missing) or an overvote (a
vote for more than one presidential candidate). For the t8aaae, and henceforth for all non-
presidential races as well, Table 1 aggregates both unigsrand overvotes as abstentiéfs.

One can see from Table 1 that 83% of ballots with a valid Busé &tsto had a valid McCollum
vote, that 86% of the ballots with a valid Gore vote also hadla\Nelson vote, that 7% of valid
Gore voters voted for the Republican Senate candidate Ma@p#uad so forth. We can assemble
tables like Table 1 for all non-presidential races, and saictexercise shows that Gore voters
tended to vote for Florida’s Democratic candidate for U.&n&e, that Bush voters supported the
Republican candidate, and so forth.

Beyond the presidential race, our approximately three onilballot images have the following
races in common: U.S. Senate, Florida Treasurer, Floridan@ssioner of Education, three non-
partisan retention votes for justices on the Florida Supr@wourt, and three Florida Constitutional
Amendments. Moreover, many ballot images share other conomiatests. All images from Palm
Beach County, for instance, contain votes on the Palm Beach €shaeitiff race. Moreover, some
ballots from Palm Beach County and some from Highlands Countyago votes for the election
held to fill Florida’s 16th Congressional District seat. Ttwnp here is that our many images are
linked through a common set of races, and there are many ipaifimkages as well across the
images. This is very important for our statistical methodsedssed shortly—as we wish to place
scalar partisanship measures from our approximately thiien ballots on a common scale, i.e.,

on a single partisanship line. This would not be possiblééf ballots we study lacked races in

2\Write-in votes for all races are treated as undervotes. THg ot image archive does not keep track of write-in
candidate names.



Table 1: Votes in Florida’s U.S. Senate Race by Presidentitd €hoice

Abstain McCollum Nelson Simonetta

Deckard Logan Martin Ma@Giok Total
(R) (D) (Law) (Reform)
Bush 0.04 0.83 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 1289697
Gore 0.04 0.07 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 1606059
Nader 0.06 0.27 0.47 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.01 0.02 48238
Buchanan 0.07 0.30 0.46 0.02 0.09 0.03 0.01 0.02 8384
~Libertarian 0.08 030 030 010 006 0.07 002 0.07 6791
Socialist Workers 0.39 0.10 0.26 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.03 345
Natural Law 0.09 0.14 0.20 0.43 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 1355
Socialist 0.16 0.14 0.49 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 469
Constitution 0.14 0.39 0.16 0.04 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.06 559
Workers World 0.13 0.23 0.32 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06 0.09 965
“Undervote 045 021 030 0.02 0.00 001 000 0.00 44969
Overvote 0.26 0.19 0.50 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 59870

Note: Senate candidates Logan, Martin, and McCormick lapieety affiliations; candidate orderings reflect official fidia

order.



commont®

Table 2 describes the distribution of common partisan ratesvamong ballots with valid
Bush, Gore, Nader, and Buchanan votes. A partisan race is atke#tures competing candidates
whose party designations appear on the ballot, and all soictmon partisan races from our set
of ten Florida counties include both Democratic and Repahlicandidates. The Florida U.S.
Senate race included six candidates, the Treasurer raceamdidates, and the Commissioner
of Education race, three. Table 2 reinforces a pattern natbesde, namely that Bush and Gore
voters are the presidential level were strong partisanswdoeasidering non-presidential races.
For instance, Panel A shows that 68.62% of Bush voters votedllfthree Republican candidates
in our collection of common partisan races. Among Gore wégard Democratic candidates, the
comparable figure is 57.59%, as in Panel B.

In contrast, Panels C and D of Table 2 show that Nader and Bachasters did not behave
in a strict partisan sense at all. For instance, 18.36% ofNadpporters voted for all three De-
mocratic candidates within our set of common partisan rddewever, 14.57% voted for all three
Republicans! If Nader voters were strong Democratic parsisavhich is what one might think
based on the Green Party’s ostensible left wing leanings) tre would expect these individuals
to have supported Democratic candidates in non-presaleaties. This did not always happen,
nor did Buchanan voters vote overwhelmingly for Republicamdadates in these race's.

Ballot data, for obvious reasons, cannot speak directly gstons about voter turnout: we

do not have any ballots from Florida voters who stayed homB@rember 7, 2000. We cannot,

3We could, in theory, place our ballot-level partisanshipamges in a common space (i.e., comparable metric) if
there were as few as two common races on each of our appretjntiatee million ballots. In our case, the partisanship
line is overidentified by the presence of multiple commoresaacross all the ballots in the NES archive.

41n the subsequent analyses, we ignore uncontested racestenaounties and we also ignore punched chads that
do not correspond to any races. We also ignore races thateallgoters to pick more than one candidate; these races
involved only very small numbers of voters. Finally, of thede Florida Supreme Court retention races, involving
Justices R. Fred Lewis, Barbara J. Pariente, and Peggy Ac®uand of all other judge races, we retain for analysis
only the Lewis retention vote. Judge races are anomaloup&ad to our other races insofar as voters vote in multiple
judge contests; in contrast, they only vote in one presidergce, one Congressional race, one state legislative rac
and so on. So that our partisanship line is not simple a judggsanship line, we drop all non-Lewis judge contests.



Table 2: Distribution of Common Race Votes among Bush, GoregNaahd Buchanan Voters

1% Votes for Republicans % Votes for Republicans
g 0 1 2 3 Total g 0 1 2 3 Total
g 0| 251 253 820 3Ky | 81.86 g 0| 281 081 1.05 2.80 7.47
3 1| 054 1.72 10.79 13.05 3 1| 3.06 284 8.32 14.22
5 2|048 324 3.72 5 2| 7.24 1344 20.68
% 3133 1.33 3 57.59
g 486 7.49 18.99 68.62 100.00 g 70.70 17.09 9.37 2.80 100.00
(a) Bush voters (N = 1289697) (b) Gorevoters (N = 1606059)
% Votes for Republicans % Votes for Republicans
g 0 1 2 3 Total g 0 1 2 3 Total
S 0 4.00 3088 2 0513 543 TXI T | 48.99
g 1 2048 & 1| 431 756 EE 27.74
= 2| B8 21.21 s 2| 5.05 14.36
» 3 1836 Y, 3 8.87
% 39.30 24.11 21.95 14.57 100.00 % 23.36 22.30 28.86 25.44 100.00
> >
(c) Nader voters (/V = 48238) (d) Buchanan voters (N = 5206)

Note: Each cell is the percentage of Florida voters who cagven number of votes for De-
mocrats and Republicans across three partisan races: lh&eSsix candidates including one
Democrat and one Republican), Florida Treasurer (one Daah@erd one Republican), and
Florida Commissioner of Education (one Democrat, one Reganliand one candidate with no
party affiliation). Cells are shaded in proportion to the trecy with which voters fall into them.
therefore, compare ballots of voters with ballots of notegan the way that NES scholars can
compare the demographic profiles of survey respondents laim to have voted with profiles of
those who claim otherwise.

As it turns out, Nader voters had quite high down-ballot ipgration rates: we find, in fact,
that Nader voters were sometimes more likely than voterstfogr presidential candidates to vote
in non-presidential races (see Figure 3). While turning owdte and voting down the ballot
presumably involve separate considerations, the notianathy sizable fraction of Nader’s voters
were so alienated by business-as-usual partisan politaistihey would refuse to participate in
elections that involved only mainstream candidates is apperted by our data. This make us

suspicious of the claim, made by 33% of VNS exit poll parteits who supported Nader, that

they would have stayed home had Nader not been a candidgisskdent. Moreover, the down-
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ballot participation rates of Nader voters suggest thatddadcandidacy per se did not have a

dramatic effect on voter turnout.

Statistical M ethods

Consider a single ballotimage, and note that this image swwepresidential vote followed by
a sequence of non-presidential votes, all of which can laddeas independent choices (notwith-
standing some dropped races as discussed above). If we kegwaittisanship of the voter who
produced our hypothetical image, we could estimate thetthat this partisanship had on each of
his or her non-presidential vote choices. It would be natiorase logit models for these various
estimation problems, one per each non-presidential raoeinktance, we could use a (perhaps
multinomial) logit model to analyze whether extreme Denaticrpartisans tended to vote Demo-
cratic in Florida’s U.S. Senate race. Some races split orp#itisan dimension, meaning that
voter partisanship predicts vote choice very reliably, $amhe will not. Moreover, some races
will involve incumbency or a valence advantage for a palicaontestant where this contestant
receives support from a large set of voters due to issueséikee recognition as opposed to par-
tisanship (for example, Groseclose 2001). Such advantagelsl be captured in the intercept of
our hypothetical logit regression.

Of course, we cannot observe voters’ underlying partispsshand therefore logit models like
the ones proposed are not feasible. Nonetheless, the igbjetscaling is using choices on a se-
guence of votes (here, non-presidential races) to estisiatdtaneouslyoter partisanship levels
and the effect of voter partisanship on vote choice. Thikiis 8 using vote choices of members
of Congress to estimate ideology levels or ideal points @aold Rosenthal 1997) and votes of

Justices to study partisanship on the Supreme Court (MardrQauinn 2002).

5The intercept parameters also reflects information abeulottation of a given candidate on the partisan dimen-
sion. Thus, it is not possible to separately identify thecedacations of the candidates on the partisan dimension or
their valences.
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Very similar estimators to the one that we employ here arenconty used in the scoring of
standardized tests where no explicit assumption of an yidgrspatial model is made (Bock and
Aitken 1981)1® For readers uncomfortable with the spatial model of votimgy, scaling can be
thought of as akin to test scoring. Like those in educatioesting, we seek to recover an under-
lying predictive or descriptive attribute from a set of poljous items. Where we are measuring
partisanship, those in the test literature are measumngxample, academic aptitude. Each voting
decision reveals information about a voter’s partisanglspas each test item reveals information
about aptitude. The key feature of the statistical methalasit allows for variation in, and esti-
mates of, the degree to which each item (electoral contdsisbguestion) discriminates between
Democrat and Republican partisans or high and low aptitudkests. By allowing for variation in
the degree to which each contest or test item is related ts@aship or aptitude, these methods
translate the votes or answers given by individuals intioreged partisanships or aptitudes that are
more accurate and reliable than would be achieved, for ebarhp simply summing the number
of Republican votes or correct answers.

In contrast to legislative voting or lengthy standardizests where a large number of choices
are observed for each respondent, each of our Florida veasts votes on only roughly 15 or so
races. Standard fixed-effects scaling models including NOME are well-known to be inconsis-
tent when the number of observed choices is small (Londr2gaf, Lewis 2001}/ Because our
interest is in the distribution of voter preferences wittypes (i.e., Nader and Buchanan voters)
of the voter population and not with estimating the exactiapbbcation of each ballot or voter,
we can gain consistent estimates of subgroup parametetisdaylyl estimating the distribution of
voters within subgroup without the intermediate step ohesting each voters’ position and sub-
sequently aggregating to subgroup. The estimator that vxogns an extension of Lewis (2001)

and Gerber and Lewis (2004) to the multinomial or multi-adate case, and it is described in

18|n particular, there are no ideal points and question adiiare associated with particular locations.
"Fixed effects models in this context treat both the pararsedssociated with each electoral contest and the
parameter associated with each voter as a fixed constanetstibeated.
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detail in the [supplementary web materials].

We divide our voters intd0 x 12 x 2 = 240 different subgroups. This cross-product reflects
the ten counties, the type of presidential vote (underwathd vote for one of ten candidates, or
overvote), and time of vote (election day or absentee). Tloeeach of our 240 types, we scale the
votes on all observed voting profiles for contests down tHtagnoring most judge races and
so forth as discussed above. This necessitates contendimg&y515,369 different vote choices.
The result of our scaling algorithm is a partisanship meagureach of our 240 voter groups, and
we can also generate estimated standard errors for theseirasa

We consider only a subset of the 240 types of voters, and ticpkar we focus here on ballots
from our ten counties with valid votes for Bush, Gore, Naded Buchanan cast on election day
and via absentee voting. This yields a totallofx 4 x 2 = 80 different types or subgroups of
voters. In future work we will describe the partisanshipprasidential undervoters and overvoters
and will also examine the partisanships of voters who supporery minor third party candidates
in 2000, i.e., the Workers World candidate. Virtually naothiis known about these voters, due
primarily to the fact that their numbers are so small. Yeth@2000 has shown, even small groups
of voters can be pivotal and hence deserve scrutiny.

As with any scaling model, the direction, location, and saal our underlying dimension is
arbitrary. We assume without loss of generality that lowtipanship levels are associated with
Democratic partisanship and large values with Republicaiispaship'® Thus, following conven-
tion, Democratic partisans are located on the left and Régarbpartisans are located on the right
in the graphs presented below. To establish the scale, wieesatost Democratic of our 240 voter
types to have a mean partisan location of -1 and the most Repuolf the voter types to have a
mean partisan location of 1. The objective of our scalingallgm, then, is the estimation of the
remaining 238 different voter group mean locations—fomegke, election day Gore voters from

Lee County.

18See the Web appendix
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We treat partisanship as one dimensional because, ultynatare interested in the way that
people (i.e., Nader and Buchanan supporters) vote whenddocehoose between Democratic
and Republican candidates. Whether there is a second, orahii@lrth, dimension in which
candidates compete for votes is not germane to our analystkeed, there may be a cleavage
along a dimension such as trade policy where Nader and Buclslraaed similar positions that

deviated from a single position shared by Bush and Gore.

Figure 1: Locations of Presidential Voters

Dimension 2

Dimension 1

Note: Illustrates hypothetical locations in two dimensiah Bush, Gore, Nader, and two voters
(VP andV %), Both voters are closer to Nader and hence would prefer hiongrthe three
presidential candidates (putting aside any valence ceraidns). When considering a choice of
only Bush versus Gore, each voters’ preference can be repeesay a projection of an ideal
point onto the line joining Bush’s and Gore’s ideal points.

Consider, then, a hypothetical world in which Nader is défdgrated from Bush and Gore

mainly along on a second dimension, as pictured in Figurento Simplify matters suppose that
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no candidate enjoys a valence advantage. In the figure, waveeNader voters)'® and V' ?;
both are located closer to Nader than to Bush or to Gore. Hawewvéhe absence of Nader, the
two voters would be expected to support different candglatsofar ad/” is closer to Gore and
VD is closer to Bush. Given our simple spatial model, each \wtetative preference for one of
the major party candidates over the other is entirely a fanaif the distance between the voter
and a so-called cutting line that divides supporters Busin f@&ore supporters (as shown in the
figure)® Those distances are preserved if each voter is projectedtbatline through Gore’s
position and Bush’s position. Call this line the Bush—Gore disi@n, the dimension that indexes
relative affinity for Bush versus Gore. This analysis is obgly complicated by the addition of
valence factors which advantage major party candidatesrower party candidates. However,
the basic intuition that voters can be projected onto a Bushe-@imension remains.

Assuming that the locations of Democrat and Republican datess in down ballot races fall
roughly along the same line that connects Gore and Bush, the—Bge dimension can also
be thought of as a Democrat—Republican dimension. The wtwatf Nader voters, indeed all
voters, along this Democrat—Republican dimension can leered from choices that voters make
on down ballot contests that are dominated by Democrat andiiepn candidates because it is
the locations the voters along this dimension that parametéhe choices between Democratic
and Republican candidates.

Of course, as with any latent variable statistical moded, ghbstantive meaning of the spa-
tial dimension we uncover is in the eye of the beholder. Like first NOMINATE dimension,
which almost all Congressional researchers treat as légistieology, the single dimension we
recover presumably includes a mixture of partisan and atpoal components. To our eye, par-
tisan, i.e., Democrat-Republican, leanings appear to b&atber part, and we call the dimension

that we recover the “partisan dimension.” In contrast, NQKTE’s first dimension appears to

191n the statistical model, this cutting line need not be eigtioht between the two candidates due to differences in
valence. See detailed description of the empirical modergin the [suplementary web materials].
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capture something more akin to the NEBscon question asked of survey respondents—*Where
would you place yourself on [a seven point ideology scalectvinanges] from extremely liberal
to extremely conservative?” Our recovered dimension isenadin to a continuous version of the
NES’spartyid question—"“Generally speaking, do you think of yourself &epublican, a Demo-
crat, an Independent, or what?” Regardless of how our singléad dimension is labelled, each
voter’s position along the dimensias the best single predictor of all of their votes that can be
constructed®

Because many of the down ballot races are two-candidataaisgiitting a Democrat against
a Republican, we are confident that the single dimension agtlaby the scaling will be a
Democratic—Republican dimension. That is, Democrat—Régambwill be the main dimension
that accounts for variation in voter choices in the data.uAgag the Bush—Gore dimension par-
allels the overall Democrat—Republican dimension, thewexar Democratic—Republican dimen-
sion will also predict how Nader and Buchanan voters woul@ woia hypothetical two-candidate

Presidential election pitting Bush against Gore.

Results

Figure 2 displays estimated partisanship levels for Bushig@dader, and Buchanan voters.
Each shape in the figure represents a county, and the locteshape (square, circle, triangle,
or diamond) in the plot specifies partisanship levels foriagfeelection day and absentee voters.
Recall that low (high) partisanship numbers refer to Denmtaci@epublican) partisanships; in
particular, we normalized our estimates so that the mosted Democratic partisanship is set to
negative one and the most extreme Republican, positive oighldtids County is not included

in Figure 2 because we have no records on absentee votergHi®ounty. The ellipses in the

20See Variable 000439 of the 2000 NES for the liberal-consisevguestion; for the party identification question,
see Variable 000519.
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figure are 95% confidence sets based on 150 bootstrap repstiihe confidence sets are longer
vertically than they are horizontally, and this reflectsft that the number of election day voters
exceeds that of absentee voters. Note that some confidetsde §égure 2 are so small that they

are completely masked by a colored shape. This indicatéothiascaling algorithm is pinning

down tightly the locations of the larger voter subgroups.

Figure 2: Locations of Presidential Voters
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Election Day Partisanship

The circles in Figure 2 are in the lower left corner of the feguneaning that their election day
and absentee partisanship levels are both close to negateNe conclude from this that voters

who selected Gore were very committed Democratic partiseasar as voting Democratically in
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practically all non-presidential contests. A relatedestagnt applies to Figure 2’s squares, which
represent Bush voter partisanship levels. Thus, Gore and\®usls displayed strong allegiances
to non-presidential Democratic and Republican candidaigsgpectively, when they considered
races beyond the presidential contest.

Note that the circles in Figure 2 fall under the figure's dasiB-degree line yet the squares
are over the line. This means that absentee voters who gepp@ore and Bush voted in a more
partisan way than their election day counterparts. Thex@aumber of potential explanations for
this result. Absentee voters may in general tend to be maorerstied partisans than election day
voters. Or, absentee voters may have similar partisanstgtsl as election day voters, all of whom
may want to vote straight party, yet the former may commitdiewoting errors due to a lack of
time pressure.

Figure 2 also displays the partisanships of Nader voteien(jtes) and Buchanan voters (di-
amonds). The triangles and diamonds in Figure 2 show thag¢rGparty voters were slightly
pro-Democratic and Reform party voters, slightly pro-Remanl. One clear exception to this rule
is the diamond with an election day mean of somewhat less-h&nand an absentee mean of
approximately zero. This diamond’s election day coordinatelatively Democratic and in fact is
more Democratic than Lee County’s Gore location on electaynahd roughly equivalent to Pasco
County’s Gore election day level. The Democratic-looking Bartan diamond is from Palm Beach
County, and its anomalous location in Figure 2 reflects thetysibutterfly ballot.

What is perhaps most striking about the estimated Nader andaBaa locations in Figure 2
is how non-partisan they are. Ralph Nader’s platform in 2088 pro-environment and anti-free
trade, and both of these policy positions place Nader ctosteteotypical Democratic preferences.
Despite this, Nader supporters were clearly mavericks éenpblling booth and they were not
uniformly loyal to Democratic candidates. Note that theud®f triangles in Figure 2 is clearly
distinct from the corresponding cloud of circles (and the standard error ellipses surrounding

the triangles do not intersect the standard error ellipses the circles).
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Similarly, Figure 2 shows that Buchanan voters were, on g@eranly mildly pro-Republican,
this despite the fact that Pat Buchanan was perceived pylalicbeing much closer to standard
Republican positions than to Democrats. If Reform party sttpp®choose Buchanan simply on
the basis of his policy positions and if they vote on the basisolicy positions down the ballot,
then we expect that the estimated partisanship levels afBaoganan supporters would be very
similar to and might even surpass the partisanship levelsngdeamong Bush supporters. Clearly,
this is not the case.

We see, therefore, that average Nader and Buchanan votegsclose to the middle of the
Democrat—Republican spectrum. One might conjecture thdeNeoters are more Democratic
than Gore voters and Buchanan voters are even more strid@apyblican than Bush voters.
In fact, Nader voters are more pro-Republican than Gore sy@er Buchanan voters, more pro-
Democrat.

One possible explanation for the relatively non-partisature of Nader and Buchanan vot-
ers is that those voters might have unusually high abstem#ioes in non-presidential contests.
Our scaling algorithm treats abstentions as missing atorande., independent of the underlying
Democratic-Republican partisanship dimension. So, ifeatigin were more likely among those at
the ends of our partisan dimension, and if those voting feramparty candidates were more likely
to abstain on non-presidential races, then our estimatdsrdfparty voter partisanships could be
biased toward the center.

However, Table 3 shows that Nader and Buchanan voters wesgsteimatically more likely to
abstain or possibly vote invalidly in down-ballot contestenpared to Gore and Buchanan voters.
In particular, the table reports the fraction of down-biatlces (ignoring uncontested races and so
forth) that different types of voters could in theory havéedbin. For example, in Broward County
the median number of races in which a voter could have ppatied was 24; this number varies

across and within counties due to local ballot propositieagiance in uncontested state legislative
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Table 3: Rates of Down Ballot Participation by PresidentigiEeMBhoice and County
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President Q T NS <SS < Q Q Q )
Bush 0.82 0.82 0.83 0.81 0.87 0.73 0.84 0,82 0.84 (.82
Gore 0.81 0.78 0.82 0.79 0.86 0.74 0.82 0,73 Q.81 0.79
Nader 0.83 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.85 0.Y8 0.83 063 0.82 D.79
Buchanan 0.82 0.87 0.85 0.80 0.86 078 0.85 0.81 0.84 [0.79
Median number of races 24 20 30 29 7 17 20 24 22 29

races, and so fortH. The leftmost column of Table 3 shows that Bush voters in Brov@odnty
voted in 82% of all possible races, Gore voters in 81%, Nadtars in 83%, and Buchanan voters,
82%.

In general, Table 3 shows that Nader and Buchanan voters titare unusually high down-
ballot abstention rates. Indeed, these types of votersthoeeparticipated in down-ballot contests
at higher rates than did Bush and Gore voters. We thus conthadeinusual abstention rates

cannot explain the partisan centrism of Nader and Buchan@ns/hat is depicted in Figure 2

Creating a Nader-less and Buchanan-less Counter factual

Whether Nader was a spoiler for Gore ultimately depends onMader voters would have
voted had they treated the 2000 general election as a Bushsv&wmre contest. Thus, we now
propose two ways to reallocate Buchanan and Nader votes todus@ore. First, we reallocate
votes based on the partisanship measures depicted in Fgare??. Second, we implement two

non-parametric reallocations of Nader and Buchanan votesdhia part on Table 2.

2lWe determine the number of possible races faced by a given bgtexamining the voting records of all voters in
the given voter’s precinct. If 30% of these latter voterdipgrated in a given race, then we say that the hypothetical
voter could have participated in the race as well.
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Table 4: Reallocating Buchanan and Nader Voters to Bush and Gore

Absentee Election day

Nader Buchanan Nader Buchanan
County Percent Swing Percent Swing Percent Swing PercentngSwi
Broward 0.63 155 0.42 -13 0.64 1826 0.48 -35
Highlands 0.51 10 0.34 -27
Hillsborough 0.59 57 0.34 -14 0.59 1202 0.37 -214
Lee 0.60 60 0.54 4 0.57 437 0.41 -49
Marion 0.52 8 0.32 -20 0.53 98 0.41 -88
Miami-Dade 0.71 107 0.42 -6 0.66 1663 0.43 .73
Palm Beach 0.57 58 0.51 1 0.62 1233 0.83 2176
Pasco 0.56 35 0.42 -0 0.58 485 0.46 443
Pinellas 0.63 218 0.39 -2[7 0.63 2431 0.42  -145
Sarasota 0.62 96 0.25 -20 0.60 733 0.44 -30
Total 0.61 794 0.41 -103 0.61 10117 0.59 1471

Note: Percent refers to the fraction of a given voter typeithallocated to Gore, and swing is the
number of votes Gore received from the reallocation minasitimber of votes Bush received.
There are no absentee numbers for Highlands County becaarsesite not absentee ballot
images from this county in the NES ballot archive.

Reallocations based on Estimated Voter Partisanships

Our reallocation approach based on estimated voter pastigas calls for reallocating the
Buchanan and Nader voters who occupy a given location on odinnensional partisanship space
to Bush and Gore in proportion to the shares that these twddzted were estimated to have re-
ceived among other voters at the given position. Reallocagsults are displayed by county and
by time of voting in Table 4. In addition, the bottom row of ttadle shows the total number of
votes that Nader and Buchanan voters would have contribat&lish and Gore had they voted
for one of these two candidates.

The various “Percent” columns in Table 4 indicate the fiatbf a county’s election day or ab-
sentee ballots that would have been cast for Gore ratheBihsimin our Nader-less and Buchanan-

less counterfactual. Relatedly, “Swing” is the differenegvieeen reallocated Gore votes and real-
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located Bush votes. Positive swing numbers, then, highgghts for Gore.

The Gore swing numbers in Table 4 are relatively small intlighthe collection of ballots
(approximately three million), and this is true for bothatien day and absentee reallocations.
Note that the absentee swings are smaller than the elecswings due to the relative paucity
of absentee voters. The largest Gore swing is found in Ris€lounty where Gore lost 2,431 on
account of Nader’s presidential candidacy.

In Broward County, for instance, we estimate that Nader and &uaih voters combined would
have contributed 1,971 votes to Gore had the 2000 presadettiction been a two candidate race
(this is the sum of the Gore swings in the top row of Table 4)isTiumber is tiny compared to
the number of ballots we have considered. Indeed, 1,933 migrbe thought of as large because
the Bush-Gore margin in Florida was so incredibly tight. Ictféhe total Nader swing away from
Gore is 10,117 votes (this combines election day and absaliteations), meaning that Gore lost
only slightly more than ten thousand votes in our ten cosritige to Nader’s candidacy.

Still, the Nader swing figures in Table 4 are all positive, &md implies that Gore lost relative
to Bush as a consequence of Nader. With respect to Buchanaswthg figures are mostly
negative and smaller than comparable Nader swings. Henad Bst votes to Gore thanks to
Buchanan'’s candidacy.

An exception to the pro-Bush nature of Buchanan voters is tisgtiyp® Buchanan-related,
election day Gore swing in Palm Beach County. In comparisoh thi¢ nine negative Buchanan-
related election day swings in Table 4, the positive sigimefRalm Beach County swing is indica-
tive of the county’s butterfly ballot. To be precise, we esiiethat Gore’s net loss of votes to Bush
as a consequence of the butterfly ballot was at least 2,1€8 yacall that the official Bush-Gore
margin in Florida was 537 votes). Nonetheless, the butteffgct on Gore was certainly greater
than 2,176 as, according to our data, Palm Beach County’s tare &ving due to Buchanan
should have been negative and not simply zero. Our estinfidiie dutterfly ballot effect for Gore

is roughly comparable to the estimated butterfly effectstwben approximate 2,456 and 2,973
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votes lost to Gore—in Wand et al. (2001)

Without Palm Beach County and is associated Buchanan anomaliyaBan voters supported
Gore at a rate of approximately 42%. We conclude, theretbed 58% of Buchanan voters would
have voted for Bush had neither Nader nor Buchanan run forgmesin 2000. This is remarkably

close to the 61% figure we calculate for Gore support amongNauters.

Non-parametric Reallocations of Nader and Buchanan Voters

We now return to Table 2 and consider Nader and Buchanan valtecations based on the num-
ber of Democratic and Republican votes cast within the sebofraon partisan races that were
contested across all of Florida. In particular, we firstdi@our ballots into groups based on county,
time of vote (election day versus absentee), and number widdratic and Republican votes cast
among these three races. Then, based on frequencies in Bbieghand Bush votes existed in
these groups, we reassign Nader and Buchanan votes to GoBaiahd

For example, if in one such group, for example, election datgns in Pinellas County who
among the three common partisan races voted for two Densoarat one Republican, 60% of
voters supported Gore, then we assume that 60% of electioNader voters in Pinellas County
who voted for two Democrats and one Republican in the commoesravould also have voted for
Gore.

Such a non-parametric reallocation scheme is independlent estimated partisanship levels,
and it functions as a consistency check on our scaling esifilbur non-parametric reallocations
are dramatically different than our previous reallocagidhen this would cast doubt on our scaling
approach in general. Our non-parametric reallocation atethindeed non-parametric insofar as
it does not require that we make any parametric assumptloms &oter partisanship levels.

According to our non-parametric reallocations, 61% of Na& 45% of Buchanan supporters
would have voted for Gore had the 2000 presidential contsst la two-candidate race. These two

numbers, with particular attention to the Nader figure, atieeenely close to the partisanship
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reallocations figures we have discussed before.

We find almost identical numbers if we modify our non-parameeallocation method so that
it encompasses more races—U.S. Senate, Florida TreaBlomeda Commissioner of Education,
U.S. Congress, Florida Senate, and Florida House—and @sdide particular candidates for
whom voters voted. Before, recall that we classified voterthbynumber of Democrats for whom
they voted among a collection of races. Now we refine our caieg and classify voters by their
exact vote choices.

Using this latter non-parametric approach, we find that%/o5Nader voters would have voted
for Gore. Note the closeness of this number to the 61% abadecathe reallocation percentage
of 61% based on complete ballot scaling.

The closeness of these three percentages is importantdgetauggests that the assumptions
behind our scaling algorithm were not overly restrictivair®@caling procedure, like all statistical
procedures, is based on a set of assumptions, i.e., unmraipartisanship levels for each of
our 240 voter groups are normally distributed and partisignis one dimensional. These twin as-
sumptions give us the ability to draw detailed conclusidmsua voter partisanships, about spatial
locations as in Figure 2, about posterior distributionsnaBigure??, and so forth. Nonetheless,
assumptions have costs and can even drive results, and werie to verify if our scaling as-
sumptions are leading us astray. If they were, then the roarpetric reallocations of Nader and
Buchanan voters should have led to different results wherpeoed to our parametric scaling re-
allocations. That they have not leads to us to conclude thascaling results in general—the

reallocation results and others as well—are not assumypitioen.

Conclusion

This paper is a study of third party presidential voters angarticular of voters who in No-

vember, 2000 supported Ralph Nader and Pat Buchanan, theawarant third party presidential
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candidates in the 2000 general election. Our objective ase

$5ing the partisanships of Nader and
Buchanan voters in order to understand whether these twadzded stole a significant number of
votes from the major party candidates in the 2000 presidiersce.

How do our results stack up against conventional wisdomchwimolds that Ralph Nader
spoiled the 2000 presidential election for Gore? We find thistcommon belief is justified, but
our results show clearly that Nader spoiled Gore’s presigemly because the 2000 presidential
race in Florida was unusually tight. Had Florida had a mopecl Bush-Gore margin in 2000,
Nader would not have been a spoiler.

This is because, to put it simply, Nader and Buchanan voters wat strong Democratic or
Republican partisans, respectively. Only approximate®p @ Nader voters would have supported
Al Gore in a Nader-less election. This percentage is mucéeclto 50% than it is to 100%. One
might have conjectured, that is, that Nader voters weral $odimocrats who in 2000 supported
a candidate politically left of the actual Democratic calade. This conjecture, we have shown,
is wrong: Nader voters, what participating in non-prest@gmcontests that were part of the 2000
general election, often voted for Republican candidatesreSpondingly, Buchanan voters voted
for down-ballot Democratic candidates. Thus, the notiat thleft-leaning (right-leaning) third
party presidential candidate by necessity steals votes Pemocratic (Republican) candidates
does not hold.

Our results on the partisanships of Nader and Buchanan \atefsased on vote patterns in a
collection of more than three million ballots cast in ten s in Florida. None of our results
rely on voter self-reports, and they are therefore not suilbgethe potential biases that affect pre-
or post-election voter surveys. As far as we know, our stsdine first to use ballot images to
study third party presidential voters.

We plan on extending our ballot-level analysis in three wdsisst, we plan on writing about
the partisanships of voters who cast invalid presidentitds. This will extend the work of Mebane

(2003), who has conducted a limited ballot-level study efSmtential non-votes. Mebane’s analy-
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sis is constrained by the fact that much of the ballot data bichvit depends describes only two
voters per ballot.

Second, it is our understanding that very little is knownwthwesidential voters who support
truly minor third party candidates, i.e., socialist anceliarian candidates. Contemporary voting
literature ignores these individuals, surveys only sarapteénute number of them if any at all, and
yet such voters, as the 2000 presidential election showshegivotal. The statistical techniques
described here can be used to estimate minor third partyderggal voter partisanships, just as it
was used to estimate the partisanships of Nader and Buchatens.v

Finally, we plan to use our ballot images from the 2000 prsichl election to study the effects
of voter partisanship on down-ballot contests in genedtedns. Does voter partisanship effect
state legislative races, or are these races dominated bmlmency effects or other valence factors?
What about judicial races and county-level contests? Vit lis known about the factors that
drive vote choices in races below president, Congress, gtagrnor, and so forth, and our ballot

data will facilitate a new look at these contests.
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