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U.S. politics is widely understood to have become nationalized, with partisan divisions, media 
consumption, and voting behavior increasingly structured by national party conflict. This chapter 
argues that nationalization has not eliminated localism but transformed it. While partisan labels 
and electoral alignments have become more uniform, political behavior and meaning remain 
unevenly distributed across space. As geographic units become smaller, variance increases rather 
than contracts, producing persistent, clustered deviations from national patterns that are not 
explained away by demographic or economic composition. Contemporary localism no longer takes 
the form of broad regional or sectional party systems, but instead operates within states and 
localities, where place-based coalitions compete to define the meaning of national party labels. 
Nationalization, in this sense, standardizes partisan language without homogenizing the people, 
places and social worlds to which that language refers. 
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U.S. politics is widely understood to be nationalized. Party cleavages are substantially similar 

across all states, and media coverage and voter decisionmaking track national partisan divisions. Yet, as 

we argue in this chapter, nationalization has not erased localism. As we move from the national level 

down to states and localities, we observe large and durable deviations from national tendencies. These 

deviations are patterned, geographically clustered, and persistent. Variance does not shrink at smaller 

geographic scales. Place effects remain after accounting for local demographic, economic, racial, and 

ethnic composition. As geography becomes more granular, local homogeneity intensifies, and 

substantial residual differences remain, but national divisions do not quash the influence of local 

political environments.  

 

What Localism Means 

 The tension between nationalization and localism reflects a mismatch between older political-

regional distinctions and contemporary political organization. If localism is understood as sectional 

conflict—North versus South, industrial versus agrarian—then contemporary American politics appears 

highly nationalized because those older bases for localism have faded.    But these definitions that 

informed broad national party coalitions in the past no longer capture how place operates.  Local 

political environments continue to shape partisan meaning, yet they do so within a two-party system 

that masks visible disagreement. Nationalization standardizes partisan labels; it does not standardize the 

daily routines that give those labels meaning. 

 In Massachusetts, Charlie Baker won as a Republican while supporting abortion rights and then, 

after Dobbs, signed legislation and orders protecting abortion access and shielding providers and 

patients from out-of-state legal interference. In Vermont, Phil Scott likewise won repeated elections as a 

Republican in a heavily Democratic state, signed Vermont’s reproductive-liberty amendment, and in 

2024 framed his reelection around “balance,” moderation, affordability, and working families rather 



2 
 

than culture-war maximalism. In those states, the Republican label still denotes fiscal restraint and 

managerial moderation, but not the full social conservatism that national observers often impute to the 

GOP as a whole. 

Localism has therefore shifted downward in scale. Instead of dividing entire regions or state 

sections into opposing parties, it now structures differentiation within parties. Place-based coalitions—

rooted in local economies, demographic patterns, religious institutions, and media environments—

compete to define what national party labels signify in their communities. The institutional structure of 

the two-party system channels these locally grounded differences into a common partisan frame, 

creating the appearance of uniformity even as underlying political environments remain distinct. What 

earlier scholars identified through split-ticket voting is now expressed within parties rather than across 

them. 

In Wyoming, first-hand accounts of a recent state legislative session report that the Freedom 

Caucus defined Republican priorities around banning DEI in government, tightening voter-registration 

and residency rules, and refusing recognition of driver’s licenses issued to undocumented immigrants by 

other states.  Related scholarly accounts suggest that in a state so fully dominated by Republicans, 

differences among Republicans had become more meaningful than the gap between Republicans and 

Democrats (Muravchik and Shields 2026). In Arizona, Kari Lake’s candidacies gave the Republican label a 

different substantive content again: with news reports describing her as a far-right Trump ally, while 

local debate coverage showed her returning constantly to border crisis language, the wall, election 

grievances, and “drill baby drill.”   These examples show that a Vermont or Massachusetts Republican 

and a Wyoming or Arizona Republican may share a ballot line, but not the same prototype candidate, 

not the same governing priorities, and not the same symbolic understanding of what being Republican 

means. 
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The key implication is that apparent national uniformity is partly an artifact of institutional 

constraint rather than evidence of convergent political meaning. National elections present voters with 

a binary choice, but the coalitions assembled under each label are internally heterogeneous and 

geographically differentiated. Nationalization, in this sense, forces a broad sign onto varied phenomena. 

It supplies a common partisan vocabulary, but the interpretation and salience of that vocabulary remain 

locally grounded. 

But isn’t the rural-urban divide, itself, national, present in every state?  One source of ambiguity 

concerns the role of population density. Density is not a proxy for sameness of place; it can be viewed 

mainly a proxy for the structure of social interaction. Low‑density places share a characteristic pattern— 

a high density of acquaintanceship and associated trust, a smaller government presence,  less crime and 

disorder, and distance from major mass media hubs—even when their economies, histories, or cultures 

differ.  High‑density places share the opposite pattern—high economic stratification, diverse social 

contact with more mistrust, regular exposure to mass media, higher crime and disorder, and more 

active legal and regulatory frameworks. These structural conditions shape how national partisan cues 

are interpreted. Density therefore operates as a mechanism, not a category: it channels political 

learning, socialization, and conflict into predictable forms without making communities substantively 

identical. 

The observation here about the association between higher density and more regulation is not a 

normative claim about “big government”, but merely an empirical observation about the institutional 

landscape of big cities.    Residents of dense, urban environments experience more frequent, visible, and 

varied interactions with government than residents of sparsely populated places.   To begin with, basic 

municipal service density is dramatically higher in urban areas. Cities operate more extensive networks 

of police, fire, transit, sanitation, water, and regulatory agencies. Even studies focused on municipal 

spending patterns note that dense places maintain more complex service infrastructures, including 
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public transit systems, libraries, parks, and public safety agencies, all of which increase the frequency of 

citizen–government contact.  Second, dense places contain more public service facilities per square mile, 

from transit stations to cultural institutions (libraries, theaters) to public health infrastructure. Urban 

residents navigate a landscape saturated with public and quasi‑public institutions .  Third, dense 

environments generate more regulatory touchpoints: zoning, permitting, building codes, noise 

ordinances, transportation rules, and public‑space governance. These forms of “everyday regulation” 

are less visible in rural settings, where land use is less contested and government is thinner (Mattson 

2021; Ma et al. 2025; Ahern 2021).   Urban residents routinely encounter government as a provider, 

regulator, and organizer of daily life, while rural residents encounter government more episodically—

often through schools, roads, and federal transfer programs rather than dense, and often dysfunctional, 

municipal bureaucracies. This asymmetry helps explain why density structures political meaning: it 

shapes the modal form of state–citizen interaction, even when partisanship is nationally standardized. 

Importantly, similar density does not necessarily produce identical political attitudes; it 

produces similar conditions under which political information is processed. A national cue—on trade, 

immigration, energy, policing and crime—carries different implications in places sharing similar 

population density. In New York City, Eric Adams won the Democratic mayoral nomination and then the 

mayoralty as a former police captain whose message centered on public safety, safe streets, subway 

patrols, labor-friendly moderation, and the claim that working-class Democrats had been neglected by 

the party’s activist left. San Francisco, by contrast, became a stage for conflict among Democrats over a 

very different conception of the label: the 2022 recall of district attorney Chesa Boudin was widely 

understood as a fight over progressive prosecution, crime, policing, and public safety reform. Both are 

overwhelmingly Democratic places, yet the practical meaning of “Democrat” differed sharply: in one city 

it favored a public-order, outer-borough, blue-collar coalition; in the other it was tied to carceral reform 
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and then to backlash against it. That is not noise around a nationalized label. It is evidence that the label 

absorbs locally specific conflicts and priorities. 

South Texas offers a vivid Democratic example because it shows that local meaning can diverge 

from national party branding even in a period of national sorting. Henry Cuellar openly embraced the 

description “moderate” and told news reporters that people wanted government “from the center”; the 

same coverage noted that he had become a pariah in much of his own party for being the only House 

Democrat to vote against abortion-rights legislation. Yet even a progressive Democrat like Michelle 

Vallejo, campaigning in South Texas in 2024, ran an ad decrying “chaos” on the border — an illustration 

of how border security and order have become unavoidable local reference points there.   This offers 

some evidence that Democratic politics in South Texas is not organized around the same symbolic and 

issue bundle that defines Democratic politics in Brooklyn, San Francisco, or Cambridge. The party label is 

the same, but its local content is inflected by border governance, social conservatism, energy and trade 

concerns, and a stronger premium on centrism and order. 

Communities such as Decatur, Illinois; Randolph County, Georgia; and Eddy County, New Mexico 

differ substantially in history, economy, and culture.  At the same time, they do share structural features 

associated with lower-density environments. These shared constraints generate parallel responses to 

national partisan language, even when specific experiences differ. This is not evidence of 

homogenization, but of a common interpretive channel through which distinct local contexts are 

translated into partisan terms. 

Conceptual clarity, then, requires that we clear up an apparent misunderstanding. The 

emergence of a common urban–rural cleavage within most states may be taken as evidence of 

nationalization.  But this inference conflates the uniformity of a structural divide with the uniformity of 

political meaning.  Density generates recurring spatial patterns in how political conflict is organized, but 

it does not standardize the content of that conflict.  Rural voters in Illinois, Georgia, and New Mexico 
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may all lean Republican, yet they do so for reasons rooted in distinct economic histories, demographic 

trajectories, and local political reference points. Nationalization makes the urban-rural cleavage evident; 

localism determines what it means in each place. 

The broader implication is that nationalization operates primarily at the level of political form 

rather than political substance. It aligns electoral competition, standardizes partisan labels, and 

structures the informational environment. But it does not eliminate the spatially uneven distribution of 

daily experience that gives rise to political priorities and preferences.  Instead, it maps diverse local 

realities onto a common partisan framework. Density shapes how that mapping occurs; local context 

determines what is mapped. 

The analysis that follows proceeds in three steps. First, as geographic units become more 

granular, variation increases rather than contracts, revealing the extent of underlying spatial 

differentiation. Second, national parties are shown to be partially place-anchored coalitions, with 

intraparty disagreement reflecting geographic divisions more than regional or sectional blocs. Third, 

localism is shown to persist through intraparty competition, shaping recruitment, activism, and factional 

conflict.  Even if national politics supplies a common nomenclature, local environments continue to 

shape political experience. 

 

The Claims of Nationalization 

Over the past several decades, a substantial body of scholarship has documented the 

nationalization of American politics. Party identification, issue positions, and vote choice increasingly 

reflect national partisan divisions rather than local candidates or state-specific contexts (Hopkins 2018; 

Hopkins et al. 2022; Carson et al. 2024; Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012). Media consumption has 

likewise become more national in scope, reducing the distinctiveness of local informational 

environments (Darr et al. 2018; Martin and McCrain 2019; Moskowitz 2021). At the elite level, 
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ideological polarization has intensified, producing clearer and more consistent partisan cues (Diermeier 

and Li 2019; Enders 2021; Zingher 2022). Electoral behavior reflects these developments: partisan 

coalitions have become more stable and predictable across states, and split-ticket voting has declined 

sharply (Abramowitz and Webster 2016; Davis and Mason 2016; Jacobson 2015; Holliday 2023; Kuriwaki 

et al. 2024; but see Kuriwaki 2026).  Looking at precinct maps of election results, the pattern repeats 

everywhere: dense cores vote blue, peripheral and low‑density areas vote red (Hopkins 2017; Glaesar 

and Ward 2006). That regularity is real. 

Taken together, these developments point to a political system in which national party labels 

serve as the primary organizing framework for political behavior. Voters increasingly rely on national 

partisan evaluations—especially presidential approval and party reputations—when making decisions 

across all levels of office. As Moskowitz (2021, 116) has suggested, elections are nationalized when 

voters apply their national partisan assessments broadly rather than evaluating candidates in distinct 

local contexts. Candidate-specific cross-pressures have weakened, informational shortcuts have become 

more uniform, and the salience of national political conflict has increased. 

Importantly, nationalization is not limited to voter behavior. It also characterizes the broader 

political environment. National media markets, coordinated party networks, and increasingly centralized 

campaign strategies reinforce common partisan narratives across states and localities. Donors, activists, 

and interest groups operate across geographic boundaries, aligning political agendas and messaging. 

These developments contribute to the perception that electoral competition is increasingly uniform 

across states and localities. 

At the same time, nationalization in electoral behavior and political communication coexists 

with important forms of subnational divergence. Research on state policy and governance demonstrates 

that even as partisan identities and electoral behavior become more aligned nationally, policy outcomes 

and institutional practices can diverge across states. Work by Jacob Grumbach (2022) and others shows 



8 
 

that national partisan competition has, in some domains, intensified differences in policy regimes across 

states rather than eliminated them. Similarly, studies of representation and party organization suggest 

that local contexts continue to shape how national agendas are interpreted and implemented (Hertel-

Fernandez et al. 2019; Caughey and Warshaw 2018). 

This coexistence of national alignment and subnational variation is central to the argument 

developed here. The empirical patterns commonly cited as evidence of nationalization—uniform 

partisan voting, declining split-ticket behavior, and consistent issue positioning—capture convergence in 

political form. They indicate that voters across the country increasingly use the same partisan 

framework to organize political choices. But they do not, on their own, demonstrate convergence in the 

underlying political environments or in the meanings attached to those choices. 

The distinction matters because it clarifies what nationalization does—and does not—entail. 

Nationalization aligns electoral competition and simplifies political decision-making by providing 

common partisan cues. It reduces the informational distinctiveness of local contexts and weakens the 

electoral visibility of locally specific conflicts. However, it does not eliminate the spatially uneven 

distribution of economic conditions, social environments, and institutional arrangements that shape 

political experience. Nor does it eliminate the capacity for these local conditions to influence how 

national partisan signals are interpreted. 

The result is a political system in which national party labels organize behavior across places, but 

the content of political meaning remains locally grounded. Voters in different locations may cast ballots 

along similar partisan lines, yet the motivations, priorities, and interpretations underlying those choices 

can differ substantially. Nationalization, in this sense, produces alignment without uniformity.  If 

nationalization implied convergence in political experience, then variation across places should diminish 

as partisan alignment increases. Instead, as we demonstrate in the next section, geographic variation 

expands as we move to more granular units of analysis. The stability of national electoral outcomes 
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therefore masks increasing differentiation in the local political environments from which those 

outcomes are constructed. 

 

Variance Increases at Local Levels 

 National election outcomes are aggregates of many dissimilar local political environments. If 

nationalization implied convergence, then these environments should become more similar over time, 

and dispersion in electoral outcomes should shrink as we examine smaller geographic units. Instead, the 

opposite occurs. As we move from national and state aggregates to counties, towns and neighborhoods, 

variation expands (Sheppard and McMaster 2008; Tate and Atkinson 2001). National stability masks 

growing local divergence.  The divergence from national central tendency is not simply statistical noise. 

It reflects the aggregation of increasingly distinct political environments into a national outcome.  An 

important empirical question is therefore not whether national outcomes appear stable, but whether 

the distribution of local outcomes is becoming more or less dispersed. 

Figure 1 presents population-weighted county-level distributions of the Democratic two-party 

presidential vote share from 2000 through 2024. Weighting counties by their contribution to national 

turnout shifts attention from geographic space to where voters actually reside. Under this approach, 

sparsely populated counties do not dominate the distribution; instead, the figures reflect the political 

environments experienced by the electorate as a whole.   From 2000 to 2008, the distributions are 

relatively compact. Most voters reside in counties clustered near the national vote share, producing 

modest dispersion (standard deviations of approximately 13–14 and interquartile ranges near 18). The 

distributions are roughly symmetric and centered near zero, indicating that the typical voter lives in a 

county that closely tracks the national outcome. During this period, national electoral competition 

aggregates relatively similar local political environments. 
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Beginning in 2012 and intensifying in 2016, the distributions widen substantially. Dispersion 

increases across multiple measures, with the standard deviation rising to approximately 18 and the 

interquartile range expanding to the mid-20s. These shifts are not driven by a small number of outliers. 

Because the data are population-weighted, the widening reflects divergence among counties containing 

large shares of the electorate, including major metropolitan areas, fast-growing suburbs, and mid-sized 

cities.  By 2016, a clear structural change is evident. The median voter resides in a county modestly more 

Democratic than the nation as a whole, but the distribution around that median has expanded. Large 

numbers of voters now live in counties that are substantially more Democratic or more Republican than 

in earlier elections. The tails of the distribution thicken not because sparsely populated counties have 

become more extreme, but because populous counties have become more politically distinct from one 

another.  The same development persists through 2020 and 2024. Although dispersion declines slightly 

from its 2016 peak, both standard deviations and interquartile ranges remain elevated relative to the 

2000–2008 period. The central tendency of the distribution remains close to the national vote, but the 

spread indicates that the electorate is increasingly distributed across politically differentiated 

environments. The national outcome continues to appear competitive and stable, but it is constructed 

from a wider range of local political contexts. 

The widening of these distributions is best understood as an expansion of the range of political 

environments rather than simply an increase in polarization at the extremes. We emphasize the 

interquartile range because it captures the broadening of the central mass of the distribution—the 

environments in which most voters reside. Measures of bimodality or tail behavior are useful for 

identifying clustering into opposing camps, but they are less informative about whether the middle of 

the electorate is spreading out across increasingly distinct local contexts. The central empirical pattern is 

not merely that voters are sorting into two camps, but that the environments in which they live are 

becoming more differentiated. 
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Substantively, this expansion demonstrates that nationalized electoral competition aggregates 

increasingly lopsided local political environments. Population-weighted distributions reveal that voters 

are more likely than in the past to reside in counties with substantial partisan majorities. Presidential 

elections are therefore constructed from territorially differentiated blocs rather than centered on a 

common national median community. The appearance of national equilibrium obscures the extent to 

which local political contexts have diverged. 

It is also important to clarify what does not explain this pattern. The increase in dispersion is not 

reducible to the varying social and economic composition of counties. If geographic variation were 

driven solely by differences in race, education, income, or other demographic characteristics, then 

controlling for these factors would substantially reduce the observed dispersion. Instead, these patterns 

persist after accounting for compositional variables, indicating that place captures influences beyond 

individual attributes—local institutions, economic structures, social networks, and historical trajectories 

that shape political behavior.    

The upshot is that nationalization aligns electoral outcomes without homogenizing the 

environments that produce them. National party competition generates stable and predictable 

aggregate results, but those results are increasingly composed of voters embedded in distinct local 

political worlds. Stability at the national level is therefore consistent with, and may even depend on, 

increasing differentiation at the local level. National outcomes may remain closely contested, but the 

environments in which voters form political judgments are becoming more uneven. Nationalization 

simplifies electoral choice while leaving intact—and in some cases amplifying—the spatial 

differentiation of political experience. 

 



 
 

 

Figure 1.  The Widening Distribution of the County Level Two-Party Vote Share in Presidential Elections,2000-2024 (Democratic Percentage is 
shown and counties are weighted for their contribution to the national vote total)



 
 

 
Figure 2. Population Weighted County Deviation from National and State Means in Democratic Presidential Voting, 1912-2024  
Source: County Level  Election Data from from David Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections. 



 
 

The Evolving Urban-Rural Gap 

 If partisan identity becomes associated with residence in particular types of places, 

geographic differentiation by settlement density reinforces rather than diminishes localism. 

While earlier eras of American politics were defined by sectional conflict across states, 

contemporary political conflict is increasingly organized within states along an urban–rural 

dimension (Gimpel et al. 2020). This shift reflects a transformation in how place structures 

partisan competition: from interparty regional divisions to intraparty geographic differentiation. 

Population density provides a useful lens for understanding this transformation. Density 

is not a substantive predictor of political preferences in itself; rather, it is a structural condition 

that shapes the environments in which political information is encountered and interpreted. It 

influences patterns of social interaction, institutional exposure, economic organization, and the 

visibility of political conflict. These features, in turn, condition how individuals interpret 

national partisan cues. 

Communities with similar density levels are not politically identical.  Three small towns, 

1,200 miles apart, will differ in economic base, demographic composition, and historical 

experience. Yet they share structural features associated with lower-density environments—

regular contact with like-minded neighbors, interaction with government authority, more 

bounded social networks, and distinct patterns of institutional embeddedness. These common 

features shape how national political conflict is interpreted, producing parallel patterns of 

partisan alignment without implying uniformity in underlying political meaning. 
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Figure 3 illustrates how these structural differences have increasingly organized partisan 

outcomes. The figure presents population-weighted distributions of the Democratic share of 

the two-party presidential vote across counties, grouped by density and aggregated by decade 

from the 1910s through 2024. Because the distributions are weighted by turnout, they reflect 

where voters reside rather than the geographic abundance of counties.  For much of the 

twentieth century, urban and rural counties exhibited substantial overlap in partisan voting. 

Although urban areas tended to lean more Democratic, and rural areas more Republican, the 

distributions remained intermingled. Regional party systems—most notably the Democratic 

South and the Republican Northeast—dampened divergence by aligning large populations with 

party coalitions that cut across density categories. 

Beginning in the 1970s and accelerating through the 1980s, this overlap eroded. Rural 

counties shifted sharply toward the Republican Party in presidential elections, while urban 

counties consolidated Democratic support. By the 1990s, the separation between urban and 

rural distributions became pronounced, with declining overlap and increasingly distinct central 

tendencies.  The 2000s through the 2020s mark the period of greatest divergence. Urban 

counties become consistently and often overwhelmingly Democratic, while rural counties 

stabilize well below parity. Population-weighted medians separate sharply, indicating that large 

shares of the electorate reside in distinct political environments. This divergence reflects 

changes among populous counties as well as smaller ones, reinforcing the broader pattern of 

expanding dispersion documented in Figure 1. 

In our view, the recent developments are best understood as the emergence of a 

structural cleavage rather than the homogenization of political attitudes across places. Density 
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organizes how political conflict is experienced, but it does not determine its substantive 

content. Urban voters tend to interpret national political issues through the context of dense, 

diverse, and economically complex environments. Rural voters interpret those same issues 

through the lens of lower-density settings characterized by different economic risks, social 

networks, and institutional structures. The result is not identical political meaning across places, 

but parallel alignment along a common partisan dimension. 

The widening urban–rural divide therefore clarifies the limits of a strong interpretation 

of nationalization. If nationalization implied convergence in political behavior across places, 

geographic differences should diminish over time. Instead, they become more pronounced. 

National partisan cues are widely shared, but they are filtered through distinct local contexts 

that shape their interpretation and salience.  Perhaps this is most evident in the role of rural 

and small-town counties in contemporary electoral coalitions. Although individually modest in 

population, these communities collectively account for a substantial share of the electorate—

on the order of one-fifth of all ballots cast, depending on classification. Their importance lies 

not in their size alone, but in their role in structuring partisan coalitions. They anchor the modal 

Republican coalition in many states, shape intraparty incentives, and provide the social and 

political environments in which partisan identities are reinforced and reproduced. 

Geographic political identities have evolved within the nationalized era rather than 

disappeared. Nationalization supplies a common partisan framework, but the meanings 

attached to that framework are shaped by place. Rural voters increasingly interpret Democratic 

appeals as aligned with urban interests and cultural priorities, while urban voters interpret 
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Republican appeals through the experiences of metropolitan life. These interpretations are not 

simply reflections of national messaging; they are grounded in distinct local contexts. 

At finer geographic scales—dropping from states to counties to neighborhoods—these 

differences typically become more pronounced rather than less. The persistence of geographic 

variation after accounting for demographic and socioeconomic characteristics indicates that 

location captures influences beyond composition. Local institutions, economic structures, 

patterns of interaction, and historical trajectories all contribute to the formation of political 

attitudes.  In this sense, the urban–rural divide is not evidence of national homogenization but 

of a shared structural channel through which locally distinct political environments are 

expressed. Nationalization makes the divide visible everywhere; localism determines how it is 

experienced in each place. 

 

 Place Based Partisan Divides and Uneven Response to Shocks 

Geographic differentiation also shapes how voters experience and respond to economic 

and social conditions. Even as national partisan identities align issue positions across states, the 

material environments in which those positions are formed remain unevenly distributed. As a 

result, the meaning and salience of political issues vary across place, even when expressed 

through a common partisan framework.   On the surface, national survey data suggest 

substantial uniformity. Data from sources such as the American National Election Study, the 

General Social Survey, Pew Research Center, and the Cooperative Election Study show that 

partisans across states give broadly similar responses on major national issues, including  
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Figure 3. Coming Apart:  Shifting Urban and Rural Distributions of the Democratic Share of the Two-Party 
Presidential Vote, by Decade, 1910s-2024.  Source: County Level  Election Data from David Leip’s Atlas of  
U.S. Presidential Elections. 
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taxation, immigration, abortion, gun policy, and government spending. Party identification is 

typically a stronger predictor of issue position than state of residence. 

Yet this apparent uniformity obscures important differences in how political preferences 

are formed and interpreted. Even when issue positions align, the meanings attached to partisan 

labels are grounded in local economic conditions, demographic composition, institutional 

environments, and political histories. The prototype Republican in Massachusetts is not the 

same as the prototype Republican in Arizona, even if both express similar positions on national 

survey items. National party labels may be recognizable everywhere, but they do not arrive with 

identical local content. In Massachusetts and Vermont, Republican candidates can still be 

elected as pro-choice, managerial moderates; in Wyoming and Arizona, the same label is tied 

more closely to border enforcement, anti-DEI politics, strict election rules, and populist 

confrontation. In New York City, the Democratic label elevated a former police captain promising 

safe streets, while in San Francisco it was bound up with disputes over progressive prosecution; 

in South Texas it remains compatible with border-security rhetoric and conspicuous distance 

from the party’s national left.  Nationalization has standardized the partisan sign, not the local 

coalition, issue hierarchy, or candidate prototype situated beneath it. 

What differs is not only the intensity or salience of issue positions, but the local 

experiences and reference points that give them meaning.   Economic experience provides a 

clear illustration. The “economy” is not a uniform national condition but a collection of locally 

variable circumstances, including employment opportunities, wage growth, housing markets, 

energy costs, and exposure to industry-specific shocks. These conditions are unevenly 

distributed across space, reflecting the geographic concentration of industries, resources, and 
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demographic groups (Cho and Gimpel 2009; Reeves and Gimpel 2012). As a result, responses to 

economic conditions vary not only by partisanship but also by place. 

Survey evidence reflects this variation. Responses to questions about economic 

opportunity—such as whether it is a good time to find a quality job—show serious geographic 

differences even after accounting for individual characteristics and party identification (see 

Figure 4). In some periods, pessimism clusters in regions experiencing industrial decline or labor 

market disruption, while optimism is more common in areas with stronger economic growth. 

These patterns shift over time as local conditions change, indicating that economic perceptions 

are anchored in place-specific experience rather than purely national partisan interpretation.   

The general point is not that local context overrides partisanship, but that it conditions how 

partisanship is expressed. Voters in different locations may adopt similar partisan positions 

while responding to distinct material circumstances.  Localism persists because the 

geographically uneven distribution of economic circumstances and conditions (see Figure 4).  

The result is a political system in which shared partisan identities coexist with geographically 

differentiated economic realities. 

 

Urban-Rural Differences Within Parties 

 To assess whether geographic context continues to shape political attitudes within a 

nationalized partisan system, we examine policy preferences using data from the Cooperative 

Election Study (2006–2025). The central question is whether differences associated with place—

particularly along the urban–rural dimension—persist even among individuals who share the 

same partisan identification.  The distributions of opinion across policy domains (see Chapter
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Figure 4.  Six Years in Which “Difficulty Finding a Quality Job” Varies Significantly by State of Residence, controlling for Political Party 
Identification.   Source:  Gallup Surveys, 2000-2025. 
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Appendix Figures A.1–A.10) reveal that the U.S. public does not divide into uniform partisan blocs on 

most issues. Instead, each domain exhibits substantial internal variation, with attitudes distributed 

across a range of positions. These underlying distributions establish an important baseline: any statistical 

model of opinion must account for heterogeneity within as well as between parties. 

Figure 5 evaluates whether urban–rural differences persist within partisan groups using ordered 

logit models of government spending preferences.1  The dependent variable ranges from −1 (favor 

decreasing spending) to +1 (favor increasing spending). The key independent variable compares 

respondents at the 95th percentile of population density (urban) with those at the 5th percentile (rural), 

holding constant age, income, education, race, gender, ideology, religiosity, and related covariates. The 

resulting estimates therefore capture within-party geographic effects rather than compositional 

differences captured by the background traits of individual voters. 

The results show intriguing and consistent differences within partisan groups across public policy 

venues. Among Republicans, urban respondents express slightly greater support for increased spending 

on education and health care, while rural Republicans are somewhat more supportive of spending on 

law enforcement and welfare. Among independents, the pattern is more uniform: urban respondents 

are generally less supportive of spending increases across multiple domains. Among Democrats, 

differences are smaller but still detectable, with urban respondents somewhat less supportive of 

increases in welfare, law enforcement, and infrastructure spending relative to their rural counterparts. 

Even on issues often treated as ideologically informed, residential context exerts a measurable influence 

within party. 

Figures 6 and 7 extend the analysis to binary indicators of policy support. Here, the coefficients 

represent percentage-point differences between urban and rural respondents within each party. The 

 
1 Complete estimates for these models are contained in an online appendix available for this volume and is 
also available by contacting the authors:  areeves@wustl.edu, jgimpel@umd.edu. 

mailto:areeves@wustl.edu
mailto:jgimpel@umd.edu
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magnitude of these differences is often larger than in the spending domain, frequently ranging from five 

to fifteen percentage points.   Interestingly, the largest within-party differences appear in policy areas 

closely tied to everyday social and economic environments. On abortion, urban Democrats and 

independents are substantially more supportive of permissive policies than their rural counterparts, 

while differences among Republicans are smaller but occasionally significant. Environmental policy 

exhibits a similar pattern: urban Republicans are more supportive of regulatory and clean-energy policies 

than rural Republicans, and urban Democrats express stronger support than rural Democrats. 

Gun policy reveals some of the most pronounced internal divisions. Urban Republicans are 

significantly more supportive of restrictions such as background checks and assault weapon bans, while 

rural Republicans express greater support for concealed carry and fewer restrictions. Among 

independents, urban respondents are markedly more supportive of gun regulation than rural 

respondents. These differences align with distinct local experiences of crime, gun ownership, and public 

safety.  Other issue domains—including health care, immigration, trade, and military policy—show more 

modest but still consistent patterns. Urban respondents within both parties tend to express greater 

support for policies associated with nationalized and more regulatory approaches, while rural 

respondents are more likely to favor positions aligned with local autonomy or economic protection. 

Although these differences are smaller in magnitude, they reinforce the broader pattern of geographic 

differentiation within partisan groups. 

Taken together, these results demonstrate that residential context produces systematic variation 

in political attitudes within parties. The largest differences appear in domains most closely tied to local 

material and social environments—guns, environment, immigration, and reproductive policy—while 

smaller differences appear in areas where local context varies less.  These findings reinforce the central 

claim of the chapter.  Nationalization aligns partisan identities and structures electoral competition, but 

it does not eliminate the influence of place on political attitudes.  Individuals who share a common party  
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Figure 5.  Urban-Rural Differentiation Internal to Parties on Government Spending.  Source: YouGov 
Cooperative Election Study (For complete models, see online appendix) 
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Figure 6. Urban-Rural Differentiation Internal to Parties on Policy Issues. Source:  YouGov Cooperative 
Election Study (For complete model estimates, see online appendix). 
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Figure 7. Urban-Rural Differentiation Internal to Parties on Policy Issues. Source:  YouGov 
Cooperative Election Study (For complete models, see online appendix).  
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label remain embedded in distinct social and economic contexts that shape how political issues 

are interpreted. The result is a political system in which parties are internally heterogeneous 

and geographically differentiated, even as they present unified positions in national political 

conventions and in many elections for federal offices (President, US House, US Senate).  In this 

sense, localism persists within parties on many issues, just as it does between them (Conevska 

et al. 2026; Collingwood et al. 2023).  National partisan divisions organize political conflict at 

the aggregate level, but the content of that conflict remains shaped by the environments voters 

inhabit. Urban and rural partisans may vote for the same candidates and identify with the same 

party, yet they do so while responding to different local conditions and priorities. 

 

Discussion and Conclusions 

Partisan nationalization is a defining feature of contemporary American politics, but it is 

incomplete. National parties provide coherent narratives, consistent elite cues, and increasingly 

aligned policy agendas. Voters respond accordingly: split-ticket voting declines, partisan 

identities structure political choice, and electoral outcomes appear broadly similar across 

states. Yet the evidence presented here shows that national alignment in partisan behavior 

coexists with persistent—and in some respects increasing—geographic differentiation in 

political experience. 

The central contribution of this chapter is to distinguish between convergence in 

political form and persistence in political substance. Nationalization standardizes the 

framework through which political competition is organized: it aligns party labels, simplifies 

electoral decision-making, and integrates the informational environment. But it does not 
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eliminate the spatially uneven distribution of the social, economic, and institutional conditions 

that shape political attitudes. Instead, it maps diverse local experiences onto a common 

partisan structure. 

This distinction helps reconcile two seemingly contradictory features of contemporary 

politics. On the one hand, elections are highly predictable in partisan terms, with apparently 

stable coalitions and consistent voting patterns across offices and levels of government. On the 

other hand, political conflict appears increasingly intense and territorially anchored to places. 

National stability is sustained by the aggregation of increasingly differentiated local political 

environments. 

The evidence presented here highlights three dimensions of this process. First, 

dispersion in electoral outcomes increases as the unit of analysis becomes more granular. 

Population-weighted county distributions reveal that voters are increasingly located in 

politically distinct environments, even as national outcomes remain competitive. Second, the 

primary geographic cleavage organizing these differences is the urban–rural divide, which 

structures how national political conflict is experienced and interpreted across places. Third, 

these differences persist within parties. Individuals who share a common partisan identity 

exhibit systematic variation in policy preferences depending on the local contexts in which they 

are embedded. 

These patterns have important implications for how political parties function and how 

political conflict is managed. National parties are not homogeneous coalitions but assemblages 

of geographically differentiated constituencies. Urban Republicans differ from rural Republicans 

on issues such as environment, guns, and health care; rural Democrats differ from urban 
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Democrats on questions of economic policy, cultural issues, and public spending. These internal 

differences shape candidate recruitment, campaign strategy, legislative behavior, and 

intraparty conflict. Party leaders must balance constituencies embedded in distinct political 

environments, often with competing priorities and interpretations of shared partisan goals. 

The issues that exhibit the largest within-party differences are those most closely tied to 

everyday life experience: economic opportunity, public safety, environmental conditions, 

demographic change, and social norms. These are not abstract ideological disagreements but 

reflections of the distinct contexts in which individuals live and interact. National partisan cues 

provide a common language for expressing these concerns, but they do not determine their 

content or salience. 

More broadly, the findings underscore the enduring political significance of place in a 

nationalized era. The United States remains a large and internally diverse polity in which 

geographic variation in economic structure, demographic composition, institutional capacity, 

and social organization is substantial. National media and party networks can align political 

identities across space, but they cannot eliminate the underlying conditions that generate 

divergent political experiences. Instead, these conditions are incorporated into national 

partisan competition, producing coalitions that are internally heterogeneous and spatially 

structured.  This perspective also helps explain why dissatisfaction with national politics may 

persist or intensify even as partisan alignment becomes more uniform.  As national policy 

agendas become more centralized and standardized, they increasingly confront constituencies 

whose local conditions and priorities diverge from those reflected in national discourse. The 
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result is a persistent tension between nationally coordinated political action and locally 

grounded political experience. 

The broader implication is that localism has not disappeared but has been reorganized. 

In earlier periods, localism was expressed through cross-state regional party systems and visible 

interparty differences.  Today, it operates within parties, shaping how national political conflict 

is interpreted, contested, and enacted across places.  Nationalization has altered the 

institutional expression of localism, but it has not eliminated its underlying sources. 

Understanding this complexity in observed reality is essential for interpreting contemporary 

political behavior. Analyses that focus solely on national-level patterns risk overlooking the 

spatial differentiation that underlies them. Conversely, accounts that emphasize local variation 

without recognizing the organizing role of national partisan identities miss the institutional 

framework through which that variation is expressed. The interaction between nationalization 

and localism—rather than the dominance of one over the other—defines the current structure 

of American politics.   In this sense, nationalization and localism are not opposing forces but 

interdependent processes. Nationalization provides the structure of political competition; 

localism supplies its content. 
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Figure 4: Six Years in Which “Difficulty Finding a Quality Job” Varies Significantly by State of
Residence, controlling for Political Party Identification. Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025.
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The tables in this section report the year-specific Gallup logit models used to support Figure 4. In
each year, the dependent variable equals one when the respondent reports that it is a bad time to
find a quality job and zero when the respondent reports that it is a good time. The model includes
political party identification and state of residence. Figure 4 displays six years in which state
of residence contributes significantly to explaining perceptions of job-market difficulty after party
identification is included; the coefficient tables below provide the full state and party estimates
behind those six displayed years.

1.1 2004 Gallup Survey

Table 1: Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2004 (Logit, state and party controls)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 1.496 0.155 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent, no lean −0.682 0.087 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican/Lean Republican −1.798 0.044 0.000 ***
State: Arizona 0.036 0.208 0.864
State: Arkansas −0.090 0.247 0.717
State: California −0.030 0.165 0.854
State: Colorado 0.039 0.218 0.857
State: Connecticut 0.086 0.221 0.698
State: Delaware 1.260 0.592 0.033 *
State: District of Columbia −0.260 0.492 0.597
State: Florida −0.238 0.175 0.173
State: Georgia 0.185 0.194 0.340
State: Idaho −0.153 0.276 0.581
State: Illinois 0.481 0.191 0.012 *
State: Indiana 0.689 0.211 0.001 **
State: Iowa 0.384 0.252 0.128
State: Kansas 0.367 0.260 0.159
State: Kentucky 0.082 0.221 0.709
State: Louisiana −0.061 0.218 0.779
State: Maine −0.507 0.302 0.093
State: Maryland 0.219 0.210 0.297
State: Massachusetts 0.514 0.215 0.017 *
State: Michigan 0.813 0.195 0.000 ***
State: Minnesota 0.168 0.204 0.409
State: Mississippi −0.008 0.245 0.975
State: Missouri −0.020 0.200 0.921
State: Montana 0.315 0.321 0.327
State: Nebraska 0.086 0.285 0.762
State: Nevada −0.528 0.306 0.085
State: New Hampshire −0.162 0.303 0.592
State: New Jersey −0.225 0.199 0.257
State: New Mexico −0.445 0.282 0.114

Continued on next page
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Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2004 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
State: New York 0.319 0.177 0.071
State: North Carolina 0.090 0.192 0.639
State: North Dakota −0.646 0.450 0.151
State: Ohio 0.332 0.179 0.064
State: Oklahoma 0.186 0.229 0.417
State: Oregon 0.430 0.218 0.049 *
State: Pennsylvania 0.406 0.176 0.021 *
State: Rhode Island 0.871 0.426 0.041 *
State: South Carolina 0.193 0.221 0.382
State: South Dakota 0.152 0.432 0.726
State: Tennessee 0.165 0.198 0.405
State: Texas 0.046 0.172 0.788
State: Utah −0.071 0.228 0.756
State: Vermont 0.097 0.408 0.812
State: Virginia 0.090 0.193 0.642
State: Washington 0.212 0.198 0.284
State: West Virginia 0.189 0.276 0.493
State: Wisconsin 0.517 0.218 0.018 *
State: Wyoming 0.527 0.449 0.240
Notes: Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025. The dependent variable indicates difficulty finding a quality job.
The model includes political party identification and state of residence. The year is one of the six years displayed
in Figure 4 because state of residence is significant after controlling for party identification. Significance: *
𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 12, 761; AIC = 15334.386; BIC = 15714.548.

1.2 2005 Gallup Survey

Table 2: Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2005 (Logit, state and party controls)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 1.168 0.169 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent, no lean −0.426 0.077 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican/Lean Republican −1.547 0.042 0.000 ***
State: Arizona −0.372 0.220 0.090
State: Arkansas 0.104 0.262 0.693
State: California −0.178 0.178 0.319
State: Colorado 0.067 0.218 0.760
State: Connecticut 0.097 0.249 0.696
State: Delaware 0.207 0.440 0.639
State: District of Columbia −0.213 0.544 0.696
State: Florida −0.398 0.187 0.033 *
State: Georgia −0.068 0.201 0.734

Continued on next page
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Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2005 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
State: Idaho −0.229 0.287 0.426
State: Illinois 0.452 0.203 0.026 *
State: Indiana 0.393 0.215 0.067
State: Iowa −0.014 0.238 0.953
State: Kansas 0.133 0.267 0.619
State: Kentucky 0.331 0.223 0.137
State: Louisiana −0.414 0.237 0.080
State: Maine −0.221 0.275 0.421
State: Maryland −0.549 0.220 0.013 *
State: Massachusetts 0.060 0.213 0.777
State: Michigan 1.091 0.212 0.000 ***
State: Minnesota 0.141 0.210 0.503
State: Mississippi 0.437 0.268 0.103
State: Missouri 0.053 0.211 0.802
State: Montana −0.247 0.330 0.453
State: Nebraska 0.021 0.304 0.944
State: Nevada −0.369 0.269 0.170
State: New Hampshire 0.022 0.314 0.944
State: New Jersey 0.159 0.213 0.455
State: New Mexico −0.475 0.269 0.077
State: New York 0.263 0.187 0.158
State: North Carolina 0.330 0.198 0.096
State: North Dakota 0.081 0.425 0.848
State: Ohio 0.580 0.195 0.003 **
State: Oklahoma −0.175 0.234 0.453
State: Oregon 0.341 0.227 0.133
State: Pennsylvania 0.318 0.187 0.090
State: Rhode Island 0.308 0.371 0.406
State: South Carolina 0.368 0.236 0.119
State: South Dakota −0.542 0.457 0.236
State: Tennessee 0.151 0.214 0.481
State: Texas −0.195 0.184 0.291
State: Utah −0.201 0.248 0.419
State: Vermont 0.215 0.381 0.571
State: Virginia −0.330 0.202 0.103
State: Washington −0.105 0.206 0.610
State: West Virginia −0.111 0.248 0.655
State: Wisconsin 0.073 0.217 0.738
State: Wyoming −1.118 0.418 0.008 **
Notes: Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025. The dependent variable indicates difficulty finding a quality job.
The model includes political party identification and state of residence. The year is one of the six years displayed
in Figure 4 because state of residence is significant after controlling for party identification. Significance: *
𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 12, 308; AIC = 16577.222; BIC = 16955.541.
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1.3 2006 Gallup Survey

Table 3: Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2006 (Logit, state and party controls)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.333 0.169 0.048 *
Party ID: Independent, no lean −0.313 0.074 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican/Lean Republican −1.482 0.044 0.000 ***
State: Arizona 0.116 0.220 0.599
State: Arkansas 0.624 0.249 0.012 *
State: California 0.350 0.180 0.052
State: Colorado 0.503 0.222 0.023 *
State: Connecticut 0.836 0.253 0.001 ***
State: Delaware 0.604 0.456 0.186
State: District of Columbia −0.532 0.621 0.391
State: Florida 0.477 0.190 0.012 *
State: Georgia 0.495 0.203 0.015 *
State: Idaho 0.406 0.285 0.153
State: Illinois 0.924 0.200 0.000 ***
State: Indiana 1.350 0.225 0.000 ***
State: Iowa 0.749 0.237 0.002 **
State: Kansas 0.597 0.266 0.025 *
State: Kentucky 0.513 0.225 0.023 *
State: Louisiana 0.216 0.244 0.375
State: Maine 0.869 0.291 0.003 **
State: Maryland 0.051 0.222 0.818
State: Massachusetts 0.372 0.224 0.097
State: Michigan 1.559 0.216 0.000 ***
State: Minnesota 0.618 0.221 0.005 **
State: Mississippi 0.485 0.256 0.058
State: Missouri 0.829 0.214 0.000 ***
State: Montana 0.333 0.289 0.248
State: Nebraska 0.836 0.287 0.004 **
State: Nevada 0.620 0.287 0.031 *
State: New Hampshire 0.940 0.298 0.002 **
State: New Jersey 0.580 0.214 0.007 **
State: New Mexico 0.426 0.284 0.134
State: New York 0.692 0.188 0.000 ***
State: North Carolina 0.606 0.199 0.002 **
State: North Dakota 0.651 0.417 0.118
State: Ohio 1.158 0.198 0.000 ***
State: Oklahoma 0.479 0.246 0.052
State: Oregon 0.134 0.229 0.559
State: Pennsylvania 0.758 0.188 0.000 ***
State: Rhode Island −0.275 0.350 0.432
State: South Carolina 0.963 0.230 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2006 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
State: South Dakota 0.769 0.378 0.042 *
State: Tennessee 0.478 0.211 0.023 *
State: Texas 0.318 0.188 0.091
State: Utah 0.031 0.274 0.909
State: Vermont 1.105 0.359 0.002 **
State: Virginia 0.131 0.210 0.533
State: Washington 0.065 0.210 0.756
State: West Virginia 1.089 0.289 0.000 ***
State: Wisconsin 0.595 0.216 0.006 **
State: Wyoming 0.317 0.421 0.451
Notes: Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025. The dependent variable indicates difficulty finding a quality job.
The model includes political party identification and state of residence. The year is one of the six years displayed
in Figure 4 because state of residence is significant after controlling for party identification. Significance: *
𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 11, 128; AIC = 14977.254; BIC = 15350.432.

1.4 2007 Gallup Survey

Table 4: Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2007 (Logit, state and party controls)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.577 0.158 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent, no lean −0.211 0.071 0.003 **
Party ID: Republican/Lean Republican −1.306 0.043 0.000 ***
State: Arizona −0.548 0.215 0.011 *
State: Arkansas 0.202 0.247 0.415
State: California −0.057 0.170 0.738
State: Colorado −0.141 0.210 0.501
State: Connecticut 0.119 0.234 0.611
State: Delaware 1.026 0.408 0.012 *
State: District of Columbia −1.593 0.594 0.007 **
State: Florida 0.196 0.180 0.277
State: Georgia 0.210 0.196 0.284
State: Idaho −0.016 0.284 0.955
State: Illinois 0.360 0.195 0.064
State: Indiana 0.444 0.203 0.029 *
State: Iowa 0.072 0.241 0.767
State: Kansas 0.055 0.260 0.831
State: Kentucky 0.617 0.213 0.004 **
State: Louisiana −0.373 0.225 0.097
State: Maine 0.839 0.275 0.002 **
State: Maryland −0.148 0.210 0.479

Continued on next page

6



Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2007 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
State: Massachusetts 0.303 0.209 0.147
State: Michigan 1.342 0.206 0.000 ***
State: Minnesota 0.140 0.213 0.511
State: Mississippi 0.116 0.240 0.629
State: Missouri 0.207 0.201 0.305
State: Montana −0.453 0.285 0.112
State: Nebraska 0.140 0.295 0.636
State: Nevada 0.331 0.260 0.202
State: New Hampshire −0.443 0.293 0.131
State: New Jersey 0.090 0.205 0.659
State: New Mexico −0.517 0.263 0.049 *
State: New York 0.593 0.180 0.001 ***
State: North Carolina 0.423 0.194 0.029 *
State: North Dakota 0.246 0.448 0.583
State: Ohio 0.841 0.187 0.000 ***
State: Oklahoma −0.090 0.239 0.707
State: Oregon 0.364 0.224 0.104
State: Pennsylvania 0.317 0.177 0.073
State: Rhode Island 0.546 0.385 0.156
State: South Carolina 0.122 0.221 0.582
State: South Dakota −0.255 0.388 0.511
State: Tennessee 0.514 0.205 0.012 *
State: Texas −0.268 0.176 0.128
State: Utah −1.183 0.277 0.000 ***
State: Vermont 0.426 0.349 0.221
State: Virginia −0.089 0.198 0.654
State: Washington −0.406 0.201 0.043 *
State: West Virginia 0.112 0.266 0.674
State: Wisconsin 0.281 0.205 0.170
State: Wyoming −0.044 0.434 0.920
Notes: Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025. The dependent variable indicates difficulty finding a quality job.
The model includes political party identification and state of residence. The year is one of the six years displayed
in Figure 4 because state of residence is significant after controlling for party identification. Significance: *
𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 11, 230; AIC = 15193.358; BIC = 15567.001.

1.5 2018 Gallup Survey

Table 5: Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2018 (Logit, state and party controls)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.464 0.197 0.018 *

Continued on next page
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Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2018 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Independent, no lean −0.137 0.066 0.038 *
Party ID: Republican/Lean Republican −1.591 0.049 0.000 ***
State: Alaska −0.209 0.413 0.613
State: Arizona 0.345 0.249 0.166
State: Arkansas 0.774 0.293 0.008 **
State: California 0.314 0.206 0.127
State: Colorado −0.067 0.270 0.803
State: Connecticut 0.136 0.274 0.618
State: Delaware 0.216 0.416 0.603
State: District of Columbia 0.480 0.393 0.222
State: Florida 0.358 0.215 0.096
State: Georgia −0.004 0.238 0.988
State: Hawaii −0.323 0.475 0.497
State: Idaho −0.443 0.419 0.290
State: Illinois 0.312 0.226 0.167
State: Indiana 0.152 0.246 0.535
State: Iowa 0.024 0.297 0.936
State: Kansas 0.189 0.310 0.543
State: Kentucky 0.654 0.260 0.012 *
State: Louisiana 0.496 0.274 0.070
State: Maine 0.205 0.365 0.574
State: Maryland 0.562 0.244 0.021 *
State: Massachusetts 0.045 0.245 0.855
State: Michigan 0.134 0.233 0.566
State: Minnesota −0.373 0.274 0.174
State: Mississippi 0.391 0.305 0.199
State: Missouri 0.513 0.245 0.036 *
State: Montana 0.411 0.431 0.341
State: Nebraska −0.059 0.322 0.855
State: Nevada 0.408 0.271 0.132
State: New Hampshire 0.037 0.371 0.920
State: New Jersey 0.250 0.235 0.287
State: New Mexico 0.661 0.333 0.047 *
State: New York 0.685 0.213 0.001 **
State: North Carolina 0.029 0.231 0.900
State: North Dakota −0.139 0.622 0.823
State: Ohio 0.426 0.224 0.058
State: Oklahoma 0.742 0.267 0.005 **
State: Oregon 0.496 0.242 0.040 *
State: Pennsylvania 0.609 0.218 0.005 **
State: Rhode Island 1.678 0.392 0.000 ***
State: South Carolina 0.038 0.279 0.892
State: South Dakota −0.206 0.400 0.607

Continued on next page
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Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2018 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
State: Tennessee 0.287 0.237 0.227
State: Texas 0.305 0.209 0.144
State: Utah −0.081 0.349 0.816
State: Vermont 0.000 0.412 0.999
State: Virginia 0.473 0.230 0.040 *
State: Washington 0.130 0.231 0.574
State: West Virginia 0.400 0.358 0.263
State: Wisconsin 0.149 0.246 0.545
State: Wyoming 0.565 0.466 0.225
Notes: Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025. The dependent variable indicates difficulty finding a quality job.
The model includes political party identification and state of residence. The year is one of the six years displayed
in Figure 4 because state of residence is significant after controlling for party identification. Significance: *
𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 11, 403; AIC = 12953.232; BIC = 13342.339.

1.6 2019 Gallup Survey

Table 6: Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2019 (Logit, state and party controls)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.199 0.179 0.266
Party ID: Independent, no lean −0.300 0.070 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican/Lean Republican −1.827 0.052 0.000 ***
State: Alaska −0.128 0.385 0.740
State: Arizona −0.962 0.251 0.000 ***
State: Arkansas 0.422 0.301 0.161
State: California −0.148 0.188 0.430
State: Colorado −0.334 0.271 0.217
State: Connecticut −0.460 0.282 0.103
State: Delaware −1.440 0.626 0.021 *
State: District of Columbia −0.172 0.424 0.684
State: Florida −0.323 0.199 0.104
State: Georgia −0.330 0.218 0.131
State: Hawaii −0.919 0.414 0.026 *
State: Idaho −0.378 0.366 0.301
State: Illinois −0.039 0.217 0.859
State: Indiana −0.281 0.227 0.216
State: Iowa −0.415 0.274 0.130
State: Kansas −0.111 0.329 0.737
State: Kentucky −0.338 0.253 0.181
State: Louisiana −0.545 0.266 0.041 *
State: Maine −0.068 0.372 0.855

Continued on next page
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Figure 4 model: Difficulty finding a quality job, 2019 (Logit, state and party controls) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
State: Maryland −0.021 0.231 0.926
State: Massachusetts −0.497 0.229 0.030 *
State: Michigan −0.419 0.222 0.059
State: Minnesota −0.867 0.249 0.001 ***
State: Mississippi −0.576 0.358 0.108
State: Missouri −0.309 0.238 0.193
State: Montana −1.091 0.494 0.027 *
State: Nebraska −0.877 0.373 0.019 *
State: Nevada −0.318 0.288 0.269
State: New Hampshire −1.167 0.436 0.007 **
State: New Jersey −0.348 0.223 0.118
State: New Mexico −0.032 0.349 0.926
State: New York −0.078 0.196 0.689
State: North Carolina −0.204 0.214 0.340
State: North Dakota −0.544 0.598 0.363
State: Ohio −0.060 0.208 0.771
State: Oklahoma −0.449 0.283 0.113
State: Oregon −0.432 0.233 0.064
State: Pennsylvania −0.168 0.205 0.415
State: Rhode Island −0.115 0.414 0.781
State: South Carolina −0.102 0.245 0.677
State: South Dakota −2.645 1.027 0.010 **
State: Tennessee −0.842 0.238 0.000 ***
State: Texas −0.206 0.192 0.284
State: Utah −0.806 0.348 0.020 *
State: Vermont −0.443 0.432 0.305
State: Virginia −0.480 0.221 0.030 *
State: Washington −0.869 0.230 0.000 ***
State: West Virginia 0.418 0.296 0.157
State: Wisconsin −0.585 0.244 0.016 *
State: Wyoming −0.925 0.626 0.140
Notes: Source: Gallup Surveys, 2000–2025. The dependent variable indicates difficulty finding a quality job.
The model includes political party identification and state of residence. The year is one of the six years displayed
in Figure 4 because state of residence is significant after controlling for party identification. Significance: *
𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 11, 172; AIC = 12343.051; BIC = 12731.073.

2 Figure 5 Models

Figure 5: Urban-Rural Differentiation Internal to Parties on Government Spending. Source:
YouGov Cooperative Election Study.

The tables in this section report the ordered logit models used to generate Figure 5. Each model
estimates preferences over increasing, maintaining, or decreasing government spending in a policy
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area. The figure itself is not a coefficient plot: it converts these models into predicted expected
spending positions for rural and urban respondent profiles within each party, holding the controls
fixed, and displays the urban-minus-rural difference. The coefficient tables below document the full
model estimates used to produce those model-implied spending gaps.

2.1 Government spending on education

Table 7: Figure 5 model: Government spending on education (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) 0.005 0.010 0.602
Party ID: Republican 0.522 0.017 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.573 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 1.168 0.026 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.600 0.026 0.000 ***
age 0.007 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.326 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.401 0.021 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.158 0.021 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.268 0.032 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.090 0.053 0.094
Race: Mixed 0.028 0.035 0.426
Race: Other 0.435 0.039 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.268 0.140 0.057
Income: 10k - 20k −0.192 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k −0.173 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.138 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.132 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.137 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.131 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.113 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.113 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.073 0.032 0.023 *
Income: 120k - 150k −0.089 0.033 0.007 **
Income: 150k+ −0.021 0.032 0.513
Income: Prefer not to say 0.056 0.029 0.051
Education: High School Graduate 0.048 0.032 0.137
Education: Some College −0.006 0.033 0.866
Education: 2-Year 0.000 0.034 0.989
Education: 4-Year 0.039 0.033 0.241
Education: Post-Grad −0.100 0.035 0.004 **
Ideology: Liberal 0.508 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.117 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.794 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.279 0.029 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on education (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Ideology: Not Sure 1.334 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.115 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.172 0.041 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.267 0.064 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.043 0.034 0.202
Religion: Muslim −0.106 0.081 0.190
Religion: Buddhist −0.093 0.059 0.115
Religion: Hindu −0.010 0.090 0.908
Religion: Atheist −0.233 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.126 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.090 0.016 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.046 0.023 0.049 *
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.032 0.013 0.013 *
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.039 0.016 0.017 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.001 0.019 0.950
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.052 0.014 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.039 0.014 0.004 **
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.037 0.025 0.131
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.007 0.023 0.747
Cutpoint by 1 to 2 2.376 0.049 0.000 ***
Cutpoint by 2 to 3 4.371 0.050 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Government spending on
education. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 203, 501; AIC = 304728.757; BIC = 305301.268.

2.2 Government spending on healthcare

Table 8: Figure 5 model: Government spending on healthcare (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) 0.003 0.010 0.786
Party ID: Republican 0.839 0.016 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.712 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 1.300 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.667 0.026 0.000 ***
age −0.006 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.272 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.393 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.161 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.129 0.030 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on healthcare (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Race: Native American 0.119 0.053 0.024 *
Race: Mixed 0.106 0.033 0.001 **
Race: Other 0.493 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.123 0.130 0.345
Income: 10k - 20k −0.100 0.032 0.001 **
Income: 20k - 30k 0.036 0.030 0.229
Income: 30k - 40k 0.135 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.246 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.312 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.354 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.336 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.439 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.515 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.503 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.559 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.486 0.029 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate 0.106 0.033 0.001 **
Education: Some College 0.210 0.033 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.166 0.035 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.296 0.033 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.269 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.679 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.394 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 2.199 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.639 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.516 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.018 0.013 0.175
Religion: Mormon 0.125 0.038 0.001 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.013 0.064 0.841
Religion: Jewish −0.262 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.475 0.080 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.388 0.059 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.271 0.087 0.002 **
Religion: Atheist −0.348 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.145 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.049 0.016 0.002 **
Religion: Something Else −0.173 0.023 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.015 0.012 0.239
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.036 0.016 0.024 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.035 0.019 0.058
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.026 0.013 0.047 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.052 0.013 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.056 0.024 0.023 *

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on healthcare (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.029 0.022 0.196
Cutpoint by 1 to 2 2.333 0.049 0.000 ***
Cutpoint by 2 to 3 4.355 0.050 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Government spending on
healthcare. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 203, 579; AIC = 323738.902; BIC = 324311.435.

2.3 Government spending on infrastructure

Table 9: Figure 5 model: Government spending on infrastructure (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) −0.059 0.008 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.195 0.016 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.150 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.368 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.418 0.024 0.000 ***
age −0.016 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.374 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.153 0.018 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.071 0.019 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.144 0.030 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.051 0.052 0.331
Race: Mixed −0.027 0.032 0.402
Race: Other 0.177 0.040 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.052 0.120 0.666
Income: 10k - 20k 0.072 0.028 0.011 *
Income: 20k - 30k 0.098 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.093 0.027 0.001 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.090 0.028 0.001 **
Income: 50k - 60k 0.084 0.028 0.002 **
Income: 60k - 70k 0.043 0.029 0.141
Income: 70k - 80k 0.007 0.029 0.798
Income: 80k - 100k −0.005 0.028 0.851
Income: 100k - 120k −0.050 0.030 0.099
Income: 120k - 150k −0.096 0.031 0.002 **
Income: 150k+ −0.184 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.052 0.027 0.057
Education: High School Graduate 0.022 0.030 0.474
Education: Some College −0.219 0.031 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on infrastructure (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: 2-Year −0.221 0.032 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.356 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.478 0.033 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.373 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.720 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.938 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.053 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.007 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.029 0.013 0.029 *
Religion: Mormon 0.243 0.038 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.071 0.066 0.277
Religion: Jewish −0.179 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.078 0.070 0.264
Religion: Buddhist −0.180 0.054 0.001 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.048 0.082 0.559
Religion: Atheist −0.281 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.169 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.044 0.015 0.004 **
Religion: Something Else −0.098 0.021 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.015 0.012 0.212
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.070 0.016 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.152 0.018 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.045 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.001 0.012 0.951
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.013 0.025 0.600
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.022 0.021 0.294
Cutpoint by 1 to 2 0.420 0.044 0.000 ***
Cutpoint by 2 to 3 2.915 0.045 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Government spending on
infrastructure. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 203, 430; AIC = 319406.821; BIC = 319979.313.

2.4 Government spending on law enforcement

Table 10: Figure 5 model: Government spending on law enforcement (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) −0.051 0.008 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −0.378 0.016 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.089 0.012 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on law enforcement (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Other 0.522 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.036 0.024 0.131
age −0.020 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.298 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.055 0.017 0.001 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.095 0.018 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.005 0.028 0.870
Race: Native American −0.042 0.051 0.411
Race: Mixed 0.123 0.030 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.179 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.194 0.111 0.081
Income: 10k - 20k −0.062 0.028 0.024 *
Income: 20k - 30k −0.086 0.026 0.001 **
Income: 30k - 40k −0.133 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.122 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.122 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.129 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.134 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.167 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.077 0.029 0.008 **
Income: 120k - 150k −0.092 0.029 0.002 **
Income: 150k+ 0.018 0.029 0.523
Income: Prefer not to say −0.016 0.026 0.556
Education: High School Graduate 0.012 0.031 0.706
Education: Some College 0.172 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.099 0.033 0.003 **
Education: 4-Year 0.349 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.489 0.033 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.458 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −0.831 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.162 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −1.261 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.800 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.136 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.221 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.097 0.063 0.122
Religion: Jewish −0.092 0.029 0.001 **
Religion: Muslim 0.075 0.066 0.253
Religion: Buddhist 0.159 0.048 0.001 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.237 0.078 0.002 **
Religion: Atheist 0.385 0.023 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.177 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.022 0.015 0.133

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on law enforcement (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Something Else 0.187 0.020 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.128 0.012 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.332 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.576 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.012 0.012 0.333
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.013 0.011 0.238
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.058 0.023 0.012 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.015 0.021 0.454
Cutpoint by 1 to 2 −1.679 0.043 0.000 ***
Cutpoint by 2 to 3 0.542 0.043 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Government spending on law
enforcement. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 203, 391; AIC = 361533.764; BIC = 362106.246.

2.5 Government spending on welfare

Table 11: Figure 5 model: Government spending on welfare (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) −0.053 0.008 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.892 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.614 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.898 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.525 0.024 0.000 ***
age 0.004 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.015 0.009 0.100
Race: Black −0.254 0.016 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.097 0.018 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.037 0.028 0.186
Race: Native American 0.102 0.051 0.043 *
Race: Mixed 0.003 0.030 0.910
Race: Other 0.350 0.039 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.108 0.112 0.334
Income: 10k - 20k 0.257 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.615 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.862 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 1.016 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 1.093 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 1.188 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 1.162 0.028 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 5 model: Government spending on welfare (Ordered Logit (MASS::polr)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 80k - 100k 1.242 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 1.227 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 1.245 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 1.252 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 1.091 0.027 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate 0.332 0.030 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.335 0.030 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.333 0.032 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.282 0.030 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.122 0.032 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.879 0.018 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.599 0.018 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 2.413 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.690 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.513 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.055 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.217 0.038 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.107 0.062 0.084
Religion: Jewish −0.190 0.028 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.766 0.068 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.432 0.049 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.512 0.079 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.398 0.024 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.179 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.104 0.015 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.257 0.020 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.130 0.012 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.205 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.135 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.010 0.012 0.415
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.023 0.011 0.035 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.079 0.024 0.001 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.009 0.020 0.644
Cutpoint by 1 to 2 2.342 0.043 0.000 ***
Cutpoint by 2 to 3 4.407 0.044 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Government spending on
welfare. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family
income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, ***
𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 203, 620; AIC = 377351.097; BIC = 377923.641.
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3 Figure 6 Models

Figure 6: Urban-Rural Differentiation Internal to Parties on Policy Issues. Source: YouGov Coop-
erative Election Study.

The tables in this section report the logit models used to generate Figure 6. Each model predicts
support for a binary policy item as a function of residential density, party identification, their
interaction, and the listed demographic and attitudinal controls. Figure 6 translates these models
into predicted probabilities of support for rural and urban profiles within each party and displays
the urban-minus-rural difference in percentage points. The domains in this section correspond to
the first policy-issue panel in the manuscript figure: affirmative action, environment, gay marriage,
healthcare, and immigration.

3.1 Environment

Table 12: Figure 6 model: Strengthen Clean Air/Water Acts (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 2.385 0.039 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.038 0.008 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −1.108 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.753 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.228 0.023 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.708 0.021 0.000 ***
age −0.007 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.145 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.020 0.015 0.180
Race: Hispanic 0.141 0.016 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.333 0.030 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.179 0.047 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed −0.029 0.029 0.318
Race: Other −0.378 0.037 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.336 0.120 0.005 **
Income: 10k - 20k 0.070 0.024 0.004 **
Income: 20k - 30k 0.039 0.023 0.095
Income: 30k - 40k −0.007 0.023 0.775
Income: 40k - 50k 0.015 0.024 0.528
Income: 50k - 60k 0.006 0.024 0.801
Income: 60k - 70k −0.022 0.026 0.385
Income: 70k - 80k −0.031 0.026 0.227
Income: 80k - 100k −0.038 0.025 0.129
Income: 100k - 120k −0.078 0.027 0.004 **
Income: 120k - 150k −0.016 0.028 0.561
Income: 150k+ −0.030 0.027 0.273
Income: Prefer not to say −0.186 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped −0.700 0.749 0.351

Continued on next page
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Figure 6 model: Strengthen Clean Air/Water Acts (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: High School Graduate −0.072 0.025 0.003 **
Education: Some College −0.009 0.025 0.719
Education: 2-Year 0.030 0.027 0.266
Education: 4-Year 0.148 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.317 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.514 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.263 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −2.251 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.632 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.524 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.103 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.111 0.037 0.002 **
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.120 0.057 0.037 *
Religion: Jewish 0.325 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.466 0.060 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.551 0.054 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.466 0.085 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.588 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.316 0.024 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.080 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.212 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.016 0.011 0.164
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.132 0.014 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.349 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.080 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.120 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.108 0.023 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.085 0.018 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Strengthen Clean Air/Water
Acts. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family
income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, ***
𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 306, 480; AIC = 320264.826; BIC = 320860.269.

Table 13: Figure 6 model: Regulate carbon emissions (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 2.653 0.042 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.106 0.010 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −1.139 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −1.000 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.549 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.887 0.023 0.000 ***

Continued on next page
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Figure 6 model: Regulate carbon emissions (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
age −0.007 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.469 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.002 0.017 0.930
Race: Hispanic 0.007 0.018 0.672
Race: Asian 0.336 0.033 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.311 0.047 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed −0.136 0.031 0.000 ***
Race: Other −0.646 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.139 0.126 0.269
Income: 10k - 20k 0.353 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.326 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.278 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.247 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.206 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.199 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.161 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.132 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.098 0.028 0.001 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.095 0.029 0.001 **
Income: 150k+ −0.003 0.028 0.922
Income: Prefer not to say −0.095 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped 0.247 0.863 0.775
Education: High School Graduate 0.157 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.068 0.026 0.010 **
Education: 2-Year 0.078 0.028 0.006 **
Education: 4-Year 0.134 0.027 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.200 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.306 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.155 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −2.192 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.710 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.424 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.112 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.271 0.036 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.024 0.060 0.690
Religion: Jewish 0.250 0.034 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.251 0.066 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.239 0.058 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.364 0.096 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.384 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.179 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.089 0.015 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.047 0.021 0.022 *
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Figure 6 model: Regulate carbon emissions (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.039 0.012 0.001 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.117 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.270 0.018 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.025 0.013 0.057
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.075 0.013 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.060 0.024 0.012 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.025 0.020 0.194
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Regulate carbon emissions.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 306, 378; AIC = 293414.332; BIC = 294009.756.

Table 14: Figure 6 model: Raise fuel efficiency (MPG) (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.983 0.035 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.011 0.007 0.145
Party ID: Republican −0.448 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.326 0.011 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.677 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.293 0.021 0.000 ***
age −0.001 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.107 0.008 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.049 0.014 0.001 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.008 0.015 0.593
Race: Asian 0.198 0.027 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.112 0.044 0.012 *
Race: Mixed −0.056 0.027 0.039 *
Race: Other −0.245 0.033 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.027 0.101 0.793
Income: 10k - 20k 0.208 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.209 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.154 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.141 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.108 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.094 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.069 0.024 0.004 **
Income: 80k - 100k 0.068 0.023 0.004 **
Income: 100k - 120k 0.017 0.025 0.502
Income: 120k - 150k 0.021 0.026 0.414
Income: 150k+ 0.028 0.025 0.272
Income: Prefer not to say 0.020 0.022 0.349
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Figure 6 model: Raise fuel efficiency (MPG) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: Skipped 0.991 0.815 0.224
Education: High School Graduate 0.131 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.128 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.115 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.067 0.025 0.006 **
Education: Post-Grad 0.069 0.026 0.008 **
Ideology: Liberal −0.058 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −0.294 0.016 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −0.808 0.018 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −1.111 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.446 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.072 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.096 0.034 0.004 **
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.018 0.054 0.746
Religion: Jewish 0.151 0.028 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.140 0.055 0.010 *
Religion: Buddhist 0.170 0.046 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.406 0.078 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.142 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.042 0.021 0.042 *
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.011 0.013 0.391
Religion: Something Else 0.063 0.018 0.001 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.029 0.011 0.007 **
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.023 0.013 0.086
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.035 0.015 0.024 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.020 0.011 0.062
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.049 0.010 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.056 0.021 0.007 **
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.028 0.018 0.107
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Raise fuel efficiency (MPG).
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 288, 533; AIC = 362679.396; BIC = 363271.460.

Table 15: Figure 6 model: Require renewable fuels (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 2.024 0.038 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.022 0.008 0.008 **
Party ID: Republican −0.839 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.661 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.154 0.023 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Require renewable fuels (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Not Sure −0.580 0.021 0.000 ***
age −0.005 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.203 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.283 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.012 0.016 0.448
Race: Asian 0.225 0.030 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.152 0.045 0.001 ***
Race: Mixed −0.098 0.029 0.001 ***
Race: Other −0.514 0.036 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.058 0.113 0.606
Income: 10k - 20k 0.185 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.191 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.183 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.175 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.186 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.162 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.129 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.138 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.095 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.096 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.001 0.026 0.959
Income: Prefer not to say −0.069 0.023 0.002 **
Income: Skipped −0.740 0.727 0.309
Education: High School Graduate 0.130 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.150 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.191 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.224 0.025 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.297 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.410 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.068 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.927 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.387 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.356 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.067 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.147 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.076 0.056 0.176
Religion: Jewish 0.221 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.208 0.057 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.359 0.053 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.469 0.086 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.415 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.239 0.024 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.026 0.014 0.062
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Figure 6 model: Require renewable fuels (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Something Else 0.089 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.042 0.011 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.119 0.014 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.299 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.056 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.104 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.101 0.022 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.069 0.018 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Require renewable fuels. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 306, 578; AIC = 333500.807; BIC = 334096.268.

3.2 Healthcare

Table 16: Figure 6 model: Repeal the ACA (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.762 0.032 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.047 0.007 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.866 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.434 0.010 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.523 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.405 0.018 0.000 ***
age −0.002 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.073 0.008 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.004 0.013 0.761
Race: Hispanic 0.073 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.023 0.025 0.346
Race: Native American 0.151 0.042 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed 0.015 0.025 0.550
Race: Other 0.151 0.032 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.116 0.093 0.213
Income: 10k - 20k −0.077 0.021 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k −0.054 0.020 0.007 **
Income: 30k - 40k −0.067 0.020 0.001 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.059 0.021 0.005 **
Income: 50k - 60k −0.033 0.021 0.116
Income: 60k - 70k −0.046 0.022 0.042 *
Income: 70k - 80k −0.031 0.022 0.156
Income: 80k - 100k −0.036 0.022 0.095
Income: 100k - 120k −0.059 0.023 0.012 *
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Figure 6 model: Repeal the ACA (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 120k - 150k −0.044 0.024 0.070
Income: 150k+ −0.088 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.062 0.020 0.002 **
Income: Skipped 0.684 0.699 0.328
Education: High School Graduate −0.064 0.022 0.003 **
Education: Some College −0.159 0.022 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.155 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.281 0.022 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.388 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.187 0.016 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.633 0.015 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.258 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.549 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.732 0.020 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.085 0.011 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.114 0.032 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.235 0.051 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.013 0.026 0.611
Religion: Muslim 0.264 0.048 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.087 0.041 0.034 *
Religion: Hindu 0.464 0.064 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.207 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.101 0.020 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.080 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.022 0.017 0.193
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.076 0.010 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.195 0.013 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.350 0.014 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.078 0.010 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.109 0.010 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.135 0.020 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.047 0.016 0.003 **
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Repeal the ACA. Models include
density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income, education,
ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 330, 141; AIC = 406222.933; BIC = 406822.540.

Table 17: Figure 6 model: Restore ACA mandate (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.612 0.056 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.042 0.011 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Restore ACA mandate (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Republican −1.053 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.841 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.247 0.040 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.447 0.035 0.000 ***
age 0.007 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.109 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.537 0.023 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.150 0.024 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.401 0.043 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.010 0.076 0.896
Race: Mixed −0.116 0.046 0.012 *
Race: Other −0.269 0.058 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.218 0.187 0.244
Income: 10k - 20k −0.249 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k −0.259 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.279 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.262 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.162 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.176 0.041 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.096 0.039 0.015 *
Income: 80k - 100k −0.038 0.039 0.322
Income: 100k - 120k −0.005 0.041 0.895
Income: 120k - 150k 0.057 0.042 0.183
Income: 150k+ 0.177 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.201 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.200 0.039 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.348 0.040 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.320 0.043 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.118 0.040 0.004 **
Education: Post-Grad 0.138 0.043 0.001 **
Ideology: Liberal −0.153 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −0.502 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.306 0.031 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −1.481 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.510 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.268 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.006 0.069 0.928
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.212 0.092 0.022 *
Religion: Jewish 0.461 0.046 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.451 0.082 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.271 0.073 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.668 0.121 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.343 0.035 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Restore ACA mandate (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Agnostic 0.103 0.034 0.003 **
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.072 0.023 0.002 **
Religion: Something Else −0.048 0.031 0.125
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.048 0.020 0.014 *
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.058 0.024 0.015 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.062 0.026 0.017 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.106 0.020 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.077 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.096 0.039 0.014 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.010 0.029 0.729
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Restore ACA mandate. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 103, 722; AIC = 119948.336; BIC = 120473.556.

Table 18: Figure 6 model: Medicare for all (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 4.837 0.063 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.032 0.014 0.020 *
Party ID: Republican −1.206 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.878 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.383 0.034 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.728 0.035 0.000 ***
age −0.022 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.177 0.013 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.466 0.026 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.228 0.024 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.332 0.044 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.185 0.068 0.007 **
Race: Mixed −0.088 0.043 0.041 *
Race: Other −0.294 0.054 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.031 0.178 0.861
Income: 10k - 20k −0.013 0.039 0.740
Income: 20k - 30k −0.044 0.037 0.238
Income: 30k - 40k −0.173 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.258 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.348 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.438 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.447 0.039 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.553 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.608 0.041 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Medicare for all (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 120k - 150k −0.667 0.042 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.722 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.621 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.218 0.037 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.448 0.038 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.458 0.041 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.538 0.039 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.468 0.041 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.969 0.039 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.861 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −2.892 0.039 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −3.206 0.042 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.585 0.045 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.117 0.019 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.227 0.054 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.278 0.084 0.001 ***
Religion: Jewish 0.060 0.043 0.161
Religion: Muslim 0.586 0.098 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.398 0.080 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.517 0.129 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.500 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.287 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.215 0.021 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.245 0.029 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.012 0.017 0.488
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.047 0.022 0.028 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.180 0.025 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.013 0.018 0.456
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.043 0.018 0.014 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.052 0.033 0.121
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.058 0.031 0.062
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Medicare for all. Models include
density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income, education,
ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 162, 916; AIC = 148740.749; BIC = 149290.804.

Table 19: Figure 6 model: Lower Medicare age (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 4.027 0.076 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.028 0.016 0.073
Party ID: Republican −0.656 0.028 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Lower Medicare age (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Independent −0.452 0.023 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.699 0.046 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.468 0.046 0.000 ***
age −0.030 0.001 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.147 0.017 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.307 0.031 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.177 0.031 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.036 0.054 0.510
Race: Native American −0.046 0.087 0.599
Race: Mixed −0.076 0.058 0.188
Race: Other −0.239 0.069 0.001 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.306 0.272 0.261
Income: 10k - 20k −0.162 0.050 0.001 **
Income: 20k - 30k −0.278 0.048 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.364 0.048 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.383 0.049 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.494 0.049 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.586 0.052 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.551 0.051 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.595 0.050 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.622 0.053 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k −0.646 0.054 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.758 0.052 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.703 0.047 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.274 0.050 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.428 0.051 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.392 0.054 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.587 0.052 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.523 0.054 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.632 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.149 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.848 0.040 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.006 0.044 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.926 0.049 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.010 0.025 0.695
Religion: Mormon −0.133 0.073 0.068
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.111 0.108 0.301
Religion: Jewish 0.129 0.054 0.018 *
Religion: Muslim 0.348 0.111 0.002 **
Religion: Buddhist 0.341 0.095 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.441 0.153 0.004 **
Religion: Atheist 0.402 0.046 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.247 0.043 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Lower Medicare age (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.283 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.334 0.037 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.019 0.022 0.399
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.008 0.028 0.766
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.145 0.032 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.008 0.022 0.705
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.023 0.022 0.284
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.068 0.044 0.124
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.103 0.039 0.009 **
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Lower Medicare age. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 78, 476; AIC = 85591.857; BIC = 86101.737.

3.3 Immigration

Table 20: Figure 6 model: Increase border security (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.767 0.037 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.004 0.007 0.605
Party ID: Republican 1.014 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.485 0.011 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.387 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.188 0.021 0.000 ***
age 0.018 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.247 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.110 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.390 0.016 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.077 0.028 0.006 **
Race: Native American −0.029 0.048 0.553
Race: Mixed −0.091 0.029 0.002 **
Race: Other 0.222 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.241 0.107 0.025 *
Income: 10k - 20k 0.088 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.078 0.023 0.001 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.101 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.128 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.149 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.167 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.174 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.199 0.025 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Increase border security (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 100k - 120k 0.156 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.209 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.227 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.098 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped −1.006 0.765 0.188
Education: High School Graduate 0.064 0.025 0.011 *
Education: Some College −0.040 0.025 0.114
Education: 2-Year 0.023 0.027 0.409
Education: 4-Year −0.201 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.380 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.537 0.018 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.106 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.642 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.934 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.935 0.023 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.022 0.013 0.096
Religion: Mormon −0.274 0.038 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.063 0.059 0.285
Religion: Jewish −0.077 0.029 0.007 **
Religion: Muslim −0.171 0.053 0.001 **
Religion: Buddhist −0.325 0.047 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.178 0.072 0.013 *
Religion: Atheist −0.419 0.024 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.184 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.072 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.120 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.028 0.012 0.017 *
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.154 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.350 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.070 0.013 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.056 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.127 0.024 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.136 0.018 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Increase border security. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 272, 441; AIC = 310088.730; BIC = 310677.580.

Table 21: Figure 6 model: Deport undocumented immigrants (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −2.047 0.053 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Deport undocumented immigrants (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Density (standardized log) −0.063 0.010 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.912 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.582 0.016 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.623 0.032 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.314 0.028 0.000 ***
age 0.013 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.216 0.012 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.348 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.958 0.024 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.046 0.038 0.234
Race: Native American 0.190 0.065 0.003 **
Race: Mixed −0.225 0.040 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.297 0.051 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.765 0.159 0.000 ***
Income: 10k - 20k 0.121 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.073 0.032 0.024 *
Income: 30k - 40k 0.045 0.032 0.165
Income: 40k - 50k 0.063 0.033 0.059
Income: 50k - 60k 0.030 0.034 0.373
Income: 60k - 70k 0.096 0.035 0.007 **
Income: 70k - 80k 0.023 0.035 0.513
Income: 80k - 100k 0.024 0.035 0.497
Income: 100k - 120k −0.025 0.037 0.510
Income: 120k - 150k −0.045 0.039 0.241
Income: 150k+ −0.088 0.039 0.023 *
Income: Prefer not to say −0.006 0.032 0.851
Income: Skipped −0.581 0.787 0.460
Education: High School Graduate 0.186 0.035 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.014 0.035 0.699
Education: 2-Year 0.070 0.038 0.063
Education: 4-Year −0.165 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.376 0.039 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.421 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.067 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.651 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.170 0.034 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.126 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.014 0.017 0.418
Religion: Mormon −0.238 0.048 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.173 0.079 0.028 *
Religion: Jewish −0.266 0.040 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.395 0.081 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.367 0.067 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Deport undocumented immigrants (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Hindu 0.115 0.099 0.247
Religion: Atheist −0.391 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.244 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.054 0.019 0.004 **
Religion: Something Else −0.126 0.027 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.064 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.033 0.019 0.088
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.138 0.023 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.034 0.016 0.039 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.045 0.015 0.002 **
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.053 0.032 0.098
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.131 0.024 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Deport undocumented immi-
grants. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family
income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, ***
𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 152, 320; AIC = 173232.426; BIC = 173788.716.

Table 22: Figure 6 model: Sanction employers hiring undocumented (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.652 0.057 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.073 0.011 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.425 0.022 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.412 0.017 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.396 0.037 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.056 0.031 0.071
age 0.022 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.348 0.013 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.457 0.022 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.950 0.026 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.462 0.047 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.061 0.074 0.408
Race: Mixed −0.123 0.043 0.004 **
Race: Other 0.204 0.058 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.456 0.153 0.003 **
Income: 10k - 20k 0.111 0.036 0.002 **
Income: 20k - 30k 0.140 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.180 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.235 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.259 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.324 0.039 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.258 0.039 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Sanction employers hiring undocumented (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 80k - 100k 0.259 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.253 0.041 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.338 0.043 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.235 0.042 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.179 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped −1.120 0.739 0.129
Education: High School Graduate 0.199 0.039 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.340 0.040 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.388 0.043 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.336 0.040 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.257 0.043 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.321 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.623 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.969 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.061 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.357 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.138 0.019 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.188 0.054 0.001 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.354 0.087 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.379 0.041 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.585 0.093 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.317 0.070 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.212 0.120 0.078
Religion: Atheist −0.096 0.035 0.006 **
Religion: Agnostic 0.026 0.034 0.436
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.117 0.021 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.003 0.030 0.927
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.076 0.017 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.096 0.022 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.054 0.025 0.028 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.035 0.018 0.055
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.012 0.016 0.443
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.027 0.036 0.451
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.107 0.027 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Sanction employers hiring
undocumented. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender,
race, family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, **
𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 117, 624; AIC = 140749.771; BIC = 141291.585.
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Table 23: Figure 6 model: Legalize undocumented immigrants (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 1.736 0.038 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.018 0.008 0.023 *
Party ID: Republican −0.765 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.541 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.690 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.574 0.021 0.000 ***
age −0.004 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.272 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.193 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.605 0.017 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.050 0.028 0.075
Race: Native American −0.133 0.046 0.004 **
Race: Mixed 0.166 0.029 0.000 ***
Race: Other −0.317 0.036 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.042 0.109 0.702
Income: 10k - 20k 0.145 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.151 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.142 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.148 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.128 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.159 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.180 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.170 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.202 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.205 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.209 0.027 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.022 0.023 0.330
Income: Skipped −0.056 0.721 0.938
Education: High School Graduate −0.061 0.024 0.013 *
Education: Some College 0.091 0.025 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.016 0.027 0.544
Education: 4-Year 0.077 0.026 0.003 **
Education: Post-Grad 0.167 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.491 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.100 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.800 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.192 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.408 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.011 0.012 0.377
Religion: Mormon 0.151 0.036 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.144 0.056 0.011 *
Religion: Jewish 0.142 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.208 0.056 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Legalize undocumented immigrants (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Buddhist 0.208 0.050 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.314 0.073 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.327 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.234 0.023 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.008 0.014 0.545
Religion: Something Else 0.188 0.020 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.062 0.011 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.029 0.014 0.045 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.099 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.007 0.012 0.546
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.045 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.081 0.023 0.001 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.059 0.018 0.001 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Legalize undocumented immi-
grants. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family
income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, ***
𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 272, 471; AIC = 315862.420; BIC = 316451.276.

Table 24: Figure 6 model: Police question suspected undocumented (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −2.461 0.070 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.052 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.730 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.479 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.542 0.041 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.191 0.037 0.000 ***
age 0.019 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.203 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.566 0.028 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.876 0.033 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.132 0.058 0.024 *
Race: Native American 0.028 0.079 0.721
Race: Mixed −0.241 0.053 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.203 0.057 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.272 0.197 0.167
Income: 10k - 20k −0.016 0.042 0.701
Income: 20k - 30k 0.012 0.040 0.758
Income: 30k - 40k −0.071 0.041 0.079
Income: 40k - 50k −0.015 0.042 0.711
Income: 50k - 60k 0.020 0.042 0.630
Income: 60k - 70k 0.037 0.045 0.406

Continued on next page

37



Figure 6 model: Police question suspected undocumented (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 70k - 80k 0.006 0.045 0.886
Income: 80k - 100k −0.004 0.044 0.933
Income: 100k - 120k 0.053 0.048 0.265
Income: 120k - 150k −0.043 0.050 0.392
Income: 150k+ 0.078 0.049 0.114
Income: Prefer not to say 0.015 0.040 0.717
Income: Skipped −1.464 1.122 0.192
Education: High School Graduate −0.068 0.043 0.111
Education: Some College −0.234 0.044 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.218 0.047 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.382 0.045 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.585 0.049 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.243 0.042 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.976 0.039 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.599 0.041 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.947 0.045 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.016 0.046 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.001 0.020 0.964
Religion: Mormon −0.260 0.057 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.212 0.097 0.029 *
Religion: Jewish −0.067 0.050 0.183
Religion: Muslim 0.009 0.110 0.932
Religion: Buddhist −0.243 0.094 0.010 **
Religion: Hindu 0.241 0.143 0.093
Religion: Atheist −0.406 0.050 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.258 0.043 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.070 0.024 0.004 **
Religion: Something Else −0.165 0.035 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.041 0.019 0.027 *
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.167 0.024 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.372 0.030 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.041 0.020 0.044 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.025 0.019 0.195
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.006 0.039 0.884
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.115 0.032 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Police question suspected
undocumented. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender,
race, family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, **
𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 104, 393; AIC = 110481.404; BIC = 111016.535.
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Table 25: Figure 6 model: Reduce legal immigration 50% (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −2.623 0.055 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.023 0.013 0.065
Party ID: Republican 1.084 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.544 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.490 0.035 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.470 0.032 0.000 ***
age 0.021 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.223 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.088 0.023 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.155 0.024 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.048 0.043 0.262
Race: Native American 0.267 0.068 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed −0.101 0.044 0.022 *
Race: Other 0.170 0.057 0.003 **
Race: Middle Eastern −0.303 0.187 0.104
Income: 10k - 20k −0.023 0.035 0.506
Income: 20k - 30k −0.129 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.148 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.186 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.142 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.211 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.159 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.188 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.207 0.039 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k −0.186 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.233 0.039 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.169 0.034 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate 0.025 0.034 0.459
Education: Some College −0.242 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.103 0.038 0.007 **
Education: 4-Year −0.429 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.670 0.039 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.352 0.032 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.142 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.836 0.032 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.206 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.245 0.037 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.216 0.019 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.408 0.055 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.209 0.085 0.013 *
Religion: Jewish −0.192 0.046 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.258 0.081 0.001 **
Religion: Buddhist −0.001 0.075 0.985
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Figure 6 model: Reduce legal immigration 50% (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Hindu 0.628 0.107 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.277 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.156 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.160 0.021 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.024 0.029 0.406
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.056 0.017 0.001 **
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.112 0.022 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.271 0.024 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.025 0.018 0.154
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.084 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.145 0.034 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.121 0.027 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Reduce legal immigration 50%.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 136, 447; AIC = 144285.661; BIC = 144825.964.

Table 26: Figure 6 model: Require reporting undocumented (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.966 0.047 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.012 0.011 0.280
Party ID: Republican 1.241 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.710 0.016 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.784 0.030 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.555 0.028 0.000 ***
age 0.012 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.428 0.012 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.077 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.343 0.021 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.301 0.036 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.334 0.061 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed 0.031 0.037 0.404
Race: Other 0.304 0.048 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.093 0.146 0.524
Income: 10k - 20k −0.036 0.031 0.242
Income: 20k - 30k −0.094 0.029 0.001 **
Income: 30k - 40k −0.080 0.030 0.007 **
Income: 40k - 50k −0.096 0.031 0.002 **
Income: 50k - 60k −0.100 0.031 0.001 **
Income: 60k - 70k −0.077 0.033 0.021 *
Income: 70k - 80k −0.062 0.032 0.057
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Figure 6 model: Require reporting undocumented (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 80k - 100k −0.077 0.032 0.015 *
Income: 100k - 120k −0.083 0.034 0.016 *
Income: 120k - 150k 0.000 0.036 0.993
Income: 150k+ −0.069 0.034 0.044 *
Income: Prefer not to say −0.038 0.029 0.194
Income: Skipped −0.641 0.840 0.445
Education: High School Graduate 0.019 0.031 0.545
Education: Some College −0.115 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.098 0.034 0.003 **
Education: 4-Year −0.301 0.032 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.525 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.282 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.121 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 2.074 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.410 0.031 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.135 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.109 0.017 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.326 0.048 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.231 0.076 0.002 **
Religion: Jewish −0.214 0.040 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.160 0.067 0.017 *
Religion: Buddhist −0.113 0.064 0.075
Religion: Hindu 0.479 0.093 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.408 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.210 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.061 0.018 0.001 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.099 0.025 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.061 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.222 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.427 0.021 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.006 0.016 0.720
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.109 0.015 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.126 0.029 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.077 0.024 0.001 **
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Require reporting undocu-
mented. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 181, 167; AIC = 186638.462; BIC = 187204.464.
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Table 27: Figure 6 model: Deny public services (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −3.044 0.175 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.149 0.035 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.522 0.060 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.401 0.051 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.609 0.116 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.218 0.096 0.024 *
age 0.012 0.001 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.150 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.608 0.076 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.935 0.090 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.207 0.156 0.183
Race: Native American 0.331 0.190 0.082
Race: Mixed −0.144 0.137 0.294
Race: Other −0.018 0.148 0.904
Race: Middle Eastern 0.283 0.398 0.477
Income: 10k - 20k 0.009 0.097 0.930
Income: 20k - 30k 0.083 0.092 0.366
Income: 30k - 40k 0.069 0.093 0.459
Income: 40k - 50k 0.073 0.097 0.451
Income: 50k - 60k 0.185 0.098 0.058
Income: 60k - 70k 0.238 0.106 0.024 *
Income: 70k - 80k 0.102 0.107 0.340
Income: 80k - 100k −0.040 0.104 0.700
Income: 100k - 120k −0.083 0.115 0.472
Income: 120k - 150k −0.247 0.127 0.051
Income: 150k+ 0.062 0.123 0.613
Income: Prefer not to say 0.017 0.094 0.854
Education: High School Graduate 0.328 0.102 0.001 **
Education: Some College 0.219 0.105 0.038 *
Education: 2-Year 0.279 0.117 0.017 *
Education: 4-Year 0.043 0.107 0.689
Education: Post-Grad −0.270 0.121 0.025 *
Ideology: Liberal 0.582 0.118 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.149 0.112 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.657 0.117 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.926 0.129 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.117 0.130 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.056 0.051 0.266
Religion: Mormon 0.039 0.141 0.780
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.149 0.229 0.516
Religion: Jewish −0.258 0.127 0.042 *
Religion: Muslim −0.637 0.322 0.048 *
Religion: Buddhist −0.453 0.248 0.068
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Figure 6 model: Deny public services (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Hindu −0.069 0.363 0.848
Religion: Atheist −0.354 0.116 0.002 **
Religion: Agnostic −0.200 0.104 0.055
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.034 0.059 0.562
Religion: Something Else −0.171 0.089 0.054
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.178 0.047 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.135 0.061 0.026 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.204 0.070 0.004 **
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.134 0.050 0.007 **
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.061 0.047 0.190
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.143 0.114 0.208
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.054 0.080 0.504
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Deny public services. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 16, 308; AIC = 18050.646; BIC = 18474.114.

Table 28: Figure 6 model: Build a border wall (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −2.971 0.059 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.099 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 2.065 0.022 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 1.132 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 1.218 0.035 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.904 0.033 0.000 ***
age 0.018 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.395 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.318 0.025 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.404 0.025 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.038 0.044 0.390
Race: Native American 0.124 0.071 0.081
Race: Mixed −0.208 0.044 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.322 0.054 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.315 0.176 0.073
Income: 10k - 20k −0.096 0.036 0.008 **
Income: 20k - 30k −0.142 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.126 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.109 0.036 0.003 **
Income: 50k - 60k −0.058 0.037 0.113
Income: 60k - 70k −0.043 0.039 0.273
Income: 70k - 80k 0.009 0.039 0.809
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Figure 6 model: Build a border wall (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 80k - 100k 0.014 0.038 0.718
Income: 100k - 120k 0.002 0.041 0.967
Income: 120k - 150k 0.046 0.042 0.272
Income: 150k+ 0.022 0.040 0.582
Income: Prefer not to say −0.049 0.035 0.157
Income: Skipped −0.353 0.943 0.708
Education: High School Graduate 0.000 0.036 0.997
Education: Some College −0.214 0.037 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.147 0.040 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.445 0.038 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.690 0.041 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.170 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.184 0.033 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 2.358 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.950 0.040 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.220 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.142 0.020 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.350 0.056 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.365 0.088 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.137 0.048 0.004 **
Religion: Muslim 0.107 0.081 0.187
Religion: Buddhist −0.040 0.076 0.599
Religion: Hindu 0.731 0.109 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.452 0.042 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.319 0.038 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.088 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.070 0.029 0.018 *
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.074 0.018 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.305 0.022 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.553 0.025 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.169 0.020 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.191 0.018 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.271 0.034 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.195 0.028 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Build a border wall. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 163, 047; AIC = 136957.409; BIC = 137517.510.

3.4 Gay Marriage
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Table 29: Figure 6 model: Legalize gay marriage (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 1.390 0.062 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.091 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −0.837 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.437 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.466 0.039 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.537 0.031 0.000 ***
age −0.016 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.521 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.710 0.022 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.312 0.027 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.619 0.045 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.120 0.074 0.107
Race: Mixed −0.088 0.049 0.071
Race: Other −0.493 0.058 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.483 0.158 0.002 **
Income: 10k - 20k 0.078 0.037 0.037 *
Income: 20k - 30k 0.120 0.036 0.001 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.157 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.158 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.169 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.187 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.195 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.215 0.039 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.323 0.042 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.426 0.044 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.556 0.045 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.091 0.036 0.012 *
Education: High School Graduate 0.164 0.038 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.394 0.039 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.288 0.042 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.440 0.040 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.599 0.043 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.425 0.040 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.177 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −2.163 0.038 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.934 0.044 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.389 0.043 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.471 0.018 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.240 0.055 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.067 0.085 0.433
Religion: Jewish 0.862 0.052 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.467 0.082 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.840 0.085 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Legalize gay marriage (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Hindu 0.470 0.112 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 1.062 0.055 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.839 0.045 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.369 0.021 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.438 0.030 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.994 0.016 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 1.452 0.022 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 1.676 0.028 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.063 0.018 0.001 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.025 0.017 0.141
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.018 0.038 0.642
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.030 0.026 0.254
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Legalize gay marriage. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 149, 142; AIC = 138344.300; BIC = 138889.496.

3.5 Affirmative Action

Table 30: Figure 6 model: Affirmative action (support vs oppose) (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 1.294 0.081 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.069 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −1.082 0.032 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.754 0.023 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.141 0.054 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.417 0.040 0.000 ***
age −0.003 0.001 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.018 0.019 0.348
Race: Black 2.177 0.035 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 1.212 0.035 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.802 0.060 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.505 0.101 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed 0.856 0.059 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.011 0.080 0.892
Race: Middle Eastern 0.501 0.213 0.018 *
Income: 10k - 20k 0.017 0.051 0.746
Income: 20k - 30k −0.135 0.049 0.006 **
Income: 30k - 40k −0.214 0.049 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.235 0.051 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.289 0.052 0.000 ***
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Figure 6 model: Affirmative action (support vs oppose) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 60k - 70k −0.285 0.055 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.308 0.055 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.262 0.054 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.327 0.058 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k −0.203 0.060 0.001 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.174 0.059 0.003 **
Income: Prefer not to say −0.218 0.050 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.227 0.055 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.039 0.056 0.490
Education: 2-Year −0.108 0.061 0.077
Education: 4-Year 0.128 0.057 0.023 *
Education: Post-Grad 0.324 0.061 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.670 0.038 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.329 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −2.014 0.043 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.393 0.056 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.244 0.048 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.019 0.027 0.469
Religion: Mormon −0.072 0.083 0.389
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.241 0.124 0.051
Religion: Jewish 0.208 0.056 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.468 0.134 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.453 0.096 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.524 0.158 0.001 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.376 0.050 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.197 0.047 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.083 0.030 0.006 **
Religion: Something Else 0.229 0.042 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.100 0.025 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.075 0.031 0.014 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.067 0.035 0.055
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.012 0.029 0.666
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.030 0.023 0.188
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.069 0.055 0.214
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.021 0.034 0.542
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Affirmative action (support
vs oppose). Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 71, 822; AIC = 72044.760; BIC = 72549.767.
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4 Figure 7 Models

Figure 7: Urban-Rural Differentiation Internal to Parties on Policy Issues. Source: YouGov Coop-
erative Election Study.

The tables in this section report the logit models used to generate Figure 7. As in Figure 6, the
manuscript figure displays model-implied urban-minus-rural differences in predicted support within
party, rather than raw means or coefficients. The coefficient tables below provide the complete
estimates for the second policy-issue panel in the manuscript figure: abortion, military policy,
trade, and gun policy.

4.1 Abortion

Table 31: Figure 7 model: Ban abortion after 20 weeks (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.448 0.035 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.045 0.007 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.642 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.378 0.011 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.354 0.023 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.260 0.020 0.000 ***
age −0.001 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.064 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.068 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.000 0.015 0.993
Race: Asian −0.082 0.026 0.001 **
Race: Native American −0.011 0.046 0.815
Race: Mixed 0.034 0.027 0.205
Race: Other 0.130 0.037 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.019 0.100 0.847
Income: 10k - 20k 0.223 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.277 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.271 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.257 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.262 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.271 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.228 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.228 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.174 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.128 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.053 0.025 0.037 *
Income: Prefer not to say 0.079 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped −0.296 0.722 0.682
Education: High School Graduate 0.078 0.024 0.001 **
Education: Some College 0.004 0.024 0.866
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Figure 7 model: Ban abortion after 20 weeks (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: 2-Year −0.012 0.026 0.653
Education: 4-Year −0.263 0.025 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.437 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.595 0.016 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.120 0.015 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.720 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.861 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.057 0.021 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.077 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.132 0.040 0.001 **
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.076 0.055 0.169
Religion: Jewish −0.678 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.049 0.050 0.333
Religion: Buddhist −0.393 0.043 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.047 0.066 0.482
Religion: Atheist −0.668 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.277 0.020 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.089 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.249 0.018 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.250 0.011 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.551 0.014 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.921 0.015 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.022 0.012 0.070
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.054 0.010 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.115 0.022 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.087 0.017 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Ban abortion after 20 weeks.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 314, 411; AIC = 348972.777; BIC = 349569.650.

Table 32: Figure 7 model: Always allow abortion (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.653 0.039 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.171 0.009 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −0.987 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.748 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.972 0.024 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.689 0.021 0.000 ***
age 0.005 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.293 0.009 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Always allow abortion (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Race: Black 0.452 0.016 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.046 0.016 0.005 **
Race: Asian 0.075 0.030 0.012 *
Race: Native American 0.099 0.048 0.038 *
Race: Mixed −0.005 0.030 0.874
Race: Other −0.257 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.353 0.109 0.001 **
Income: 10k - 20k 0.071 0.025 0.004 **
Income: 20k - 30k 0.083 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.091 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.111 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.120 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.132 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.148 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.174 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.208 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.262 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.253 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.080 0.024 0.001 ***
Income: Skipped −0.118 0.860 0.891
Education: High School Graduate 0.273 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.293 0.025 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.280 0.027 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.297 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.250 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.543 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.207 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −2.054 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.626 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.356 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.141 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.327 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.337 0.058 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish 0.804 0.034 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.234 0.054 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.766 0.057 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.671 0.081 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.794 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.381 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.223 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.254 0.020 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.849 0.011 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important 1.261 0.015 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Always allow abortion (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Not at All Important 1.592 0.018 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.025 0.012 0.044 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.008 0.012 0.490
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.045 0.024 0.061
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.002 0.018 0.903
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Always allow abortion. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 314, 642; AIC = 306236.988; BIC = 306833.903.

Table 33: Figure 7 model: Allow abortion in some cases (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.217 0.034 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.057 0.007 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.382 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.189 0.011 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.029 0.022 0.192
Party ID: Not Sure 0.212 0.019 0.000 ***
age −0.001 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.455 0.008 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.258 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.323 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.502 0.026 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.101 0.043 0.019 *
Race: Mixed 0.102 0.027 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.149 0.034 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.237 0.100 0.018 *
Income: 10k - 20k −0.020 0.022 0.361
Income: 20k - 30k −0.068 0.021 0.001 **
Income: 30k - 40k −0.157 0.021 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.236 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.247 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.247 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.265 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.291 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.330 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k −0.392 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.483 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.262 0.021 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped 0.409 0.720 0.570
Education: High School Graduate −0.135 0.022 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Allow abortion in some cases (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: Some College −0.324 0.023 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.259 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.465 0.023 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.626 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.355 0.018 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.961 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.430 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.171 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.090 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.144 0.011 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.838 0.036 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.114 0.052 0.029 *
Religion: Jewish −0.483 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.350 0.050 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.214 0.045 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.313 0.066 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.594 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.322 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.039 0.013 0.002 **
Religion: Something Else −0.156 0.018 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.160 0.010 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.590 0.013 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.999 0.015 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.043 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.042 0.010 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.046 0.021 0.032 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.045 0.017 0.008 **
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Allow abortion in some cases.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 314, 315; AIC = 374127.436; BIC = 374724.292.

Table 34: Figure 7 model: Require abortion coverage (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.997 0.041 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.051 0.009 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 1.029 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.710 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 1.044 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.525 0.022 0.000 ***
age −0.007 0.000 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Require abortion coverage (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Gender: Female −0.291 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.176 0.016 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.040 0.017 0.020 *
Race: Asian −0.058 0.030 0.051
Race: Native American 0.016 0.051 0.754
Race: Mixed 0.022 0.031 0.483
Race: Other 0.331 0.041 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.051 0.112 0.649
Income: 10k - 20k 0.045 0.026 0.084
Income: 20k - 30k 0.081 0.025 0.001 **
Income: 30k - 40k 0.043 0.025 0.082
Income: 40k - 50k 0.045 0.026 0.080
Income: 50k - 60k 0.046 0.026 0.071
Income: 60k - 70k 0.018 0.027 0.512
Income: 70k - 80k 0.038 0.027 0.165
Income: 80k - 100k 0.001 0.027 0.959
Income: 100k - 120k 0.006 0.029 0.843
Income: 120k - 150k −0.034 0.030 0.257
Income: 150k+ −0.032 0.029 0.271
Income: Prefer not to say 0.063 0.025 0.011 *
Income: Skipped −0.028 0.826 0.973
Education: High School Graduate −0.101 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.048 0.027 0.071
Education: 2-Year −0.086 0.029 0.003 **
Education: 4-Year −0.085 0.027 0.002 **
Education: Post-Grad −0.179 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.514 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.162 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 2.097 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.632 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.190 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.015 0.013 0.253
Religion: Mormon 0.162 0.041 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.064 0.061 0.294
Religion: Jewish −0.627 0.034 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.070 0.057 0.215
Religion: Buddhist −0.411 0.053 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.210 0.078 0.007 **
Religion: Atheist −0.565 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.256 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.076 0.015 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.198 0.021 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.530 0.012 0.000 ***

Continued on next page

53



Figure 7 model: Require abortion coverage (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.817 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −1.110 0.018 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.028 0.013 0.032 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.074 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.074 0.025 0.003 **
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.097 0.019 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Require abortion coverage.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 271, 516; AIC = 284048.847; BIC = 284637.506.

Table 35: Figure 7 model: Prohibit abortion funding (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.891 0.039 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.052 0.008 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.993 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.635 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.959 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.489 0.021 0.000 ***
age −0.004 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.331 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.209 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.047 0.017 0.005 **
Race: Asian 0.001 0.029 0.974
Race: Native American 0.030 0.049 0.541
Race: Mixed −0.080 0.030 0.008 **
Race: Other 0.309 0.040 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.202 0.110 0.066
Income: 10k - 20k −0.015 0.025 0.539
Income: 20k - 30k 0.031 0.024 0.191
Income: 30k - 40k −0.002 0.024 0.924
Income: 40k - 50k 0.057 0.025 0.021 *
Income: 50k - 60k 0.072 0.025 0.004 **
Income: 60k - 70k 0.053 0.026 0.044 *
Income: 70k - 80k 0.070 0.026 0.008 **
Income: 80k - 100k 0.067 0.026 0.009 **
Income: 100k - 120k 0.057 0.028 0.040 *
Income: 120k - 150k −0.006 0.029 0.825
Income: 150k+ −0.045 0.028 0.107
Income: Prefer not to say 0.051 0.024 0.032 *
Income: Skipped −0.815 0.904 0.367
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Figure 7 model: Prohibit abortion funding (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: High School Graduate −0.031 0.025 0.212
Education: Some College −0.053 0.026 0.037 *
Education: 2-Year −0.043 0.028 0.120
Education: 4-Year −0.122 0.026 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.284 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.399 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 1.072 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 2.030 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.520 0.026 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 1.077 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.062 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.180 0.040 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.115 0.059 0.052
Religion: Jewish −0.684 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.094 0.054 0.080
Religion: Buddhist −0.367 0.051 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu 0.073 0.073 0.317
Religion: Atheist −0.556 0.028 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.298 0.024 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.078 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.226 0.020 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.521 0.011 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.843 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −1.163 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.028 0.013 0.027 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.080 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.093 0.024 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.072 0.018 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Prohibit abortion funding.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 289, 250; AIC = 301675.968; BIC = 302268.170.

Table 36: Figure 7 model: Total abortion ban (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.115 0.046 0.013 *
Density (standardized log) 0.081 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.410 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.154 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.234 0.033 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.333 0.028 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Total abortion ban (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
age −0.018 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.090 0.012 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.168 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.215 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.248 0.038 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.105 0.061 0.084
Race: Mixed −0.136 0.042 0.001 **
Race: Other 0.114 0.049 0.019 *
Race: Middle Eastern 0.185 0.133 0.163
Income: 10k - 20k −0.151 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k −0.217 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.289 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.341 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.327 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.363 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.331 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.410 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.438 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k −0.572 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.630 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.349 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped −1.307 1.213 0.281
Education: High School Graduate −0.217 0.028 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.502 0.030 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.503 0.032 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.536 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.626 0.034 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.067 0.030 0.025 *
Ideology: Moderate 0.210 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.713 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.590 0.030 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.490 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.164 0.016 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.690 0.049 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.443 0.068 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.373 0.052 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.373 0.060 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.173 0.075 0.022 *
Religion: Hindu 0.405 0.090 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.463 0.047 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.630 0.047 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.053 0.019 0.007 **
Religion: Something Else −0.120 0.025 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Total abortion ban (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.937 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −1.397 0.023 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −1.445 0.026 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.119 0.015 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.140 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.129 0.031 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.125 0.024 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Total abortion ban. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 259, 340; AIC = 192991.601; BIC = 193577.691.

4.2 Military

Table 37: Figure 7 model: Use military to spread democracy (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.025 0.060 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.023 0.011 0.027 *
Party ID: Republican −0.132 0.021 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.454 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.720 0.043 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.606 0.039 0.000 ***
age −0.003 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.163 0.013 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.191 0.022 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.091 0.025 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.387 0.040 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.087 0.072 0.229
Race: Mixed −0.053 0.048 0.274
Race: Other −0.034 0.056 0.545
Race: Middle Eastern 0.004 0.164 0.983
Income: 10k - 20k 0.082 0.038 0.030 *
Income: 20k - 30k 0.025 0.036 0.488
Income: 30k - 40k −0.035 0.037 0.338
Income: 40k - 50k −0.062 0.038 0.100
Income: 50k - 60k −0.096 0.038 0.012 *
Income: 60k - 70k −0.120 0.040 0.003 **
Income: 70k - 80k 0.005 0.039 0.894
Income: 80k - 100k −0.073 0.039 0.059
Income: 100k - 120k −0.022 0.041 0.600
Income: 120k - 150k −0.050 0.043 0.238
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Figure 7 model: Use military to spread democracy (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 150k+ −0.082 0.042 0.052
Income: Prefer not to say −0.186 0.038 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate 0.026 0.043 0.545
Education: Some College 0.017 0.043 0.693
Education: 2-Year 0.064 0.046 0.163
Education: 4-Year −0.066 0.044 0.136
Education: Post-Grad −0.141 0.046 0.002 **
Ideology: Liberal 0.080 0.026 0.002 **
Ideology: Moderate 0.079 0.026 0.002 **
Ideology: Conservative 0.112 0.030 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 0.287 0.033 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.217 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.055 0.018 0.002 **
Religion: Mormon −0.107 0.055 0.050
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.018 0.089 0.837
Religion: Jewish 0.085 0.041 0.040 *
Religion: Muslim 0.160 0.083 0.055
Religion: Buddhist −0.179 0.074 0.016 *
Religion: Hindu 0.233 0.101 0.020 *
Religion: Atheist −0.257 0.040 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.174 0.037 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.076 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.159 0.031 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.188 0.016 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.372 0.022 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.510 0.026 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.016 0.016 0.311
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.016 0.017 0.355
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.066 0.042 0.112
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.022 0.035 0.524
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Use military to spread democ-
racy. Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family
income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, ***
𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 183, 120; AIC = 159393.995; BIC = 159950.479.

Table 38: Figure 7 model: Intervene in genocide/civil war (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.197 0.047 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.021 0.008 0.014 *
Party ID: Republican −0.037 0.017 0.028 *
Party ID: Independent −0.146 0.013 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Intervene in genocide/civil war (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Other −0.404 0.028 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.442 0.029 0.000 ***
age −0.005 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.171 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.226 0.018 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.124 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.195 0.033 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.093 0.055 0.093
Race: Mixed 0.072 0.034 0.033 *
Race: Other −0.075 0.041 0.064
Race: Middle Eastern −0.201 0.126 0.110
Income: 10k - 20k 0.174 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.197 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.201 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.244 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.205 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.257 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.285 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.306 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.342 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.390 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.458 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.118 0.030 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.080 0.034 0.018 *
Education: Some College 0.177 0.034 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.132 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.240 0.035 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.393 0.036 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.136 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −0.410 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −0.575 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −0.543 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.954 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.084 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.174 0.042 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.375 0.070 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish 0.199 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.142 0.073 0.050
Religion: Buddhist −0.022 0.054 0.675
Religion: Hindu −0.438 0.092 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.088 0.026 0.001 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.100 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.133 0.017 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Intervene in genocide/civil war (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Something Else 0.027 0.023 0.225
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.180 0.013 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.166 0.017 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.161 0.019 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.033 0.013 0.011 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.003 0.012 0.795
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.013 0.028 0.644
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.002 0.026 0.952
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Intervene in genocide/civil war.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 183, 120; AIC = 238973.150; BIC = 239529.634.

Table 39: Figure 7 model: Help UN uphold intl law (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.263 0.047 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.003 0.008 0.730
Party ID: Republican −0.361 0.017 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.380 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.808 0.029 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.526 0.027 0.000 ***
age 0.004 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.046 0.010 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.236 0.018 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.286 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.085 0.033 0.009 **
Race: Native American −0.353 0.058 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed −0.101 0.035 0.004 **
Race: Other −0.410 0.043 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.217 0.127 0.089
Income: 10k - 20k 0.119 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.111 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.102 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.111 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.102 0.030 0.001 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.145 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.108 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.152 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.182 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.226 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.233 0.033 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Help UN uphold intl law (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: Prefer not to say −0.102 0.029 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate 0.018 0.033 0.582
Education: Some College 0.116 0.034 0.001 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.084 0.036 0.019 *
Education: 4-Year 0.211 0.034 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.311 0.036 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.023 0.020 0.236
Ideology: Moderate −0.400 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.064 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −1.437 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.932 0.028 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.075 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.173 0.043 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.452 0.071 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.165 0.032 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.196 0.073 0.007 **
Religion: Buddhist −0.025 0.054 0.642
Religion: Hindu −0.138 0.089 0.119
Religion: Atheist 0.211 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.126 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.150 0.017 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.043 0.023 0.061
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.005 0.013 0.685
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.102 0.017 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.146 0.019 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.018 0.014 0.179
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.044 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.105 0.029 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.019 0.024 0.430
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Help UN uphold intl law.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 183, 120; AIC = 233260.163; BIC = 233816.648.

Table 40: Figure 7 model: Ensure oil supply (military) (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.503 0.059 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.062 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.360 0.020 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.037 0.018 0.039 *
Party ID: Other −0.160 0.037 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Ensure oil supply (military) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Not Sure −0.065 0.035 0.062
age −0.002 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.472 0.013 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.143 0.023 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.163 0.026 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.036 0.044 0.409
Race: Native American −0.054 0.068 0.429
Race: Mixed −0.066 0.046 0.154
Race: Other −0.092 0.050 0.066
Race: Middle Eastern −0.514 0.193 0.008 **
Income: 10k - 20k −0.031 0.037 0.409
Income: 20k - 30k −0.068 0.035 0.054
Income: 30k - 40k −0.039 0.035 0.267
Income: 40k - 50k −0.099 0.036 0.006 **
Income: 50k - 60k −0.056 0.036 0.124
Income: 60k - 70k −0.039 0.038 0.311
Income: 70k - 80k −0.035 0.038 0.349
Income: 80k - 100k −0.026 0.037 0.476
Income: 100k - 120k 0.046 0.039 0.238
Income: 120k - 150k 0.025 0.040 0.536
Income: 150k+ 0.096 0.040 0.016 *
Income: Prefer not to say −0.146 0.036 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.050 0.039 0.195
Education: Some College −0.166 0.039 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.112 0.042 0.007 **
Education: 4-Year −0.245 0.040 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.324 0.042 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.231 0.032 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.676 0.030 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.930 0.033 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.100 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.592 0.040 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.081 0.017 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.351 0.052 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.019 0.082 0.818
Religion: Jewish 0.237 0.039 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.090 0.093 0.335
Religion: Buddhist −0.238 0.079 0.003 **
Religion: Hindu 0.193 0.111 0.082
Religion: Atheist −0.418 0.042 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.266 0.037 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.081 0.021 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.212 0.030 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Ensure oil supply (military) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.038 0.015 0.014 *
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.152 0.020 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.360 0.025 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.074 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.013 0.016 0.417
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.019 0.036 0.588
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.009 0.030 0.766
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Ensure oil supply (military).
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 183, 120; AIC = 170440.342; BIC = 170996.826.

Table 41: Figure 7 model: Protect allies (military) (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.283 0.048 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.039 0.009 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.162 0.019 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.046 0.015 0.002 **
Party ID: Other −0.337 0.029 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.420 0.026 0.000 ***
age 0.010 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.408 0.012 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.424 0.019 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.379 0.021 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.286 0.034 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.119 0.061 0.052
Race: Mixed 0.006 0.037 0.872
Race: Other −0.045 0.046 0.322
Race: Middle Eastern −0.515 0.126 0.000 ***
Income: 10k - 20k 0.160 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.181 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.207 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.217 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.250 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.315 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.257 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.347 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.408 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.482 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.602 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.180 0.029 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Protect allies (military) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: High School Graduate −0.010 0.034 0.769
Education: Some College 0.256 0.034 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.198 0.037 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.233 0.035 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.302 0.037 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.323 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.243 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.395 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 0.381 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −0.257 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.240 0.016 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.076 0.051 0.138
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.722 0.070 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.141 0.037 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −1.064 0.072 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.388 0.056 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.761 0.088 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.052 0.029 0.078
Religion: Agnostic 0.012 0.028 0.672
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.262 0.018 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.118 0.024 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.071 0.015 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.022 0.018 0.240
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.100 0.021 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.006 0.015 0.713
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.027 0.014 0.045 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.103 0.029 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.018 0.023 0.419
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Protect allies (military). Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 183, 120; AIC = 205213.846; BIC = 205770.330.

Table 42: Figure 7 model: Destroy terrorist camps (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.679 0.047 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.013 0.008 0.117
Party ID: Republican 0.396 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.049 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −0.294 0.028 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.270 0.026 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Destroy terrorist camps (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
age 0.014 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.558 0.011 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.376 0.018 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.318 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.208 0.033 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.123 0.058 0.035 *
Race: Mixed −0.052 0.035 0.136
Race: Other −0.021 0.044 0.634
Race: Middle Eastern −0.300 0.127 0.019 *
Income: 10k - 20k 0.157 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.170 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.213 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.256 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.311 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.362 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.340 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.387 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.408 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.509 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.579 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.222 0.029 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate 0.014 0.033 0.665
Education: Some College 0.160 0.034 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.122 0.036 0.001 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.108 0.034 0.002 **
Education: Post-Grad 0.100 0.036 0.006 **
Ideology: Liberal 0.451 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.605 0.019 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.874 0.023 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 0.960 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.167 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.062 0.015 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.071 0.046 0.127
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.297 0.071 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish 0.127 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.737 0.074 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist −0.438 0.054 0.000 ***
Religion: Hindu −0.158 0.089 0.075
Religion: Atheist −0.244 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.128 0.026 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.227 0.017 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.170 0.023 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.014 0.014 0.327
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Figure 7 model: Destroy terrorist camps (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.006 0.017 0.720
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.135 0.020 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.013 0.015 0.372
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.015 0.013 0.248
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.053 0.028 0.055
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.012 0.023 0.605
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Destroy terrorist camps. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 183, 120; AIC = 221111.061; BIC = 221667.545.

4.3 Trade

Table 43: Figure 7 model: Tariffs on steel/aluminum (excl. CAN/MEX) (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.052 0.047 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.035 0.010 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.570 0.020 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.213 0.016 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.058 0.031 0.058
Party ID: Not Sure 0.209 0.029 0.000 ***
age 0.006 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.069 0.012 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.082 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.097 0.021 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.118 0.036 0.001 **
Race: Native American 0.109 0.062 0.079
Race: Mixed 0.027 0.038 0.479
Race: Other 0.076 0.052 0.141
Race: Middle Eastern −0.056 0.147 0.701
Income: 10k - 20k 0.094 0.032 0.003 **
Income: 20k - 30k 0.135 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.143 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.196 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.167 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.161 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.194 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.190 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.142 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.130 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.061 0.034 0.076
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Figure 7 model: Tariffs on steel/aluminum (excl. CAN/MEX) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: Prefer not to say 0.052 0.031 0.092
Education: High School Graduate 0.102 0.032 0.001 **
Education: Some College 0.083 0.033 0.011 *
Education: 2-Year 0.115 0.035 0.001 **
Education: 4-Year −0.071 0.033 0.033 *
Education: Post-Grad −0.267 0.035 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.257 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.587 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.940 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 0.907 0.028 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.308 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.093 0.017 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.169 0.050 0.001 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.015 0.077 0.845
Religion: Jewish −0.128 0.038 0.001 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.015 0.072 0.834
Religion: Buddhist −0.076 0.061 0.217
Religion: Hindu 0.477 0.096 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.397 0.031 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.149 0.028 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.029 0.019 0.125
Religion: Something Else −0.091 0.026 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.003 0.016 0.857
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.089 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.260 0.021 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.038 0.015 0.015 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.069 0.015 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.065 0.029 0.027 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.037 0.025 0.140
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Tariffs on steel/aluminum (excl.
CAN/MEX). Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 136, 924; AIC = 176439.373; BIC = 176979.868.

Table 44: Figure 7 model: Tariffs on steel/aluminum (incl. CAN/MEX) (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.791 0.044 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.068 0.010 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.510 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.226 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.099 0.030 0.001 ***
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Figure 7 model: Tariffs on steel/aluminum (incl. CAN/MEX) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Not Sure 0.183 0.028 0.000 ***
age −0.001 0.000 0.133
Gender: Female 0.017 0.011 0.138
Race: Black 0.458 0.019 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic 0.289 0.019 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.370 0.034 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.178 0.058 0.002 **
Race: Mixed 0.129 0.036 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.327 0.046 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.001 0.142 0.997
Income: 10k - 20k −0.007 0.029 0.815
Income: 20k - 30k −0.055 0.028 0.049 *
Income: 30k - 40k −0.104 0.028 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.116 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.091 0.029 0.002 **
Income: 60k - 70k −0.144 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.083 0.031 0.007 **
Income: 80k - 100k −0.172 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.147 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k −0.183 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.233 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.169 0.028 0.000 ***
Education: High School Graduate −0.050 0.029 0.085
Education: Some College −0.220 0.030 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year −0.190 0.032 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.430 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.618 0.033 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.049 0.022 0.029 *
Ideology: Moderate 0.429 0.021 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.825 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.058 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.463 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.195 0.016 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.304 0.048 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.425 0.071 0.000 ***
Religion: Jewish −0.087 0.039 0.024 *
Religion: Muslim 0.396 0.065 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.043 0.060 0.474
Religion: Hindu 0.605 0.089 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.282 0.032 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.139 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.125 0.018 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.034 0.024 0.152
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Figure 7 model: Tariffs on steel/aluminum (incl. CAN/MEX) (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.074 0.014 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.267 0.018 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.394 0.020 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.053 0.014 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.084 0.014 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.161 0.029 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.088 0.024 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Tariffs on steel/aluminum (incl.
CAN/MEX). Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race,
family income, education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01,
*** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 162, 019; AIC = 199359.191; BIC = 199908.942.

Table 45: Figure 7 model: Tariffs on goods from China (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −1.382 0.045 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.065 0.009 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.958 0.020 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.456 0.015 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.353 0.029 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.304 0.028 0.000 ***
age 0.011 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.023 0.012 0.052
Race: Black 0.051 0.019 0.007 **
Race: Hispanic 0.089 0.020 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.055 0.034 0.110
Race: Native American 0.213 0.061 0.001 ***
Race: Mixed 0.082 0.036 0.022 *
Race: Other 0.365 0.049 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.204 0.141 0.147
Income: 10k - 20k 0.130 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.113 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.161 0.029 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.151 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.158 0.030 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.166 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.226 0.032 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.208 0.031 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.189 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.180 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ 0.077 0.033 0.020 *
Income: Prefer not to say 0.164 0.029 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Tariffs on goods from China (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Education: High School Graduate 0.176 0.031 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.149 0.032 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.171 0.034 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year −0.052 0.032 0.102
Education: Post-Grad −0.290 0.034 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.133 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.569 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.318 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.592 0.029 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.363 0.028 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.159 0.017 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.313 0.050 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.218 0.076 0.004 **
Religion: Jewish −0.238 0.037 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.141 0.066 0.033 *
Religion: Buddhist −0.147 0.058 0.012 *
Religion: Hindu 0.513 0.091 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.407 0.029 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.132 0.027 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.013 0.018 0.459
Religion: Something Else −0.033 0.025 0.183
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.033 0.015 0.029 *
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.178 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.340 0.020 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.110 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.104 0.014 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.147 0.028 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.080 0.023 0.001 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Tariffs on goods from China.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 162, 246; AIC = 190077.985; BIC = 190627.813.

4.4 Gun Policy

Table 46: Figure 7 model: Assault weapons ban (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 0.838 0.037 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.133 0.009 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −1.196 0.014 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −1.031 0.012 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Assault weapons ban (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Other −1.626 0.023 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.890 0.021 0.000 ***
age 0.023 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.916 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.352 0.017 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.073 0.016 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.597 0.030 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.564 0.045 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed −0.171 0.028 0.000 ***
Race: Other −0.625 0.036 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.113 0.107 0.294
Income: 10k - 20k 0.172 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.127 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.132 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.082 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.086 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.075 0.025 0.003 **
Income: 70k - 80k 0.013 0.025 0.608
Income: 80k - 100k 0.061 0.024 0.013 *
Income: 100k - 120k −0.001 0.026 0.980
Income: 120k - 150k −0.003 0.027 0.915
Income: 150k+ 0.010 0.027 0.708
Income: Prefer not to say −0.094 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped 1.049 1.019 0.303
Education: High School Graduate 0.167 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: Some College −0.009 0.024 0.706
Education: 2-Year 0.034 0.026 0.193
Education: 4-Year 0.242 0.025 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad 0.347 0.027 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal −0.377 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate −1.056 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.933 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.470 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.232 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.073 0.012 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.139 0.035 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.091 0.056 0.103
Religion: Jewish 0.365 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.091 0.057 0.111
Religion: Buddhist −0.021 0.050 0.680
Religion: Hindu 0.474 0.088 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist 0.088 0.025 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.034 0.023 0.139
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Figure 7 model: Assault weapons ban (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.117 0.014 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else −0.201 0.019 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.017 0.011 0.127
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.043 0.014 0.003 **
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.189 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.074 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.105 0.012 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.101 0.023 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure 0.058 0.018 0.001 **
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Assault weapons ban. Mod-
els include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 330, 219; AIC = 331823.813; BIC = 332423.434.

Table 47: Figure 7 model: Background checks for all sales (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant 2.664 0.061 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) 0.077 0.018 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican −0.744 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent −0.894 0.023 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other −1.529 0.032 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure −0.859 0.035 0.000 ***
age 0.005 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female 0.974 0.014 0.000 ***
Race: Black 0.025 0.028 0.364
Race: Hispanic −0.217 0.025 0.000 ***
Race: Asian 0.190 0.051 0.000 ***
Race: Native American −0.649 0.056 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed −0.362 0.041 0.000 ***
Race: Other −0.651 0.043 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern 0.178 0.172 0.301
Income: 10k - 20k 0.365 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k 0.445 0.034 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k 0.499 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k 0.471 0.035 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k 0.509 0.036 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k 0.544 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k 0.486 0.038 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k 0.487 0.037 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k 0.448 0.039 0.000 ***
Income: 120k - 150k 0.440 0.041 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Background checks for all sales (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 150k+ 0.468 0.040 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say 0.218 0.033 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped 0.520 1.192 0.663
Education: High School Graduate 0.179 0.035 0.000 ***
Education: Some College 0.076 0.036 0.033 *
Education: 2-Year 0.051 0.039 0.186
Education: 4-Year 0.099 0.037 0.007 **
Education: Post-Grad 0.121 0.040 0.002 **
Ideology: Liberal −0.150 0.044 0.001 ***
Ideology: Moderate −0.713 0.039 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative −1.463 0.040 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative −2.051 0.041 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure −1.030 0.045 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.118 0.019 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon −0.185 0.046 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox −0.170 0.081 0.037 *
Religion: Jewish 0.261 0.055 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.412 0.084 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.015 0.085 0.857
Religion: Hindu 0.108 0.138 0.435
Religion: Atheist 0.161 0.043 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic 0.136 0.038 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.066 0.022 0.002 **
Religion: Something Else −0.108 0.029 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.017 0.017 0.330
Religious importance: Not Too Important 0.050 0.022 0.027 *
Religious importance: Not at All Important 0.090 0.026 0.001 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.107 0.021 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent 0.167 0.021 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other 0.075 0.030 0.012 *
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.064 0.030 0.035 *
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Background checks for all sales.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 270, 215; AIC = 159371.287; BIC = 159959.678.

Table 48: Figure 7 model: Publish gun owner names (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.131 0.038 0.001 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.059 0.007 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.539 0.015 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Publish gun owner names (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Party ID: Independent 0.457 0.012 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 0.650 0.025 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.216 0.021 0.000 ***
age −0.006 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.313 0.009 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.155 0.015 0.000 ***
Race: Hispanic −0.151 0.017 0.000 ***
Race: Asian −0.197 0.029 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.162 0.051 0.002 **
Race: Mixed 0.001 0.030 0.986
Race: Other 0.183 0.039 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.322 0.107 0.003 **
Income: 10k - 20k −0.037 0.025 0.142
Income: 20k - 30k −0.001 0.024 0.982
Income: 30k - 40k 0.007 0.024 0.781
Income: 40k - 50k 0.003 0.025 0.892
Income: 50k - 60k 0.022 0.025 0.378
Income: 60k - 70k 0.031 0.026 0.243
Income: 70k - 80k 0.041 0.026 0.115
Income: 80k - 100k 0.040 0.026 0.117
Income: 100k - 120k 0.024 0.028 0.382
Income: 120k - 150k 0.007 0.028 0.801
Income: 150k+ −0.041 0.028 0.137
Income: Prefer not to say 0.004 0.024 0.873
Income: Skipped −0.498 0.715 0.486
Education: High School Graduate 0.067 0.026 0.011 *
Education: Some College 0.121 0.027 0.000 ***
Education: 2-Year 0.115 0.029 0.000 ***
Education: 4-Year 0.076 0.027 0.005 **
Education: Post-Grad 0.019 0.029 0.514
Ideology: Liberal 0.268 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.584 0.017 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 0.950 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 1.171 0.024 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.454 0.023 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic −0.060 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Mormon 0.055 0.040 0.168
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.004 0.060 0.953
Religion: Jewish −0.202 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim −0.045 0.057 0.425
Religion: Buddhist −0.098 0.047 0.037 *
Religion: Hindu −0.132 0.075 0.079
Religion: Atheist −0.099 0.024 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Publish gun owner names (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Religion: Agnostic 0.013 0.023 0.553
Religion: Nothing in Particular −0.002 0.015 0.890
Religion: Something Else −0.035 0.020 0.086
Religious importance: Somewhat Important 0.008 0.012 0.474
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.041 0.015 0.006 **
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.093 0.017 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican 0.007 0.012 0.550
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.053 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.088 0.025 0.001 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.019 0.018 0.288
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Publish gun owner names.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 228, 447; AIC = 293898.072; BIC = 294477.060.

Table 49: Figure 7 model: Concealed-carry permits (Logit (glm, binomial))

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Constant −0.973 0.035 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) −0.070 0.008 0.000 ***
Party ID: Republican 0.940 0.013 0.000 ***
Party ID: Independent 0.732 0.011 0.000 ***
Party ID: Other 1.152 0.022 0.000 ***
Party ID: Not Sure 0.480 0.020 0.000 ***
age −0.007 0.000 0.000 ***
Gender: Female −0.657 0.008 0.000 ***
Race: Black −0.003 0.015 0.848
Race: Hispanic −0.034 0.015 0.028 *
Race: Asian −0.205 0.028 0.000 ***
Race: Native American 0.531 0.043 0.000 ***
Race: Mixed 0.149 0.027 0.000 ***
Race: Other 0.521 0.034 0.000 ***
Race: Middle Eastern −0.121 0.102 0.238
Income: 10k - 20k −0.187 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 20k - 30k −0.202 0.021 0.000 ***
Income: 30k - 40k −0.254 0.021 0.000 ***
Income: 40k - 50k −0.269 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 50k - 60k −0.258 0.022 0.000 ***
Income: 60k - 70k −0.292 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 70k - 80k −0.258 0.024 0.000 ***
Income: 80k - 100k −0.266 0.023 0.000 ***
Income: 100k - 120k −0.241 0.025 0.000 ***
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Figure 7 model: Concealed-carry permits (Logit (glm, binomial)) (continued)

Term Coefficient Std. Error 𝑝-value Sig.
Income: 120k - 150k −0.295 0.026 0.000 ***
Income: 150k+ −0.286 0.025 0.000 ***
Income: Prefer not to say −0.206 0.021 0.000 ***
Income: Skipped 0.479 0.794 0.546
Education: High School Graduate −0.065 0.023 0.004 **
Education: Some College −0.036 0.023 0.113
Education: 2-Year −0.023 0.025 0.348
Education: 4-Year −0.195 0.024 0.000 ***
Education: Post-Grad −0.297 0.025 0.000 ***
Ideology: Liberal 0.238 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Moderate 0.852 0.018 0.000 ***
Ideology: Conservative 1.558 0.020 0.000 ***
Ideology: Very Conservative 2.051 0.022 0.000 ***
Ideology: Not Sure 0.898 0.023 0.000 ***
Religion: Roman Catholic 0.004 0.012 0.754
Religion: Mormon 0.123 0.033 0.000 ***
Religion: Eastern or Greek Orthodox 0.105 0.054 0.051
Religion: Jewish −0.286 0.030 0.000 ***
Religion: Muslim 0.286 0.051 0.000 ***
Religion: Buddhist 0.011 0.047 0.819
Religion: Hindu 0.276 0.071 0.000 ***
Religion: Atheist −0.232 0.024 0.000 ***
Religion: Agnostic −0.086 0.022 0.000 ***
Religion: Nothing in Particular 0.137 0.013 0.000 ***
Religion: Something Else 0.064 0.018 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Somewhat Important −0.035 0.011 0.001 ***
Religious importance: Not Too Important −0.169 0.014 0.000 ***
Religious importance: Not at All Important −0.329 0.016 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Republican −0.039 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Independent −0.114 0.011 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Other −0.107 0.021 0.000 ***
Density (standardized log) by Party ID: Not Sure −0.077 0.017 0.000 ***
Notes: Source: YouGov Cooperative Election Study. The dependent variable is Concealed-carry permits.
Models include density, party identification, their interaction, and controls for age, gender, race, family income,
education, ideology, religion, and religious importance. Significance: * 𝑝 < 0.05, ** 𝑝 < 0.01, *** 𝑝 < 0.001.
Model fit: 𝑁 = 330, 507; AIC = 363839.908; BIC = 364439.578.
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