APPENDIX

Table Al: Policy Issue Items Used to Generate Economic and Social Liberalism Scales

Raw  Range Liberal Position (pre-input

N <$10K >$150K

N <$10K >$150K F

Economic Policy Liberalism (2000)
Inheritance tax should be cut (Q113a & Q113b) 18292 0 1 63% 75% 14.79
Should spend on health care for uninsured (Q111b) 55549 0 3 80% 61% 100.93
Should spend on Medicare (Q111g) 24501 0 3 81% 57% 60.09
Favor universal health care for children (Q91d) 29,084 0 1 91% 76% 54.29
Should spend on Medicaid (Q111h) 24317 0 3 73%  47% 67.93
Should reduce income differences (Q136e) 23758 0 1 69% 26% 156.76
Should spend on aid to mothers with young children (Q111e) 24,055 0 3 66% 43% 46.54

Social Policy Liberalism (2000)

Favor restricting abortion (Q91b & Q38c) 54,876 0 1 58% 78% 84.93
Should ban abortion (Q136a) 24010 0 1 66% 88% 68.07
Favor death penalty (Q268b) 29496 0 1 35% 25% 26.67
Favor gays in the military (Q268c) 27955 0 1 56% 66% 6.67
Should stop job discrimination against gays (Q110a) 54,767 0 3 52% 37% 15.28
Should allow school prayer (Q136d) 24139 0 1 2% 59% 96.81
Economic Policy Liberalism (2004)
Favor Eliminating Estate Tax (Q48 & Q74 & Q75) 13,637 0 1 65% 70% 3.14
Favor Spending More on Health Insurance (Q38) 19,662 0 3 8% 65% 48.92
Favor Health Insurance for Children (Q62 & Q77) 19,569 0 1 92% 75% 36.31
Favor Health Insurance for Workers (Q63 & Q78) 18,650 0 1 83% 65% 41.81
Favor Assistance to schools (Q35) 28,317 0 3 7% 67% 21.98
Should reduce income differences (Q22) 35,149 0 3 48% 27% 110.58
Social Policy Liberalism (2004)
Favor banning all abortions (Q20) 56,919 0 3 42% 60% 101.22
Favor banning all late-term abortions (Q25 & Q26) 22,040 0 3 38% 38% 4.77
Favor stem cell funding (Q65 & Q66 & Q83 & Q84) 16,076 0 1 67% 77% 8.88
Favor marriage ammendment (Q17) 55,717 0 3 43% 45% 18.10
Favor allowing same sex marriage (Q656 & Q 657) 17,052 0 3 18% 27% 37.28
Favor gun control (Q32) 31,281 0 3 69% 62% 13.57

Note: Descriptive statistics from datasets prior to imputing for missing values. Income group
responses indicate the percent of each income group selecting the most liberal response option for
each item. F statistics drawn from one-way ANOVA tests across all nine income categories. F
statistics for each question are significant at p<.05

Table 2A. Within-Party Income Group Effects on State Party Policy Positions

Part A



Dem Partisans’

Predicting State Democratic Party Economic Issues

Preferences (1) (2) (3) (4)
Low Income 0.387 -0.620
(0.463) (0.620)
Middle Income 0.865*** 0.702
(0.302) (0.507)
High Income 1.198*** 0.906**
(0.281) (0.355)
Constant 0.481*** 0.376*** 0.273*** 0.350**
(0.132) (0.078) (0.077) (0.138)
Observations 47 47 47 47
Adj R? -0.00655 0.136 0.273 0.271
Part B
Repub Partisans’ Predicting State Republican Party Economic Issues
Preferences (1) (2) (3) (4)
Low Income 0.852*** 0.350
(0.269) (0.298)
Middle Income 0.997*** -0.178
(0.300) (0.419)
High Income 1.290*** 1.220***
(0.251) (0.373)
Constant -0.540*** -0.322*** -0.046 -0.095
(0.042) (0.098) (0.117) (0.125)
Observations 47 47 47 47
Adj R? 0.164 0.179 0.357 0.348

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



Table 2A (continued). Within Party Income Group Effects on State Party Policy

Positions
Part C
Dem Partisans’ Predicting State Democratic Party Social Issues
Preferences (1) (2) (3) (4)
Low Income 1.632*** -0.159
(0.209) (0.401)
Middle Income 1.704*** -0.014
(0.159) (0.662)
High Income 1.867*** 2.017***
(0.143) (0.536)
Constant 0.255*** -0.008 -0.366*** -0.408***
(0.0460) (0.053) (0.069) (0.114)
Observations 47 47 47 47
Adj R? 0.565 0.712 0.785 0.777
Part D
Repub Partisans’ Predicting State Republican Party Social Issues
Preferences (1) (2) (3) (4)
Low Income 1.612*** 0.098
(0.232) (0.445)
Middle Income 1.326*** 1.288***
(0.144) (0.420)
High Income 1.132%** -0.0248
(0.150) (0.378)
Constant -0.027 -0.130** -0.287*** -0.114
(0.090) (0.058) (0.051) (0.094)
Observations 47 47 47 47
Adj R? 0.507 0.646 0.550 0.630

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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