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Prior to 1968, the American Presidential Primary was a minor part of the selection process for
Presidential candidates. Political conventions held the real key to gaining a Party's nomination, with
primaries serving only as potential proving ground for unknown candidates or those with suspect elect
ability. Perhaps the most famous example of this was the 1960 West Virginia Democratic Primary,
entered and won by John F. Kennedy in an attempt to demonstrate his electability as a Catholic
candidate to the Democratic party bosses. All told, only 14 states plus the District of Columbia even
held Democratic Presidential primaries during that 1960 campaign, and the nomination was again
decided at that year's Democratic National Convention.

As aresult of the of the McGovern-Fraser Commission, the Presidential Primary has become
increasingly important in the selection of the Presidential candidates for both the Republican and
Democratic Parties. Pledging a state's nominating delegates to the winner of a state primary has greatly
altered the mechanism by which candidates are chosen. While prior primaries might be likened to
letters of recommendation for candidates, influential but not binding, the new system made winning
enough pledged delegates prior to the convention the sole focus of prospective nominees.

While turnout in general elections has been well studied, relatively little attention has been paid
to turnout in primary elections. With the exception of a handful of increasingly important early
contests, in states like New Hampshire and South Carolina, the majority of primaries are uncompetitive
affairs, despite their mathematical importance for securing the required number of pledged delegates
necessary for a nomination. This is even more true in the case of an incumbent president running for
re-election. With the exception of Jimmy Carter in 1980 and Gerald Ford in 1976, no incumbent

president in the post-McGovern Commission era has faced more than token competition in his party's



nominating primaries. One of the most extreme examples of this incumbent advantage in primaries
may be Richard Nixon's triumph in 1972, in which he won 1323 of 1324 potential delegates going into
the Republican National Convention. Nixon won 86.92% of the votes cast in that year's Republican
primaries and caucus, an impressive margin of victory but hardly the largest rout in primary history.
The 1972 campaign almost looks competitive compared to the 1984 Republican Primaries, in which
incumbent President Ronald Reagan won an astounding 98.78% of the vote. By comparison, Cuban
President Fidel Castro most recently won reelection in 2008 with “only” 98.26% of the possible vote.

Despite their obviously uncompetitive nature, presidential primaries in the United States do
turnout a small but dedicated group of voters who make the decision to participate. For example,
during Richard Nixon's aforementioned 1972 primary landslide victory he garnered over 5.3 million
votes. Similarly, Ronald Reagan's 1984 renomination was the result of over 6.4 million votes cast in
the Republican Primaries alone. These two examples are extreme in the sense that they represent two
popular incumbent presidents. Yet even in competitive primary years a large portion of the votes are
cast after all candidates except the presumptive nominee have withdrawn from the campaign, having
defeated his opponents in handful of early races.

If most primary contests could be better characterized as coronations than actual elections, why
do so many millions still make the costly choice to participate? This paper is an attempt to examine

what demographic and political factors influence the decision to turnout in these unique contests.
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The study of primary voters has revolved primarily around the question of whether or not these
voters are representative of a larger group. That larger group could be the members of their specific
political party, those who identify with certain political views, or of the electorate at large. V.O. Key, Jr
(1956) argued that primary voters are not representative of the party at large, and therefore the

primaries of the single party dominated state politics of the American South could skew results and



create only the illusion of popular rule. Ranney (1972, 1977) found that primary voters have higher
socioeconomic status and a greater interest in politics than non-voters. Lengle (1981) expanded upon
this with an analysis of 1968 and 1972 Democratic primary voters which showed a greater degree of
liberalism and political participation among primary participants.

On the opposite side of this debate are studies by Geer (1986) and Bartels (1988). Geer argues
that the important comparison is between primary voters and what he calls the party following. That is,
citizens who express a preference or allegiance to a given political party, though they may not
necessarily be registered as members of said party. Geer's findings make the case that primary voters
and party followers are not two disparate groups.

Adding to these findings, Bartels compares primary voters and party identifiers in the 1980
Presidential election cycle and finds little difference between them in measures of policy preferences
and demographics. However, Bartel's findings are a result of comparing primary voters to all party
identifiers, a grouping which includes those same primary voters. Its possible that a comparison which
separates the groups would prove that disparities between primary voters and all party identifiers are
larger than indicated, which would lend support to the previous work indicating primary voters are
unrepresentative of the larger electorate.

On the subject of primary turnout itself, Green and Shachar (2000) have suggested that the
choice to participate may be influenced by personal political habits. Their study attempts to show how
a citizen's political consuetude can account for turnout differences in voters who share politically
relevant demographics. Kenney and Rice (1985) also focus on turnout in political primaries, though
their focus is on aggregate turnout as relationship to the level of campaign spending by candidates in a

given state.
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Data for this paper comes from the American National Election Study, specifically the election



year surveys conducted during the 1972, 1976, 1980, 1988 and 1992 Presidential election cycles. As
part of the surveys for these years NES researchers determined which respondents lived in states which
held Presidential Primaries. Those respondents who lived in these states were then asked if they were
eligible to participate in the primary, and if so, if they choose to vote and for whom. Residents who
were not registered or eligible to vote for in their state's primary were excluded from being mentioned
for this variable. Residents of states which held presidential caucuses or states which did not hold a
presidential primary in a given year were also not included in this group, with the exception of 1988, in
which respondents from states with a Presidential Caucus were asked about their participation.
Registration status and voting behavior was validated by the National Election Study, eliminating
common concerns about over reporting of turnout by respondents. This is especially important given
that the subject of analysis is primaries, which are historically low turnout contests where even a small
percentage of over reporting could greatly skew the survey results.

The nature of this data gives several advantages and a few limitations for this analysis. The fact
that only respondents who were eligible and registered to vote in a primary alleviates concerns about
including respondents who were not really potential primary voters. In other words, all the respondents
in this sample had an opportunity to participate in a presidential primary, so we need not worry about
ineligible voters biasing the sample.

The disadvantage to this data is that it makes generalizing to a larger population difficult. NES
respondents are likely more politically active or interested than the average citizen, and the fact that all
members of this subsample were eligible to vote in a primary may indicate a underlying bias in the
sample. In short, this data gives us the opportunity for analysis with strong internal validity but
questionable external validity.

Using this data set with its selected criteria gives us a sample with 11,092 unique observations.
Broken down by year, the data set gives 2705, 2248, 1614, 2040, and 2485 observations for the years

1972, 1976, 1980, 1988 and 1992 respectively. There were 1648 total respondents who voted in a



Democratic Presidential Primaries, 1072 who voted in a Republican Presidential Primaries, 86 who
voted for third party candidates, and 8236 respondents who had the opportunity but did not participate
in any presidential primary, for a total presidential primary turnout rate of 25.7%.

The NES also includes validated data on turnout in the general elections. Of the respondents in
this sample, 6993 voted in the general election for the year of their study. The remaining 4099
respondents did not participate in the general election, for a total general election turnout rate of 63.3%.

In addition to primary and general election turnout data, the NES provides information on the
demographics, beliefs and political preferences of respondents, which were used in cross tabulation and

logit model analysis of primary voter turnout.
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My first goal was to compare primary voters and general election voters in order to ascertain
any unique divisions or characteristics of these groups. I was especially interested in the subgroup of
respondents who made the choice to vote in a primary election but then later choose not to turnout in
the general election. What would motivate a citizen to participate in a low turnout, low intensity
elections but not participate in what has been historically the highest turnout election in American
politics, the general Presidential election? One could imagine explanations of voters becoming
disengaged over the course of the regular campaign. This seems especially true of voters on the more
extreme ends of the the ideological spectrum, who may have been enticed to vote in the primaries in
support of non-mainstream candidates and then later refused to vote for more centrist candidates in the
general election.

Upon examination, it was revealed that 449 of 2856 respondents, or 15.7% of primary voters, fit
into this category. The remaining 84.3% of primary voters also participated in the general election,
though their loyalty to their party was lower than what might be expected, at least in their Presidential

vote choice.



From the data it is clear that primary voters are, for the most part, a subset of general election
voters, and not a completely unique group. That is to say, those who make the decision to participate in
primaries will overwhelmingly choose to vote in general elections as well. Knowing this, the natural
next question is: what are the differences between voters who participate in both primaries and general
elections and voters who choose only to vote in general elections?
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My first goal was to compare primary voters, general election voters, and non voters in a
number of demographic and political categories. The NES asks respondents to rate themselves their
partisanship on a 7 point scale. Scores of 1 correspond to “Strong Democrat” and scores of 7 with
“Strong Republican”. Weak Republicans and Democrats are coded 6 and 2 respectively. Independents
are coded 3, 4 and 5, with 4 being the code for pure independents and 3 and 5 the coding for
independents who lean toward the Democratic or Republican Parties.

Table 1 shows the mean values for this partisanship score broken down by primary election
voting behavior. As might be expected, the average Democratic primary voter considers him or herself
a Weak Democrat, with a score of 2.17. The average Republican Primary voter rates as a 5.89,
indicating a lesser level of partisan identification among Republicans compared to democrats. Non
voters are almost directly on the overall average, with a score of 3.68 compared to a sample average of
3.66.

In terms of distance from the sample mean, Democratic primary voters are closer, with a
distance of .96 compared to 2.17 for Republicans. The overall numbers indicate a sample skew

towards the Democratic side of the spectrum.
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A series of logit regressions was used to determine which factors distinguished primary voters

from non-primary voters who voted in the general election. For this analysis, the dependent variable is



whether or not a respondent voted in a presidential primary election. This variable is coded 0 for those
who did not vote and 1 for those who did. After running my logit model, I ran a marginal effects
function in order to determine the effect of each variable in the model on the likelihood of primary
election turnout.

Four different subsets were made for the this logit analysis. The first two were based on which
political party respondents reported to identify with most closely. I reason that the most likely source
of participation in a party's presidential primary is from voters who identify with that party. The NES
codes a variable for this identification based on a respondent's 7 point partisanship. Respondents with
codes of 1-3 are included in the Democratic identifiers group, those coded 5-7 are included in the
Republican identifiers group, and pure independents, who refused to identify with either party, are
excluded.

The other two subsets of respondents are based on general election voting behavior, specifically
a respondent's vote for President in the general election of their given year. One group was made up of
respondents who reported voting for the Democratic Presidential Candidate in the general election, and
the other had respondents who voted for the Republican Presidential Candidate. The purpose of these
groupings was to compare the demographic and political characteristics of voters and determine which
factors made them more likely to have participated in the early primary election. My goal was to
determine if primary voters are unrepresentative of the majority of their party's general election voters,
or if in fact general election voters are not substantively different from the handful of primary voters
who make the choice as to which candidates will stand in the general election.

For each of these four subsets of respondents I ran logit regressions for individual years. While
separating the groups by year lowers the number of observations in each model, my aim was to account
for individual year effects and avoid confounding factors which may have been present in a combined
model. Given the unique political atmosphere of each of these five election cycles I felt it a better

choice not to combine years.



Finally, after running each logit model I determined the marginal effects of the variables in
question on primary election turnout. The marginal effect of each variable is determined by holding all
other variables constant at their sample mean and then determining the percentage change in the
probability of voting by changing the variable in question. These marginal effects results are listed
with their standard errors in tables 2, 3, 4, and 5.
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A range of demographic variables were utilized in these logit models. Specifically, I included a
measure of partisanship, ideological identification, age, educational attainment, gender, a simplified
race variable, income by quintile, and a measure for urbanism.

Partisanship is measured using the 7 point partisanship score mentioned previously. It ranges
from 1 to 7. Ideological identification is measured using the same 7 point scale as mentioned before,
with 1 corresponding to a report of “very liberal” and 7 corresponding with “very conservative”. While
there is a link between partisanship and ideology, I include both as I am interested in any specific
effects of one or the other on turnout. I predict that partisanship will have a larger effect on the
decision to turnout in primary elections.

Education attainment is coded on a 4 step scale. High school graduates are coded 0, those with
some college experience 1, college graduates coded 2, and those with particularization education coded
as 3.

I included a for urbanism, ranging from 0-2. Residents of large cities are coded 0, suburban and
smaller city residents coded 1, and rural respondents coded 2.

Because of the nature of the NES sample, which is overwhelmingly Caucasian, it was necessary
to create a simplified dummy variable for race. In this case, white respondents are coded as 0 and non-
whites are coded as 1. A dummy variable for southern respondents was also included, coded 1 for
those respondents who live in the South. This was included because of the unique political legacy of

the South, both in terms of voter participation and the role of the primary in the historically single party



dominated region.

The family income variable ranges from 0-4 and is broken down by percentile groupings. The
groupings by correspond the 0-16, 17-33, 34-67, 68-95 and 96-100 percentiles. This variable is coded
by the NES by first asking the respondent what their range of family income is in actual dollar
amounts, and then coding the response into the appropriate category given the family income percentile
breakdown of the year in question.
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Among party identifiers, significant marginal effects on primary turnout are strongest on
the 7 point partisanship variable. The only exception to this if the 1980 Republican identifiers model,
in which barely fails significance at the p<.05 level. I suspect this is partially due to the limited number
of observations in this model, numbering only 359 as compared to a minimum of 558 observations in
every other year. The other nine models all show statistical significance for this variable at at least a a
p<.05 level, and several at a p<.01 level. Substantively, the effect ranges from -.05 to -.137 for the
Democratic identifiers, indicating that each additional level of increasingly Republican partisanship
decreases the likelihood of participation between 5% and 13.7%. There is no reliable pattern of this
effect either growing or shrinking over time, with the average marginal effect approximately 10% for
these five election cycles.

On the Republican side, the significant variables range from .043 to an astounding .299 in 1992.
Excluding the 1980 model, which lacks significance, there is definite up tick over time in the effect of
this variable, indicating and increasing correlation between identification as a Republican and the
decision to participate in a Primary election.

After Partisanship, the most significant variable in these models was respondent age. Age was
statistically significant for Republican identifiers in all year and for Democratic identifiers in 1980,

1988 and 1992. The substantive effect is understandably small, given the units being used and the



range of the variable, from a minimum of 18 to a maximum of 95.

On the Democratic side, becomes increasingly important over these five elections. Starting in
1972 the marginal effect was just .000581 and statistically insignificant. Its size and significance has
increased in each subsequent year, until it reaches .0075 in 1992. However, the substantive value of
age is much higher among Republican identifiers, especially in later elections. In 1988 the marginal
effect of age among Republicans was nearly 7 times the effect among Democrats, .033 compared to .
0054, and in 1992 it was double the effect, .0159 compared to .007.

Besides age and partisanship, no variable shows a consistent pattern of meaningful marginal
effects. Among Democrats, Educational attainment is significant in three of five elections, while
family income is significant in 1988 and 1992. The variable for southern respondents is significant and
negative in 1972, but loses its significance and changes sign in subsequent elections.

Among the Republican identifiers, family income is significant in three years and shows and
overall increasing importance in those years, starting with a marginal coefficient of .035 in 1972 and
increasing to a marginal effect of .165 in 1988.
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Similar marginal effects exist among the subgroups of voters. Interestingly, Partisanship is not
as significant a factor in primary turnout for Democratic voters across the five elections, failing
significance in 1972 and 1980. In the other three elections, however, it is highly significant. This is
especially interesting considering that these three elections, 1976, 1988 and 1992, all follow a rout by
the Republicans in the prior Presidential election. A possible explanation could point to a demoralized
Democratic base of voters, where only the most dedicated to the party are willing to try again after a
humbling loss.

On the Republican side, Partisanship is highly significant in all five election cycles. One of the
interesting results it that its effect is smallest in the two elections in which Republicans fielded a strong

incumbent President for re-election, 1972 and 1992. The effect in these years is roughly half of what it



is in the other three years, in which their was serious competition for the nomination process. I would
have expected the opposite to be true, that partisans loyalty as a contributing factor would be highest in
years where the incumbent sails to victory and voters otherwise have no real incentive to participate in
a meaningless primary campaign.

Interestingly, unlike with party identifiers, ideological identification among voters is now
significant in a number of years, three out of five on for Republicans and two out of five for
Democrats. For Democrats the results average approximately .05 in their three significant year,
indicating that each additional degree of liberalism among the average Democratic voter correlates with
a 5% increase in the possibility of voting in a primary election. On the Republican side the effect is
slightly stronger in the opposite direction in the two significant years, 1980 and 1992, which have
marginal effects of -.07 and -.06 respectively.

Respondent age is again significant, but not as strongly among voters as it is among identifiers.
Among Democrats only 1980 and 1992 have significant coefficients, and among Republicans only
1976, 1980 and 1988. The marginal effect is less than among identifiers as well. For example, an
increase in 10 years of age among Republican identifiers in 1980 would increase the chance of voting
by approximately 6%, compared to a 3% increase among Republican Voters.

Family income has a significant effect in 1976 among Democratic voters and in 1972 and 1980
among Republicans. As was the case among party identifiers, the remaining variables show few signs
of having a significant effect. The variable Ruralism is twice significant among Republican Voters, in
1988 and 1992 but the signs of the effects are in opposite directions.

One interesting finding is the variable for non-white respondents. While it is significant only
twice for Democrats and never for Republicans, the signs are perhaps the opposite of what may be
expected. Democratic voters who are non-white are less likely to vote in a primary, but Republican
non-whites are, with the exception of 1988, more likely than the average white Republican voter.

Given the minority of non-white Republicans, I suspect this may point to the fact that those non-White



Republicans are especially dedicated to their party, having made the low probability choice to join or
support that party in the first place.
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The results of these models indicate that partisan identification is the most significant indicator
of the choice to vote in a Presidential primary. This is true on both for both Democratic and
Republican identifiers and those who actually turnout in the later general elections. Following
Partisanship is Age, with a significant effect which appears to be growing over the course of these five

elections. Significant among voters but not among identifiers is ideological identification.
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This research is a potential first step into a larger study of primary voting. It is limited by
several factors. The time frame in particular is a limiting factor, as no data on primary turnout was
available for years after the 1992 election cycle. I believe that data on later years would be greatly
valuable to the study of the evolution of the primary process and who chooses to participate in it, given
the increasing emphasis put on primary elections and especially in light of the record excitement and
turnout generated by the 2008 presidential primary races.

Another limiting factor was the fact that the data here are limited to presidential primaries and
general elections only. While these are certainly important elections, it would be even more interesting
to see the characteristics of voters who choose to turn out for even less publicized primaries, such as
those for US Senators, Representatives, Governors and other, less prominent races. While I suspect
that turnout characteristics in these elections will be similar to those in presidential primaries, analysis

is not possible with this set of data.
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Primary participation by 7 Point Partisanship score — All years

Primary Vote

Mean S.D. N
Dem 217 1.37 1694
Rep 5.83 1.36 1072
other 3.82 1.49 82
none 3.68 1.93 8042
Total 3.66 2.01 10890
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Marginal Effects of Independent Variables on Logit Estimates: All Republican Identifiers

Dependent Variable: Turnout in Primary Election

1972 1976 1980 1988 1992

Age 0.00187*  0.00369**  0.00627***  0.0336***  0.0159**
(0.000947)  (0.00126)  (0.00162)  (0.00564)  (0.00507)

Family Income (0-4)  0.0335* -0.000767 0.0489% 0.165* 0.136
(0.0146) (0.0163) (0.0207) (0.0752) (0.0733)

Education (0-4) -0.0114 0.0247 0.0684* 0.0652 0.233*
(0.0179) (0.0225) (0.0310) (0.108) (0.103)

Non-White (0-1) 0.248 - -0.111 2.317* 0.826
(0.162) (0.210) (1.080) (0.629)

Southern (0-1) -0.0140 -0.0192 -0.0118 0.454* -0.0440
(0.0405) (0.0574) (0.0634) (0.228) (0.198)

Ruralism (0-2) 0.0339 0.0250 0.0333 -0.256 0.255*
(0.0213) (0.0283) (0.0371) (0.139) (0.129)
7 pt Partisanship (1-7)  0.0430* 0.0910%* 0.0622 0.256* 0.299%
(0.0204) (0.0276) (0.0361) (0.115) (0.110)

7 pt Liberalism (1-7)  0.0135 -0.000358 0.00102 0.255%* 0.0202

(0.0136) (0.0188) (0.0247) (0.0880) (0.0801)
N 585 558 359 601 665
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses

% p<0.05 #% p<0.01  *** p<0.001
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Marginal Effects of Independent Variables on Logit Estimates: All Democratic Identifiers
Dependent Variable: Turnout in Primary Election
Age 0.000581 0.00122 0.00442***  (0.00543***  (.00755%**
(0.000788)  (0.00119)  (0.00133)  (0.00150)  (0.00115)

Family Income (0-4)  0.0164 0.0266 0.0254 0.0563**  0.0453**
(0.0108) (0.0163) (0.0176) (0.0190) (0.0155)

Education (0-4) 0.0128  0.0732%**  0.0221 0.117%%%  0.0502*
(0.0139) (0.0220) (0.0270) (0.0283) (0.0217)

Non-White (0-1) -0.0504 -0.0935 -0.0940 0.0322 -0.0144
(0.0312) (0.0511) (0.0611) (0.0633) (0.0487)

Southern (0-1) -0.0780%*  -0.0179 0.0638 0.0553 0.00231
(0.0248) (0.0464) (0.0515) (0.0551) (0.0436)

Ruralism (0-2) -0.0113 -0.0558* -0.0276 -0.0687 0.0320
(0.0157) (0.0252) (0.0307) (0.0351) (0.0241)

7 pt Partisanship (1-7)  -0.0543**  -0.101**%*  _0.0898**  -0.137%**  _0.0712%*
(0.0169) (0.0268) (0.0310) (0.0308) (0.0233)

7 pt Liberalism (1-7)  -0.000342  0.000855 -0.0187 -0.0121 -0.0261
(0.00988)  (0.0150) (0.0162) (0.0174) (0.0137)

N 751 681 485 540 762
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses

*p<0.05 #%p<0.01  *F* p<0.001
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Marginal Effects of Independent Variables on Logit Estimates: All Democratic Voters

Dependent Variable: Turnout in Primary Election

1972 1976 1980 1988
Age 0.00192  -0.000744  0.00462*  0.00290
(0.00134)  (0.00145)  (0.00182)  (0.00155)

Family Income (0-4)  0.0150 0.0391* 0.0118 0.0329
(0.0193) (0.0188) (0.0236) (0.0198)

Education (0-4) 0.0105 0.0480 -0.0179 0.0680*
(0.0235) (0.0261) (0.0354) (0.0287)

Non-White (0-1) -0.120% -0.0678 -0.184% -0.0327
(0.0519) (0.0727)  (0.0848) (0.0714)

Southern (0-1) 0.000103 -0.0529 0.0937 0.125%
(0.0573) (0.0560)  (0.0651) (0.0577)

Ruralism (0-2) -0.0113 -0.0679* -0.0314 -0.0682
(0.0269) (0.0299) (0.0387) (0.0378)

7 pt Partisanship (1-7)  -0.0114  -0.0784*** 00165  -0.0915%**
(0.0154) (0.0166)  (0.0217) (0.0173)

7 pt Liberalism (1-7)  0.0548**  0.0565%* 0.0175 0.0419%
(0.0168) (0.0194)  (0.0207) (0.0198)

N 449 551 323 451
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses

*p<0.05 #% <001 *** p<0.001"

1992
0.00576%**
(0.00131)

0.0219
(0.0178)

0.00286
(0.0251)

-0.0587
(0.0550)

0.0414
(0.0498)

0.0126
(0.0283)

-0.0422%%
(0.0150)

0.0245
(0.0162)

639
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Marginal Effects of Independent Variables on Logit Estimates: All Republican Voters

Dependent Variable: Turnout in Primary Election

1972 1976 1980 1988 1992
Age 0.000942  0.00330%*  0.00388* 0.00668***  0.00217
(0.000597)  (0.00126)  (0.00157) (0.00141)  (0.00137)

Family Income (0-4)  0.0218* -0.0177  0.0537**  0.0208  0.0195
(0.00916)  (0.0161)  (0.0204)  (0.0185)  (0.0197)

Education (0-4) -0.0194  -0.00309 0.0455  -0.0451  0.0469
(0.0113)  (0.0225)  (0.0297)  (0.0269)  (0.0272)

Non-White (0-1) 0.190 0.0956  -0.0668  0.0495
(0.141) (0.291)  (0.194)  (0.197)
Southern (0-1) -0.00430  0.00125 -0.0398  0.127*  -0.0630

(0.0259)  (0.0567)  (0.0589)  (0.0589)  (0.0514)

Ruralism (0-2) 0.0169 0.0328 0.0441  -0.0857*  0.0986**
(0.0133)  (0.0278)  (0.0367)  (0.0356)  (0.0336)

7 pt Partisanship (1-7) 0.0424%%%  0.100%*%*  0,0993%*% (. 12]***  (.0508**
(0.00573)  (0.0145)  (0.0180)  (0.0191)  (0.0171)

7 pt Liberalism (1-7)  -0.00589  -0.0316  -0.0774**  0.000452  -0.0625**
(0.00857)  (0.0188)  (0.0250)  (0.0221)  (0.0217)

N 776 570 378 524 509
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses

#p<0.05 #% <001 *** p<0.001"
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