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Substantive Divergence: The Meaning of
Public Opinion on Government Spending
in Red and Blue
Katherine Krimmel and Kelly Rader

We examine the substantive meaning of public opinion on government spending using open-ended data from an original survey.
Belying the conventional wisdom on this subject, we find that public opinion on government spending is not reducible to views on
social welfare programs. While most people do have specific associations with spending, in the aggregate, public associations span a
wide range of government functions. Balance does not necessarily mean harmony, however.We find strong evidence of what we call
substantive divergence along party lines in this area—when they think about spending, Republicans and Democrats envision
different bundles of goods and services, on average. This is true even for opposing partisans with the same overall assessment of
spending (e.g., those who say government spends too much). These findings bring fiscal conflict into sharper relief and also have
broader implications for the conceptualization and measurement of differences across parties, as well as other political cleavages.

F
iscal conflict is a hallmark of twenty-first century
American politics. While the populist movement
against spending that developed in the wake of the

Great Recession and inauguration of Barack Obama has
become a symbol of contemporary fiscal conservatism,
public concern about government spending extends well
beyond the Tea Party. Asked by Gallup in 2019 how
much they “personally worry” about federal spending and
the deficit, 50% of respondents said a “great deal” and
30% said a “fair amount.”1 Many people favor spending
cuts to address these worries. In every Cooperative Con-
gressional Election Study (CCES) since 2008, large super-
majorities have said that cutting spending is the most
appropriate way for Congress to balance the budget.2

And in 2016, 65% of respondents in the General Social

Survey (GSS) supported cuts in government spending
even when the question did not mention debt or the
deficit.
This may seem like a clear signal—many Americans are

anxious about government spending and want their rep-
resentatives in Congress to reduce it. But what exactly do
they mean by this? Conceptually, government spending is
abstract; and empirically, it encompasses many things.
When people think about government, and especially
when they think about its scope—as questions about
government spending ask them to do—what comes to
mind?What do they think is at stake in raising or lowering
spending?
Oddly, we know little about this. The field of American

political development (APD) has dedicated thoughtful
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attention to notions of the “state,” but typically from an
institutional perspective. And while public opinion
research has identified many predictors of opinion on
spending, it has not addressed the substance of such views.
We know a lot about what makes people more or less likely
to say government spends too much, but little about what
they mean when they say this.
The one existing study on this subject argues that

opinion on government spending is really opinion on
social welfare spending (Jacoby 1994). But this claim rests
on shaky methodological grounds. Because the spending
question in this analysis cues social welfare spending, it is
impossible to infer with confidence that public views on
spending are actually just views on social welfare programs.
This claim is also theoretically suspect. In a nation as large
and diverse as the United States, it is unlikely that any one
type of spending dominates public thinking on govern-
ment spending in general. And in this era of hyperpartisan-
ship, it is especially unlikely that Republicans and
Democrats think about spending in the same manner.
We expect to find evidence of what we call substantive
divergence along party lines in this area—that is, different
images and ideas are likely to come tomind formembers of
the two major parties, on average, when they consider
questions about government spending.
Analyzing the incidence of substantive divergence can

help us better comprehend observed differences between
the preferences of Democrats and Republicans on matters
of government spending, among other issues. Democrats
and Republicans might think about the same sorts of
things when they think about spending—in which case,
the disagreement is about the value of those things—or
they might have entirely different associations with spend-
ing. Of course, it may also be a mix. Distinguishing
between these two types of disagreement can bring parti-
san conflict into sharper relief, and help scholars, elected
officials, and members of the public navigate pathways to
cooperation and compromise.
Our analysis of public views on spending, across the

population and within partisan camps, has implications for
our understanding of Congressional action on matters
relating to the public purse. Research demonstrates a strong
and robust relationship between public opinion and legis-
lative behavior on a range of policies, including spending
(Miller and Stokes 1963; Page and Shapiro 1983; Stimson,
Mackuen, and Erikson 1995; Lax and Phillips 2009;
Krimmel and Rader 2014, among others). Learning more
about the substance of public opinion on spending sheds
light on the incentives and constraints lawmakers face as
they engage in fiscal policymaking, a critical topic given the
intense and sometimes paralyzing conflict afflicting Con-
gressional action in this area in recent years.
For the normative minded, it also speaks to the question

of whether or not members of Congress should consider
public preferences in the fiscal arena. Scholars have long

questioned whether public opinion on spending is mean-
ingful and sensible. Many have noted tensions in public
attitudes toward spending, like the “more for less para-
dox”: people want higher spending on many programs,
but also lower taxes (Sears and Citrin 1982; Hansen 1998;
Ladd et al. 1979; Page and Shapiro 1992; Welch 1985).
The public, on the whole, is also “symbolically conserva-
tive” but “operationally liberal”, expressing desire for
smaller government in the abstract but increases in spend-
ing across many specific programs (Free and Cantril 1967;
Feldman and Zaller 1992; Ellis and Stimson 2012; Gross-
man and Hopkins 2016). These tensions raise questions
about the public’s ability to assess government spending
writ large, and by extension its appropriate role in fiscal
politics. Our analysis contributes to the debate on these
questions by revealing what people mean when they say
they want more or less spending.

To accomplish this, we do something simple but
powerful: we ask them and allow them to use their own
words to answer. We began our original survey of Ameri-
can adults by asking them to evaluate the level of govern-
ment spending, using a neutral question that by design
does not cue any particular type of spending. We then ask
them if they were thinking about a specific type of
spending and, if so, what type.

Belying the conventional wisdom on this subject, we
find that opinion on general spending is not reducible to
views on social welfare programs. In fact, no one type of
spending dominates public thinking on this subject. Most
people do have specific associations with government
spending; but in the aggregate, public associations span a
wide range of government functions. Public opinion is
quite reasonable in this sense. However, balance does not
necessarily mean harmony. Our analysis uncovers a source
of deep discordance in public views on spending obscured
by prior work relying on closed-ended survey questions.
Democrats and Republicans do not simply disagree about
how much government spending is appropriate, they also
assign different meanings to this concept, evincing substan-
tive divergence. When they think about spending, mem-
bers of the two major parties envision different bundles of
goods and services, on average. For example, Republicans
are more likely than Democrats to think about foreign aid,
immigrants, and government employees, while Democrats
are more likely to think about defense, education, and
infrastructure. Examining associations within subsets of
respondents who have similar views on spending, we
continue to find evidence of substantive divergence
between partisans. Even when Democrats and Republicans
say the same thing—government spends too much, for
example—they mean something different. These findings
contribute to our understanding of fiscal politics and also
have broader implications for the conceptualization and
measurement of differences across parties as well as other
political cleavages.
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Revisiting the Substantive Meaning of
Public Views on Spending
The substantive meaning of public opinion on govern-
ment spending has received scant attention in political
science, especially in proportion to its importance. This
subject falls into a “no man’s land” between APD and
political behavior. The behavior literature offers insight
into what people think about a wide range of subjects, and
what kinds of traits and experiences impact opinion.3 But
there has been less focus on the substance of opinion, and
almost no attention to the images and ideas that come to
mind when people think about government spending in
particular. And while the APD literature has engaged in
substantive examinations of the state, it has tended to do so
through an institutional lens. Suzanne Mettler (2011)
shows that policy design has rendered certain parts of
the state invisible to many people, to the detriment of
public faith in government and democratic accountability.
But additional work is needed in order to clarify what does
come to mind for people when they think about the state.
The conventional wisdom on the substantive meaning

of public opinion on government spending—indeed, the
only wisdom, as there is but one existing study—comes
from Jacoby (1994). Performing a scaling analysis of
attitudes about spending using data from the 1984 Ameri-
can National Election Study (ANES), Jacoby finds that
opinions about social welfare programs are scalable, while
opinions on other kinds of spending are not.4 Regressing
opinion on government spending generally on a scale of
social welfare attitudes and attitudes about each of the
non-scalable items, he finds that opinion on social welfare
spending is by far the strongest predictor of opinion on
spending generally. He concludes that “the popular con-
ception of the government spending issue does not sub-
sume all forms of public expenditures; instead, it focuses
on social welfare programs. Non-welfare policy programs
are regarded as separate concerns” (Jacoby 1994, 337).
Further analysis is needed in order to accept this

conclusion, however. The general spending question in
this analysis is not truly general. Rather, it points out a
tradeoff between spending and services, asking people to
place themselves on a 7-point scale between “government
should provide many fewer services and reduce spending a
lot” and “government should provide many more services
and increase spending a lot.” It makes sense that people
would base their answer to this question on their views on
social welfare spending, as they were prompted to do
so. This does not necessarily mean that opinion on general
spending amounts to opinion on social welfare spending.5

We agree with the premise of Jacoby’s analysis, that
studying associations with spending can help us better
understand opinions on spending. In making assessments
in politics, as in other areas of life, people tend to rely on
heuristics.6 A piece of a whole can serve as a heuristic,

simplifying decision making. When asked about spending
generally, many people are likely to think about the pool of
specific associations they have developed over time.
But better measures of these associations are needed in

order to discern the substantive meaning of opinion on
spending generally. Relying on the battery of policy
questions available in the ANES is limiting. If these
questions do not cover the full range of associations people
have with spending, certain associations will go unob-
served. Even if one were to design a survey for this purpose,
closed-ended policy questions require the researcher to
decide, ex ante, what associations people are most likely to
have. Allowing people to list their own associations in their
own words offers a richer picture of the substantive
meaning of opinion on spending.
Thus, we measure associations with government spend-

ing using an open-ended follow up to a substantively
neutral question about spending. In doing so, we expect
to find a large range of associations because government
spending covers many goods and services. As explained
earlier, we also expect to find evidence of substantive
divergence across party lines.

The Concept of Substantive Divergence
Scholarly attention to partisan differences has risen over
the past few decades. Under the general rubric of polar-
ization, a few concepts have emerged. Each advocates a
different measurement technique, but all enhance our
understanding of the barriers to communication and
cooperation between Democrats and Republicans.
Most prominently, party polarization in the electorate is

defined by differences between the parties in terms of
ideology (“ideological polarization”) or policy positions
(“issue polarization”) (DiMaggio, Evans and Bryson 1996;
Abramowitz and Saunders 1998; Layman and Carsey 2002;
Jacobson 2005; Layman, Carsey, and Horowitz 2006, and
others). The correlation between ideology and partisanship
is strong today, having grown substantially since the early
1970s. Over this same period, Republicans have also come
to hold more conservative positions than Democrats across
many issues (Layman andCarsey 2002; Layman,Carsey and
Horowitz 2006; Fiorina and Levendusky 2008). While
there is disagreement among scholars about the extent to
which these changes constitute polarization, it is clear that
Democrats and Republicans have become more distinct in
their ideologies and policy positions.
There is also evidence of so-called “affective polariza-

tion.” People’s feelings toward their own party have been
fairly constant over time, while feelings toward the oppos-
ing party have become more negative (Iyengar, Sood and
Lelkes 2012). Relatedly, a growing sense of partisan team
spirit (“social polarization”) has led to inter-partisan dis-
crimination and heightened emotion in the political arena
(Mason 2015).
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We argue that there is another way to think about party
difference: substantive divergence. We define substantive
party divergence as the incidence of significant differences
across the two major parties in the meanings they attach to
political concepts or policies. Such differences can be
observed empirically by looking at differences in associ-
ations. In the case of government spending, Democrats
may have one set of programs or issues in mind, while
Republicans think of another set. As with other types of
partisan differences, the study of substantive party diver-
gence offers a way to compare Democrats and Republicans
in a manner that facilitates a better understanding of
relationships within and across party lines. We use the
term “divergence” because, unlike measures of polariza-
tion, differences in meanings and associations cannot be
characterized by the distribution of an ordinal measure.
Conceptually, substantive divergence is more similar to

issue polarization than affective or social polarization, as
measures of substantive divergence focus on people’s views
of political things (e.g., policies, concepts) rather than
people (e.g., opposing partisans). But there are important
differences between substantive divergence and issue
polarization. Measures of the latter tell us how much
Democrats and Republicans differ in terms of their policy
preferences—what they think should be done in certain
policy areas. Measures of substantive divergence tell us
whether the concepts or policies in question have similar
meanings to both groups. While these two things are
related, conceptually and probably empirically as well,
they are distinct. Either could be present without the
other. Conceptualizing and measuring them separately
can help us better understand similarities and differences
between Democrats and Republicans.
Why do we expect to observe substantive divergence

along party lines on government spending? Definitions of
issues and problems are politically contested, and politi-
cians and other elites work hard to frame issues in par-
ticular ways (Gamson 1992; Gamson and Modigliani
1987). Framing can involve “metaphors, catch-phrases,
and other condensing symbols that frame the issue in a
particular fashion” (Gamson and Modigliani 1987, 144).
It can also mean emphasizing specific features of an issue
or policy (Chong andDruckman 2007, 106). By routinely
mentioning certain types of goods or services in general
discussions of government spending, elites can turn them
into “condensing symbols.” In theory, substantive diver-
gence could develop across any political cleavage with
respect to any issue, so long as condensing symbols on
the issue vary significantly across the cleavage. We argue
that it’s especially likely to develop along party lines with
respect to government spending because party identifica-
tion plays a particularly important role in shaping views on
political issues (Campbell et al. 1960, among others), and
government spending is a core issue dividing the two
major parties. Since Democrats and Republicans in the

electorate receive different cues from their respective party
elites on this issue, they are likely to conjure different
images when they think about spending.7

This is not to say that substantive divergence at the mass
level is caused entirely by elite cues. People may develop
associations during the course of their everyday lives.
Those living in urban areas may associate government
spending with public transportation, older people may
associate it with Social Security and the like. Seeing
benefits flow to others may also lead to the development
of associations. For example, people who live close to
public housing complexes may link spending with such
institutions even if they live in private single-family homes.
Given that Democrats and Republicans differ, on average,
in ways that are likely to impact the types of government
spending they observe in their everyday lives (e.g., Demo-
crats are more likely than Republicans to live in urban
areas, more likely to be younger, etc.), substantive diver-
gence on government spending is likely to develop. In any
event, the root of substantive divergence is beyond the
scope of this paper. Our argument is simply that this type
of party difference is likely to exist and that it can help us
better understand opinion on spending, among other
issues.

Survey Data and Measurement
We administered an original survey to a sample of 2,421
U.S. adults over the internet from July 7–14, 2015 using
Qualtrics.8 Survey Sampling International (SSI) recruited
participants and directed them to the survey website.9 We
manage missing values by using list-wise deletion.10

The first item in our survey was: “There has been much
discussion lately about federal government spending.
What do you think—are we spending too little, about
the right amount, or too much?” Immediately after this
question, we posed an open-ended follow up: “In answer-
ing the previous question, were you thinking about any
particular type of spending? If so, what type of spending
was that?”Respondents were given a blank box in which to
write their responses.11

This strategy amounts to a compromise between the
divergent ways in which political scientists and historians
interested in the state have tended tomeasure public views.
Typically, political scientists have employed surveys. His-
torians, by contrast, have often relied on primary sources
and texts, “focusing on ordinary people according to their
own words and behavior” (Shapiro 2014, 4). Open-ended
survey questions offer the benefits of polling with more
richness than close-ended questions can capture.12

After reading the answers to the open-ended questions,
we developed eighteen categories based on the most
common types of answers and created a binary indicator
for each category.13 Eleven are types of “domestic spend-
ing”: business, education, general domestic, healthcare,
immigrants, infrastructure, other (domestic), research and
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development, Social Security and Medicare, social ser-
vices, and welfare. Two relate to “foreign spending”:
defense and foreign aid. Four are “other spending”: debt,
government employees, taxes, and waste. Finally, we have
a “general” category, which includes all responses that do
not point to any particular type of spending. Section A.2 in
the online appendix provides details on each category,
including particular inclusions and exclusions and
example answers.
Our coding scheme was non-exclusive. When people

listed multiple categories, they were coded 1 for each of
them.14 For example, the following answer was coded 1 for
businesses and 1 for healthcare: “Government spending on
corporate bailouts, and healthcare systems.” The answer
“education and war” was coded 1 for education and 1 for
defense. When people indicated that they were thinking
generally and then mentioned a particular type of spending,
they were coded 1 for “general” and 1 for whatever specific
category or categories they mentioned.15 For example, the
following statement was coded 1 for “general” and 1 for
“elected officials”: “I was not thinking about anything in
particular. Maybe the salaries and perks of our leaders and
people in office”. Similarly, the following statement was
coded 1 for “general” and 1 for “waste”: “Nothing in
particular, seen many shows on the government waste!!!!!!!”
A few people listed exceptions, which we treated as

associations. For example, the following was coded 1 for
“general” and 1 for “defense”: “I was thinking of everything
EXCEPT what we spend on wars. I sort of wanted to say
‘spend too [sic] uch’ since the war issue is bad." Some
people indicated that they thought spending was too high
or too low in certain areas. For our purposes, such references
all count as associations. For example, the following was
coded 1 for “business” and 1 for “social services”: “To [sic]
much on helping big business and not enough on the
elderly and working poor.”Our aim is to understand what
comes to mind for people in thinking about government
spending, regardless of the nature of the association.

Associations with Government Spending
Asked about spending in general, 63% of our respondents
said the government was spending too much, 24% said
about the right amount, and 13% said too little. Do these
answers essentially reflect distaste for social welfare spend-
ing, as prior work would suggest? Examining associations
with spending, we find that the answer is no—opinion on
spending is not so one dimensional. Figure 1 displays
responses to our open-ended question, which asked what,
if anything, people were thinking about in answering our
general question about spending. While the modal cat-
egory is “general” (32% of respondents gave an answer that
fell under this heading), a large supermajority (72%)
reported that they had at least one particular type of
spending in mind.16 Forty-nine percent of people had

one specific association, 14% had two, 6% had three, and
3% had four or more.
It was common for people to associate general spending

with one particular type of spending, but that type varied
greatly. In contrast to Jacoby (1994), we find there is no
clear focal program that people associate with spending.
The largest category is defense, but even that was only
mentioned by 20% of the sample. No other category was
mentioned by more than 10% of respondents. This
suggests that, while most people conjure specific images
in evaluating spending, no one image or set of images
dominates public thinking about federal spending. Even if
we lump together all categories identified by Jacoby as
social welfare spending (Social Security and Medicare,
means-tested programs, and social services), we still find
that only 18% of people mention anything in this cat-
egory. Notably, this includes responses that mention social
welfare programs not covered by the specific ANES ques-
tions used in Jacoby’s analysis, like programs for children,
the elderly, homeless people, veterans, and people with
disabilities.
These findings have nuanced implications for the ques-

tion of whether public opinion on spending represents a
broad assessment of spending across the board. At the
individual level, most people have one or two specific types
of spending in mind when they think about spending writ
large. Together, however, people cover a wide range of
categories. En masse, the governed have a reasonably good
sense of the state, at least in broad strokes.
On the other hand, this aggregate sense of the state is

distorted relative to the actual size of federal budget items.
It is clear, for example, that fiscal conflict is not about
Social Security and Medicare, even though these items
account for approximately 39% of the federal budget,
cause real fiscal challenges, and directly affect most people
at some point in their lives. And foreign aid, mentioned by
10% of respondents, plays an outsized role in fiscal conflict
relative to its impact on the budget (it accounts for less
than 1% of federal spending) and people’s everyday
lives.17 In the aggregate, fiscal conflict is not about one
thing, but it is not all about major budget items either.

Analyzing Substantive Divergence
We argued that associations with spending were likely to
be diverse, and that they should vary systematically across
party lines. Examining associations with spending among
the whole population, we found support for the first part
of this argument. We turn now to the second part.
Do Republicans and Democrats have different associ-

ations with spending? As figure 2 shows, they do. This
scatterplot displays the percentage of Democrats (on the
x-axis) and the percentage of Republicans (on the y-axis)
who mentioned each of the seventeen specific categories of
spending listed in figure 1. The dotted 45-degree reference
line shows where the dots representing each type of spending
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would fall if Democrats and Republicans were equally likely
to mention each type of spending. Categories falling to the
right of the reference line are more Democratic associations,
while those falling to the left of the line are more Republican
associations.While there is a positive correlation between the
incidence of associations between Democrats and Repub-
licans (0.34, p=.18), and a few categories are on or very close
to the reference line (e.g., healthcare, research), most are not.
Republicans are more likely than Democrats to think

about foreign aid, means-tested programs, waste, govern-
ment employees, debt, immigrants, and taxes. Democrats
are more likely than Republicans to think about defense,
education, infrastructure, businesses, and Social Security
and Medicare. There is a rough pattern to these partisan
associations: Republicans are more likely to think about
types of spending that are unpopular in general or with
their party in particular, while Democrats are more likely
to think about types of spending that tend to be more
popular in general or with their base in particular. A
significant exception is defense spending, which is much
less popular than most of the other Democratic

associations.18 This is driven largely by Democrats with
negative views on spending in general.

The differences we observe in figure 2 are statistically
significant.We ran eighteen linear probability models with
robust standard errors, one for each category of spending,
estimating the likelihood of mentioning each type of
spending as a function of party.19 These models include
indicators for Republican identifiers (including leaners)
and for independents, as in the following example, which
shows how we model the probability of mentioning
defense spending.

Defensei = β0+β1 Republicani+β2 Independenti+εi (1)

Figure 3 displays in black the coefficients (dots) on
Republican from these models, with 95% confidence
intervals (lines).20 These estimates represent the difference
between Republicans and Democrats in propensity to
have a certain association. Positive coefficients indicate
that Republicans are more likely than Democrats to have
that association, and negative coefficients vice versa. For
example, Democrats are 16 percentage points more likely

Figure 1
Associations with government spending
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Note: This graph shows the percentage of our sample that mentioned each type of spending.
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than Republicans to mention defense spending, while
Republicans are 14 percentage points more likely than
Democrats to mention means tested programs.
Associations vary significantly across party lines.

Indeed, there were only a few categories of spending for
which there was not a statistically significant difference
between Republicans and Democrats. These results sug-
gest that Democrats and Republicans envision different
collections of goods and services when they think about
government spending. Whether due to differences in life
experiences, elite cues, or something else, Republicans and
Democrats have different ideas about what exactly gov-
ernment spending means. This, in turn, suggests that they
have different ideas about what’s at stake in debates on
fiscal politics.
These partisan differences are not due to underlying

demographic differences between Republicans andDemo-
crats. We ran a second set of models, adding x, a matrix of
controls for demographic characteristics typically associ-
ated with partisanship (age, income, race, education, and
sex), to the models from the first set, as in the following
example for defense spending.21

Defensei=β0+β1 Republicani+β2 Independenti+xγ+εi (2)

Coefficients on Republican from thesemodels with 95%
confidence intervals are plotted in gray in figure 3. On the
whole, additional controls have limited impact on the
party coefficients, which makes sense given that parties
play a major role in organizing conflict on fiscal issues.
Of course, one might wonder if these partisan differ-

ences simply stem from issue polarization—that is, from
differences in average opinions on spending across parties.
People who think government spends too much may be
more likely to think about unpopular programs, while
people who say government spends too little may be more
likely to think about types of spending that are more
desirable to them personally and in general. Revisiting
responses to the general spending question, it seems
unlikely that the associational differences we observe are
a simple byproduct of differences in views on the size of the
state. Responses to the general question are correlated with
party, but the relationship is far from perfect. In fact, “too
much”was the modal response among both groups—83%
of Republicans and 46% of Democrats think government
should spend less. And “too little” was the least popular
response on both sides of the aisle, with 17% ofDemocrats
and 6% of Republicans giving this answer. Nevertheless, it
is worth exploring this possibility more rigorously.

Figure 2
Substantive divergence in public opinion on government spending
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To do this, we compare Democrats and Republicans
within response categories, running the same two sets of
models described above for separate subsets of respondents
who said the government spends “too little” and “too
much.” Coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from
these models are displayed in figure 4.22 These models
show that the substantive divergence we observe is not
simply due to issue polarization.23

Beginning with the left panel, it is clear that Republicans
and Democrats who say government spends too much have
different types of spending in mind when they give this
response. This suggests that they imagine different conse-
quences stemming from a reduction in government spend-
ing. Republicans are more likely to think less spending

would mean cuts to social services, means-tested programs,
waste, government employees, healthcare, and immigrants,
while Democrats are more likely think it would mean cuts
to defense, other domestic spending, and businesses.

We also find significant differences between Repub-
licans and Democrats who said the government spends
“too little” (see the right panel of figure 4). Democrats
were more likely than Republicans to think about foreign
aid, social services, healthcare, education, infrastructure,
Social Security and Medicare, and research. Again, this
suggests that even those who want to see the same kind of
action imagine different consequences of that action.
These differences are striking because we are comparing
Democrats to a set of very unusual Republicans (only 6%

Figure 3
Partisan differences in associations with spending
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of Republicans said government spends too little). That
these differences are statistically significant is also notable
given the small sample size (only 31 Republicans and
131 Democrats gave this response). This is further evi-
dence that government spending does not carry the same
meaning for Democrats and Republicans.
In short, we find evidence of substantive divergence

along party lines. When partisans evaluate government
spending, they bring to mind different government pro-
grams and expenditures. Even when Democrats and
Republicans agree that the government is spending too

much or too little, they are at odds over what should
change to bring the budget into line with their preferences.

Discussion and Conclusions
While major pollsters and large election surveys have asked
many questions about government spending over the years,
it has been hard to know what to make of this abundance of
survey data. Because the notion of government spending is
abstract and far-reaching, it is difficult to interpret public
views in this area. To better understand the substance of
public opinion on spending—in fact, to gauge whether it

Figure 4
Partisan differences in associations with spending, by response to general spending question
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category. For more detail, see the caption to figure 3.
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even exists in a meaningful sense—we push beyond the
limitations of standard multiple choice survey questions,
allowing respondents to use their ownwords to explain what,
if anything, comes tomind when they think about spending.
We find that there is such a thing as public opinion on

government spending broadly—it is not simply opinion on
social welfare programsmasquerading as opinion on general
spending. Most people do have one or two particular types
in mind when they think about spending generally; but, in
contrast to Jacoby (1994), we find that no one program—
social welfare or otherwise—overwhelms public thinking
on spending. At the individual level, opinion on spending
may not be well balanced with respect to the range of goods
and services on which government spends money, but in
the aggregate, public views on government spending reflect
consideration of a wide array of government functions.
Reducing opposition to government spending—if one were
to have this goal—would require far more than decoupling
spending writ large from notoriously unpopular welfare
programs.
These findings offer new insight into how people think

about the state, a subject at the nexus of political science’s
traditional division of labor between behavioral and
institutional research. We know, from insightful work
by Suzanne Mettler (2011), that people tend not to be
aware of the “submerged state.” People generally do not
associate tax expenditures (e.g., the Home Mortgage
Interest Deduction) or government-backed benefits that
are distributed through the private sector (e.g., employer-
provided health insurance plans) with government. Our
analysis underscores this point. Our findings also offer
new insight into the range of goods and services that
people do tend to think about in evaluating government
spending.
Digging beneath the surface of issue polarization to

conceptualize and measure substantive divergence, we also
offer new insight into partisan conflict on fiscal issues, a
topic of enduring importance in American politics. Mem-
bers of the two major parties picture different kinds of
goods and services when they think about government
spending. Remarkably, this remains true when we com-
pare Democrats and Republicans with similar evaluations
of spending on the whole. Even when they appear to see
eye to eye, they actually do not. In this sense, measures of
issue polarization understate the differences between
Republicans and Democrats on fiscal issues.
They can also obscure sources of conflict, hidden

streams of oxygen for the fire, so to speak. Our analysis
of substantive divergence shows that categories of spend-
ing about which there is partisan consensus, like infra-
structure, are contributing to partisan conflict on fiscal
issues through differences in associations. Asked about
roads, highways, and bridges, 49% of Democrats and
46% of Republicans in our sample said we are spending
too little, 40% of Democrats and 44% of Republicans said

we are spending about the right amount, and 11% of
Democrats and 10% of Republicans said we are spending
too much. Evaluating this type of spending, Republicans
and Democrats do not differ in a meaningful way. But,
Democrats are more likely than Republicans to think
about infrastructure when they think about government
spending generally. This is true even for people with
similar issue positions on spending.

These insights have implications for conflict resolution
in this area. Finding common ground could involve not
only movement on a left-right ideological continuum, but
also a reconciliation of differences in the substantive
meaning of spending and implications of its increase or
decrease. Several of the Republican associations with
spending are broadly unpopular (e.g., welfare, foreign
aid) and several of the Democratic associations are broadly
popular (e.g., education, infrastructure). If members of
both parties could incorporate a broader range of associ-
ations with spending into their thinking on this matter,
issue polarization could decline.

The concept of substantive divergence has great poten-
tial to contribute to our understanding of American
politics inside and outside the fiscal arena, and warrants
further theoretical development and empirical study. It
would be valuable to measure associations with spending,
among other issues, more frequently to get a sense of their
stability. This analysis is based on a snapshot in time, a
survey conducted during a particular news cycle with a
particular arrangement of party control of government
institutions and a particular economic context. Repeating
this exercise routinely would give us a sense of associations’
sensitivity to changes in these factors. That said, we expect
that such efforts would continue to produce evidence of
substantive divergence along party lines, even if particular
associations become more or less prevalent, since parties
continue to be key players in shaping conflict on fiscal
issues and many of the associations that people had with
spending are perpetually on the national agenda.

Further work investigating substantive divergence in
other issue areas would also be worth pursuing. In how
many other areas does issue polarization dovetail with
substantive divergence? Are there areas in which we see
substantive divergence even without issue polarization?
Future work might also consider whether the concept of
substantive divergence stretches beyond the definition we
provided here. We conceived of substantive divergence as
differences across the two major parties in how they think
about political concepts or policies. It’s possible that
Republicans and Democrats also have different images in
mind when they think about political institutions, like
agencies and courts. It may be applied to other cleavages
beyond parties as well. We know that gaps exist across
other cleavages–like gender, race, and income–on a num-
ber of issues. Examining substantive divergence can help
us understand the extent to which these gaps stem from
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differences in the substantive meaning assigned to political
issues and concepts.
In extending the study of substantive divergence, we

argue that it is important to use open-ended questions
rather than simply looking for associations between spe-
cific questions and more general questions. In the fiscal
realm, we found that the ANES battery of specific ques-
tions about spending includes many types of spending that
almost no one considers when they think about govern-
ment spending, like spending to improve and protect the
environment, spending on child care, and dealing with
crime. Fiscal conflict is not about those issues. And the
ANES does not include questions about several of the
most common types of spending that we find people think
about in evaluating spending generally, like healthcare,
infrastructure, and government employees. To learn about
the range of associations with a concept or policy, it is
necessary to allow respondents to use their own words to
describe their thoughts. Though open-ended questions are
more labor intensive to process than close-ended ques-
tions, these costs are far outweighed by the rich insights
they can offer into public views on government spending,
as well as on other issues.

Notes
1 Gallup, March 1–10, 2019; 1,039 telephone inter-
views, national adult sample.

2 The percentage of people favoring cutting spending as
a way to balance the budget ranged from 73% in 2011
to 91% in 2008.

3 The literature on the determinants of public opinion
on government programs and spending is large. Here
we reference a handful of examples. See, e.g., Mueller
1963 and Sanders 1988 on self-interest and support
for spending on certain government programs; Citrin
1979 and Eismeier 1982 on partisanship, ideology,
personal income, and opinion on various fiscal issues;
Gilens 1999 on racial resentment and support for
welfare programs; Krimmel and Rader 2017 and 2020
on racial attitudes and opinion on government
spending in general; Kinder and Winter 2001 and de
la Garza and Jang 2011 on race and ethnicity and
opinion on fiscal issues; and Johnston, Lavine, and
Federico 2017 on personality and opinion on eco-
nomic issues.

4 The social welfare category includes Social Security,
Medicare, food stamps, programs to assist blacks, and
programs to assist unemployed persons.

5 See Goren 2008 for additional challenges to Jacoby’s
analysis.

6 Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky 1982 define heuristics
as “strategies of simplification that reduce the com-
plexity of judgment tasks to make them tractable for
the kind of mind that people happen to have”; see also

Converse 1964; Popkin 1982; Sniderman, Brody,and
Tetlock 1991; Lupia 1994.

7 While they may encounter some of the same frames,
research has shown that people’s values limit framing
effects and they are more likely to accept frames that
are in line with their prior beliefs (Druckman 2001;
Sniderman and Theriault 2004; Barker 2005; Lau and
Schlesinger 2005).

8 The survey was designed to match the U.S. Census
for adults on key demographics, but did not use
specific quotas. The sample is not a probability
sample. It is a diverse national sample that closely
reflects the U.S. adult population in terms of age, sex,
race, region, and income. For a detailed comparison
of the samples from our survey and the American
Community Survey, see figure A.1 in the online
appendix. Weighting the sample makes little differ-
ence to the analysis; see figure A.2 in the online
appendix. Recent published papers using SSI samples
include Mason 2018, Federico and de Zavala 2018,
and Margolis 2016.

9 SSI maintains thirty-four panels around the world but
does not rely on a single panel for recruitment. To
reach the widest possible range of potential respond-
ents, they supplement their panels by recruiting add-
itional people through online communities, social
networks, and websites. They also make a strong effort
to recruit hard-to-reach populations by offering flexi-
bility in how participants are rewarded. Participants
earn points for taking surveys, which they can redeem
for cash or rewards from prominent brands (e.g.,
Amazon).

10 Our analysis includes only respondents with non-
missing values for all of the variables in the regressions,
which left us with 1,952 respondents in total. The
open-ended question had more missing values (blanks
and “don’t knows”) than a typical closed-ended
question. Of the 2,421 respondents in our sample,
240 were designated as blanks for the open-ended
question (they either did not answer it or wrote
complete nonsense, like random keystrokes) and
another 56 said they didn’t know. People who left the
open-ended question blank, entered nonsense, or said
they didn’t know were treated as missing and were
dropped.

11 Respondents could write as much as they wished.
12 One might be concerned that this question ordering

would yield answers reflecting post-hoc justifications
for respondents’ views on spending, rather than asso-
ciations on which they draw in thinking about
spending. But this is unlikely to impact our analysis.
Feldman and Zaller 1992 show that the answers
people give in an open-ended follow-up to a close-
ended question are indistinguishable from answers
given when the question order is reversed.
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13 We coded these responses by hand and reconciled
differences together.

14 Twenty-two percent of respondents mentioned more
than one specific type of spending.

15 Four percent of respondents did this.
16 This includes 7% of respondents who gave only an

uncategorizable association (e.g., personal expenses).
See section A.2 in the online appendix for more details
on uncategorizable associations.

17 Data on federal spending are from 2016, as reported
by the Office of Management and Budget, Historical
Tables, table 3.2, “Outlays by Function and Sub-
function: 1962–2022”.

18 The percentage of respondents saying that govern-
ment spends too much on particular categories was as
follows: 38% for national defense, 10% for elementary
and secondary education, 22% for higher education/
universities, 11% for roads, highways, and bridges,
5% for Social Security–Retirement and Survivors,
10% for Medicare.

19 We use linear probability models with HC3 robust
standard errors instead of logits or probits for ease of
coefficient interpretation and to facilitate compari-
sons of coefficient sizes across nested models and
across subsets of data. For a further discussion of the
advantages of this approach, see Angrist and Pischke
2009 and Mood 2010. On HC3 standard errors, see
Long and Ervin 2000. For logit results, which are
substantively the same, see figure A.2 in the online
appendix.

20 For full regression results, see section A.4 in the online
appendix.

21 For covariate details, see section A.4 in the online
appendix.

22 For logit results for the subset of people who said “too
much”, see figure A.3 in the online appendix. We do
not present a logit coefficient plot for people who said
“too little” because some of the models did not
converge, due to the small sample size.

23 We also ran a set of models on the subset of
respondents who said “about the right amount.”
There were minimal differences among this subset (see
figure A.4 in the online appendix).
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A.1  Sample Details 

   

Figure A.1: Sample Details. This graph displays demographic information for our full sample, 
compared to the 2013 American Community Survey (ACS). The ACS does not collect 
information on partisan identification, but our sample is close to the 2012 CCES on this measure. 
40.4% of our sample identified as Democrats and 24.1% identified as Republicans. In 
comparison, 37.1% of respondents in the 2012 CCES identified as Democrats and 26.6% 
identified as Republicans. 
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Figure A.2: Associations with government spending, unweighted and weighted. This graph 
displays the unweighted (light gray) and weighted (dark gray) percentages of our sample that 
mentioned each category of spending. Raked weights were created using the Survey package in 
R. They range from 0.36 to 2.3. Our sample was weighted to the 2013 ACS using using sex, 
race, income, region, and age. All differences are negligible. The maximum difference between 
unweighted and weighted mentions is 0.44 percentage points for mean-tested programs.
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A.2  Coding for Open-Ended Questions 

DOMESTIC SPENDING  

• Businesses. Includes corporations, small businesses, government contractors, defense 

contractors, and references to the Temporary Asset Relief Program (TARP) by name, 

acronym, or nickname (e.g., “bailout”). Examples include: “To [sic] much help on big 

business”, “CONTRACTS WITH COMPANIES THAT OVERCHARGE...FOR 

EXAMPLE...50.00 FOR A 10 CENT SCREW”, “corporate welfare”, “subsidies to 

companies”, “special favors to big businesses.”  

• Education. Includes schools of all levels, from pre-k through college, student loans, and 

teachers. Examples include: “education”, “schools”, “I think the us pays teachers too 

little”, “Improvements towards Education funding so college graduates don’t carry so 

much debt after completing college”.  

• General domestic. Includes general references to domestic spending or grants, spending 

money to help people here (in U.S.) if no group or type is specified, spending to better 

society. Examples include: “They need to focus on spending for our country not others”, 

“grants and transfers to state and local governments”, “The spending is mainly for the 

betterment of the society,” “spending on programs or things that help the people”, 

“domestic issues”.  

• Healthcare. Excludes Medicare, Medicaid, and research. Examples include: 

“Obamacare,” “healthcare”, “health insurance”.  
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• Immigrants. Includes references to immigrants or immigration, legal or illegal. Examples 

include: “benefits to illegal immigrants”, “Too much is being spent to support illegal 

immigrants”, “cost of illegal immigration”, “illegals”, “immigration”, “border control”.  

• Infrastructure. Includes general references to infrastructure as well as parks and 

recreation, public transportation, roads, highways, bridges, waterways, and sanitation. 

Examples include: “infrastructure”, “unnecessary buildings”, “roads and bridges,” 

“national parks”.  

• Other domestic. Includes agriculture, arts, churches/religious, disaster relief (domestic), 

environment, law enforcement (including first responders, security, jails, courts), libraries, 

post office, and stimulus. Examples include: “subsidies for farmers”, “arts and culture”, 

“Hurricane Sandy relief”, “renewable energy sources”, ”environmental regulations and 

enforcement”, “prisons”, “to build the economy”.  

• Research. Examples include: “stupid studies”, “frivolous studies”, “NIH/med research”, 

“Waste spending on unnecessary research such as,how a shrimp runs on a treadmill”, 

“cancer research, and HIV/AIDS research and finding a cure for these chronic diseases”, 

“studying sex lives of insects and such”, “scientific research”, “researching catfish in 

Louisiana for $3 milliion [sic] (last I heard)”.  

• Social Security and Medicare. Includes references to these specific programs. Examples 

include: “Social Security”, “SS”, “SSI,”, “SSDI”, “Medicare”.  

• Social services. Includes general references to social services or social spending, social 

welfare, and references to helping specific groups of people like children, the elderly, 

homeless, veterans, and people with disabilities. Excludes aid to the poor. Examples 

include: “social programs”, “government aid programs,” “We need the government to 
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spend our money on the Veterans coming home. Giving them everything we can.”, “child 

hunger and shelter problems like decent housing for people”.  

• Means-tested programs. Includes references to specific means-tested programs (e.g., 

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs) as 

well as vaguer references to aid to the poor, and colloquialisms (e.g., entitlements, the 

dole). Examples include: “entitlement programs”, “too much money being given to those 

individuals who are‘on the dole’’’, “government handouts”, “welfare benifits [sic] and free 

give aways”.  

FOREIGN SPENDING  

• Defense. Includes general references to the military and military conflict, defense, military 

training, giving weapons to other countries, cyber security. Excludes goods and services 

for veterans. Examples include: “wars”, “Cost of wars, iraq [sic]”, “national security”, 

“spending on the fight against terrorism”, “weapons of mass destruction”.  

• Foreign aid. Excludes giving weapons and/or military training to other countries. 

Examples include: “overseas spending- in terms of aid”, “they send to much to other 

countys [sic] to help”, “other countries”, “foreign aid”.  

OTHER SPENDING  

• Debt. Includes specific mention of debt and deficit, as well as allusions to the notion that 

we spend more than we have. Examples include: “we are in the trillions of dollars in debt”, 

“interest on loans”, “budget deficit, just keeps growing”, “I know that I don’t spend money 

that I don’t have and think our government needs to scale down until our economy gets 

better”.  
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• Government employees. Includes references to elected and non-elected government 

officials, their salaries, other support, money they spend on themselves, pensions. 

Excludes vague statements of disapproval of politicians’ behavior, first responders, and 

teachers. Examples include: “ travel expense & accomadation [sic] for elected officials as 

well as government workers”, “Travel for the President - personal time; paying the 

supreme court for holding sessions over time that they should not be judging on (gay 

marriage)”, “government officials make entirely to much money”.  

• Taxes. Includes references to IRS, tax system, taxpayers, tax rebates. Examples include: 

“if we could ever get people elected who could reform our tax system, we could save a lot 

there also”, “IRS employees don’t even pay taxes showing the level of respiect that 

government employees have to the IRA and other agencies”, “increasing taxes”, “rich 

people not paying enough”, “tax return checks”.  

• Waste. Includes pork, pet projects, references to corruption or special interests (without a 

particular interest specified). Excludes references to specific kinds of waste (e.g., 

"unnecessary buildings”), which can be filed in specific categories. Examples include: 

“there is TOO much waste caused by spending on programs that duplicate each other”, 

“the Federal Government is a criminal organization that steals our money”, “Paying off 

people”, “pork barrel projects”, “excess bloat to get bills passed–tacked on items”.  

GENERAL 

There were a few different types of answers that we categorized as “general.” Many people 

wrote “no” or “none” or ”NA”, indicating that they were not thinking about any particular type 

of spending in answering our first question. Others explicitly indicated that they were thinking 

broadly, through answers like “nothing specific”, “nothing in particular”, “just general 
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spending,” “across the board,” “a lot of things”, “programs” or “everything”. Some respondents 

used vague language that did not exactly answer the question, but suggested that they were not 

thinking about anything in particular. For example, someone wrote “I think we need to shift the 

TYPE of spending, not the amount.” Other examples of this type of response include, “yeah the 

government spending my money” and “Too Much. We are writing checks our bodies can’t 

cash.” Still others made general anti-government statements, like “all spending is overspending” 

and “we the people need to terminate the government.” All of these types of answers were 

categorized as “general”.  

UNCATEGORIZABLE 

Includes unintelligible responses, answers too vague or unclear to categorize, answers not clearly 

tied to a category of government spending (e.g., personal expenses), and other types of responses 

that cannot be clearly categorized. E.g., “lots”, “propaganda about the Confederate flag”, 

“supporting behavior styles”, “Spending by cash or check”, “groceries”, “emotional spending.” 

Approximately 8.5% of respondents mentioned at least one thing that was uncategorizable, but 

fewer (approximately 6%) gave only uncategorizable answers. Some responses contained 

categorizable elements along with the uncategorizable element.  
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A.3  Additional Coefficient Plots  

   

Figure A.3: Partisan Differences in Associations with Spending, Logit Models. This figure plots 
coefficients on Republican, which represent the difference between Republicans and Democrats, 
from 2 sets of 18 logit models in which the dependent variable was an indicator for whether or 
not the respondent thought about each particular type of spending. Coefficients from models that 
included only party indicators are represented by black dots, and coefficients from models with 
additional controls are represented by gray dots. Lines indicate 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure A.4: Partisan Differences in Associations with Spending, by Response to General 
Spending Question, Logit Models. These figures replicate the models shown in FIGURE A.2 for 
separate subsets of respondents who said that government spends too much on the whole. 
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Figure A.5: Partisan Differences in Associations with Spending, by Response to General 
Spending Question (“About the Right Amount”). This figure replicates the models shown in 
FIGURE 3 for the subset of respondents who said that government spends about the right amount. 
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A.4  Regression Tables 

Covariate details. 

Age, the respondent’s age in years, and education, a six-category variable, are both standardized 

in all models. For income, we created five indicators that correspond roughly to income 

quintiles: less than $20,000; 20,000-39,000; 40,000-69,000; 70,000-119,999; and 120,000 or 

more. Full models include indicators for the top four quintiles. Our original sex variable allowed 

respondents to choose one of three categories: male, female, or other. We used this to create an 

indicator for male, coded 1 if the respondent chose this answer and 0 otherwise. For race, we 

created indicators for black (coded 1 if the respondent identified as black), Latino (coded 1 if the 

respondent identified as Latino, but not black), and other (coded 1 if the respondent identified as 

Asian or Asian-American, Middle Eastern, Native American, or other, but not white, black or 

Latino). All full models include these three indicators, the base category for which is white.  
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Table A.1: Dependent Variable: Mentioned General 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.30 * 0.32 * 
 (0.02) (0.03) 
Republican 0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.03) 
Independent 0.08 * 0.08 * 
 (0.03) (0.03) 
Age  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.02 
  (0.04) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.00 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 3  0.01 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.01 
  (0.03) 
Black  0.01 
  (0.03) 
Latino  -0.06 
  (0.04) 
Other Non-white  -0.03 
  (0.04) 
Education  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.03 
  (0.02) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  0.00 0.01 
Resid. sd 0.47 0.47 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.2: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Defense 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.27 * 0.26 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Republican -0.16 * -0.17 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Independent -0.12 * -0.12 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  0.04 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.00 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 3  0.05 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 2  0.02 
  (0.03) 
Black  -0.07 * 
  (0.03) 
Latino  -0.03 
  (0.03) 
Other Non-white  0.07 
  (0.04) 
Education  0.03 * 
  (0.01) 
Male  0.03 
  (0.02) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.03 0.05 
adj.  0.03 0.05 
Resid. sd 0.40 0.39 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.3: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Foreign aid 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.07 * 0.09 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 

Republican 0.07 * 0.06 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Independent 0.05 * 0.04 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  0.01 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.02 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.02 
  (0.02) 
Latino  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Education  -0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.01 0.02 
adj.  0.01 0.01 
Resid. sd 0.30 0.30 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.4: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Means-tested programs 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.04 * 0.03 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Republican 0.14 * 0.12 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Independent 0.04 * 0.04 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Age  0.03 * 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  0.05 * 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 4  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  0.04 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 2  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.03 * 
  (0.01) 
Latino  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Education  0.01 * 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.05 0.07 
adj.  0.05 0.07 
Resid. sd 0.28 0.28 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.5: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Social services 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.10 * 0.10 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Republican -0.01 -0.02 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Independent -0.02 -0.02 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.04 * 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.01 
  (0.03) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 2  0.01 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Latino  0.03 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  0.05 
  (0.03) 
Education  0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.02 
adj.  0.00 0.02 
Resid. sd 0.29 0.28 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.6: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Waste 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.05 * 0.06 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Republican 0.07 * 0.06 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Independent 0.05 * 0.05 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.03 * 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 4  0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Latino  0.03 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Education  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.01 0.02 
adj.  0.01 0.02 
Resid. sd 0.28 0.28 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.7: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Government employees 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.04 * 0.06 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Republican 0.06 * 0.06 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent 0.05 * 0.05 * 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.03 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Black  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Latino  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  -0.02 
  (0.02) 
Education  0.00 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.04 * 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.01 0.03 
adj.  0.01 0.02 
Resid. sd 0.25 0.25 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.8: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Healthcare 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.07 * 0.08 * 
 (0.01) (0.02) 
Republican 0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.03 * -0.03 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.05 * 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 4  0.00 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  0.00 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 2  0.01 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.02 
  (0.02) 
Latino  0.00 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  0.03 
  (0.02) 
Education  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  0.00 0.00 
Resid. sd 0.25 0.25 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.9: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Education 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.08 * 0.08 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Republican -0.06 * -0.06 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.05 * -0.05 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  0.00 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  0.04 * 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Latino  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Education  0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.02 0.03 
adj.  0.01 0.02 
Resid. sd 0.23 0.23 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.10: Dependent Variable: Mentioned General domestic 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.04 * 0.07 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Republican -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Black  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Latino  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Education  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Male  -0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  -0.00 -0.00 
Resid. sd 0.19 0.19 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.11: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Infrastructure 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.06 * 0.06 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Republican -0.05 * -0.06 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.04 * -0.04 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.00 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Income Quintile 4  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  0.00 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Black  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Latino  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.01 
  (0.02) 
Education  0.01 
  (0.00) 
Male  0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.01 0.03 
adj.  0.01 0.02 
Resid. sd 0.19 0.19 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.12: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Debt 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.02 * 0.03 * 
 (0.00) (0.01) 
Republican 0.03 * 0.03 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent 0.02 * 0.02 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.00 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.03 * 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  0.00 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Black  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Latino  -0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.00 
  (0.02) 
Education  -0.00 
  (0.00) 
Male  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.01 0.01 
adj.  0.01 0.01 
Resid. sd 0.18 0.18 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.13: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Other domestic 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.04 * 0.04 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Republican -0.02 -0.02 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.01 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Black  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Latino  0.02 
  (0.02) 
Other Non-white  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Education  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Male  0.00 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  0.00 0.00 
Resid. sd 0.18 0.18 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.14: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Immigrants 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.01 * 0.02 
 (0.00) (0.01) 
Republican 0.04 * 0.03 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent 0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.01 * 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Black  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Latino  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  0.00 
  (0.01) 
Education  -0.00 
  (0.00) 
Male  0.00 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.01 0.02 
adj.  0.01 0.02 
Resid. sd 0.16 0.16 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.15: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Businesses 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.03 * 0.03 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Republican -0.01 * -0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  -0.00 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Black  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Latino  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Education  0.01 * 
  (0.00) 
Male  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  0.00 0.01 
Resid. sd 0.15 0.15 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.16: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Social Security and Medicare 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.03 * 0.05 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Republican -0.02 * -0.02 * 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.01 * 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.02 * 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  -0.02 
  (0.01) 
Black  0.00 
  (0.01) 
Latino  0.00 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Education  0.01 * 
  (0.00) 
Male  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  0.00 0.01 
Resid. sd 0.14 0.14 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.17: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Research 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.02 * 0.03 * 
 (0.00) (0.01) 
Republican 0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent 0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.01 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Black  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Latino  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Education  0.00 
  (0.00) 
Male  -0.01 * 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  -0.00 0.00 
Resid. sd 0.14 0.14 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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Table A.18: Dependent Variable: Mentioned Taxes 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Intercept 0.01 * 0.02 
 (0.00) (0.01) 
Republican 0.02 * 0.02 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Independent 0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) 
Age  0.00 
  (0.00) 
Income Quintile 5  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 4  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 3  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Income Quintile 2  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Black  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
Latino  0.01 
  (0.01) 
Other Non-white  -0.00 
  (0.01) 
Education  0.00 
  (0.00) 
Male  -0.01 
  (0.01) 
N 1952 1952 
 0.00 0.01 
adj.  0.00 0.00 
Resid. sd 0.14 0.14 
 Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 * indicates significance at p<0.05 
Partisan leaners are coded as partisans. Age is standardized. Education has six levels and is 
standardized. 
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