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ABSTRACT

Only a small portion of Americans make campaign donationshbgetuseambitiouspoliticians need
these resourcethis group maye particularly important for shapimmplitical outcomesWe investigate
the characteristics and motivations of thenorateusinga novel dataset that combines administrative
records of two types of political participatiaegntributingand voting, with aich set of survey variables.
These merged observations allow us to examine differences in demograyddidated voting, and
ideology across subgroups of the population and to evaluate the motiwdtibose who donat&Ve find

that in both parties donors are consistently and notably divergent frowahomains to a larger degree than
voters are divergent from nemters. Of great interest, in both parties donors are more ideologically
extreme than other partisans, including primary votéfish respectto why individuals contributewe
show that donors appear responsive to their perception of the stakes in tiom.alféetalso present
evidence thainferences aboutonor ideolog derived from the candidates donors giveniay not closely
reflect thewithin-party policy ideology ofthose donorsOverall, our results suggest that donations are a
way for citizens motivated by the perceived stakes of elections to increaseaditieipgtion beyond
solely turning out.

We thank Dan Biggers, Adam Bonica, Joshua Clinton, Shigeo Hirano, Gary Jacobson, Lynda Powell,
Brian Schaffner, Chris Tausanovitch, Danielle Thompson, the editor, and anonymougretoew
feedbackA replication archive is available at http://huber.raseh.yale.edu.



Moneyis a centrafactor inAmericanelections from affecting whachooses toun for office Fowlerand
McClure 1990 to influencingwhich candidates ultimately prevailacobson 1978; Huber and Arceneaux
2007).Moreover, hdividual donors are an important source of campaign funds, and contributing to
campaigns and political organizations is an impatiam of participationBecausenoney, unlike votes,

is notdistributed equallamongthose eligible to votet is essential to understahdw wellthe views of
those who contribute to campaigns are representative ddirtiper electorat@articularly giverfears that
those with greater resources to engage in political activity have gredtenae on the political process

(Schattschneidetr96Q Bartels2008 Gilens2012.

Despite the centrality of donoirsthe American political system, we know relatively little about the
contemporary representativeness of those who donate (the “donorate”) cotaphecHrger American
electorate. While some scholars have us#freported contributions to compare the behavior and
attitudesof donors to others (e.g., Grant and Rudolph 2002; Panagopoulos and BergethZ)06
research approach may be misleadirigdividuals misreport their contribution or voting behavikiis
for this reason that others have survegedors identified using administrative records (e.g., Brown et al.
1980; 1995), but this important seminal work is now somewhat dated and nrafleaitthe
contemporary political contexiinally, even recent work that directly surveys contributors identified
from administrative record®.g.,Barber2014a, 2014b, Barber et al. 2018ps different data collection
methods for the nodenor populabn.! If variation in moder timing of interviewaffect patterns of
survey responses, than comparisons between donors and non-donors may conflatdimougeffects

with attitudinal differences.

In thisarticle, we present analysfsom a novel dataset that combirsiministrative recordsf two types
of political participationdonatingand votingwith a rich set of survey variablé&/e thus observe actual
contribution behaviorather than the seteported behaviahatmay proneto bias We merged the 2012

Cooperative Congressional Election Survey (CCES), which includes ealideasures of turnout and

! This workalsorelies on selfreported turnout.



registration with selected variables frothe individuatlevel records of campaign contributions reported
in the Database on Ideology, Money in Politics, and Elections (DIME, Bonica 2013pIVikedataset
has several novel featuréscluding a person-level record for individuals who donatedutitipre
campaigns, broad coverage of different ways in which individuals donate moneyqdstatocal,

state, and federal elections made to candidates, PACs, super PACs, leadeCship2?s, party
committees, campaigns for state ballot measures, and other recipient comndatteagtie in

fundraising activities), and an estimated contributor ideology stwe€Fscore see Bonica 201,32014).

Themerged observatioradlow us toundertake a systematic analysiofvthosewho make

contemporary political donatiomsedifferent fromthe broader American electorathile holding

constant mode of survey intervielm particular, because we have access to a rich battery of behavioral
and attitudinabutcomes measured using the same survey instrdordmithdonors and nodonors we

can assess whether those who donate are ideologically representative téritial gbectorate

(registered votersjhose who vote in general or primary elections, @rehmembers of their party
Additionally, wecanalso examine whethéhnese patterns hold when comparing donors to non-donors
among those most likely to donate: thasth theresources (wealth, education) and motivation (interest)

to do so.

In addition to thigdescriptive analysis, we also address two relgtegtions. The first is why people
contribute. One explanation for why certain citizens contritagart fromtheir own ideological views, is
that they perceive more at stake in elections because they view the partiesragdiffinct policy
dternatives oneof which they greatly prefer. We assess whether those who perceive theiefeaegr

party as being relatively more ideologically distant than their pefgrarty are more likely to contribute.

The second question we examine is whethe candidate (or set of candidgtan individuatontributes
tois an accurate indicator tffie individual'sideology.Recent work (Bonica 2014#all 2015,Hall and

Snyder N.d. has usedontributions by individuals and groups to place candidates and contributors on a



common ideological scale. These procedures produce estimates for eldciald dffat correlate well

with roll-call based measures of legislator ideology for those caedigdto serve in a legislature (.,

Carrol et al. 2009), but it is unclear whetttegse patterns also reveal the ideological views of individual
(i.e., nonelite) contributors. While prior work has described sophisticated models of givily\0s and
otherelite actors€.g., Romer and Snyder 1994), how individuals decide which candidates to support is
less well understood. Accordingly, we assess whether one such dateriieed measure of individual
ideology, Bonica'<CFscorepredictsindividualdevel differencedn policy preferences as measuresing

a rich battery osurveyquestions.

Theseresults add to our understanding of who makes campaign donations, why, and tibeehat/e
find thatthe demographic and ideological differences between donors arabnors are consistently
greater thathe correspondindifferences between voters and naiters, a commomeasure of the
implicationsfor representationf unequabparticipation Even when making comparisons within pasti
we find donorsarewealthier, more educated, more secular, older, less racially diveose likely to
vote, and more ideologically extreme. Contributorsadge about 20 percentage points more likely to
participate in primary elections than non-gdnitors, andetween 6 and 9 points more likely to
participate in general electiorfanally, contributors are morextremein both partieseven when
compared to primary election votefis is the firstanalysisn the contemporary period to show that
contributors hold more extreme views than primary election voters, andsthevirto our knowledge to

do so using administrative records of both voting and contributing.

Regarding our two related questions, we show that the act of contributingdkaly the greaterthe
relative ideologicatlistancethe individual perceives between her most and least preferredwhit
we interpret as evidence that the stakes of the outcome motivate donatuviobdhis pattern is
consistent with a spatial rdel explanation for political participation in which the expected betwefit
some form of activity is increasing in the relative loss associathdawiindividual's least preferred

candidate winning officerinally, we find that the relationship betweeividuatevel policy



preferences and donatioierived measures of ideology is relatively weathin both parties suggesting
that the CFscormeasure calculated on the basis of donation pattelingtesd in predictingndividual-

level noneliteideology.

Who Donates and Why?

Political scientists have longoted the “uppeclass” bias of those who participate in politics
(Schattschneidet960), a pattern that may be exacerbated when the participatory act—donatigg-mone
itself requireamonetary weldh. Thus, it is not surprising that survey data reveal that those who report
contributingarenot demographicallyepresentative of the larger electorate (Bradyet al1995).This
research ofterelies on selfeports of individual-level donation behavior along vather forms of
participation (e.g., votingA concern with this mode of observation, howeigthat individuals may
systematically misreport their behaviamsvays confounded witbharacteristics of interest the
researchefsee, in the context of voting, Viack2007).2 For example, more ideologically extreme or
politically interested people might report donating to express in theysaontext their political

engagement, despinot actually donating.

In light of this concern, an early and importaneé of research by Powell and colleagues adopts the
strategy of survegg a known set of donors identified from administrative records and cimgplagr
attitudes and characteitgt to those of the general populatiBrown et al. 1980, Brown et al. 1995,
Francia et al. 2003)n all of these comparisonsowever, the mode of survey interview is different for
contributors and non-contributors. For example, Bretval.(1980) show contributors to the 1972
presidential campaigns (the first year of mandatory FEC reporting) aréniweakeport more forms of
participation, ancire more likely to view themselves ideologically and have policy views thar tisea
population.Those ontributors are not, however, more ideologically extreme in their issigops. In

contrast, Browret al.(1995) reporsimilar demographic differences for contributors in 1988,asib

2 See the Supplementary Informati@@1) for a discussion of the accuracy of reported donation behavior in our
merged data.



find that donors are more ideologically extreme thah bwe general populaticendthose who report
voting in the general or primary electiorfstancia et al. (2003) analyze the reasons that donors to
congressional campaigns in 1996 gave for contributing, but do not compare donors to non-donors or

analyze more recent election cycles.

More recently, Barber (2014a, 2014hjrveys donors to 22 incumbent senators who sought reelection in
2012. Individual donors tend to rate ideological reasons (the positions of casdid#teir opponents) as
important in exfaining their behavior, and ideological motivations are more fredoemore

ideologically extreme donorghis is consistent with Johnson’s (2010) account in which more extreme
legislators seek contributions from (more extreideplogically motivatedndividual contributorgnstead

of more moderate sources of funds Ik&Cs. However,neitherJohnson’s account nor Bartework

explain why moderate citizens do not contribute or test the motivationsittatiead ideologues to

contribute(see below)

Otherresearcluses contributiobehaviorreported by the individuah the survey contextor example,
Tobin and Rudolph (2002) show that reported donors during the 2000 presidentiaiggaare
wealthier, older, more engaged, and more partisan than those who do not reparbgivitignot appear
to be more extreme in their policy attitudes. By contrast, Panagopoulos aed B206) find similar
demographic differences, balso findthat contributors are more extreme on some policy issaesa(so
Lipsitz and Panagopoulos 201Ejnally, in a recent analysis of reported donations bemanithe CCES
survey,LaRaja and SchaffnéR015) show contributoresubstantially more extreme than the general

population.

A related literature focusing on party elites (e.g., Layman et al. 2010)tfiathoseslites are
substantially more extreme than either the mass public or rank and filergarbers. We know much

less, however, about the individuals who, whether they participate in thiosa fwarty activities or not,



provide financial resources to caddies® Thus, it remains an open question whether donors are more

extreme than, for example, individuals who are engaged enough to participatéyiprimaries.

Overall,existingresearctdoes not combine survey data on individual ideological views and perceptions
of the parties together with administrative records of both elegiarttipation and donations behavior.
No studieghatdirectly survey the broader pool of donors (e.g., donors to the 1988 presidential
campaignsyse the same survey mode fmm-donors. Finally, most prior studies of doremesnow

somewhat dated, and so may not reflect the contemporary political or iosttutimates.

Beyond describing who donatessting argumentabout why some individuals with the means to
contribute do so, whilethersof means do nots also a recurrent theme in this literatkecommon

finding is that those who are more extreme are more likely to participats istgconsistenwith

multiple theoretical perspectives. For example, iiltials may prefer to support ideologically
likeminded candidates. Alternatively, individuals may be more strategic aodeclho donate when the
utility differencethey will experience if one party windfice is substantially different from what happens
if the other party does s@laassen(2007) examines multiple forms of self-reported participation,
including contribution behavior, usimgnerican National Election Survey measuaes finds support for
the latteraccountWe build onthiswork to more fuly explorehow the perceived ideological stakes of an

election affects donatings measured using administrative recdrelew.

Finally, if one presumes that contributionsatoandidate are a revealed preference of one’s ideological
affinity for the candidate ovextherpossiblerecipients contributions may alsimdicatean individual's

own ideological orientations. This logic is the basis for the Campaigmée ideology scer(CFscore)
reported in Bonica (2014) arsiimilar estimates of candidate locations used by Hall%2@hd Halland
Snyder (N.d.)To calculate th€Fscorefor examplecontributions by individuals angioups are used to

placecandidates and contributors on a common ideologitale Thesegprocedureproduce estimates for

3 This is important becausehite many party activists are likely donors, we do not know how many daners
activists.



elected officials that correlate Welith roll-call based measures of legislator ideolfmythose
candidates who serve in a legislatuMhat is uncertain, however, is how well smebasures capture

individualdevel differences in ideologgmong those who are not candidates for office.

Data

Our datazetis created bymergng individuallevel datafrom three sources. First, the survey firm YouGov
intervieweda nationallyrepresentative sample 8#,535Americancitizensduringthe 2012 presidential
election as part of the 2012 CCE&héolabehere 20)2The survey includedumerousneasure$or the
respondents, including demographics and political attitudes. Second, YouGadtoeite survey
validated registration and turncdatafrom state election records. This merge allows us to observe the
actual, rather than reported, turnout and registration behavior @fgpendents. YouGov mateth

45,221 individualgo registration records, and this sétegistered (potential) votesgrves as the basis
for our analysisGiven this constructigrall comparisonseported in this paperre among the set of

registered survey respondeatsd all analysis uses the survey weights provided by YodGov.

Third, we contracted with YouGov to match 2012 CCES respondeatsutbset ofhe DIME contributor
records using names and addres¥esiGov has an established technolégymatchng multiple datasets
using these identifier§ hey were able to match 4,432 of the 45,221 records to a record in DIME, of
which 3,820 (about 85 percent with survey weights) contributed during the 20i@retgatie? In order
to preserve each survey respondent’s priva@could select only subset ofhemeasureavailable in
thefull DIME dataand each selected measu@srandomly perturbed by a small amouie use both
the 2012 and the 2010 set of DIME contributors for the merge to capture inthwich@only contribute
in one or the other electiom particular, from the DIME data we have a measure of the number of
contributions made ipach yeatbinned into 8 categories), the total amount of contributions magkecim

year(binned into 10 categorieshd cumulative Bonica CF score for each individual (ranging from

4We compare among registrants because almost all donors are registered and bessausmtae not registered
cannot vote.
5 We evaluate this matching process in the Supplementary Information.
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approximately -7 to +6, with 99.8% of scores between -2 and 25 dollarweighted CF score
calculated only on the basis of contributions madsach yeafalso ranging from7 to +6). Wedescribe

our use of these measures below.

Note that to be recorded in federal contribution records an individual muestibaated at least $200 to a
single campaigrbutthatmany of the state contribution databasetuded in theDIME haverecords for
contributions of smaller size§he donors to which we validate our survey records are thus a combination
of federal donors >$200 and state donors of smaller and larger amidutitgonally, note that privacy
restrictions prevent us from using these datdor example, compare contributors to state elections with

those who give only to presidential race®ther such granular comparisons

Demographic and Behavioral Differ ences between Donor s and their Co-partisans

How representativef the population of registered voters is the population of donors—the dondeate?
we present a brief summary of these results; a complete analysis of the dencagmedyehavioral
differences between donors and rmmors appears in the Supplementafgrmation(Sl). To

understand the substantive importance of these differences, we compazedhéhe differences
between donors and non-donors to the most-often consioheasliref differential political
participation: Those registrants who vote in general elections/eetatthose who do not vofeézor each
of thesecomparisons, we show that the difference between donors ardbnors is notably larger than

the difference between voters and varters.

We compare donors to non-donors, whereesmme is coded as‘donor” if they matched to a record in
the DIME data. Throughout this paper, partisans are coded to include bothddeatifl those who
“lean” toward a party.This analysis therefore excludes the modest number of pure independents an

third-party adherents in our dataset. In each case, we compare donors to non-donors witkihipharty,

8 Our comparison of voters to nwoters does not condition on donation behavior. As footh@thows, almost all
donors vote.
7 Analysis excluding leaners is available upon request.
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accouns for the demographic and behavioral differences between the parties albniifferences in

contributionrates?

With respect talemographics, we show in the SI thathin each partylonors have higher incomes and
moreeducation andre older, less diverse, and (among Democrats® secular than non-donohs.
addition to establishing these difference using administrative reabudsging and contributing, eshow
thatthe differences between donors and non-donors are largersiitase than the differences between

voters and noweters?

<<Table 1 about here>>

We summarize these differences in Tahleviichshows thatvithin eachpartydonors are notably

different from non-donorsAdditionally, Table 1 presents parallel data for the differences between voters
and non-voterd-or example, Democratic donors are 19 percentage points more white than Demaocratic
non-donors, while Dmocratic voters are 8 points more white than Democratievoters.Similar
comparisons for religion and race are less stark among Republicéms finaltwo rows, we present
differences in validated political behavioBifferencesin validated politial behaviors arkess

pronounced than on demographiasd in most cases shdigger differences between (general election)

voters and non-voters than between donors and non-d¥nors.

Contributors Hold Mor e Extreme Policy Views than Non-Contributors

Thesummary of the demographic and behaviaralysis presented in the previous section shows that
contributors are demographically distificim, and vote more than, non-contributor registrants. Do they
also have different attitude&?this sectionyve showthat contributorsire more ideologicallpolarized

thannondonors, gatternthatholds even wheaccounting for aariety of potentially confounding

8 For an account of differences between Democratic and Republican donorgrssa €ral. (2005).

9 Voters, in this case, are those with a validated turnout record from tBep2€sidential contest.

106.1 percent of donoiis these data are not validdt® have voted in either the 2012 general election or a 2012
primary electionSee Sl Table 1 fanalysis ofarticipation by donor status.

9



characteristicSOn average, Democratic contributors are more liberal than other Democrats and

Republica contributors are more conservative than other Republicans

We first consider the relationship of donor status to individual palieglogy To measur@olicy
ideology, weestimatea factor analysis on a set of policy preference items from the 2012 EQmS.
includeditemselicit preferencesn a set of salient political issuggin control, climate change,
immigration, abortion, jobs versus the environment, gay marriage, afifueraction, and fiscal policy.
Thisfactor scorés rescaledo range from -1rfiostliberal) to 1 (mostconservative)ln Figure lwe plot
the distribution othis measuref ideology Panel Apresents boxplots of ideology by party and
contributor status. Contributors are more homogenous and less moderate than niloutarsfior both
parties. While Democratic contributors have a median ideologfy. 08 (3" and 9% percentiles 0f0.90
and -0.19), the corresponding number for non-contribusefs42 (-0.86 to 0.28)A similar pattern holds
for Republicans, witla donor median of 0.59 (-0.07 to 0.92) compared to 0.39 (-0.36 tofor8&)n

donors.

<<Figurel about here>>

To add perspective to the ideological distinction between donors and non-gdative tothe
ideologicaldifferences associated witlther forms ofparticipation Panel Bplotskernel densities of
ideology by partyfor differentlevels ofpolitical participation We plot the densities separately for
respondents validated to have donated in 2012, validated 2012 congressionglyoiargrvalidated

2012general electionoters and allregistrantsin the left frame presenting the distributions for

1 We apply Stata’$PF factorcommando CCES variables CC320, CC321, CC32Z(3226, CC324, CC325,
CC326, CC327, CC328, and CC329. We first break each categorical item into dwetinof variables for all
responses (including missing response) for a sifeglitor analysis. Factor coefficients are reported in Sl Table 2.
The first factor has an eigenvaluedo8 We exclude the roll call items, CC332Aout of concern that they reflect
bills congress has already considered. Respondent “votes” on thegedyjltherefore proxy political
sophstication, confounded with donor status, rather than actual diffesémgmlicy ideology. We have estimated
these models excluding the immigration items out of concern that theylaeslr® foreign policy positions and
find highly similar results. &ailarly, we have also estimated these measures excluding the binamysegpms
(CC322 1-CC332_g[immigration policyland CC32§gay marriagh. Results are again highly simil@@ompare Sl
Table 3 to Table 2
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Democrats, we see that ideology is increasingly homogenous and morewibieratreasing

participation The narrowesand most liberatlistribution of preference ifor validated donors and the
least narrow distributiois for all registrantsA similar, though less stark, pattern holds for Republicans
on the rightThus we observe increasing extremism and homogeneity within each paatyic@pation

increases (from nanto general election voting to primary voting to contributing).

Oneconcern is thatlonations are motéely for those who are wealthier and better educated. These
same characteristics may be associated with more extreme policy views. Additihioskywho are
better educated are aliicely to have the most access to political information and the greaibst @
accuratelyexpress their preferences amset ofsurvey questions about pubgiolicy. This greater ability
to engage the survey instrument might reduce measurement error and ifeogloge artificial

extremty among those whare most likely to donate

To assess whetheonor and validated turnouisusarerelated to ideology when controlling for
education, income, and other important factarsestimatetwo-limit Tobit regressiommodels predicting
the policy ideologymeasurén each party usingeparate indicators for categsof income, union
membership, education, religion, race, and‘ddéese estimates appearTiable 2 The Tobit models
account for the fact that the ideology scale is censorddaatd 1 (parallel results using OLS are very
similar and are available upoequest)in columns(1) and (3), we model ideology solely as a function of
variables for turnout ancbntributor statyswhile in columns (2) and J4ve include both these indicators
and the control variable§The indicators for contributor status and turnout are not mutually exlus

For example, a contributor who also voted in both types of elections would be coded thfee
measures/0% of Republican contributors voted in the 2012 primary and 94% did so in the general

election. For Democratbhé corresponding figures are 56% &394) These regressiamsultsreplicate

12\We also investigated preferences over tax policy, because one might imagimeahiay Democratic

contributors might oppose higher taxes and therefore prevent more pojeutistitic tax policies. However, we
found that Democratic contributors of more than $1,000 did not differ inghefirences over tax policy from nen
contributors, and that contributors of less than $1,000 preferred tax cthie foiddle class, but not the wealthy, by
about 10 percentage points more than-comtributors. For Republicans, support for tax cuts is higbsadhe

board, and increasing in size of contributions. Analysis availade fine authors on request.
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the graphical patterriEven after accounting for other differences across respondents within each part
ideology isincreasinglyextreme(moreconservative for Republicansoreliberal for Democratsvith

rising levels of participation as measured using either voting or botitm behaviot3

<<Table 2about here>>

Among Republicanger column 2), contributors aréd8 units more conservative thamon-contributing
primary voter, whas .10 units more conservative tharganeral election voter who does not vote in a
primary, whois .10 units more conservative thamRepublican whaloes notote, all else equalt* By
comparison, Republicans for whom religion is “extedyrimportant” rather thafnot too important” are
about .08units more conservativdmong Democrats, per column (4), general election voters are about
.06 units more liberal than namters and primary voters are an additiac? udits more liberal. But
validated contributors are substantially more liberal, by about .18 Thitseffect is about the same as
the .20 unit liberal shift associated with being a college graduate thftmenever having finished high

school.

Theaverage Democrat and the average Republican differ by alsounit8 on the ideology scale. Among
contributors (assuming thelyd notalso vote), this difference is1R units, or about 3@ larger. Thus,
differences irideologyacross the parties aa¢so substantially larger among contributors than among

partisansvho did notdonate.

Recent scholarship raises the question of whettededsurvey data overstate the moderateness of the
electorate because they assume that extremsigniresconsistent responsése., all in one ideological
direction) when in fact some extremists are not bound by ideological cahgrgi,Ahler and

Broockman N.d. To assess the importance of this argument, we created a seeasure of extremism

13 0One concern is that random measurement error may be larger for leisticatgld respondents, making them
appear more centrist, and sophisticaticayrbe correlated with other factors (e.g., income and education) that
predict giving. For this reason, we have also replicated our analysesfmyndents with at least aydar college
degreeand find similar results with smaller magnitud8seSI| Table4.

14 Because most contributors also vote in general and primary electiorise@mgse most primary voters also vote
in general elections, we order the comparisons in this way.

12



that was calculated using the five policy items wittrtbinary responses amtearextremeresponse

options!® For each item, regardless of ideological directiosponsavas coded as extremeitifivasan

end categorye.g., either the most conservative orstriieral response). We then summed the number of
“extrene” responsel create a scale that ranges from 0 (no extreme responses) to 5 (all extreme
responses)Ve estimatgusing both ordered Logit and OLS regressgege S| Tabl®) the number of
extreme responses that each partiegpondent gave as a function of voting, contribution behavior,

party, and the other covariates used in the Table 2 analysis. We find tleagj@ri@ral election voters are

no more likely than nometersto give extreme answers, primary voters on average give an additional .07
more extreme responses (p<.01) and contributors give an additionabr8kxtremeesponses (p<.01).
Thus, the earlier finding about the extremity of contributors holds evenwdatiowextremity to be

ideologically inconsistent.

Overall, we find that contributors are more ideological than non-contribdnmatse SI(FigureS11), we
present similar results for a scale calculated using foreign policy itelhish(weasure the coitidns
under which the respondetlieves the United Stateshould intervene abroad)nlike in the case of
domestic policy preferences presented here, differences in foreign poliegiesttire more minor when
comparing contributors to non-contributors in each p&urthermore, comparirigemocrats to

Republicans, contributors are not more polariah norcontributors.

Donations are Correlated with Perceptions of the | deological Stakes of an Election

Those who givdavedifferentcharacteristics, behaviors, and attituftesn those who do not.
Additionally, and perhaps more salientjgnors arenore extreme¢han non-donori their policy views.
This leads naturally to seeking to understevhg theseindividualscontributewhile others with means do
not. Here, we consider multiple explanations for this pattern. We shotidsaivho perceive more at

stake in the election as measured by the relative pergaiggonity to the two parties are more likely to

5 These are items CC320, CC321, CC324, CC325, and CC327.
16 This is consistent with work by Jacobs and Page (2005), who find thabswpublic’s attitudes on foreign
policy appears largely unrelated to elite foreign policy preferences.

13



contribute We slow that the relationship to perceived proximity holds even when we control for the

directeffect ofpersonal policy ideologgiswell asproximity toone’spreferred party’

While prior research suggests that there are multiple reasons individuad®nadg Francia et al(2003)
describeone important category of donors as ideolodés this typology, ideologues are individuals
who donate in the hopes of gettingtterpolicy outcomesBut, as Claassen (2007) notes, merely being
policy motivated dog not explairhow individuals think about the policy consequences of elections.
Individuals may simply prefer to participate when they are more extrema-(W$sthe median voter),
they may prefer supporting candidates who are ideologically close tqrtbgandless of the opposition
candidate’s position), or they may compare the likely policy consequenttesrgireferred candidate

winningto the outcome that will arise if their less preferred candidate (val&ive proximity)

This last mechanistollows from basic spatial models of electoral participaéind votingn which
individuals evaluate the potential policy consequences of v{titiger than abstaining) or choosing one
candidategather than another (e.g., Downs 1957, Aldrich 1988asserf2007)tests both the extremity
and relative proximity accountssing pooled ANES data &xplainreported measures of particijoat,
including campaign givingBuilding on that effort, we test the additional possibility that individuals
prefer candidatewho are simply ideologiclyl closer to them. Additionally, we have access to a larger
sample of respondents and take advantage of a measure of giving that doesoncselheports We

now examine in greater detail the different ways in which idecébgnotives may affect contribution

behavior.

Oneexplanation for whynore ideologicdy extreme individuals are moli&ely to contributeis that

extremity leads omto participate more in an effort to pursue non-median outcomes, a form of the

" There are clearly other factors that motivate the decision to give beyoerdctinsidered here, such as social
networks, etc. This analysis captures one factor of this choice.

8 The other two categories of donors identified by Francia et al. are invetbtmse (vho donate for personal
material incentives) and intimates (those who donate for social reasons).
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purposivemotivationsof ideologuegproposed by Francia et al. (2003)f peopleare more dissatisfied as
policies move away from their preferencgn individuals who are more extreme have more to lose if
theyforgo donating or votingnd allow median outcomés persist® For example, liberal donors may
give to candidaté to encourage her not to move too far to the center in pursuit of Yotb®e same

time, there igvidence thain the United Statelsoth parties pursue non-median policies (Bafumi and
Herron 2010, in which case concerraboutmoderate policiemay not be thenost salient motivation for

contribution behavior.

A second possibility is that it is not extremity a&hé resultingear ofnonmedian outcomethatdrives
contribution behavior, but instead how closely a citizen fepkrty aligns with her own views. In this
account, individualare more likely to support a party and its candidates when they perceive yhaspart
offering an ideological position close to their oganloyalty vew). Indeed, this account stresses
ideological proximityin a way that presupposesters are somewhat myopic, considering only the fit
between their personal preferences and a given party, and not the réé¢atirability othatparty
compared to thikely alternative of thetherparty winning office For example, liberal donors give to

candidatd. the more they agree with his policies, regardless of the policies offehtidater.

Finally, athird explanation focuses not on the difference betwine median voter and more extreme
votersor onthe ideologicaproximity of each partybutinsteadon thefact that electoral competition in
the United Stateis structured bywo-party competition In particular, because the political partidter
competing andelativelydivergentpolicy alternatives, voters do not face a choice between the median
voter’s preferred policy and their own, or between their preferred party émidgnat all, but between

two partisan bundle3his means that fanost standard models of policy utilitgxtreme voters have

more to lose from the other party winning office tlarcentrists For example, liberal donors compare

19 Green et al. (2015) find suggestive evidence that policy interesteateotionation behavior.
20 Of course, an equilibrium in which only extremists contribute and therefin on policy grounds may not be
sustainable ifitere are centrist voters.
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how much they like the policies of candidateslative to the policies offered by candid&& determine

whetherto give toL.

To illustrate this logic, consider a simglaedimensional spatiahodel in which voters hawe preferred
policy x andgain utility -(xi-X)2 when policy X is implemented. There are two parties left and the
right, which respectivelyoffer and pursue policies>1 and x=1 if elected. Voters are distributed

uniformly on the interval -2 to 2, with a median votgr®.2*

In thismodel, it is easy to see that the expecidiy loss to a voter of the election being won by the
more ideologically distant party is larger whee voteris more extremeFor example, for the median
voter, her expected utility is -1 if either party wins offiaadso she is indiffereras to who winsFor a
voter whose ideal point is the same as the left party, her expected sit#iif the right party wins and 0
if the left party winswhich yields a difference ef. But for a voter whose ideal point is even farther to
the left atx;=-2, her ultilty if the left party wins isl1 but if the right party wins it i€9, a difference 08.

Results are the same if one considers {lighihing voters who face the prospects of avafig victor.

In this situation, which voter would be most willing to be@easonal cost to increase the chances that
their preferred party wins officéHolding all else constant, it is those who have the most to lose if the
other party wins instead dieir preferred partyso far, we have assumed that voters share common
beliefs about their own ideological sglfacement and their perceptions of the parties, but if one allows
individuals to vary in their assessmgbbthof their own ideological placement and of the positions of

the parties, one can estimate each individual’s perceived policy loss assodiathe more distant party

21 This model abstracts away from the question of where party positioms ftom or whyex ante the parties do
not converge. In doing so, it also sets aside the question of whetlaiodsrare motivated by a desire to shape
primary election outcomes.

22 An alternative phrasing of the question is “which voters are more likalyake an expressive (rather than
instrumental) contribution given the stakes they perceive?” In eithey whgther the choice is motivated by a
desire b influence the election or just to express one’s view about it, theatattition is the sameerceived
stakes will increase the benefitadntributing
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winning.2® Most simply, setting aside questions of scaling and strategic resgmns¢her voters, if one
assumes quadratmlicy lossthenthe costany voter would be willing texperience nowo decide the

electionwould be proportional tf{xi-x)? - (Xi-xi)?.

Examining this equation provides some clarity for its intuition. Specificadigsider a lefteaning voter
who is closer to the left party than the right pdptyxi|<xi-x;|) and morecentristthan the left party
(xi<xi<0). What happens to this voter’s calculations as the right party movegs fégtit@ That will
increase the quantityi¢x,)?, which will increase the value of acting to influence the elec8amilarly, if
the left party moves closer to the voter, this will decrease), which also increases the willingness to

act now.

We testthese competing theoretical explanations for why individuals contrilsing statistical models
where theoutcome variable is ether a registrant is a matched contributor (1=yes, 0=no). Thlkdyrst
independent variable Bistance FarthetDistance Closet which is coded aisleological distance to the
farther partysquared minusistance tdhecloser partysquared” Distanceto each partys calculated as
the absolute value of the difference between the individual's ideologaza@ment of herself and that
party,with each placement measured usingpint ideologyscalerangingfrom Very Liberal to Very
ConservativeTo catulate each party’glacement, we take the average ofrémpondent’sdeological
placement of the party amd the party’spresidential nomine® If a larger expected loss leads to a
greater willingness to act, the coefficientthe Distance Farthet-Distance Closévariableshould be
positive. Below we consider the threat posed by the potential endogenous placement of paidpdoc
which isa potential pitfall forall researchie.g., Claassen 200#at relies on individuaieported

ideologicalplacement of the partigs

2 For simplicity, this exposition ignores the question of whether indalgldiffer in their asessments of each

party’s chances of winning office absent contribution behavior, howibotibns influence elections, or the

individual cost of contributing.

24We have also estimated models in which we assume policy loss is linkar@lative distance between the two
parties. For the entire sample, as well as for Democrats and Repulbkganately, we continue to find evidence

that greater expected policy loss is associated with a greater willingresgribute.

25We obtain similar results if wiastead use either the party or candidate placement measures. Results are available
upon request.
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To examine théwo other theoretical perspectiviedroduced aboviewve calculate two additional
variables. The first is a measure of the respondent’s ideological extreodd aé\bsolute value of self
placement ideologyT his is a “folded” measure of ideology, with moderates at 0 and very ldredatery
conservative individuals at 3. If extremity leads to greaativation to pursue non-median policies, then
the coefficient on this measure should be positive. Thenseoeasure iBistance to closer partywhich

is simply the absolute value of the difference between a respondent’s own iickdgitacement and her
placement of theleology of the party closer to her. If proximity encourages participatiencoefficiat

on distance to closer party should be negakimally, a third control variable we discuss below is
Distance between partieg/hich issimply the absolute valugf the differencdoetween theespondent’s

ideological placement of each patty.

Table 3presents results from this analysis. For ease of interpretalliom@elsare OLS regressions with
robust standard errorfé/e alsopresent parallel Logit models in S| Taldlefrom whichwe calculate the
sample marginal effect of a one unit change irgiedratic loss measure. This marginal effect is
presenedin row eight of Table 37 In column (1), we present a baseline model and find that increasing
quadratic loss is associated with a greater propensity to contfjisu@). In columns (Rand @) we

repeat this specification separately for $aéntified Democrats?) and Republicans (&nd find that

greater expected loss is associated with more frequent contribigrdysth groups (p<.01)

<<Table 3about here>>

In terms of magnitude %% of Republicans are contributors in this dataset. Holding constant a
Republican’s own sefplacement at 6 (Conservative) and their placement of the Republicgrafart

(Very conservative), we can assess how their preippbbability of contributing changes they

26 These measures rely on different scalings of related spatial placementeseAsisuch, this raises the possibility
of collinearity, which will tend toriflate the standard errors of regression estimates and make it had to fin
statistically significant results. We present a full correlation méatrithe different spatial measures in Sl Tahle

27 Angrist and Pischke (2009, p. )8scuss the relative merits of OLS versus limited dependent variabtiedsn
and arguehat OLS and limited dependent variables models (e.qg., Logit) pregugsimilar point estimates fahe
marginal effects of explanatory variahlésour caseQLS arl logit estimates of the influence of squared distance
are very similar.
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perceive the Demociiatparty as becoming more liberal. When they perceive the Democrats as moderate
(at 4) their quadratic loss variable is 3, and they are predicted to be .3 percantagenore likely to
contribute than if they perceived the Democrats and Republicans as ecgtalty ftom their own

ideology.By contrast,fithey perceive that the Democrats are as extreme as their owrflpeated at 1),

their quadratic loss score is 24 and they are predicted to peidt8 more likelyd contribute than if

they were equidistant from the two partial else equalSo, moving from perceiving the Democrats as
moderate to extreme increases their predicted contribution rate by 2.3 @lbltse equalvhich

represents 83% increase inhte predicted rate of contributing over the baseline rate for Republicans.

Calculations for Democrats are similar in proportional tefms.

In columns (4 and 6), we assess whether these results are robust to including a measure adiahdivi
ideological extremity, the key theoretical predictor in the model wherereidis are seeking fyevent
median outcomed.he variable has inconsistent signs for the twaupgs, suggesting extremism alone
does not explain contribution behaviarcluding this measure diminishes the coefficient foQfsance
Farther-Distance Closétvariable for Democrats and increases it for Republicans, but in bothtbase
guadratic bss variable remains significant (p<.0Edcusing on the new variable, for Democrats moving
from moderate to extremely liberal is associated with a 3 point setiadhe predicted probability of

contributing (p<.01), but for Republicans the effect igatve and not statistically significant.

In columns (6 and {7), we incorporate the measurelttance to closer parfythe key variable in the
proximity model. Including this measure has almost no effect on the estiowsi#idient forDistance
Farther-Distance Closet However, the coefficient dRistance to closer partig positive,which means
citizens are less, not more, likely to give when they perceive the closesapatpologically similato

them.

28 For a Democrat whose sqifacement is liberal and perceives the Democratic Party as very liberal, nfraving
perceiving the Republican Party as moderate to perceiving it as very conveeinverttases the predicted rate of
contribution by 6.9 points. This is a proportional increase of 46% relatihe toaseline for Democrats in this
sample.
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Similarly, in columns §) and Q) we consiler the possibility thgterceivedoolarizationaffects
contributions (it could be that polarization causes people to believeakes ©f the election are higher,
which would tend to increase participation, or that it instead causesdhmatietve neither party will do a
good job of representing their views, whimbuld alienate them and therefalieninish participation).
Greater prceptions of polarization, measured udingtance between particareassociated witfewer
contributions for both groups, bDistance Farthet-Distance Closéremains positig and statistically

significant for members of both parties.

Finally, in columns (1pand (1) we includebothDistance Farthet-Distance Closérand the other
measures and find that the quadratic loss variable remains significanth(fael,has a larger effect than
in theearlier specifications)rhe effect ofone’sown perception of selfieological extremity is now
negative for both Democrats and Republicans (although it is is@tissignificant only for the latter),
providing little evidence for the view that more extreme individuals are intrinsically maaged. As
before, the proximity account finds little support: Greater distanttestoloser party increases, rather
than decreasegates of giving. Finally, polarization contirsu® be associated with fewer contributions,

supporting the alienation account.

One limitation of this analysis is that we lack a source of exogenousmaiaperceptions of the
ideological positions of the two parti€donsequentlyit could be that individuals who are motivated to
give inflate reported divergence from their least preferred partyromime reported divergendeom

their more preferred parsompared to those who do not gilidnis pattern could also arise through a
process of reverse causality if engagement with politics leads to persegititie greater polarization of
the partie$® These arémportant and wellinderstood weakness of all observational analysis of survey
data. Weconsider one robustness test to assess the impodftiefirstpotential sources of bias, but

acknowledge thaurvey data cannot provide conclusive evidence about causal relationships.

29 Such a pattern could also arise through measurement error, if less eingligddals gve less and also provide
morecentristassessments of the party’s positions.
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Specifically,to address the conceatoutinflating selfreported divergence to justify donations, we ran
our models gearately for each party and each category of ideologicapEetement. This holds fixed
where eaclindividual placederself andestimates relationships usingly variation inrelative
placement ofhe two partiesvithin each category of sefflacementind partisanshig-or Republicans,
we find largely consistent patterns, with the largesitiveeffect ofquadratic los$or Republicans who
place themselves as “middle of the road” or “somewhat conservative” (differencesemptbint
estimates acroggoupsare not statistically significant)Ve also find the largest effect of the quadratic
loss measure among Democrats who place themselves as “middle of thdubagkfind @ unexpected
andstatistically significant negative coefficient for “sometlconservative” Democrat&gain, however,

few of thedifferencesacross individual ideologgre statistically significant.

Overall, these results provigewevidence that individuals who perceive more is at stake in a given
electoral environment are nelikely tomake campaign donations. Contributors are more extreme on
average than necontributors, but it does not appear to be extremism itself that nestigatticipation.
Nor isit that those who believe one party offers positions closer to theiaoevmore likely to give
(instead, ideological proximity alone is associated with reduced giwmglly, simply believing thathe
parties offer stark choiceall else equal, redusgiving. Instead it is individuals who perceive they have
much more to lose if thelesspreferred party wins relative to thgireferred partyvho are most likely to

give.

Ideology of Recipient Candidates |sa Weak Predictor of Contributor |deology

The final question we examine is whether the idaekaf the candidates and groups that an individual
givesto predict thaindividual's personal ideology. In particular, the reveglegference model

underlying the construction of tli&FscorgBonica 2A4) and similammeasure of individual ideology

(Hall 2015, Hall and Snyder N)dassumes that a candidate’s pattern of support is a measure both of the
candidate’s ideology and the ideology of those who give to the can¢idgteBonica 2014. 369, eq.

1). These measures appear to proviekesonable estimates of candidate ideology, but whether they also
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provide useful estimates of contributor ideology is unknown. To thaditerature lacka direct measure
of donors’ policy ideologylf contribution patterns reveal individual ideology, it would allow for inctire

observation of citizen ideology, an importéattorin many theoretical account$ political behavior

To answer this question, we again take advantate@CES'’s battery opolicy questions to estimate a
granular measure of individubdvel ideology. This is the factor analysis policy ideology scale we
introduced above. We examine the relationship between individual-level meigypgy and individual-
level (dynamic)CFscors in Figure Z° Panel Aplots the density of individudevel CFscoreamong
matchedcontributorsin our dataseby selfidentified partisanship. These data are bimodal, with
Democrats clustered on the left and Republicans on the right. (The smallrrairf®thers”
[Independents and third party identifiers] who are in the contributor data, 48tooft the sample, tend

slightly liberal.)

<<Figure2 about here>>

In panel Bwe plot the density of individudével policy ideology for those respondents velppear in
Panel A As with theCFscores, this measure is afsghly bimodal with Democrats clustered on the left
and conservatives on the riglitboth measures are bimodal, is it also the case that more ideologically
extreme (moderate) members of each party are also estitodtave more extreme (moderate)
CFscores? In Panel @ge plotthe individuallevel relationship between ti@Fscoremeasure of ideology

and the policy ideology scale.

Each point matches a respondent’s policy ideokmgyre(verticd axis) to theirCFscorghorizontal axis).
Democratsare plottedas black circles, Republicans as grey squaned “Others’as light grey triangles.
As one would expe¢Democrats arkargelyclustered in the lower left quadrant and Republicaastly

in the upper right. Additionally, the overall relationship between tivesevariables is upward sloping, as

30 Because our measure of policy ideology is taken in October 2012, we also er€sdore for each respondent
that is specific to the year 2012. Specifically, we calculatgollar-weighted average CFscore of the candidates to
which the donor gave in the 2012 cycle and use this as the donor’'s 2012 CFscore foesslamalysis that
appears in the SWe find similar results with this 2012Fscore
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is shown by dashed black line which is a locally weiglptginomial smoothr of the individuallevel

relationship between the CFscaed policy deology.

As isalsoclearfrom the plot, the individudkvel relationship between ti@&-scoreandpolicy ideology

is relativelymodestwithin parties. That is, among the Democrats clustered in the lower lefipoftthe
figure, large changes in CFscores r@lated toonly small changes ipolicy ideology. Thus, the slope of
the polynomial smoother is nearly flat in the lower left quadrant of tfuedij increases in the middle of
the figure (where there are very few modefakescors), and theris again flat in the upper right
quadran! Using all of these datahé withinparty correlation between ti@Fscoreandpolicy ideology
isr = 0.42for Republicans and= 0.22for DemocratsEven this 0.42 correlation for Republicans is
driven by a handful of liberal self-identified Republicans (5.4 percent pdiitiean contributors have
CFscores less than 0). The correlation between ideology and CFscoepiédnliBan contributors with a
CF<ore greater than Oiis= 0.17. For Democrats with a CFscore less than 0, the correlation betwee

policy ideology and CFscore is 0.10.

In panel D we plobnly the data for Democrats and Republicafterrestricing attention to casesith
CFscores between th€" and 90 percentiles in eagpartyto lessen the influence of outlying cases
Among Democratshe middle80% of CFscore (betweerthe 10" and 98 percentilesrange from -1.53
and -1.14, and for Republicaftem 0.61 to 1.36For Democrats, mving from the bottom 10% of plotted
CFscors to the top 10% is predicted to increase policy ideology by .057 units, whiabuis2886 ofa
standard deviation afleologyfor this sampleFor Republicans, a comparable shift increases predicted

ideology by about .13 units, or abaurehalf of a standard deviation for this sample.

We have also examined whether this result is affected by measurement ehapsPer individuals who
give few contributions, the CFscore is a less valid measure of ideology. $ymites CFscore may be

less accurate in a presidential election year when most donations go demrascandidates,

311f instead of conditionig on party we simply divided the CFscores into 3 bins, with one el& ahd another at
.5, we see similar results. Within the bottom and top bins, CFscorealgneeakly related to variation in
individuakFlevel policy ideology(r=.14 in both conditios).
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particularly the frontrunners for each party. In Sl Figure S10 we reprgadunedD of Figure 2 separately

for donors who made only one donation, donors who made 2-4 donations, and donors who made 5+
donations in 2012, as well as for individuals based only on their 201(p(asitential race)
contributions With thepossible exception of Republicans who gave 5 or more donations in 2102, we do
not find any evidence of stronger relationships between the CF score agdgesiogyacross the

frames.

Overall, within partyand particularly for Democrats, variation@fscore does not appear to explain
muchvariation inour measure gfolicy ideology®? The keyimplication of this findings thatin

comparing amonthe partisansvho give totheir party’s candidatgit may be incorrect to presume that
the set of candidas one gives to is a validdicatorof the individual's ideologys measured by their
policy opinions. Contributions clearly distinguish which party the contributor sttt within each
party coalition, contributors’ policy ideology is ordgpmewhatelated to the ideologyne would estimate
based upon theandidate$o which they donate and the set of donations those candidates receive from
other groups and individual donordiése conclusions are somewhat tentative given the varbestial
source of measurement error in merging and estimatiad in particular given issues in comparing
scaled ideology based on different iteimgtthey suggesmnore work is meritedbefore viewingdeology

imputed from donation behavias reliable estimasef individuaklevel policy preferences.

Discussion and Conclusion

Money is the lifeblood of politial campaigs, but our understanding of the population of contemporary
donors and how they are different from others who participate in the politiczgas somewhat
limited. In this paper, we present novel survey data merged to administrative racoutisvho

contributes and votes to understand the demographic and ideological refikeserds of the “donorate”

32We have alsoaplicated this analysis usimdifferent outcome measwgeApproval for Obama minus Approval for
Congressand selfplacement ideologyself-placement ideology helps mitigate concerns about differences in
statistical procedures to scédieology generating part of the discrepancy. For both measueesee large
differences between the parties, but within parties, the CFscore meassnead predict much observed variation.
See Figure S1i the Sifor analysis using selieported ideolgy.

24



relative to the larger potential electorateerjistered voterdVe show that donors are less
demographically diverse, older, wealthier, and better educated thafetlosirpartisans. Furthermore,

they participate at higher ratasdhold more extreme policy views.

We find that the perceived stakefsthe election are more closalgrrelated with the choice to donate
than are ideological extremity per seideological proximity to a preferrezhndidate. Potential donors
appear tanake the choicto contribute ifight of the dynamics of two party competition, and use their
contributions as complements to participation in electibhis result is a different conclusion thian
Barber et al. (2016), who find that donors are more likely to contribute to ideadlgdor vocationally)
proximate candidtes A variety of differences between the studies may generate these different
conclusions. Probably most importantly, we analyze whether or not an indiviometHe full population
donates at all, while Barber et al. analy#dch Senate candidagemong many a donor gives to,
conditional on making at least one donatiBecauseondonors are not cluded intheir samplethey
cannot examine this initial choice to contriou##ore minor differences may also be important, such as
different sets of swey questions fieldednd analyzedruture work should field questions of donors and
non-donors from both studies to try to evaluate when donors are motivated by retiakiee (ositions of
two candidates) versus when donors are motivated by affimitgrtbsingle candidates or instrumental

motivations.

Of course, ouanalysisprovides insights only into a particular subset of donors (those who partidipate
the CCES and are successfully matched to their contribution records in DISIE)CA, they arsubject

to important concerns about representativeness and whether the pattelbsemve i this context would
replicate in other elections and years. These caveats aside, there sondhesabasic approach cannot
be repeated, potentially providingpanel analysis of campaign contribusaver time matched with
survey data. Indeed, the value of this analysis may be such that it should beconmd ptactiee to

merge not just voting behavior, but also administrative records of campeiigy, go large scale survey
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efforts. As this analysis shows, in doirgwse can obtain new insights irttte composition of the donor

basetheir policy views, and apparent motivations for giving.

Moreover, it may be useful to conduct similar analysis not just in thedSiates, but also in other

settings where both voting and contribution records are publicly availabite $vich approaches have
previously been confined to the United States, understanding whether sisukes of representativeness
arise in otler democratic governments is an important issue in comparative politicahegamd

comparative political behavioAny such effort will have to grapple with the same concerns about subject
privacy that we address, but it is precisely because of the eflnese data that those concerns are likely

to arise.

Althoughour findings on demographiaonfirm earlierresearch, one unique advantage of our data is that
these measures of participation and contribution behavior are not sultfepdtential reportindpiases
associated with seteported voting and contributing. Additionally, our data allow usssesshe
magnitudes ofhedifferencesdbetween donors and non-donors compared to differencestéry
participation.Further, because caqrarisons are made within a survey with constant time and mode of
interview of both donors and non-donors, we can rule out differences in surveg eetime of

interview as generating apparent differences between the two populations.

The fact that modates are less likely to give remampuzzleaf donations are instrumentdh a setting
where parties pursue non-median policy outcomesanttibutors are extremelative to voters,

centrists would seem to have an incentovdonate. Put differentlyf one’s benchmark model is a simple
median voter account in which parties are competing fomdian voter, why areentristsignored in

many caseand why daheynot respond by pullinthe parties toward them? Our analysis of why people
give providesone explanatiorDonation behavior responds more to relative than to absolute policy
positions. Centrists thyserceive less at stake than their more extreme counterphdview the

chanes of their less preferred party winning office with greater concern.iglso long as the parties are
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roughly equallydistant from the median votarentristshave less to lose from one party winning rather
than the other by sitting on the sidelinempared to more extreme voters who perceive one party as
offering a far superior policy bundl€hus, a simple spatial model of the expected ideological cost of
forgoing voting explains giving patterns better than measures of responttentigx proximity to one

party, or perceptions of polarizatiéh.

Our finding that donations appear to be motivated by perceptions of the stieglection outcome
also has implications fdhe way in whiclcandidatesnd campaigns seek to raise money. Centfists
example, are not useful targets unless they perceive one party as substantiallytraore. éx fact,
across all levels of voter ideologyyrdfindingsimply thatthose seekingonations have an incentive to
exaggeratéhe perceived extremity of the othgarty. It is this incentive that may motivate the obtuse
statements made by candidates in clad®al fundraiserghat areoccasionally leaked to the public, e.qg.
Mitt Romney’s discussion of the “47 percent” or Barack Obarmardggration of rural voters whaling

to guns or religion or antipathy toward people who aren't like th€hese statements may benscious
attempts to make contributors feel that the threat of the other partingioffice is too large to simply

sit on the sidelines.

Finally, this work also implies some caution about using measures aflimalievel ideology derived
from which candidates a citizen supports with her campaign donations. Whilapatteonations
acrossthe parties seem to accurately capture partisades,within parties these patterns are weak. In
other words, factors apart from policy ideology appear to explain variatiwhich candidates a citizen
supports, suggesting that donation data may not be particularly valuable te ingividualieve policy

ideology.

33 An alternative explanation for the greater likelihood of donations frmre extreme individuals is candidate
fundraisingbehavior §ee e.g., Johnson 2010). Candidates at the fringes of the ideologicalispatay have a
harder time raising fundsdm more pragmatic PAC or corporate donors, and so instead make effedshmut to
ideological individual candidates.
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For those concerned with understanding the dynamics of contemporary Anpaitapolitics, our
results offer mixed evidence. On the one hand,dbatristsare underrepresented among donors is one
potential explanation for the ideological pull of the parties towaréxtremes. On the other hand, if one
is concerned that those with money are inherently more conservative dbamwiith less resources,
finding that Democratic contributors are more liberal than other Dematraisd educe fears that the

party of the left is constrained in its policy positions by the viewts afonors.
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Table 1: Demographic and Behavioral Differences By Donation an d Turnout Behavior

Democrats Republicans
Difference in Percentage with Characteristic Difference in Percentage with Characteristic
Donors vs Non- Voters vs Non- Ratio of Donors vs Non- Voters vs Non- Ratio of

Characteristic Donors Voters differences Donors Voters differences
Family income > $100K 21.73 5.36 4.05 18.17 6.13 2.97
Education 4-year college+ 31.60 13.05 2.42 25.84 9.95 2.60
Age 50+ 30.71 14.97 2.05 24.03 13.86 1.73
Religion very important -9.20 -0.96 9.57 1.37 7.24 0.19
Race not white -18.99 -7.77 244 -0.61 -5.61 0.11
Voted 2012 congressional primary 32.41 31.10 1.04 30.87 42.81 0.72
Registered with major party in party registration state 8.92 27.42 0.33 11.40 32.61 0.35
Number of donors 3,062 1,154
Number of non-donors 18,399 16,679
Number of voters 17,254 15,324
Number of non-voters 4,207 2,509

Note: Weighted analysis. For each party, the first two columns present the percentage point difference between donors (voters) and non-donors (non-
voters) who match the category of that row. Votes are those who voted in the November 2012 general election. The third column is the ratio of these two
differences. The larger the ratio, the greater the relative difference for donors over voters.




Table 2: Predicting Policy Ideology Using Contributor Status, Multiple R egression

(€] @ 3 4
Ideological scale from policy items (-1=Lib, 1=Cons)
Republicans Republicans Democrats Democrats
Is a contributor (matched to CCES case, 1=yes) 0.125 0.079 -0.265 -0.181
[0.015]*** [0.016]*** [0.008]*** [0.008]***
Validated 2012 General Vote (1=yes, 0=no) 0.130 0.095 -0.081 -0.058
[0.014]** [0.013]*** [0.010]*** [0.010]***
Validated 2012 Cong. Primary Vote (1=yes, 0=no) 0.137 0.095 -0.033 -0.019
[0.009]*** [0.009]*** [0.009]*** [0.008]**
Constant 0.184 -0.016 -0.311 -0.214
[0.012]*** [0.049] [0.009]*** [0.033]***
Observations 17718 17718 21284 21284
Demographic Indicators? [Detailed in Note Below] No Yes No Yes
Mean of DV 0.410 0.410 -0.450 -0.450
SD of DV 0.380 0.380 0.350 0.350
Left censored obs. 1 1 58 58
Right censored obs. 101 101 0 0

Tobit coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
Weighted analysis.

Note: Dependent variable is policy ideology scale, which ranges from -1 (Liberal) to 1 (Conservative). Indicators for
contribution status and participation are not mutually exclusive. Indicators for each category of income, education, gender,
household union membership, race, age in decades, and importance of religion suppressed.



Table 3: Predicting Contributor Status using Perceptions of Election Stakes, Multiple Regr ession

(€] @ (©)] ()] 5 6 (] (C)] 9 (10 (11)
Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness:
With Self- With Self- With Distance to With Distance to ~ With Party With Party Saturated Saturated
Placement, Placement, Closer, Closer, Polarization, Polarization, Model, Model,
Spatial model Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans
(Distance to Farther Party)"2 - (Distance to Closer Party)"2 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.003
[0.0001]*** [0.0003]*** [0.0002]*** [0.0004]*** [0.0003]*** [0.0003]*** [0.0002]*** [0.0003]*** [0.0003]*** [0.0005]*** [0.0005]***
Absolute value of self placement ideology (0-3) 0.011 -0.006 0.000 -0.020
[0.0036]*** [0.0041] [0.0043] [0.0047]***
Distance between parties (0-6) -0.011 -0.004 -0.011 -0.008
[0.0020]*** [0.0018]** [0.0024]*** [0.0021]***
Distance to closer party (0-6) 0.007 0.008 0.007 0.010
[0.0032]** [0.0028]*** [0.0033]** [0.0028]***
Constant -0.055 -0.099 -0.044 -0.105 -0.042 -0.106 -0.052 -0.073 -0.031 -0.079 -0.024
[0.0120]*** [0.0162]*** [0.0203]** [0.0164]*** [0.0203]** [0.0164]*** [0.0202]*** [0.0166]*** [0.0214] [0.0174]*** [0.0215]
Observations 37010 16939 16406 16939 16406 16939 16406 16939 16406 16939 16406
Demographic Indicators? [Detailed in Note Below] Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Logit marginal effect of 1 unit change in quad dist. Measure
(from S| Table 7) 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.002 0.005 0.004
R-squared 0.090 0.130 0.060 0.130 0.060 0.130 0.060 0.130 0.060 0.130 0.060
Mean of DV 0.110 0.150 0.070 0.150 0.070 0.150 0.070 0.150 0.070 0.150 0.070
SD of DV 0.310 0.360 0.250 0.360 0.250 0.360 0.250 0.360 0.250 0.360 0.250

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. Robust standard errors in brackets. Weighted analysis.

Note: Dependent variable is whether respondent is a matched contributor (1=yes, 0=no). Indicators for each category of income, education, gender, household union membership, race, age in decades, and importance of religion suppressed.



Figure 1: Ideology of Contributors and Non-Contributors, by Party
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Figure 2: Relationship between Policy Ideology and CFscore by Party
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Evaluation of the Matching Process

In this section, we evaluate the details and success of our match from the Datdtdastogy, Money in
Politics, and Elections (DIME, Bonica 2013) to the 2012 Cooperative Congressiectab i Study
(CCES, Ansolabehere 201 The survey organizatiofy ouGov)that fielded the CCES matched their
records to the DIME contribution recordsing first name, lagtame, and address. Because this required
access to individudtlentifying data, we were not privy to all details of the match, but we wiek izt

this is a common practice for YouGov, for instance when they merge thandesnts to administrative
voter files.We identified unique contributors from the 2010 and 2012 DIME compilations of individua
contributors and coarsened the variables of number and size of contisltotiamit potential reverse
identification of YouGov respondents. We sent to YouGov a data file of 6i@dmiilidividual

contributors with names, addresses, CF scores, and number and size of 2010 aodt@blians.
YouGov matched 4,432 of the 54,535 American citizens from the CCES to onecofithibutor recors.
According theMichael McDonald’s datah{tp://www.electproject.org/2012gin 2012 the voting age
population was 240.9 million, suggesting that the DIME compilation captured about &&tgethe
voting age populatiomakingcontributions in 2010 or 201X ouGovmatchedIME contributor records
to 8.1 percent of the 2012 CCES recoiidss higher rat®f contributionsuggests the CCES samfse
composed of more politically engaged individuals; for our purposes, this fadiiazagainst our finding
differences betweetionors and non-donors imaore politically engaged sample.

In order to prevent identification of survey respondents, YouGov added random ribeselaa returned
for the 4,432natches. Specifically, the variablesmber ofcontributiors andamount ofcontributiors are
categorical, and with probability 0.075 YouGov shifted the actual category up by aegeaj. moving
total contributions from the $1-$25 category up to the $26-$50 category) and with prolBa®i down
by one category (e.g. moving total contributions from the $26-$50 category down to the $te$@5yg.
All continuous CF Score variables were perturbed by a random uniform drae ioettval [-0.1, 0.1].
All noise was added at random.

To benchmark the merge, we compare-sgorted contribution behavior to merged contribution
behavior. Of those respondents who report making a contributeocatadidate, campaign, or political
organization, 25% are matched to a donor record, compared with 1% of respondemggostimaking

no contributions but who armaatchedo a donor record. Of those who report making more than $300 in
contributions, 54% match to a donor recaftk do find some difference in the match success by party.
Among respondents who self-report giving $300 or more in 2012, 60% of Democrats match to a
contributor record but 32% of Republicans match. This suggests we do gdiettatching Democratic
donors to records. Potential bias from thided#ntial match are uncledut we note that most
comparisons in this paper are made within rather than across party

We also investigatsuccess ofmatch to amount of contributions. In Figure S1, we compare the proportion
of CCES matched donors to the proportion of all DIME dobgrsize of totatontributions. Among

those making a contribution, we match many more small donors than large dorf@pskie to our

better matchiate forDemocratsvho gave in smaller amounts in 20Y¥2e have relatively fewer large

donors than the DIME data, but overall matates areelatively uniform by total donations amounts

apart from very small donors. Again, the source of this discrepancy couldnyeasthe DIME

compilation has potential sources of error, as well.


http://www.electproject.org/2012g

Finally, we compare the CF Score for matched donors compared to all donigngrén$2 Here we plot
kernel density estimates of the distributiordoflar-weighted CF Scores separately for matched
donors and for all donors in the DIME data. Wl relatively similar distributionssubject again to the
caveat that we appear ldily to match conservativeéhan liberals

Demographic Differences between Donors and their Co-partisans

How representative is the population of donors—the donorate? We begin by examénguycational
attainment and income of donors, two characteristics of central concerderstanding the bias
associated with being a donbecause those without the meémsontribute are effectively precluded
from participating in this way. We then consider how much more donors paigiéipelections than non-
donors, and finally consider the ideological and policy attitudes of donats/egio non-donors. In each
case we account for partisanship, which could be a key confounder because Repubticansserage,
wealthier than DemocratgOverall, we find important divergence between donor and non-donor
registrants along each of these dimensions, even when cowgtrfoltipartisanship and income.

To understand the substantive importance of these differences, we corepaegtiitudes of these
differences to another important source of variation in participation:eTieggstrants who vote in general
elections relatig to those who do not vote. For each comparison, we show that the difference between
donors and nodenors is notably larger than the difference between voters anbtens.

We first compare the demographic characteristics of contributors armbnoiibutors. In Figur&3 we
present the distributions of income, age, and education by whether or natitiduial is a contributor.
Someone is coded as a contributor if they matched to a record in the DIME datpaBelghresents four
columns, one eachif@®emocratic contributors and non-contributors (“Dem Yes” and “Dem No”, 4.6 and
45.6 percent of all respondents in our sample) and one each for Republicdrutmnstand non-
contributors (“Rep Yes” and “Rep No”, 1.7 and 35.3 percent). In each colunmramds the percentage
of that group that has the outcome listed on the verticaf #&as.example, the upper left cell in panel A
shows that 11 percent of Democratic contributors have a family incontbdes$30,000, while the
bottom left cell shows that 37 percent of Democratic contributors have famtdlsnes greater than
$100,000. By contrast, in the second column, we see that amomgmiifbutor Democrats, 13 percent
earn more than $100,000. A similar pattern of greater wealth among congtltts among self
identified Republicans, with 40 percent (compared to 16 percent of non-donarg) fzemily income
above $100,000.

It is clear from Panel A that contributors on average have higher incomensild giattern holds for
education in Panel B. Fully 28 percent of Democratic contributors and 23 peré&ydilican
contributors have a post-graduate degree, compared to just 9 and 8 percerdasftributors,
respectively. Meanwhile, those with a high school degree or less make up 41 anckB8qf non
contributing Democrats and Republicans, compared to 11 and 16 percent of costridgioilar
pattern holds in Panel C, which plots the distribution of age (in dedadélgse groups. The median

1 As we discusbelow, this also mitigates against concetinat there are differences in how Democrats and
Republicans give (for example, whether they use a work or homesaddnen reporting contributions) that might
affect the ease of matching contributors to survey respondents aarss.p

2 All descriptive statistics reported in this paper are weighted using the CCES sieigghsy
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contributor is in the 50-60 age growyhile for norrcontributors it is in 30-49. While only 10 percent of
contributors are under the age of 40, almost 30 percent of registered v@lessahan 40 years old.

The differences between donors and doners shown ifrigure S are somewhat strikingdiowever, it

is difficult to put them in context. For example, is the fact that 40%eptiBlican donors have incomes
over $100,000 when only 16% of Republican non-donors do a large difference? One way to understand
the magnitude of these differencesagbmpare the same outcomes for those who voted in the 2012
election to those who did not. These comparisons app€&gure $. Across the three frames comparing
income, education, and age, it is clear that the differences betweenarmtersnvoters ae much

smaller than those between donors and non-donors. For example, while Democrtifierglmaking

more than $100,000 make up 37 percent of contributors but only 13 percent of non-contributors, a
compositional difference of almost 25 points, the comparable figures lmutuare 16 percent (voters)

and 10 percent (nowsters), a difference of only 6 points. Differences on education and age areoedso m
muted by participation. This comparison suggests that making campaigrodsnsth more

differentiating behavior than voting in presidential elections.

Differences between contributors and non-contributors on age, education, and incparaape not
surprising. InFigure S, we consider other characteristics for which we have less clear priatatiqes:
race and the importance of religion. In Panel A, we plot the distributiate by contributor status and
partisanship. The differences for Republicans are not particmar@ple, although the party is not
particularly diverse relative to tHgemocrats. For Democrats, by contrast, we see some evidence that
contributors are less diverse than the coalition as a whole, with caotsd® percent black and 2
percent Hispanic compared to 21 and 9 percent otoatributors. In Panel B, we see evidence that
Democratic contributors are more secular thancariributors, with 26 percent of contributors saying
that religion is very important to their lives compared to 35 percent of orindautors. Republican
contributors do not appear to differ aiufrom non-contributors about the importance of religiom.
summary, the demographic evidence shows that donors are notably diffeneniofi-donors on
demographics. We turn next to examining behavioral differences.

Contributors Vote More than Non-Contributors

Apart from simply giving money, do contributors vote more than non-contributans@ata include
validated records from state election administrators of prior gesmadgbrimary election turnout for these
registrantsWe find that contributorsra much more likely than non-contributors to participate in primary
elections. They are also somewhat more likely to vote in general electimse differences persist even
when we account for common factors like wealth and education that lfkety both voting and
contribution behavior.

In Figure %, we plot rates of validated political behaviors for donors and non-donorsployndest party
identification. How much more do donors participate than non-donors? Panel A pratents turnout
in the D12 general election for these four groups. Democratic and Republican donedsduiiat 93
and 94 percent, respectively, while the rates for the corresponding non-daskareegvoters are 74 and

3 We again benchmark these differences against a comparison of validated 204 2ovnbrvoters. As with
income, education, and age, the differences for race and religion are notaligriebstsveen voters and non
voters than between donors and4tlanors. See Figure7s
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82 percent. In Panel B, we present rates of turnaiieir2012 congressional primary for these groups,
finding that Democratic and Republican donors turned out at rates of 56 and #, pespectively,
compared to 23 and 39 percent for non-donors. Donors are therefore about 10 to 20 poiikslyntare
vote in general elections than rdanors, and about 30 points more likely to vote in primary elections
(these differences are even larger in proportional terms).

One concern with this analysis is that contributors are, as is shown abolkievaad moreeducated
than non-contributors, differences that may explain their higher rateshoftatribution and
participation. To assess this possibility, we model turnout with an indicattref respondent being a
contributor along with controls for family @ome, race, education, and age in decades. Table S1 presents
coefficients from these regression models, modeled separately for DesraataRepublicans. To
summarize those findings, we continue to find that being a contributorgeificsint predictor of voting.
Republican contributors are estimated to be more likely thastoatnibutors to vote in the 2012 general
and 2012 congressional primary by 6 and 20 percentage points (p < .01), regpéativeicratic
contributors are 9 and 21 percentage points (p < .01) more likely to padicighose same elections.
These predicted effects are as large as, or larger than, the effects of haginganbol degree rather
than not having completed high school.

Comparison: Differences between Voters and Non-Voters

In Figure S6we compare differences between voters anévoters on income, education, and age as a
point of comparison to Figur®3. It is clear that the differences between voters anevotars are much
smaller than those between donors aodkdonors. For example, while Democratic identifiers making
more than $100,000 make up 37 percent of contributors but only 13 percent of non-contributors, a
compositional difference of almost 25 points, the comparable figures mutware 16 percent (ters)

and 10 percent (noweters), a difference of only 6 points. Differences on education and age areoedso m
muted by participation. This comparison suggests that making campaigrodensii more

differentiating behavior than voting in presideng#dctions.

In Figure S7we compare differences between voters andvobters orraceandreligionas a point of
comparison to Figur84. As with income, education, and age, the differences for race and religion are
notably less stark between voters and non-voters than between donors and non-donors.

In FigureS8,we present the rate of registration with either the Democratic or Republidis par
respondents from the 31 states plus the District of Columbia maldvalidated party of registration.
(Other states do not register voters with a political party.) Thigiprbportion of the matched registrants
who are registered either Democrat or Republican as opposed to witth @atttyr or with no party. We

find increased rates of registration wilparty for these registrants, who on the survey equally identified
themselves with the party by survey response, of 51.0 and 66.1 percent for donors and 82.7 a
percent for noftdonors.



Table S1: Predicting Participation by Donor Status, Multiple Regression

1) (2 3 ()]
Turnout 2012  Turnout 2012  Turnout 2012  Turnout 2012
General, Primary, General, Primary,
Republicans Republicans Democrats Democrats
Is a contributor (matched to CCES case, 1=yes) 0.056 0.195 0.089 0.210
[0.013]*** [0.023]*** [0.010]*** [0.015]***
Family Income: $10,000 - $19,999 0.040 -0.073 -0.016 0.021
[0.048] [0.042]* [0.031] [0.023]
Family Income: $20,000 - $29,999 0.113 -0.027 0.001 0.019
[0.044]** [0.040] [0.029] [0.021]
Family Income: $30,000 - $39,999 0.102 -0.039 -0.009 0.007
[0.045]** [0.040] [0.030] [0.020]
Family Income: $40,000 - $49,999 0.112 -0.035 0.025 0.026
[0.045]** [0.040] [0.031] [0.022]
Family Income: $50,000 - $59,999 0.132 -0.024 0.042 0.055
[0.045]*** [0.040] [0.030] [0.025]**
Family Income: $60,000 - $69,999 0.166 0.016 0.048 0.017
[0.045]*** [0.042] [0.031] [0.023]
Family Income: $70,000 - $79,999 0.156 -0.003 0.006 0.061
[0.045]*** [0.041] [0.034] [0.027]**
Family Income: $80,000 - $99,999 0.155 0.023 0.078 0.046
[0.044]%** [0.042] [0.030]** [0.026]*
Family Income: $100,000 - $119,999 0.195 -0.007 0.084 0.030
[0.043]*** [0.043] [0.033]** [0.026]
Family Income: $120,000 - $149,999 0.143 -0.045 0.061 0.050
[0.046]*** [0.044] [0.036]* [0.028]*
Family Income: $150,000 - $199,999 0.178 -0.003 0.043 0.043
[0.046]*** [0.047] [0.038] [0.032]
Family Income: $200,000 - $249,999 0.219 0.058 -0.031 0.004
[0.048]*** [0.062] [0.059] [0.044]
Family Income: $250,000 or more 0.126 -0.029 0.012 0.024
[0.053]** [0.057] [0.045] [0.046]
Family Income: DK/Refused 0.161 0.054 0.079 0.074
[0.044]%** [0.041] [0.030]*** [0.026]***
Race: Black -0.089 -0.057 0.030 -0.014
[0.052]* [0.043] [0.013]** [0.012]
Race: Hispanic -0.118 -0.091 -0.093 -0.002
[0.032]*** [0.028]*** [0.023]*** [0.020]
Race: Asian -0.159 -0.173 -0.195 -0.051
[0.061]*** [0.029]*** [0.047]*** [0.029]*
Race: Native American 0.016 -0.023 -0.041 0.002
[0.055] [0.048] [0.065] [0.044]
Race: Mixed 0.042 0.034 -0.014 0.026
[0.032] [0.058] [0.038] [0.033]
Race: Other 0.039 0.097 0.079 0.011
[0.019]** [0.035]*** [0.055] [0.047]
Race: Middle Eastern -0.066 -0.171 -0.330 -0.069
[0.149] [0.106] [0.135]** [0.074]
Education: High school graduate 0.074 0.136 0.056 0.034
[0.034]** [0.028]*** [0.029]* [0.025]
Education: Some college 0.123 0.196 0.117 0.083
[0.034]*** [0.028]*** [0.029]*** [0.025]***
Education: 2-year 0.107 0.200 0.133 0.083
[0.036]*** [0.031]*** [0.031]*** [0.027]***
Education: 4-year 0.142 0.227 0.166 0.134
[0.034]*** [0.029]*** [0.030]*** [0.025]***
Education: Post-grad 0.132 0.235 0.164 0.166
[0.034]*** [0.031]*** [0.030]*** [0.027]***
Age in decades: 2 -0.057 -0.068 -0.007 -0.030
[0.054] [0.052] [0.048] [0.043]
Age in decades: 3 -0.028 -0.023 0.022 0.011
[0.053] [0.053] [0.048] [0.043]
Age in decades: 4 -0.016 0.060 0.038 0.054
[0.052] [0.051] [0.047] [0.043]
Age in decades: 5 0.018 0.120 0.070 0.113
[0.051] [0.050]** [0.046] [0.043]***
Age in decades: 6 0.047 0.220 0.126 0.196
[0.052] [0.050]*** [0.047]*** [0.044]***
Age in decades: 7 0.079 0.289 0.181 0.263
[0.053] [0.051]*** [0.048]*** [0.046]***
Age in decades: 8 0.132 0.393 0.176 0.373
[0.055]** [0.056]*** [0.051]*** [0.056]***
Age in decades: 9 0.109 0.186 0.094 0.473
[0.089] [0.146] [0.129] [0.124]***
Constant 0.584 0.123 0.564 0.048
[0.070]*** [0.059]** [0.057]*** [0.051]
Observations 17833 17833 21461 21461
R-squared 0.050 0.100 0.070 0.110
Mean of DV 0.860 0.480 0.800 0.330
SD of DV 0.350 0.500 0.400 0.470

Robust standard errors in brackets. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%



Table S2: Factor Analysis Construction of Ideology Scale

Summary
Statistics
(Means and
standard Factor
Variable deviations) Coefficient
Gun Control = Less Strict 0.141 0.036
(0.348)
Gun Control = Kept As They Are 0.388 0.030
(0.487)
Gun Control =. 0.002 -0.003
(0.039)
Climate = There is enough evidence that climate change is taking place and some 0.300 -0.049
(0.458)
Climate = We don't know enough about global climate change, and more research is 0.210 0.021
(0.407)
Climate = Concern about global climate change is exaggerated. No action is nece 0.159 0.064
(0.366)
Climate = Global climate change is not occurring; this is not a real issue. 0.056 0.027
(0.231)
Climate = . 0.003 -0.002
(0.055)
Grant legal status to all illegal immigrants who have held jobs and paid taxes f 0.536 0.119
(0.499)
Increase the number of border patrols on the US-Mexican border. = No 0.435 -0.098
(0.496)
Allow police to question anyone they think may be in the country illegally. = No 0.600 -0.140
(0.490)
Fine US businesses that hire illegal immigrants. = No 0.370 -0.060
(0.483)
Prohibit illegal immigrants from using emergency hospital care and public school 0.681 -0.092
(0.466)
Deny automatic citizenship to American-born children of illegal immigrants. = No 0.632 -0.120
(0.482)
Abortion = The law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest or when t 0.259 0.049
(0.438)
Abortion = The law should permit abortion for reasons other than rape, incest, o 0.132 -0.001
(0.338)
Abortion = By law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matt 0.497 -0.096
(0.500)
Abortion = . 0.008 0.000
(0.087)
Jobs-Environment = Environment somewhat more important 0.176 -0.050
(0.381)
Jobs-Environment = About the same 0.316 -0.024
(0.465)
Jobs-Environment = Economy somewhat more important 0.245 0.036
(0.430)
Jobs-Environment = Much more important to protect jobs, even if environment wors 0.139 0.047
(0.346)
Jobs-Environment = . 0.004 -0.003
(0.066)
Gay Marriage = Oppose 0.474 0.113
(0.499)
Gay Marriage = . 0.011 0.000
(0.104)
Affirmative Action = Somewhat support 0.253 -0.045
(0.435)
Affirmative Action = Somewhat oppose 0.260 0.027
(0.439)
Affirmative Action = Strongly oppose 0.346 0.151
(0.476)
Affirmative Action = . 0.004 0.001
(0.066)
Balanced Budget Pref 1 = Cut Domestic Spending 0.383 0.146
(0.486)
Balanced Budget Pref 1 = Raise Taxes 0.203 -0.043
(0.402)
Balanced Budget Pref 1 =. 0.015 0.011
(0.120)
Fiscal Preference -- #2 = Cut Domestic Spending 0.351 -0.131
(0.477)
Fiscal Preference -- #2 = Raise Taxes 0.438 0.045
(0.496)
Fiscal Preference -- #2 = . 0.019 0.001
(0.137)
Observations 54535

Standard deviations in parentheses



Table S3: Predicting Policy Ideology Using Contributor Status, Multiple Regres sion
Excluding Binary Policy Items in Constructing Ideology Scale

(€ @) (©) )

Ideological scale from policy items (-1=Lib, 1=Cons)

Republicans Republicans Democrats Democrats
Is a contributor (matched to CCES case, 1=yes) 0.152 0.102 -0.285 -0.170
[0.016]*** [0.017]** [0.009]*** [0.009]***
Validated 2012 General Vote (1=yes, 0=no) 0.113 0.075 -0.093 -0.059
[0.015]*** [0.014]*** [0.012]*** [0.012]***
Validated 2012 Cong. Primary Vote (1=yes, 0=no) 0.124 0.101 -0.076 -0.043
[0.010]*** [0.010]*** [0.010]*** [0.010]***
Constant 0.257 0.133 -0.217 -0.067
[0.013]*** [0.058]** [0.010]*** [0.039]*
Observations 17718 17718 21284 21284
Demographic Indicators? [Detailed in Note Below] No Yes No Yes
Mean of DV 0.450 0.450 -0.380 -0.380
SD of DV 0.400 0.400 0.390 0.390
Left censored obs. 7 7 193 193
Right censored obs. 194 194 1 1

Tobit coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
Weighted analysis.

Note: Dependent variable is policy ideology scale, which ranges from -1 (Liberal) to 1 (Conservative). Indicators for
contribution status and patrticipation are not mutually exclusive. Indicators for each category of income, education, gender,
household union membership, race, age in decades, and importance of religion suppressed.



Table S4: Predicting Policy Ideology Using Contributor Status, Multiple Regres sion
High Education Respondents

(€] @ (©)] 4
Ideological scale from policy items (-1=Lib, 1=Cons)
Republicans Republicans Democrats Democrats
Is a contributor (matched to CCES case, 1=yes) 0.132 0.081 -0.162 -0.131
[0.017]*** [0.017]** [0.009]*** [0.009]***
Validated 2012 General Vote (1=yes, 0=no) 0.092 0.074 -0.070 -0.064
[0.025]*** [0.023]*** [0.020]*** [0.018]***
Validated 2012 Cong. Primary Vote (1=yes, 0=no) 0.110 0.066 -0.033 -0.026
[0.015]*** [0.015]*** [0.010]*** [0.010]**
Constant 0.244 0.276 -0.459 -0.466
[0.023]*** [0.090]*** [0.019]*** [0.052]***
Observations 6308 6308 8236 8236
Demographic Indicators? [Detailed in Note Below] No Yes No Yes
Mean of DV 0.450 0.450 -0.580 -0.580
SD of DV 0.370 0.370 0.300 0.300
Left censored obs. 1 1 35 35
Right censored obs. 38 38 0 0

Tobit coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
Weighted analysis.

Note: Dependent variable is policy ideology scale, which ranges from -1 (Liberal) to 1 (Conservative). Indicators for
contribution status and patrticipation are not mutually exclusive. Indicators for each category of income, education, gender,
household union membership, race, age in decades, and importance of religion suppressed.



Table S5: Predicting Number of Ideologically Extreme Polic y Responses Using Contributor Status

@ @ (©) 4)
Number of extreme responses to 5 non-binary policy items
Ordered Logit OLS
Is a contributor (matched to CCES case, 1=yes) 0.594 0.483 0.385 0.307
[0.044]*** [0.045]** [0.028]*** [0.028]**
Validated 2012 General Vote (1=yes, 0=no, .=unknown) 0.018 0.003 0.006 -0.005
[0.045] [0.045] [0.029] [0.028]
Validated 2012 Cong. Primary Vote (1=yes, 0=no, .=unknown) 0.095 0.100 0.075 0.073
[0.033]*** [0.034]*** [0.021]*** [0.021]***
Observations 39002 39002 39002 39002
Demographic Indicators? [Detailed in Note Below] No Yes No Yes
Mean of DV 2.310 2.310 2.310 2.310
SD of DV 1.220 1.220 1.220 1.220
R-squared 0.070 0.100

Coefficients with robust standard errors in brackets. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. Weighted analysis.
Note: Indicators for contribution status and participation are not mutually exclusive. Indicator for Democrat included in all columns. Indicators for each
category of income, education, gender, household union membership, race, age in decades, and importance of religion suppressed in columns (2) and (4).



Table S6: Correlation Among Spatial Model Measures, by Party

Democrats

(Distance to Farther  Absolute value of self
Party)"2 - (Distance to placement ideology (0- Distance to closer party  Distance between

Closer Party)"2 3) (0-6) parties (0-6)

(Distance to Farther Party)"2 - (Distance to Closer Party)"2 1.0000
Absolute value of self placement ideology (0-3) 0.7579 1.0000

0.0000
Distance to closer party (0-6) -0.0195 0.1671 1.0000

0.0112 0.0000
Distance between parties (0-6) 0.5379 0.1285 -0.0703 1.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Republicans

(Distance to Farther  Absolute value of self
Party)"2 - (Distance to placement ideology (0- Distance to closer party  Distance between

Closer Party)"2 3) (0-6) parties (0-6)
(Distance to Farther Party)"2 - (Distance to Closer Party)"2 1.0000
Absolute value of self placement ideology (0-3) 0.8698 1.0000
0.0000
Distance to closer party (0-6) -0.1070 0.0433 1.0000
0.0000 0.0000
Distance between parties (0-6) 0.5171 0.2180 -0.2348 1.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Note: Table entries are correlation coefficients with p-values. Weighted analysis.



Table S7: Predicting Contributor Status using Perceptions of Election Stakes, Logit Specification

@ @ (©) (©) ®) (6) @) ®) 9) (10) (11)
Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness: Robustness:
With Self- With Self- With Distance ~ With Distance With Party With Party Saturated Saturated
Placement, Placement, to Closer, to Closer, Polarization, Polarization, Model, Model,
Spatial model Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans
(Distance to Farther Party)"2 - (Distance to Closer Party)"2 0.025 0.048 0.031 0.042 0.058 0.048 0.030 0.057 0.036 0.062 0.104
[0.0027]*** [0.0037]*** [0.0059]*** [0.0060]*** [0.0129]*** [0.0037]*** [0.0057]*** [0.0046]*** [0.0076]*** [0.0086]*** [0.0187]***
Absolute value of self placement ideology (0-3) 0.071 -0.313 -0.046 -0.739
[0.0611] [0.1489]** [0.0740] [0.1829]**
Distance between parties (0-6) -0.128 -0.089 -0.144 -0.176
[0.0371]*** [0.0602] [0.0430]*** [0.0736]**
Distance to closer party (0-6) 0.037 0.149 -0.004 0.213
[0.0411] [0.0637]** [0.0451] [0.0806]***
Constant -6.946 -7.923 -6.511 -7.939 -6.461 -7.948 -6.609 -7.557 -6.215 -7.497 -5.960
[0.8587]*** [1.1014]*** [1.4266]*** [1.1024]*** [1.4265]*** [1.1001]*** [1.4157]*** [1.1058]*** [1.4357]*** [1.1096]*** [1.4240]%*
Observations 37010 16939 16406 16939 16406 16939 16406 16939 16406 16939 16406
Demographic Indicators? [Detailed in Note Below] Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
MFX of 1 unit change in quad dist. measure 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.002 0.005 0.004
Mean of DV 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.068
SD of DV 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. Robust standard errors in brackets. Weighted analysis.
Note: Dependent variable is whether respondent is a matched contributor (1=yes, 0=no). Indicators for each category of income, education, gender, household union membership, race, age in decades, and importance of religion suppressed.



Figure S1

Benchmarking CCES Matching Process, excluding 0s
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Figure S2
Benchmarking CCES Matching Process, excluding 2012 0Os
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Figure S3: Demographic Comparisons of Contributors and Non—-Contributors, by Party

Family income
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Source: Merged CCES/DIME dataset.



Figure S4: Race and Religion of Contributors and Non—Contributors, by Party

Race
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Source: Merged CCES/DIME dataset.



Figure S5: Participation by Contributors and Non-Contributors, by Party
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Figure S6: Demographic Comparisons of Voters and Non-Voters, by Party
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Source: Merged CCES/DIME dataset.



Figure S7: Race and Religion of Voters and Non—Voters, by Party

Race
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Source: Merged CCES/DIME dataset.



Rate of Registration

Figure S8

2012 Registered with Major Party by Contributor Status

Source: 2012 CCES merged to DIME data; Only states with Party of Registration




Figure S9: Relationship between Policy Ideology and Estimated 2012 CFscore by Party

A) Distribution of CFscores
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Figure S10: Robustness of Relationship between Policy Ideology and CFscore by Party
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Figure S11: Foreign Policy lIdeology of Contributors and Non-Contributors, by Party
Panel A: Boxplots of Foreign Policy Ideology
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Figure S12

Self-Report Ideology by CFscore
All contributors
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