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Table F1: Unified Models that Include Both Perceived and Validated Agreement
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Table F2: Models without Controls 
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[image: ]Table F3: Models for Figure 3 – within Party Specifications

Table F4: Seemingly Unrelated Regression Models 
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Table F5: Addressing “Follow the Leader” Concerns

In these models we only consider individuals who disagree with Obama or Romney on at least 2 issues. In other words, we omit those with the highest levels of agreement. 
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Table F6: Subset of Donors Who Did Not Give to Home State Senators

[image: ]In this table we consider only donors who did not give to their home state senator. This addresses concerns that the sampling design of the survey, which oversampled in-state Senate donors, could affect the results of the presidential donation models. However, when we exclude this group of donors, the results are largely the same as those that include all of the donors in the sample. 


Table F7: Results using CCES Dataset

In this table we replicate our main results using a different dataset, the Cooperative Congressional Elections Study from 2012. The results are largely the same. The CCES, however, has a number of drawbacks. The donors in the CCES are self-identified rather than validated using the FEC records. Also, the CCES does not ask donors which candidate they supported. Thus, we assume that Democrats (Republicans) who donated gave to Obama (Romney). Despite these assumptions the results are consistent with our main results. 
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Table F8: Donation Amount, Tobit Regression Models
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[image: ]Table F9: Donation Amount, OLS Models with Logged DV 
image4.emf
SUR Model ~ SUR Model
Gave Obama
% Obama Validated Agreement 0.20***
(0.08)
% Romney Validated Agreement —0.28"**
(0.08)
Obama Perceived Agreement 0.22%%*
(0.06)
Romney Perceived Agreement —0.23**
(0.05)
Obama Approval 0.25%** 0.26***
(0.04) (0.04)
Strong Democrat 0.11% —0.33
(0.04) (0.26)
Strong Republican —0.02 0.04
(0.04) (0.17)
Weak Democrat 0.03 —0.38
(0.04) (0.24)
Weak Republican —0.06 0.15
(0.04) (0.16)
White —0.04 —0.03
(0.03) (0.03)
Female 0.01 —0.0003
(0.02) (0.02)
Net Worth 0.001 0.005
(0.01) (0.01)
Income —0.001 0.01**
(0.004) (0.004)
Age 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
Married —0.01 —0.05**
(0.02) (0.02)
Education —0.01 —0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Gave Romney
% Obama Validated Agreement —0.06
(0.06)
% Romney Validated Agreement 0.22%*
(0.06)
Obama Perceived Agreement —0.13**
(0.04)
Romney Perceived Agreement 0.12%**
(0.03)
Obama Approval —0.06** —0.07"*
(0.03) (0.03)
Strong Democrat —0.04 —0.33
(0.03) (0.26)
Strong Republican 0.11* 0.04
(0.03) (0.17)
Weak Democrat —0.05 —0.38
(0.03) (0.24)
Weak Republican 0.12%* 0.15
(0.03) (0.16)
White —0.001 —0.02
(0.02) (0.02)
Female —0.01 —0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Net Worth 0.01*** 0.01***
(0.004) (0.004)
Income 0.003 0.0002
(0.003) (0.002)
Age 0.0001 —0.0001
(0.001) (0.001)
Married —0.02 —0.01
(0.02) (0.02)
Education 0.01 0.005
(0.01) (0.01)
N 2,392 2,056

10

Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, two tailed tests.
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DV: Gave Obama Gave Romney Gave Obama Gave Romney
% Obama Validated Agreement 2.12%%* —0.13
(0.56) (0.39)
% Romney Validated Agreement —1.27% 1.24%**
(0.39) (0.45)
Obama Perceived Agreement 1.29%** —0.70***
(0.28) (0.27)
Romney Perceived Agreement —0.98*** 0.98***
(0.24) (0.29)
Obama Approval 0.58** —0.56"** 0.60*** —0.62"**
(0.16) (0.19) (0.18) (0.22)
Strong Democrat 0.32* —0.64"** 0.22 —0.41
(0.18) (0.24) (0.20) (0.25)
Strong Republican —0.45* 0.36™* —0.49* 0.21
(0.26) (0.16) (0.26) (0.19)
Weak Democrat 0.13 —0.26 —0.08 —0.32%*
(0.18) (0.21) (0.20) (0.24)
Weak Republican —0.48"* 0.41%* —0.51** 0.29
(0.23) (0.15) (0.23) (0.18)
White —0.35** —0.12 —-0.27* —0.17
(0.14) (0.17) (0.15) (0.19)
Female 0.07 —0.19 0.03 —0.26"
(0.09) (0.12) (0.10) (0.14)
Net Worth 0.001 0.08*** 0.005 0.08**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Income —0.0004 0.04* 0.003 0.04*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.002 0.0004 0.0004 —0.0002
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Married —0.10 —0.16 -0.12 —0.14
(0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.15)
Education —0.11 0.02 —0.06 0.03
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
N 1,653 2,297 1,384 1,973

Robust standard errors shown in parentheses below probit coefficients.
* p<0.10, " p <0.05, *** p < 0.01, two tailed tests
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DV: Gave Obama Gave Romney Gave Obama Gave Romney
% Obama Validated Agreement 1415 0.08
(0.38) (0.43)
% Romney Validated Agreement —1.36** 1.66%**
(0.35) (0.49)
Obama Perceived Agreement 0.91* —0.48
(0.27) (0.29)
Romney Perceived Agreement —0.86"* 1.12%**
(0.21) (0.32)
Obama Approval 0.83** —0.57** 0.91** —0.71+*
(0.16) (0.20) (0.18) (0.23)
Strong Democrat 0.22 —0.61** 0.15 —0.50**
(0.17) (0.26) (0.19) (0.25)
Strong Republican —-0.41 0.27* —0.67** 0.15
(0.27) (0.16) (0.28) (0.20)
Weak Democrat 0.03 —-0.25 0.02 —0.42
(0.17) (0.24) (0.19) (0.26)
Weak Republican —0.53** 0.42%* —0.63** 0.28
(0.23) (0.16) (0.24) (0.19)
White —0.29** 0.03 —0.23* —0.08
(0.12) (0.19) (0.13) (0.21)
Female 0.01 -0.12 —0.03 —0.18
(0.08) (0.13) (0.08) (0.15)
Net Worth 0.02 0.08** 0.02 0.08**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Income —0.01 0.06* —0.004 0.05
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age —0.002 0.001 —0.004 0.0003
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004)
Married —0.04 —0.13 —0.03 —0.08
(0.09) (0.14) (0.10) (0.16)
Education —0.07 0.02 —0.04 0.03
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
N 1,823 1,823 1,556 1,556

Robust standard errors shown in parentheses below probit coefficients.

* p<0.10, " p <0.05, *** p < 0.01, two tailed tests
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Democrats  Republicans

Obama Perceived Agreement 0.04** —0.16"**
(0.01) (0.01)
Romney Perceived Agreement —0.10"** 0.08**
(0.01) (0.01)
Obama Approval 0.80** 0.09
(0.06) (0.07)
Strong Partisan 0.37*** 0.13**
(0.02) (0.03)
White 0.31* 0.03
(0.03) (0.04)
Female —0.07"** -0.17
(0.02) (0.02)
Income 0.07** 0.08***
(0.004) (0.004)
Age 0.02** 0.02%*
(0.001) (0.001)
Married —0.10"** —0.09***
(0.02) (0.03)
Education 0.17*** 0.12***
(0.01) (0.01)
N 22,615 17,419

Results using CCES Data. Robust standard errors shown in parentheses below probit coefficients. The first model
includes only self-identified Democrats. The second model includes only self-identified Republicans. In each
model the dependent variable is making a donation to a presidential candidates. Unfortunately the CCES does not
ask respondents which candidate they supported.” p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01, two tailed tests
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DV:  $$ Obama $$ Obama $$ Romney $$ Romney
% Obama Validated Agreement —323.7 —246.8
(549.3) (950.4)
% Romney Validated Agreement 377.2 —943.6
(473.7) (1175.2)
Obama Perceived Agreement —260.2 1034.6
(419.4) (742.2)
Romney Perceived Agreement —223.6 664.2
(285.1) (963.7)
Obama Approval 261.6 285.1 —1462.8* —1353.9
(263.9) (293.1) (781.1) (902.7)
Strong Democrat —189.5 —114.9 424.8 375.5
(245.2) (262.4) (1105.4) (1303.0)
Strong Republican —1172.1% —1559.3** 169.1 241.0
(705.6) (786.3) (366.9) (415.5)
Weak Democrat —452.2 —305.8 332.8 167.3
(260.2) (279.2) (844.3) (974.5)
Weak Republican —522.8 —104.0 171.4 —85.1
(533.5) (593.8) (382.0) (433.6)
White —266.8 —119.3 232.9 168.1
(167.9) (173.0) (441.6) (478.4)
Female —17.1 —-39.9 369.0 446.8
(95.4) (100.8) (338.7) (391.2)
Net Worth 57.2% 48.3 3.65 40.8
(31.4) (32.6) (82.5) (93.3)
Income 136.4*** 137.3*** 177.3*** 121.2**
(21.1) (21.8) (51.4) (55.6)
Age —2.43 —3.66 —10.9 —16.5
(4.05) (5.10) (9.48) (10.3)
Married -92.1 —103.3 258.9 147.8
(113.9) (118.8) (318.5) (363.8)
Education 16.3 13.8 —51.2 —2.17
(58.5) (61.1) (121.8) (135.0)
Ln(Total Donation $) 195.0%** 190.66*** 294,57 287.9%**
(13.0) (13.73) (34) (38.9)
N 934 836 297 248

Robust standard errors in parentheses displayed below tobit regression coefficients. The tobit models are censored
at $100 and $5,000. Models 1 and 3 show results for donors who contributed to Obama. Models 2 and 4 show
results for donors who contributed to Romney. We see that once a contribution has been made, the dollar amount
of the contribution is not related to issue agreement with the candidate. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, two

tailed tests.
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DV: In($$ Obama) In($$ Obama) In($$ Romney) In($$ Romney)

% Obama Validated Agreement 0.12 —0.05
(0.42) (0.47)
% Romney Validated Agreement —0.30 —0.50
(0.39) (0.56)
Obama Perceived Agreement —0.40 0.51
(0.30) (0.35)
Romney Perceived Agreement —0.22 0.35
(0.21) (0.47)
Obama Approval 0.28 0.35 —0.17 —0.02
(0.16) (0.18) (0.28) (0.26)
Strong Democrat —0.17 -0.13 —0.35 —0.45
(0.14) (0.16) (0.44) (0.53)
Strong Republican —0.33 —-0.71* —0.01 —0.05
(0.42) (0.38) (0.17) (0.19)
Weak Democrat —0.25" —0.20 —0.11 —0.17
(0.15) (0.17) (0.36) (0.45)
Weak Republican 0.01 0.05 —0.01 —0.17
(0.33) (0.39) (0.18) (0.19)
White —0.07 0.04 0.24 0.22
(0.14) (0.15) (0.25) (0.26)
Female 0.05 0.03 0.17 0.18
(0.07) (0.07) (0.18) (0.20)
Net Worth 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.05)
Income 0.09%** 0.09%** 0.11** 0.09"**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03)
Age 0.0004 0.0001 —0.002 —0.01
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005)
Married —0.10 —0.10 —0.02 —0.01
(0.08) (0.08) (0.16) (0.21)
Education 0.06 0.09 0.03 0.05
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07)
Ln(Total Donation $) 0.11* 0.11* 0.14** 0.14***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
N 934 836 297 248

Robust standard errors in parentheses displayed below OLS regression coefficients. Models 1 and 3 show results
for donors who contributed to Obama. Models 2 and 4 show results for donors who contributed to Romney. We
see that once a contribution has been made, the dollar amount of the contribution is not related to issue agreement
with the candidate. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01, two tailed tests.
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Gave Obama

Gave Romney

% Obama Validated Agreement 1.39*%* —0.26
(0.38) (0.45)
% Romney Validated Agreement —1.11* 1.46**
(0.34) (0.48)
Obama Perceived Agreement 0.59* —0.18
(0.25) (0.30)
Romney Perceived Agreement —0.50"** 0.91**
(0.19) (0.30)
Obama Approval 0.59** —0.46*
(0.15) (0.24)
Strong Democrat 0.03 —0.33
(0.17) (0.26)
Strong Republican —-0.37 0.04
(0.27) (0.17)
Weak Democrat —0.06 —0.38
(0.17) (0.24)
Weak Republican —0.46* 0.15
(0.24) (0.16)
White —0.23* —0.10
(0.12) (0.19)
Female 0.02 —-0.22
(0.07) (0.13)
Net Worth 0.001 0.11*
(0.02) (0.03)
Income 0.01 0.03*
(0.01) (0.02)
Age —0.0001 —0.001
(0.003) (0.004)
Married —0.09 —0.21
(0.09) (0.14)
Education -0.07 0.02
(0.04) (0.05)
N 2,056 2,056

Robust standard errors shown in parentheses below probit coefficients.

* p<0.10,* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, two tailed tests.
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Gave Obama Gave Romney Gave Obama Gave Romney

% Obama Validated Agreement 2.25%* 0.09
(0.28) (0.29)
% Romney Validated Agreement —2.64"** 3.48%**
(0.23) (0.31)
Obama Perceived Agreement 2.46*** —1.53%**
(0.14) (0.15)
Romney Perceived Agreement —1.60"** 2.18%
(0.13) (0.21)
N 2,854 2,854 2,365 2,365

Robust standard errors in parentheses below probit coefficients.
* p<0.10,™ p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, two tailed tests.
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