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Abstract 
 

This paper estimates the effects of education on the intergenerational transfer of partisanship in the 

United States with data from the National Longitudinal Survey. Using a multinomial logit model, I find 

that the marginal effects of education only affect the transfer of partisanship if the parents are 

Democrats or Republicans. Education decreases the effect that parents have on partisanship by 2%-4%. 

The marginal effect of education increases the likelihood that the respondents will have partisanship, 

suggesting that a marginal increase in education does not change partisanship, but rather alters the 

source allowing respondents to be more independent from their parents. 
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1. Introduction 

 In this paper I will be examining the effects education has on the intergenerational transfer of 

political preference, specifically partisanship in the United States. The motivation for this paper comes 

from the academic economics and sociology literature which poses general questions: Does education 

affect people’s behavior? In particular, does education affect people’s partisanship? If the answer is 

“yes” to this later question, the subsequent question of interest poses a more specific question: Does 

education decrease or increase the effects that parents have on a child’s partisanship? Here the 

motivation is determining whether education influences children to vote differently than their parents.  

 A common assumption is that parents and children will share many of the same values; parents 

are generally thought to be a major source of cultural transmission in society (Tedin 1974). Going back 

as far as Remmers and Weltman (1947), it has been well documented that children and their parents 

share political party preference. The literature, however, has not examined how the child’s education 

affects this transfer. Educational variables play dual roles. Firstly education, apriori, plays an essential 

role in developing how people think. In this sense education is an end, in and of itself. Secondly, 

education is often used as a measure of social status. In this paper I will be treating the education of the 

mother as a proxy for social status of the child and I will not be testing if differences in social status 

(differences in education between mother and child) make a difference. Instead I will treat the child’s 

education as an end to test the following theory: Education should allow people to develop their own 

thoughts different from their parents. I hypothesize that as education increases, the less of an impact 

parental partisanship will have on the child’s partisanship.  

I find that education decreases the parental impact on partisanship if the parents are Democrat 

or Republican. I find that most of the statistically significant interaction terms are negative for 

Democrats and Republicans and are positive for Independents and those with no preference. The 
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marginal effect of an increase in education when just the father is a Democrat makes the respondent 5% 

more likely to be a Republican. Additionally I find there is always a similar magnitude but opposite 

direction attached to the education variable, suggesting that increasing education does not alter the 

respondent’s partisanship, but does alter the source of their partisanship. 

2. Literature Review 

 There is a long history of academic studies that show that parents and their offspring are likely 

to have the same partisanship (e.g. Remmers and Weltman 1947, Levin 1961, Connell 1972, Jennings 

and Niemi 1981, & Westholm 1999). This is known in the literature as having a strong pairwise 

partisanship relationship (Connell 1972). Generally, in studies of  voting patterns in the United States, 

the correlation of the strong pairwise partisanship relationship between the parents and their offspring 

range from about 0.4 (Niemi, Ross, Alexander 1978) to about 0.6 (Jennings and Niemi 1981). This is not 

true for all countries. In countries where there is a multiparty system in place (multiparty being greater 

than 2), such as Canada and Belgium, the correlations, although still present, are much weaker than they 

are for the United States where there are only two prevalent parties (Jennings 1984 & Hooghe and 

Boonen 2015). Many countries with a multiparty system have a higher pairwise relationship when it 

comes to left-right placement on the political scale. In the United States, although individuals inherit 

partisanship from their parents, their placement on the left-right scale only has a pairwise relationship 

of 0.08, or slightly higher than random (Jennings 1984). An advantage of studying the United States is 

that the idea of partisanship being an intergenerational transfer has existed for a long time, and has 

been confirmed with repeated testing (Westholm and Niemi 1992). 

It is believed that there are two mechanisms at work when parents pass their values on to their 

children: the direct transmission mechanism, and the indirect transmission mechanism (Jennings 1984). 

Direct transmission, also known as the “attitudinal pathway”, occurs from parents passing on their 
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values to their children in ways that the parent can control: such as dinner table conversation, materials 

and events they purposefully expose their children to, and partaking in activities that re-enforce these 

values for their children (Westholm and Niemi 1992). Indirect transmission, or “social milieu pathway”, 

occurs due to circumstances that are not as controlled: namely the social class, sex, religion, race, and 

regional attachment (Dalton 1982 & Tedin 1974 among others). The effects of parental ideologies on the 

child’s political preference can also be included in the indirect transmission (Westholm and Niemi 1992). 

All of the studies I have looked into show that the indirect pathway has a very weak influence while the 

direct pathway has a strong influence. 

Achen (2002) asks the question of why adolescences, where the stereotype is that they never listen 

to their parents, suddenly listen to their parents when it comes to politics. Achen uses a simple Bayesian 

model to prove that the reason adolescences tend to emulate their parents political preference is that 

the social circumstances of the parent and child will tend to be similar. Assuming that the parent is 

making the optimal decision given the information they have, the children will also make the same 

decision while taking advantage of their parents’ acquired knowledge (Achen 2002). Thus Achen is 

proposing that children vote the same way as their parents due to the indirect pathway. Considering 

most literature contradicts this proposition, I propose an alternative: perhaps the reason why children 

tend to adopt their parents’ partisanship is that parents will provide the main discussion of politics for 

the child’s first 18 years of life. This discussion will probably be skewed towards the partisanship of the 

parents. This would support my hypothesis that as education increases—as the outside influences in a 

person’s life increase to include professors and peers, and their area of focus tends to narrow, 

potentially differing from their parents—the influence of their parents political views should decrease. 

Most literature suggests that partisanship is fairly constant throughout a person’s life. Jennings and 

Niemi found that the stability of parents’ partisanship had a correlation of 0.78 and 0.83 over roughly 
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ten year periods between 1965 and 1983 (Jennings and Markus 1984). For the same sample they found 

that adolescences have a slightly lower stability, but it is still 0.66 over the course of 20 years (Jennings 

and Markus 1984). Even higher estimates have been found in a survey of Bennington graduates the 

stability of partisanship was 0.91 over the full 50 year sample and 0.86 over the two intervals (Alwin, 

Cohen, and Newcomb 1991).  Lastly using the Terman longitudinal study, it was found that partisanship 

had a stability of 0.68 from the years 1940-1977 (Sears and Funk 1999). In all studies researched, adults 

had higher stability than adolescences, but adolescences still had reasonably high stability. 

A key result that I am using comes from Westholm (1999). In his paper The perceptual pathway: 

tracing the mechanisms of political value transfer across generation, he asks the question “do children 

(i.e. young adults, adolescences) know their parents’ views?” and then follows that question with “do 

children adopt those views?”. He uses a Swedish study (the Young in Politics) conducted in the 1980’s 

and the results he finds are that adolescences are able to correctly interpret the partisanship of their 

parents 80% of the time (another 16% of participants said they had no idea), the adolescences will have 

the same partisanship as their parents 65% of the time, and that the main cause of this was the 

perceptual pathway, or in the terms I have been using, direct transmission (Westholm 1999). In my 

paper I will be making use of this result and assume that children can correctly identify the partisanship 

of their parents. 

3. Data 

This paper studies and uses US data. In particular, I use the Children of the National Longitudinal 

Survey (CNLSY) data set. Although this is panel data, I could not take advantage of the panel feature as 

they ask questions about partisanship in only 2 years: 2006 and 2008. Instead I will treat the data as 

cross sectional data. Furthermore, there was not information for all respondents for both years, as a 

result I used the most current data—when there was 2008 data for a respondent I used 2008 data, 
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otherwise I used the 2006 data. The partisanship question was asked as follows: “Generally speaking, do 

you usually think of yourself as [a Democrat, a Republican (or reversed)], an Independent, or what?”  

The initial data set had 11’513 observations. Since partisanship was shown to be more stable 

once a person is out of the adolescence stage, I decided that I would only take people who were over 18 

years of age, the voting age in the United States. This limited my sample to 8763 observations. Since I 

was interested in the effects of education on partisanship, I omitted all other observations that did not 

have information on education and partisanship. This limited my sample to 3113. Lastly I ended up with 

a partisanship category “other” that had 25 observations. Due to the very small category I omitted these 

observations and was left with a final sample size of 3088. The advantage of using the CNLSY data set 

was that it allowed me to trace each respondent to their mother in the National Longitudinal Survey in 

1979 (NLSY 79). Once I had my final sample, I traced the identification code of the mother to the 

mothers’ sample which allowed me to find her level of education. 

Unfortunately the survey did not ask the mother in any year to identify her partisanship. In both 

2006 and 2008 however, they asked the children to identify the partisanship of their parents with the 

following questions: “When you were growing up, did your mother think of herself mostly as [a 

Democrat, a Republican (or reversed)], an Independent, or what?” and “Think about your father, 

stepfather, or someone else who was most like a father to you when you were growing up. Did he think 

of himself mostly as [a Democrat, a Republican (or reversed)], an Independent, or what?” Due to the 

results found by Westholm (1999), where he found that children could correctly identify the 

partisanship of their parents 80% of the time, I am going to make the assumption that the respondents 

could correctly identify the partisanship of their parents, and for the rest of the paper treat these results 

as the actual partisanship of the parents.  
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Of the 3088 respondents, 1413(45.76%) were Democrats, 631(20.43%) were Republicans, 

668(21.63%) were Independents, and 376(12.18%) had no preference. One possible explanation for the 

large amount of Democrats is the common theory that young people tend to be Democrats: the average 

age for the sample is relatively young at 24.33, with a standard deviation of 3.1 If people tended to vote 

Democrat when they were younger and then switch parties later in life, it would be evident in the data 

set. Looking at figure one in Appendix A, the eyeball test would conclude that this is not happening as 

the Democrats seem to have their advantage in the 26-30 age range, and potentially in the 30+ age 

range, whereas the under 26 age categories tend to be fairly equal. In figure two we see the histogram 

of the average age of the respondents by party. This supports the previous finding: Democrats actually 

have the oldest average age of any of the categories and Republicans have the youngest average age. 

This is supported by the related literature that says partisanship is relatively stable over an individual’s 

life instead of becoming more Republican as they age. 

Another possible reason for the large amount of Democrats is the regions where the sampling 

took place. In the United States, there are typically “Blue States” in the north, and “Red States” in the 

South. A large amount of sampling in the North could account for the large amount of Democrats. Figure 

three is a histogram of respondents by region. The South had by far the most respondents, and yet we 

still see in the South a large number of respondents were Democrats. It appears that across all regions 

there are similar proportions of Democrats, Republicans, Independents, and those with no preference. It 

does not appear that region is responsible for more Democrats—no matter where the sampling took 

place there were always a lot of Democrats. 

In figure four I have partisanship by sex. There were more female Democrats than male 

Democrats, as well as more females who had no preference than males who had no preference. 

                                                           
1
 Dr. Van Keefer uses the common expression “Democrat at 20, Republican at 40”. 
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Conversely there were slightly more male Republicans than female Republicans and more male 

Independents than female Independents. In figure five I have partisanship by race. Black people seem to 

have a result consistent with what I have found with the other explanatory variables: Democrats make 

up the largest proportion but Republicans and Independents are still well represented. Hispanic people 

on the other hand seem to be almost exclusively Democrat, with a few Independents and a very small 

number of Republicans. The category Non-Black, Non-Hispanic is the first category I have found where 

there are more Republicans than Democrats. I will control for all of the aforementioned variables in my 

model which should help with issues of endogeneity. 

In figure six I have partisanship by education (throughout this paper education is proxied by 

years of education). In table one I include summary statistics on education by partisanship. Democrats 

and Republicans have an average education that is slightly higher than the sample average whereas 

Independents and those with no preference have a slightly lower average than the sample. Republicans 

have a higher average education than Democrats, as well as a greater skewness: a larger proportion of 

Republicans are above the average Republican education level than the proportion of Democrats above 

the average Democrat education level. Education seems to be fairly similar for Democrats and 

Republicans. A measurement that is worth mentioning is the large negative skewness associated with 

the level of education of the respondents with no preference. Not only do people with no preference 

have the lowest average education of the sample, the large negative skewness indicates that the 

majority of respondents had less education than the average. It can be inferred that as education 

increases, the more likely a respondent is to have a political preference. 

Figure seven has the breakdown of the respondent’s parents’ partisanship and the associated 

respondent’s partisanship. When the parents are either both Democrat or both Republican, figure seven 

shows that it is very likely that the respondent will also be Democrat or Republican, respectively. 
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However, the same result is not as evident for Independents. A large proportion of respondents where 

both parents are Independents tended to vote Democrat. When there is just one parent voting a certain 

way (e.g. just the mother is a Democrat and the father is not a Democrat), there is a strong pull for the 

respondent to have the same partisanship only for Democrats, otherwise it seems as if there is a fairly 

even distribution across the partisanship of the respondent. When the respondent did not know the 

political preference of either of their parents, I find a disproportionately large amount of respondents 

were either Independent or had no preference themselves. This supports the theory that children gain 

their political views from their parents; if they do not know the political beliefs of their parents than 

there is a large number that report that they have no preference at all or are Independent. In the United 

States, which is considered a two party system, being Independent could have the interpretation of 

having no preference. 

4. Model 

Since the dependent variable (partisanship) can only take on four discrete choices (Democrat, 

Republican, Independent, no preference) and the choices are unordered, I have the option of two 

discrete choice models: multinomial logit and multinomial probit. The multinomial response model tries 

to explain the probability that the agent chooses an alternative relative to the base category. The 

magnitude and sign of the coefficient as well the statistical significance of the variables changes 

depending on the base category that is chosen (e.g. if I select Democrat as the base category and I was 

looking at the alternative Republican, I would expect to see different coefficients and have different 

variables be statistically significant than if I chose no preference as the base category). Normally the 

strongest category, i.e. the category with the most observations, is chosen as the base category. The 

marginal effects of a variable do not change if the base category changes. Another condition of both 

models is that the marginal effects across the possibilities of the dependent variable for each variable 
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must sum to zero, e.g. the marginal effects of age on Democrats, Republicans, Independents, and no 

preference must sum to zero. The models are known as latent variable models; if the action yields 

positive net utility it is undertaken, otherwise it is not (Cameron and Trivedi 2005). 

The models work as follows choice Pt is the probability that yt equals one (that is the option is 

selected) conditional on the information set Ωt. 

      (        )   (      )   (   ) 

Where xt is the explanatory and β is the vector of parameters, together     is an index function. Since 

these are probabilities, they are bounded by 0 and 1 and must add to zero which is not the case with a 

regular regression. The F is a transformation function which is strictly concave with the following 

properties: 

F(-∞)=0 

F(∞) =1 

And  ( )   
  ( )

  
   

The function F(x) is non-linear which means that changes in the values of xti, which are the elements of xt 

necessarily affect Pt in a non-linear fashion. 

 The difference between the probit and logit models is the form that F (the transformation 

function) takes. In the binary choice probit model F(Xtβ) = Ф(Xtβ) where: 

 ( )  
 

√  
∫     (

  

 

 

  

  )   
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In the multinomial probit model, the function gets considerably more complicated2: 

  (   )  ∫ ∫ ∫  (     

    

  

    

  

    

  

         )                

The advantage of the multinomial probit model is that its first derivative is the standard normal density 

function. The binary choice logit model is similar but the F(Xtβ) = Λ(Xtβ) where: 

 ( )  
 

     
 

  

    
 

The multinomial logit is derived assuming:    (
  

    
)      . The log of the ratio of the two 

probabilities (the log odds between the base and the specified alternative) is equal to Xtβ. The 

probability of the base outcome is normalized to one and thus a one appears in the numerator: 

 (    )  
 

  ∑     (  
 
     )

 

And then for the other alternatives the probabilities are relative to the base outcome: 

  (    )  
   (    )

∑     (  
 
     )

 
   (    )

  ∑     (  
 
     )

  (    )  

The denominator can be broken down into the summation of the probability of every option. One is the 

normalized probability of the base outcome plus the summation of all the other probabilities, which is 

why the summation starts at two (the base outcome having been added out in front) and goes to N 

alternatives, in this case four.  

From the equation of the multinomial logit, it is clear that each alternative is being estimated 

against the base outcome, but it is not estimating each alterative against one another; this is the major 

assumption in the model known as the independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA).The advantage of 

                                                           
2
 I have shown here a four-choice multinomial probit. An n-choice model requires (n-1) variate integral. 
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the multinomial probit model over the multinomial logit model is that it allows the IIA assumption to be 

relaxed. IIA states that the probability of choosing one outcome over another and the relative 

probabilities of choosing those outcomes does not change with the introduction of a new alternative. 

The multinomial logit normalizes the variance to one and then compares the variance of each 

alternative independently to the variance of the base alternative (Cameron and Trivedi 2005). The 

multinomial probit model estimates the error matrix and allows there to be correlation between the 

alternative, which allows the IIA assumption to be relaxed. The major disadvantage of the multinomial 

probit is that it is much more computationally strenuous as it ends up taking the triple integral. Often 

computers have a hard time taking the triple integral and the model will fail to converge, and if it does 

converge, it is likely that there will be many mistakes in the error matrix (Kropko 2007). 3   The other 

disadvantage of the multinomial probit is that it relies on alternative specific variables; the variables 

need to change for each possible alternative. In my case that would involve a variable changing for each 

partisanship a person could choose.4 It is difficult to estimate what would vary in a person based off of 

their partisanship; I cannot get alternative specific variation. I have case specific variation, each person 

has different characteristics, but those characteristics do not change depending on their choice of 

partisanship. Thus I use the multinomial logit model which does not require alternative specific 

variation. 

Even though the multinomial probit model is sometimes naively considered the ‘superior model’ 

since it relaxes the sometimes impractical IIA assumption, with some data, particularly political data, 

multinomial logit models have been suggested to be the better model due to better precision with 

coefficient estimates, correct sign of the coefficients, and producing a more reliable statistical 

                                                           
3
 As stated earlier, in general it takes (N-1) integrals where N is the number of alternatives. In my case I have 4 

options for partisanship resulting in the triple integral. 
4
 An example of alternative specific variation would be selecting the type of fishing a person chooses, both the cost 

and amount of fish caught would vary across alternatives of boating, dock fishing, beach fishing, etc. 
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significance than multinomial probit models. (Kropko 2007) The multinomial logit model uses the 

method of maximum likelihood for estimation whereas the multinomial probit model uses simulated 

method of maximum likelihood—a combination of monte carlo simulation and random draws—along 

with needing alternative specific variation and computational difficulty are the reasons Kropko suggests 

as to why the multinomial logit model may be the preferable model (Kropko 2007). 

In the multinomial logit model, the coefficients on the regressors in the model are logodds; 

using the probability formula mentioned above it is possible to get the actual magnitude of the 

coefficient. However, in the multinomial probit model, since the variance is being normalized to 1 or 
  

    

the magnitudes of the coefficients are not interperable since they are really  
 

   (Kropko 2007). However, 

since the variance is always positive, we can interpret the sign—a negative coefficient makes the 

outcome less likely and a positive coefficient makes the outcome more likely. Performing F-tests are not 

possible under this class of model since the F-test rely on goodness of fit measures, namely the SSE, that 

does not apply (or at least not a good measure) to this class of model since the dependent variable is 

discrete instead of continuous. Instead a likelihood-ratio test is used which is asymptotically distributed 

as chi-squared with the degrees of freedom equal to the number of restrictions—the number of 

parameters that are being tested to equal zero (Cameron and Trivedi 2005).  

I am using the Stata software package which offers three different options for models (Statacorp 

2013). The “mlogit” model is the traditional multinomial logit model. The “asmprobit” model is the 

traditional multinomial probit model; by putting restrictions on the variance of the first and second 

choice as well as restrictions with any of the correlations with the first choice, it is able to estimate the 

error matrix and then relax the IIA assumption (Statacorp 2013 & Kropko 2007). As previously 

mentioned I cannot use this option since it relies on alternative specific variation. Instead I can use is the 

“mprobit” option which is another multinomial probit model which assumes all the covariance terms to 



13 
 

zero; since it is not estimating the error matrix it does not allow me to relax the IIA assumption—in 

essence it is almost the same as the multinomial logit model with the only difference being the 

estimation process (the form the transformation function takes in front of the index matrix) of the 

coefficients (Statacorp 2013). For the rest of the paper I will refer to the “mprobit” option as the 

multinomial probit so as to distinguish it from the regular multinomial logit model. I estimate all models 

with both estimation options as a means of checking my results—I should find very similar results from 

both models and if there is a large discrepancy then there would be reason to question the results. 

5. Methodology 

 I will begin by running a model where the only parameters are the preferences of the parents to 

check that the correlations exist in the data and if they match what has been previously found. Next I 

will add explanatory variables to ensure that the interaction terms are not accidently picking up other 

effects. The explanatory variables I will be including are years of education, age, race (proxied by the 

variables for the respondents if they are Black and Hispanic), sex, location (North East, North Central, 

and South), and lastly I proxied socio-economic class by the education of the mother.56 I will then add 

three interaction terms between education and parent’s possible preference: both, only father, and only 

mother, e.g. both parents are Democrats, only the father is a Democrat, only the mother is a Democrat. 

Since the parents have five options available to them—Democrat, Republican, Independent, no 

preference, and don’t know the parents’ preference—there are fifteen interaction terms in total. I will 

then run a likelihood-ratio test to see if the interaction terms are statistically significant. I will also run 

the model by just including the interaction terms when the parents are Democrats and Republicans, as 

ex-ante I believe the most significant results will show up in these categories. If I find no statistically 

significant correlation, then I can conclude that education does not affect the intergenerational 

                                                           
5
 Due to co-linearity I did not include the regressors of respondents who were: non-Black non-Hispanic, female, 

and from the West. 
6
 I could not include income since it would have reduced my sample size too greatly. 
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transmission of partisanship. If I find statistically significant correlation, I will remove the explanatory 

variables and see if the parameters decrease significantly by adding in the explanatory variables, 

suggesting that my regressors are picking up spurious correlation, or whether the parameters remain 

roughly stable, suggesting that there is a causal relationship. The reason why this suggests a causal 

relationship is that if the relationship was just a spurious one, the introduction of explanatory variables 

into the model would likely explain away at least part of the observed relationship. If I find statistically 

significant results that suggest a causal relationship, I will perform a generalized Hausman test to 

determine whether I have made a valid IIA assumption. 

6. Results and Discussion 

 The results from the multinomial probit and logit models where the only included regressors are 

the parents’ preferences can be found in appendix B figures one through four.7 8As expected, the results 

from the multinomial logit and multinomial probit models are almost identical in terms of sign on the 

coefficients and what is statistically significant. As mentioned in the Model section, interpreting the 

results from the model are less straight forward than for a regular regression: namely the coefficients 

for the multinomial logit are given in log odds, the coefficients for the multinomial probit are the 

coefficients divided by the (heteroskedastic) variances, and what is statistically significant can change 

depending on the alternative and base category. Regardless, the sign on the coefficient still matters; a 

positive indicates that an increase in the variable makes the alternative more likely and a negative 

indicates that an increase in the variable makes the alternative less likely.9 From figures one through 

                                                           
7
 I have included the results from both the multinomial logit and multinomial probit models for comparison 

purposes with the base outcome being Democrats in figures one and three, and the base outcome being 
Republicans in figures two and four. 
8
 I have split the appendices into appendix A and B for convenience of the reader. Unless otherwise specified all 

figures mentioned in this section will be found in appendix B. 
9
 Since all the variables in this case are dummy variables, an increase in the variable is simply having a 

parent/parents with that specific partisanship. 
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four, all the signs are what I expected from the data after looking at figure seven in appendix A—

children appear likely to have the partisanship of their parents. 

 The marginal effects from the multinomial logit and probit model are included in figures five 

through nine.10 The marginal effects prove that children are likely to have the same partisanship as their 

parents, and the correlations seem to be in line with what has been previously observed in the 

literature. For the outcomes Democrat, Republican, and Independent, the only positive marginal effects 

that are statistically significant are when at least one of the parents has the same partisanship as the 

respondent. Democrats and Republicans appear to have similar effects in the sense that having parents 

with the same partisanship has a strong positive correlation and statistically significant. Having parents 

that have different partisanships, specifically if they both have no preference or if both their preferences 

are unknown, than they are negative and statistically significant. A curious result is that if just the 

mother is Republican there appears to be no statistically significant effects on any outcome, whereas if 

just the father is Republican there appears to be statistically significant effects for all categories except 

Independents. Looking at figure seven in appendix A, this result would not be at all obvious. Further, I do 

not observe that it is only the father’s preference that matters for any other category. 

The results for Independents are weaker than they are for Democrats and Republicans. If both 

parents are Independents, there is still a positive, statistically significant marginal effect, but the effect is 

only about 0.25 rather than the 0.4 observed for Democrats and Republicans. Further, having just one 

parent be Independent has no statistically significant effect, and the only statistically significant negative 

effects come from when at least one of the parents is a Democrat. Thus the correlation between 

Independents and their parents, although still present, is weaker than it is for the two main parties. For 

                                                           
10

 In general the marginal effects should be very similar from the multinomial probit and logit models. I have 
included the marginal effects for Democrats from both models as an example that they are very similar, 
throughout the rest of the paper I will only include the marginal effects from the multinomial logit model unless 
there is a significant difference in the magnitude, sign, or statistical significance. 
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the no preference category, I find a strong positive correlation if both parents have no preference, if the 

mother has no preference, and if the preference of both parents is unknown. Further, I find that there is 

a negative correlation if the preference of both parents is known, specifically if they both have the same 

preference, or the father is a Democrat or Republican. This additionally suggests that the main source of 

a person’s partisanship is their parents. People have the same partisanship as their parents, and when 

their parents do not have a preference or they do not know the partisanship of their parents, it is more 

likely that they do not have a preference themselves. 

I have included the marginal effects of the model with explanatory variables in figures ten to 

thirteen. In this paragraph I will only mention effects that are statistically significant. I find that the 

explanatory variables that have the largest magnitudes are race, location, and sex. Black people are 

about 9% more likely to be Democrats and about 8% less likely to be Republicans, with no statistically 

significant effects on Independents or those with no preference. Hispanic people are 27% more likely to 

be Democrats, 17% less likely to be Republicans, 6% less likely to be Independents, and 3% less likely to 

have no preference. This follows what was hypothesized from figure five in Appendix A. Being from the 

North East makes it 6% less likely that a person will be a Republican, being from North Central makes it 

7% more likely that a person will be a Democrat and 4% less likely that they will be a Republican, and 

being from the South makes it 4% more likely that a person will be a Republican. Being male makes it 6% 

less likely that a person is a Democrat, 3% more likely that they are Republican, and 5% more likely that 

they are Independent. The other effects are very small in magnitude. I find that a one year increase in 

education makes people about 1% more likely to be Democrat or Republican, no statistically significant 

effect on Independents, and makes it 2% less likely that a person has no preference. A one year increase 

in age makes being a Democrat 1% more likely and makes being a Republican 0.5% less likely. Lastly a 

one year increase in the education of the mother increases the likelihood that a person is a Democrat by 

1% and decreases the chances that they have no preference by 0.5%. Comparing this model with the 
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explanatory variables with the model with just the preference of the parents using a likelihood-ratio 

test, I find that the chi-squared value with 30 degrees of freedom is 314.10, with an associated p-value 

of 0. I strongly reject the null hypothesis that the explanatory variables are all zero in favour of the 

alternative that the explanatory variables help explain the data. 

I included the interaction terms and performed a likelihood-ratio test against the model with 

explanatory variables and found that the chi-squared test-statistic with 45 degrees of freedom had a 

value of 59.24, with an associated p-value of 0.076. There are two ways of approaching this value: the 

first is to say that I would fail to reject the null hypothesis that the interaction terms do not help explain 

the data at the 5% level. This would be perfectly valid and I could end my thesis by concluding that 

education does not affect the intergenerational transmission of partisanship. The second way of 

approaching this value is to say that it is very close to being statistically significant at the 5% level, and 

thus if I trim down the number of regressors I might find significance.11  

If I remove the interaction terms attached to no preference and when the parents’ preference is 

unknown, then the chi-squared test-statistic with 27 degrees of freedom compared to the model with 

explanatory variables is 42.59, with an associated p-value of 0.0287. I would reject the null hypothesis 

that all the interaction terms equal zero at the 5% significance level. I performed a likelihood-ratio test 

compared to the model with all the interaction terms to see if the other interaction terms were zero and 

found a chi-squared value of 16.65 with 18 degrees of freedom, which has an associated p-value of 0.55, 

at no reasonable significance level would there be a rejection that the other interaction terms equal 

zero.  

I found that the interaction terms with Independents were not statistically significant in any of 

the categories, thus I performed another likelihood-ratio test with just the interaction terms for 

                                                           
11

 As I mentioned in my methodology section, this was an issue that I thought I might face. 
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Democrats and Republicans against the base model with the explanatory variables and found a chi-

squared value of 37.43 with 18 degrees of freedom which has an associated p-value of 0.0046. I 

performed a final likelihood-ratio test to make sure that I could eliminate the interaction terms with 

Independents and found a p-value of 0.82, I would not reject the null hypothesis that the interaction 

terms with Independents are zero at any reasonable significance level. A possible theoretical 

explanation as to why the interaction terms with parents who are Independents are not statistically 

significant is that as previously mentioned the United States is considered a two-party system, thus 

being Independent may be in many ways considered to not have a preference, support specific 

candidates, or at least not a definite Democrat/Republican preference. My theory is not that an increase 

in education will cause a person to be different from their parents, just that the effect their parents have 

on their partisanship will decrease. It would not be unreasonable to suggest that if their parents lack a 

clear partisanship that an increase in education would not greatly alter the effects that their parents 

have on their partisanship. As I have already demonstrated when the parents are Independents, the 

correlation is significantly less than it is for any of the other categories, thus I believe it is reasonable to 

eliminate the interaction terms with Independents and the interaction terms for “no preference” and 

“don’t know” by the same reasoning. 

My final model included the explanatory variables as seen in figures ten through thirteen as well 

as interaction terms between parents who are Democrats or Republicans and education. The marginal 

effects are included in figures fourteen through seventeen. For Democrats, the marginal effect of a one 

year increase in education on the parents’ transmission of partisanship decreases by 3% if both the 

parents are Democrats, and decreases by 7% if only the father is a Democrat. Other interaction terms 

are statistically insignificant. For Republicans, I find that it reduces the likelihood of being Republican if 

both parents are Republican by about 2%, and reduces the likelihood of being Republican if just the 
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mother is Republican by about 4%.12 Within the Republican category a curious result occurs that if just 

the mother is a Democrat, an increase in education decreases the likelihood of being Republican by 4%, 

conversely if just the father is a Democrat, an increase in education increases the likelihood of being a 

Republican by 5%. If both parents are Democrats, there is no statistically significant change in the 

likelihood of being a Republican. This suggests that the effects of education if the parents are Democrats 

work in opposite directions with very similar magnitudes on the likelihood of being a Republican. 

I find the interaction terms when looking at the categories of Democrat and Republican are 

mostly negative, and the only interaction term that increases likelihood—the increase in likelihood of 

being Republican when just the father is Democrat—gets largely cancelled out by the effects of having a 

mother who is a Democrat. Where I find the positive marginal effects occurring are in the Independent 

category.13 I find that the interaction term between both parents who are Democrat, Republican, or just 

the mother is Democrat, increases the likelihood of being Independent by about 4%. There is also a 

positive interaction term under the alternative no preference when just the mother is a Democrat of 3%. 

In order to determine whether my results suggest a causal relationship or just spurious 

correlation, I removed the explanatory variables and examined the marginal effects: as previously 

mentioned, if the marginal effects remain similar, it suggests a causal relationship. Complete marginal 

effects can be found in figures eighteen through twenty one. I find that the coefficients that were 

previously statistically significant stay mostly statistically significant, with the p-values changing by only a 

couple percent in the most extreme case—the interaction term on the likelihood of being Republican 

when both parents are Republican from 0.04 to 0.08—but otherwise are very stable. Likewise I find the 

coefficients on the statistically significant regressors hardly change at all. This suggests that I have found 

                                                           
12

 The marginal effects of the interaction term between education and having both parents as Republican has a p-
value of 0.08, so it is statistically significant at the 10% level, whereas the other interaction terms mentioned are 
statistically significant at the 5% level. 
13

 As stated earlier, the marginal effects across all alternatives must sum to zero. So if the marginal effects are 
mostly negative in two categories, they must be positive in another category. 
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a causal relationship between education and the effects of the intergenerational transfer of 

partisanship. 

My results may be picking up interesting historical implications. In figures fourteen and fifteen, 

the marginal effects for Democrats and Republicans from the full model, I find that there is absolutely 

no correlation (in terms of magnitude and statistical significance) between just the father being a 

Democrat and the respondent being a Democrat. I also find that there is a positive correlation (although 

not statistically significant) between just the father being a Democrat and the respondent being a 

Republican. The marginal effects of both parents being Democrat is smaller in terms of magnitude (and 

also not statistically significant) than just the mother being a Democrat when the respondent is a 

Republican. Further, I find that the interaction term between just the father being a Democrat and 

education is negative 7% for Democrats, and positive 5% for Republicans; the largest magnitudes I 

observe for any interaction term. Considering that 43% of the sample comes from the South, and that 

being from the South is statistically significant for the Republican category, this might be picking up the 

effects of the Dixiecrats. The South was considered a Democrat stronghold prior to 1950 due to 

Abraham Lincoln being a part of the Republican Party (Buchanan 2005). However, many white 

Southerners created a new party in 1948, known as the Dixiecrats, in an attempt to stop President 

Truman from being re-elected since he was against segregation (Lemmon 1951). They failed, and 

afterwards many of them came back to the Democratic Party, however, over the next 40 years many of 

them switched to the Republican Party which better represented their values (Buchanan 2005). This 

explanation seems to fit the results well, however, I have by no means formally tested this theory and in 

order to do so I would need a larger sample size; I am simply noting that I might be picking up this effect. 

Although there is reason to believe I have found a causal relationship, other factors within the 

model need to be examined. First and foremost, the marginal effects of just education changes once I 
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include the interaction terms. An increase in education makes the likelihood of being a Democrat 3% 

more likely, being a Republican 2% more likely, being an Independent 3% less likely, and having no 

preference 2% less likely. These are roughly the magnitudes I have found for the interaction terms (in 

the cases that they are statistically significant) and in the opposite direction. So although an increase in 

education may decrease the effects of the parents’ partisanship on the respondent’s partisanship, for 

the most part it will not make them switch their partisanship. This also supports the previous finding 

that as education increases, the more likely it is that a person will have a specific partisanship. The other 

consideration is that including the interaction terms also increases the effects of parents’ partisanship 

on the respondent’s partisanship. For example, the increased likelihood of being a Democrat given that 

both parents are Democrats goes from 0.4 in the base model to 0.6 in the new model.14 Keeping these 

caveats in mind, my results still support the conclusion that an increase in education decreases the 

effects of the intergenerational transmission of partisanship. Although education does not seem to have 

any major implications for altering partisanship, these results suggest that education alters the source of 

partisanship. 

Lastly all of my results rely on the necessary IIA assumption implicit in multinomial logit models. 

The issue with the IIA assumption is that if it is an invalid assumption the estimates are not consistent, 

and changing the categories in the model (adding additional or removing alternatives) leads to different 

results. In order to determine whether or not the IIA assumption is valid I ran a generalized Hausman 

test using the “suest” command in Stata (Statacorp 2013). The Hausman test works as follows: it 

removes one of the alternatives and check if the other parameters remain roughly stable; the 

distribution is chi-squared with the degrees of freedom equal to the number of parameters being 

                                                           
14

 Under the new model, both parents being Republican is not statistically significant at the 5% level, but is 
statistically significant at the 10% level. The multinomial probit model has the result as statistically significant at 
the 1% level, and a very similar coefficient. I am going to treat the result as statistically significant since it is very 
close to the 5% level. 
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eliminated by removing the alternative. The null hypothesis is that of a valid IIA assumption against the 

alternative hypothesis of an invalid IIA assumption. I performed the test four times (removing each of 

the possibilities) and the lowest p-value I found was 0.28 when I removed the category Republican; I 

would not reject the null hypothesis of a valid IIA assumption for the alternative of an invalid 

assumption at any reasonable significance level. Although I have to make an IIA assumption, it is a valid 

assumption to make. 

7. Conclusion 

 I have found that an increase in education decreases the effect that the parents’ partisanship 

has on the child’s partisanship under certain circumstances. If both parents are Democrats a one year 

increase above the average in education decreases the effect that the parents have by 3%. Similarly if 

both parents are Republican, a marginal increase in education decreases the effects that the parents 

have by 2%. I find that if just the father is a Democrat, a marginal increase in education decreases the 

likelihood that the child will be a Democrat by 7%. I find that if just the mother is Republican, it reduces 

the chances that the child will be Republican by about 4%. A marginal increase in education causes a 

positive interaction term of 4% for children to be Independents if both parents are Democrats, 

Republicans, or just the mother is a Democrat. I find that education by itself always has the opposite 

sign and similar magnitude to all of the interaction terms suggesting that people won’t necessarily 

switch their partisanship, but the source of their partisanship depends less on their parents.  
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Appendices 

9. Appendix A 

Figure One: Age histogram 

 

Figure Two: Average age by party 
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Figure Three: Partisanship by region 
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Figure Four: Partisanship by sex 
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Figure five: Partisanship by race 
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Figure six: Partisanship by education 

 

 

 

Table one: Education summary statistics by partisanship 

Average Standard Deviation Skewness

Democrats 13.111 1.967 0.112

Republicans 13.287 1.914 0.287

Independents 12.689 1.907 0.449
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Totals 12.954 1.962 0.116  
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Figure seven: Break down of parents’ partisanship 

 

  

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Both Democrat

Just Mother Democrat

Just Father Democrat

Both Republican

Just Mother Republican

Just Father Republican

Both Independent

Just Mother Independent

Just Father Independent

Both No Preference

Just Mother No Preference

Just Father No Preference

Don't Know Both

Don’t Know Just Mother 

Don't Know Just Father

Parents' Partisanship Missing

No Father

Number of Respondents 

P
ar

ti
sa

n
sh

ip
 o

f 
P

ar
en

ts
 

Partisanship of the respondents' parents 

No Preference

Independents

Republicans

Democrats



31 
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Figure 1: Results from the multinomial logit with just the parents’ preferences included, base outcome Democrats 

Democrat  (base outcome)     

        

Republican  Coefficient Robust Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-value 95% Confidence 
Interval 

 Both Parents Democrat -2.44 0.22 -11.06 0.00 -2.87 -2.01 

 Just Father Democrat -0.83 0.71 -1.17 0.24 -2.23 0.56 

 Just Mother Democrat -2.50 0.65 -3.85 0.00 -3.77 -1.23 

 Both Parents Republican 2.26 0.19 11.89 0.00 1.89 2.63 

 Just Mother Republican 0.68 0.69 0.99 0.32 -0.66 2.03 

 Just Father Republican 2.72 0.65 4.21 0.00 1.46 3.99 

 Both Independent -0.56 0.33 -1.69 0.09 -1.21 0.09 

 Just Mother Independent -1.08 0.70 -1.55 0.12 -2.45 0.29 

 Just Father Independent 0.96 0.71 1.35 0.18 -0.43 2.36 

 Both Parents no preference -0.42 0.53 -0.79 0.43 -1.45 0.62 

 Just Mother no preference -1.75 0.73 -2.39 0.02 -3.18 -0.32 

 Just Father no preference 0.26 0.81 0.32 0.75 -1.33 1.85 

 Don't know preference of both 
parents 

-0.18 0.19 -0.94 0.35 -0.54 0.19 

 Don't know just Mother's preference -1.13 0.65 -1.74 0.08 -2.40 0.14 

 Don't know just Father's preference 0.60 0.67 0.90 0.37 -0.71 1.92 

 Constant -0.61 0.09 -6.71 0.00 -0.79 -0.43 

        

Independent        

 Both Parents Democrat -1.54 0.15 -10.12 0.00 -1.83 -1.24 

 Just Father Democrat -0.97 0.41 -2.37 0.02 -1.78 -0.17 

 Just Mother Democrat -1.39 0.37 -3.78 0.00 -2.10 -0.67 

 Both Parents Republican 0.85 0.22 3.95 0.00 0.43 1.28 

 Just Mother Republican 0.52 0.46 1.13 0.26 -0.38 1.41 

 Just Father Republican 0.79 0.41 1.94 0.05 -0.01 1.59 

 Both Independent 0.92 0.22 4.28 0.00 0.50 1.35 

 Just Mother Independent 0.74 0.41 1.79 0.07 -0.07 1.54 

 Just Father Independent 0.83 0.43 1.92 0.05 -0.02 1.67 

 Both Parents no preference 0.40 0.40 1.01 0.31 -0.38 1.17 

 Just Mother no preference 0.40 0.45 0.89 0.37 -0.47 1.27 

 Just Father no preference -0.24 0.59 -0.40 0.69 -1.38 0.91 

 Don't know preference of both 
parents 

0.27 0.16 1.65 0.10 -0.05 0.59 

 Don't know just Mother's preference -0.06 0.42 -0.13 0.90 -0.88 0.77 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.40 0.40 -0.99 0.32 -1.19 0.39 

 Constant -0.47 0.09 -5.40 0.00 -0.64 -0.30 

        

No Preference        

 Both Parents Democrat -1.73 0.21 -8.14 0.00 -2.14 -1.31 

 Just Father Democrat -1.73 0.48 -3.63 0.00 -2.67 -0.80 
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 Just Mother Democrat -0.62 0.41 -1.52 0.13 -1.42 0.18 

 Both Parents Republican -0.08 0.33 -0.23 0.82 -0.73 0.58 

 Just Mother Republican 0.08 0.62 0.13 0.89 -1.13 1.29 

 Just Father Republican -0.41 0.48 -0.86 0.39 -1.34 0.53 

 Both Independent -0.83 0.45 -1.84 0.07 -1.71 0.06 

 Just Mother Independent 1.02 0.46 2.22 0.03 0.12 1.91 

 Just Father Independent 0.17 0.49 0.34 0.73 -0.79 1.13 

 Both Parents no preference 1.98 0.34 5.86 0.00 1.32 2.64 

 Just Mother no preference 1.35 0.44 3.06 0.00 0.48 2.21 

 Just Father no preference -0.33 0.57 -0.57 0.57 -1.45 0.79 

 Don't know preference of both 
parents 

1.02 0.17 5.94 0.00 0.69 1.36 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 0.89 0.46 1.95 0.05 -0.01 1.78 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.69 0.43 -1.60 0.11 -1.54 0.15 

 Constant -1.12 0.11 -10.24 0.00 -1.33 -0.91 
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Figure 2: Results from the multinomial logit with just the parents’ preferences included, base outcome Republicans 

 

Democrat  Coefficient Robust Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-value 95% Confidence 
Interval 

 Both Parents Democrat 2.44 0.22 11.06 0.00 2.01 2.87 

 Just Father Democrat 0.83 0.71 1.17 0.24 -0.56 2.23 

 Just Mother Democrat 2.50 0.65 3.85 0.00 1.23 3.77 

 Both Parents Republican -2.26 0.19 -11.89 0.00 -2.63 -1.89 

 Just Mother Republican -0.68 0.69 -0.99 0.32 -2.03 0.66 

 Just Father Republican -2.72 0.65 -4.21 0.00 -3.99 -1.46 

 Both Independent 0.56 0.33 1.69 0.09 -0.09 1.21 

 Just Mother Independent 1.08 0.70 1.55 0.12 -0.29 2.45 

 Just Father Independent -0.96 0.71 -1.35 0.18 -2.36 0.43 

 Both Parents no preference 0.42 0.53 0.79 0.43 -0.62 1.45 

 Just Mother no preference 1.75 0.73 2.39 0.02 0.32 3.18 

 Just Father no preference -0.26 0.81 -0.32 0.75 -1.85 1.33 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.18 0.19 0.94 0.35 -0.19 0.54 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 1.13 0.65 1.74 0.08 -0.14 2.40 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.60 0.67 -0.90 0.37 -1.92 0.71 

 Constant 0.61 0.09 6.71 0.00 0.43 0.79 

        

Republican  (base outcome)     

        

Independent        

 Both Parents Democrat 0.90 0.25 3.63 0.00 0.42 1.39 

 Just Father Democrat -0.14 0.76 -0.18 0.85 -1.63 1.35 

 Just Mother Democrat 1.12 0.69 1.62 0.11 -0.23 2.47 

 Both Parents Republican -1.41 0.17 -8.05 0.00 -1.75 -1.06 

 Just Mother Republican -0.17 0.74 -0.22 0.82 -1.61 1.28 

 Just Father Republican -1.94 0.68 -2.86 0.00 -3.26 -0.61 

 Both Independent 1.48 0.32 4.64 0.00 0.86 2.11 

 Just Mother Independent 1.82 0.72 2.51 0.01 0.40 3.24 

 Just Father Independent -0.14 0.74 -0.19 0.85 -1.59 1.32 

 Both Parents no preference 0.81 0.54 1.52 0.13 -0.24 1.86 

 Just Mother no preference 2.15 0.75 2.87 0.00 0.68 3.61 

 Just Father no preference -0.49 0.85 -0.58 0.56 -2.16 1.18 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.44 0.20 2.25 0.03 0.06 0.83 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 1.07 0.68 1.57 0.12 -0.27 2.41 

 Don't know just Father's preference -1.00 0.72 -1.39 0.17 -2.42 0.41 

 Constant 0.14 0.10 1.41 0.16 -0.06 0.34 
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No Preference        

 Both Parents Democrat 0.71 0.29 2.46 0.01 0.14 1.28 

 Just Father Democrat -0.90 0.79 -1.13 0.26 -2.45 0.66 

 Just Mother Democrat 1.88 0.70 2.69 0.01 0.51 3.26 

 Both Parents Republican -2.34 0.31 -7.55 0.00 -2.94 -1.73 

 Just Mother Republican -0.60 0.82 -0.73 0.47 -2.21 1.01 

 Just Father Republican -3.13 0.71 -4.43 0.00 -4.52 -1.75 

 Both Independent -0.27 0.51 -0.53 0.60 -1.26 0.73 

 Just Mother Independent 2.10 0.75 2.80 0.01 0.63 3.57 

 Just Father Independent -0.80 0.77 -1.04 0.30 -2.30 0.71 

 Both Parents no preference 2.39 0.49 4.84 0.00 1.42 3.36 

 Just Mother no preference 3.10 0.75 4.11 0.00 1.62 4.57 

 Just Father no preference -0.58 0.86 -0.68 0.50 -2.27 1.10 

 Don't know preference of both parents 1.20 0.21 5.83 0.00 0.80 1.60 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 2.01 0.69 2.91 0.00 0.66 3.37 

 Don't know just Father's preference -1.30 0.73 -1.78 0.08 -2.73 0.14 

 Constant -0.51 0.12 -4.20 0.00 -0.74 -0.27 
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Figure 3: Results from the multinomial probit with just the parents’ preferences included, base outcome Democrats 

Democrat  (base outcome)     

        

Republican  Coefficient Robust Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-value 95% Confidence 
Interval 

 Both Parents Democrat -1.76 0.14 -12.94 0.00 -2.02 -1.49 

 Just Father Democrat -0.67 0.45 -1.50 0.13 -1.55 0.21 

 Just Mother Democrat -1.72 0.41 -4.25 0.00 -2.52 -0.93 

 Both Parents Republican 1.74 0.14 12.74 0.00 1.48 2.01 

 Just Mother Republican 0.58 0.44 1.33 0.19 -0.28 1.45 

 Just Father Republican 1.85 0.41 4.57 0.00 1.06 2.65 

 Both Independent -0.35 0.22 -1.58 0.11 -0.79 0.08 

 Just Mother Independent -0.64 0.44 -1.45 0.15 -1.51 0.22 

 Just Father Independent 0.65 0.45 1.44 0.15 -0.23 1.53 

 Both Parents no preference -0.20 0.33 -0.59 0.55 -0.85 0.45 

 Just Mother no preference -1.13 0.47 -2.42 0.02 -2.04 -0.21 

 Just Father no preference 0.08 0.54 0.14 0.89 -0.98 1.13 

 Don't know preference of both parents -0.09 0.13 -0.69 0.49 -0.35 0.17 

 Don't know just Mother's preference -0.69 0.41 -1.67 0.09 -1.50 0.12 

 Don't know just Father's preference 0.34 0.42 0.82 0.41 -0.48 1.17 

 Constant -0.47 0.07 -6.80 0.00 -0.60 -0.33 

        

Independent        

 Both Parents Democrat -1.24 0.11 -11.23 0.00 -1.46 -1.02 

 Just Father Democrat -0.76 0.32 -2.40 0.02 -1.38 -0.14 

 Just Mother Democrat -1.09 0.28 -3.89 0.00 -1.64 -0.54 

 Both Parents Republican 0.62 0.15 4.19 0.00 0.33 0.91 

 Just Mother Republican 0.39 0.35 1.14 0.25 -0.28 1.07 

 Just Father Republican 0.63 0.30 2.07 0.04 0.03 1.22 

 Both Independent 0.74 0.18 4.20 0.00 0.40 1.09 

 Just Mother Independent 0.53 0.32 1.67 0.10 -0.09 1.15 

 Just Father Independent 0.61 0.33 1.86 0.06 -0.03 1.26 

 Both Parents no preference 0.31 0.28 1.11 0.27 -0.24 0.86 

 Just Mother no preference 0.29 0.34 0.87 0.39 -0.37 0.96 

 Just Father no preference -0.16 0.44 -0.37 0.71 -1.02 0.70 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.21 0.12 1.72 0.09 -0.03 0.45 

 Don't know just Mother's preference -0.08 0.32 -0.26 0.80 -0.71 0.55 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.31 0.31 -1.00 0.32 -0.91 0.29 

 Constant -0.36 0.07 -5.44 0.00 -0.50 -0.23 
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No Preference        

 Both Parents Democrat -1.30 0.13 -9.75 0.00 -1.56 -1.04 

 Just Father Democrat -1.26 0.34 -3.66 0.00 -1.93 -0.58 

 Just Mother Democrat -0.50 0.30 -1.68 0.09 -1.08 0.08 

 Both Parents Republican 0.11 0.19 0.55 0.58 -0.27 0.49 

 Just Mother Republican 0.21 0.40 0.52 0.60 -0.58 1.00 

 Just Father Republican -0.21 0.33 -0.62 0.53 -0.85 0.44 

 Both Independent -0.46 0.27 -1.73 0.08 -0.98 0.06 

 Just Mother Independent 0.71 0.34 2.12 0.03 0.05 1.37 

 Just Father Independent 0.12 0.36 0.34 0.74 -0.58 0.82 

 Both Parents no preference 1.48 0.26 5.80 0.00 0.98 1.98 

 Just Mother no preference 0.93 0.34 2.76 0.01 0.27 1.60 

 Just Father no preference -0.29 0.43 -0.68 0.50 -1.13 0.55 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.73 0.13 5.82 0.00 0.49 0.98 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 0.58 0.34 1.73 0.08 -0.08 1.24 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.51 0.32 -1.61 0.11 -1.14 0.11 

 Constant -0.81 0.08 -10.69 0.00 -0.96 -0.66 
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Figure 4: Results from the multinomial probit with just the parents’ preferences included, base outcome Republicans 

 

Democrat  Coefficient Robust Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-value 95% Confidence 
Interval 

 Both Parents Democrat 1.76 0.14 12.94 0.00 1.49 2.02 

 Just Father Democrat 0.67 0.45 1.50 0.13 -0.21 1.55 

 Just Mother Democrat 1.72 0.41 4.25 0.00 0.93 2.52 

 Both Parents Republican -1.74 0.14 -12.74 0.00 -2.01 -1.48 

 Just Mother Republican -0.58 0.44 -1.33 0.19 -1.45 0.28 

 Just Father Republican -1.85 0.41 -4.57 0.00 -2.65 -1.06 

 Both Independent 0.35 0.22 1.58 0.11 -0.08 0.79 

 Just Mother Independent 0.64 0.44 1.45 0.15 -0.22 1.51 

 Just Father Independent -0.65 0.45 -1.44 0.15 -1.53 0.23 

 Both Parents no preference 0.20 0.33 0.59 0.55 -0.45 0.85 

 Just Mother no preference 1.13 0.47 2.42 0.02 0.21 2.04 

 Just Father no preference -0.08 0.54 -0.14 0.89 -1.13 0.98 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.09 0.13 0.69 0.49 -0.17 0.35 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 0.69 0.41 1.67 0.09 -0.12 1.50 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.34 0.42 -0.82 0.41 -1.17 0.48 

 Constant 0.47 0.07 6.80 0.00 0.33 0.60 

        

Republican  (base outcome)     

        

Independent        

 Both Parents Democrat 0.52 0.15 3.45 0.00 0.22 0.81 

 Just Father Democrat -0.09 0.47 -0.19 0.85 -1.01 0.83 

 Just Mother Democrat 0.63 0.42 1.50 0.14 -0.20 1.46 

 Both Parents Republican -1.12 0.13 -8.57 0.00 -1.38 -0.87 

 Just Mother Republican -0.19 0.46 -0.41 0.68 -1.10 0.72 

 Just Father Republican -1.23 0.42 -2.91 0.00 -2.05 -0.40 

 Both Independent 1.09 0.22 5.02 0.00 0.67 1.52 

 Just Mother Independent 1.17 0.45 2.58 0.01 0.28 2.05 

 Just Father Independent -0.03 0.46 -0.07 0.94 -0.95 0.88 

 Both Parents no preference 0.51 0.34 1.52 0.13 -0.15 1.17 

 Just Mother no preference 1.42 0.47 3.00 0.00 0.49 2.35 

 Just Father no preference -0.24 0.56 -0.43 0.67 -1.33 0.86 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.30 0.14 2.21 0.03 0.03 0.57 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 0.61 0.43 1.42 0.16 -0.23 1.45 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.65 0.45 -1.46 0.15 -1.53 0.22 

 Constant 0.10 0.07 1.41 0.16 -0.04 0.24 

        

No Preference       

 Both Parents Democrat 0.46 0.17 2.74 0.01 0.13 0.78 

 Just Father Democrat -0.59 0.49 -1.20 0.23 -1.54 0.37 

 Just Mother Democrat 1.22 0.43 2.85 0.00 0.38 2.06 

 Both Parents Republican -1.64 0.18 -9.03 0.00 -1.99 -1.28 

 Just Mother Republican -0.37 0.50 -0.75 0.45 -1.35 0.60 

 Just Father Republican -2.06 0.43 -4.75 0.00 -2.91 -1.21 
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Figure 5: Marginal effects for Democrats from the multinomial logit with just the parents’ preferences included
15

  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error

16
 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average

17
 

Both Parents Democrat 0.41 0.02 19.12 0.00 0.37 0.45 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.25 0.08 3.09 0.00 0.09 0.40 0.04 

Just Mother Democrat 0.32 0.06 5.69 0.00 0.21 0.42 0.08 

Both Parents Republican -0.30 0.03 -9.94 0.00 -0.36 -0.24 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.12 0.10 -1.27 0.21 -0.31 0.07 0.03 

Just Father Republican -0.35 0.07 -5.09 0.00 -0.48 -0.21 0.06 

Both Independent -0.09 0.05 -1.75 0.08 -0.18 0.01 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.12 0.08 -1.51 0.13 -0.28 0.04 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.18 0.09 -2.08 0.04 -0.35 -0.01 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.21 0.06 -3.25 0.00 -0.33 -0.08 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.11 0.08 -1.27 0.20 -0.27 0.06 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.02 0.13 0.13 0.89 -0.24 0.27 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.09 0.03 -2.82 0.01 -0.15 -0.03 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.01 0.09 -0.14 0.89 -0.18 0.16 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.00 0.11 0.03 0.98 -0.21 0.21 0.05 

 

 

  

                                                           
15

 The marginal effect by definition is the change in the outcome due to a 1% change in the variable. However, 
since these are dummy variables and not continuous variables, the marginal effect is calculated by changing the 
variable from zero to one. E.g. the effect of having both your parents be Democrats compared to them not being 
Democrats. 
16

 The Standard Errors do not need to be estimated robustly since they come from the model that already treated 
the standard errors robustly. 
17

 The Sample Averages in this case can be interpreted as the percentage of the sample that fits this criteria. E.g. 
22% of the sample has both their parents as Democrats. 

 Both Independent -0.11 0.29 -0.37 0.71 -0.68 0.47 

 Just Mother Independent 1.35 0.46 2.91 0.00 0.44 2.26 

 Just Father Independent -0.53 0.48 -1.11 0.27 -1.46 0.40 

 Both Parents no preference 1.68 0.32 5.32 0.00 1.06 2.30 

 Just Mother no preference 2.06 0.48 4.34 0.00 1.13 2.99 

 Just Father no preference -0.37 0.56 -0.66 0.51 -1.46 0.72 

 Don't know preference of both parents 0.82 0.14 5.90 0.00 0.55 1.10 

 Don't know just Mother's preference 1.27 0.43 2.94 0.00 0.42 2.12 

 Don't know just Father's preference -0.86 0.45 -1.90 0.06 -1.74 0.03 

 Constant -0.34 0.08 -4.24 0.00 -0.50 -0.18 
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Figure 6: Marginal effects for Democrats from the multinomial probit with just the parents’ preferences included 

 

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat 0.41 0.02 19.07 0.00 0.37 0.45 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.25 0.08 3.22 0.00 0.10 0.40 0.04 

Just Mother Democrat 0.31 0.06 5.33 0.00 0.20 0.42 0.08 

Both Parents Republican -0.30 0.03 -10.53 0.00 -0.36 -0.25 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.13 0.09 -1.49 0.14 -0.31 0.04 0.03 

Just Father Republican -0.31 0.06 -4.83 0.00 -0.44 -0.19 0.06 

Both Independent -0.08 0.05 -1.68 0.09 -0.17 0.01 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.11 0.08 -1.35 0.18 -0.26 0.05 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.16 0.08 -1.94 0.05 -0.33 0.00 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.20 0.06 -3.36 0.00 -0.32 -0.08 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.09 0.08 -1.12 0.26 -0.26 0.07 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.03 0.12 0.27 0.79 -0.20 0.26 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.09 0.03 -2.87 0.00 -0.15 -0.03 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.00 0.08 -0.02 0.98 -0.17 0.16 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.02 0.09 0.24 0.81 -0.16 0.20 0.05 

Figure 7: Marginal effects for Republicans from the multinomial logit with just the parents’ preferences included  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.18 0.01 -14.12 0.00 -0.21 -0.16 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.06 0.07 -0.80 0.42 -0.19 0.08 0.04 

Just Mother Democrat -0.16 0.02 -7.06 0.00 -0.21 -0.12 0.08 

Both Parents Republican 0.39 0.03 11.50 0.00 0.32 0.46 0.11 

Just Mother Republican 0.08 0.12 0.65 0.51 -0.16 0.32 0.03 

Just Father Republican 0.52 0.13 3.89 0.00 0.26 0.79 0.06 

Both Independent -0.09 0.02 -3.85 0.00 -0.13 -0.04 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.13 0.03 -4.18 0.00 -0.19 -0.07 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.11 0.13 0.79 0.43 -0.16 0.37 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.10 0.03 -3.57 0.00 -0.16 -0.05 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.15 0.02 -8.16 0.00 -0.18 -0.11 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.06 0.13 0.42 0.67 -0.20 0.31 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.05 0.02 -2.95 0.00 -0.09 -0.02 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.12 0.03 -3.48 0.00 -0.18 -0.05 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.13 0.13 1.00 0.32 -0.13 0.40 0.05 
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Figure 9: Marginal effects for no preference from the multinomial logit with just the parents’ preferences included  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.08 0.01 -6.77 0.00 -0.11 -0.06 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.09 0.02 -5.38 0.00 -0.12 -0.05 0.04 

Just Mother Democrat -0.01 0.04 -0.26 0.80 -0.08 0.06 0.08 

Both Parents Republican -0.08 0.01 -5.21 0.00 -0.10 -0.05 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.02 0.05 -0.42 0.68 -0.12 0.08 0.03 

Just Father Republican -0.10 0.02 -6.25 0.00 -0.12 -0.07 0.06 

Both Independent -0.07 0.02 -4.07 0.00 -0.11 -0.04 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.12 0.07 1.59 0.11 -0.03 0.26 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.03 0.04 -0.78 0.43 -0.10 0.04 0.03 

Both Parents no preference 0.34 0.07 5.20 0.00 0.21 0.47 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.22 0.09 2.46 0.01 0.04 0.39 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.03 0.04 -0.68 0.49 -0.11 0.05 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.13 0.03 5.03 0.00 0.08 0.18 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.15 0.08 1.88 0.06 -0.01 0.30 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.06 0.03 -2.29 0.02 -0.11 -0.01 0.05 

  

Figure 8: Marginal effects for Independents from the multinomial logit with just the parents’ preferences included 

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.15 0.02 -8.18 0.00 -0.18 -0.11 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.10 0.05 -2.09 0.04 -0.20 -0.01 0.04 

Just Mother Democrat -0.14 0.04 -3.98 0.00 -0.22 -0.07 0.08 

Both Parents Republican -0.01 0.03 -0.40 0.69 -0.07 0.04 0.11 

Just Mother Republican 0.06 0.10 0.65 0.52 -0.13 0.25 0.03 

Just Father Republican -0.08 0.07 -1.08 0.28 -0.23 0.07 0.06 

Both Independent 0.25 0.05 5.15 0.00 0.15 0.34 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.13 0.09 1.53 0.13 -0.04 0.31 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.10 0.10 1.03 0.30 -0.09 0.30 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.03 0.05 -0.64 0.52 -0.14 0.07 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.04 0.08 0.45 0.65 -0.12 0.20 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.04 0.09 -0.50 0.62 -0.22 0.13 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.02 0.03 0.59 0.56 -0.04 0.07 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.02 0.07 -0.28 0.78 -0.15 0.11 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.08 0.06 -1.33 0.19 -0.20 0.04 0.05 
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Figure 10: Marginal effects for Democrats from the multinomial logit with explanatory variables 

  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat 0.33 0.03 12.07 0.00 0.28 0.38 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.19 0.07 2.67 0.01 0.05 0.33 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat 0.30 0.07 4.40 0.00 0.17 0.43 0.04 

Both Parents Republican -0.27 0.04 -7.07 0.00 -0.35 -0.20 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.21 0.10 -2.11 0.04 -0.40 -0.01 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.17 0.09 -1.81 0.07 -0.35 0.01 0.03 

Both Independent -0.15 0.05 -3.08 0.00 -0.25 -0.06 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.19 0.08 -2.38 0.02 -0.34 -0.03 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.14 0.09 -1.51 0.13 -0.33 0.04 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.25 0.06 -3.99 0.00 -0.37 -0.13 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.15 0.09 -1.72 0.09 -0.32 0.02 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.13 0.12 1.11 0.27 -0.10 0.37 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.15 0.03 -4.30 0.00 -0.22 -0.08 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.09 0.09 -0.98 0.33 -0.27 0.09 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.04 0.11 0.36 0.72 -0.17 0.24 0.05 

Education 0.01 0.01 2.24 0.03 0.00 0.03 12.95 

Age 0.01 0.00 1.99 0.05 0.00 0.02 24.33 

Black 0.09 0.03 2.93 0.00 0.03 0.16 0.22 

Hispanic 0.27 0.03 9.94 0.00 0.22 0.32 0.35 

Male -0.06 0.02 -2.91 0.00 -0.10 -0.02 0.47 

North East 0.05 0.04 1.19 0.23 -0.03 0.12 0.12 

North Central 0.07 0.03 1.93 0.05 0.00 0.13 0.25 

South 0.00 0.03 -0.09 0.93 -0.06 0.06 0.43 

Education of the Mother 0.01 0.00 2.75 0.01 0.00 0.02 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing 0.17 0.08 2.17 0.03 0.02 0.33 0.03 
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Figure 11: Marginal effects for Republicans from the multinomial logit with explanatory variables 

  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.15 0.01 -9.96 0.00 -0.18 -0.12 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.12 0.03 -3.83 0.00 -0.18 -0.06 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.09 0.04 -1.90 0.06 -0.17 0.00 0.04 

Both Parents Republican 0.29 0.04 7.07 0.00 0.21 0.37 0.11 

Just Mother Republican 0.33 0.15 2.14 0.03 0.03 0.63 0.06 

Just Father Republican 0.08 0.12 0.68 0.50 -0.15 0.31 0.03 

Both Independent -0.07 0.02 -2.87 0.00 -0.12 -0.02 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.10 0.03 -2.87 0.00 -0.17 -0.03 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.05 0.11 0.46 0.65 -0.16 0.26 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.09 0.03 -3.47 0.00 -0.14 -0.04 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.12 0.02 -5.24 0.00 -0.16 -0.07 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.01 0.09 -0.08 0.94 -0.19 0.17 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.04 0.02 -1.84 0.07 -0.08 0.00 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.09 0.04 -2.44 0.02 -0.16 -0.02 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.10 0.12 0.84 0.40 -0.14 0.34 0.05 

Education 0.01 0.00 2.58 0.01 0.00 0.02 12.95 

Age 0.00 0.00 -1.78 0.08 -0.01 0.00 24.33 

Black -0.08 0.01 -5.32 0.00 -0.11 -0.05 0.22 

Hispanic -0.18 0.02 -11.04 0.00 -0.21 -0.14 0.35 

Male 0.03 0.01 2.31 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.47 

North East -0.06 0.02 -3.47 0.00 -0.10 -0.03 0.12 

North Central -0.04 0.02 -2.25 0.02 -0.08 -0.01 0.25 

South 0.04 0.02 2.26 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.43 

Education of the Mother 0.00 0.00 -0.24 0.81 -0.01 0.00 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing -0.06 0.03 -1.77 0.08 -0.13 0.01 0.03 
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Figure 12: Marginal effects for Independents from the multinomial logit with explanatory variables 

  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.12 0.02 -5.30 0.00 -0.17 -0.08 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.10 0.05 -2.07 0.04 -0.20 -0.01 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.13 0.05 -2.62 0.01 -0.22 -0.03 0.04 

Both Parents Republican 0.04 0.04 1.05 0.29 -0.03 0.11 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.04 0.08 -0.48 0.63 -0.20 0.12 0.06 

Just Father Republican 0.10 0.11 0.96 0.34 -0.11 0.31 0.03 

Both Independent 0.30 0.05 5.75 0.00 0.19 0.40 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.17 0.09 1.78 0.08 -0.02 0.35 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.11 0.10 1.11 0.27 -0.08 0.30 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.03 0.06 -0.58 0.56 -0.15 0.08 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.08 0.09 0.82 0.41 -0.11 0.26 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.08 0.08 -1.05 0.29 -0.24 0.07 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.04 0.03 1.30 0.19 -0.02 0.10 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.02 0.08 0.23 0.82 -0.13 0.17 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.08 0.06 -1.38 0.17 -0.20 0.03 0.05 

Education -0.01 0.01 -1.47 0.14 -0.02 0.00 12.95 

Age -0.01 0.00 -1.58 0.11 -0.01 0.00 24.33 

Black -0.01 0.03 -0.24 0.81 -0.06 0.04 0.22 

Hispanic -0.06 0.02 -2.66 0.01 -0.10 -0.02 0.35 

Male 0.05 0.02 2.83 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.47 

North East -0.01 0.03 -0.25 0.80 -0.07 0.05 0.12 

North Central -0.06 0.03 -2.25 0.02 -0.11 -0.01 0.25 

South -0.04 0.02 -1.50 0.14 -0.08 0.01 0.43 

Education of the Mother -0.01 0.00 -1.61 0.11 -0.01 0.00 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing -0.04 0.06 -0.63 0.53 -0.17 0.09 0.03 
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Figure 13: Marginal effects for no preference from the multinomial logit with explanatory variables 

  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.06 0.02 -4.07 0.00 -0.09 -0.03 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.03 0.05 0.64 0.52 -0.06 0.13 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.09 0.02 -5.31 0.00 -0.12 -0.05 0.04 

Both Parents Republican -0.06 0.02 -2.90 0.00 -0.09 -0.02 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.08 0.02 -4.25 0.00 -0.12 -0.04 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.01 0.06 -0.19 0.85 -0.12 0.10 0.03 

Both Independent -0.07 0.02 -3.87 0.00 -0.11 -0.04 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.12 0.08 1.55 0.12 -0.03 0.27 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.02 0.04 -0.39 0.70 -0.10 0.07 0.03 

Both Parents no preference 0.37 0.07 5.22 0.00 0.23 0.51 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.19 0.09 2.04 0.04 0.01 0.38 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.04 0.04 -1.15 0.25 -0.11 0.03 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.14 0.03 4.62 0.00 0.08 0.20 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.16 0.09 1.90 0.06 -0.01 0.33 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.06 0.03 -2.15 0.03 -0.11 0.00 0.05 

Education -0.02 0.00 -5.33 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 12.95 

Age 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.51 0.00 0.01 24.33 

Black -0.01 0.02 -0.58 0.56 -0.04 0.02 0.22 

Hispanic -0.03 0.01 -2.33 0.02 -0.06 -0.01 0.35 

Male -0.02 0.01 -1.62 0.11 -0.04 0.00 0.47 

North East 0.02 0.02 1.04 0.30 -0.02 0.07 0.12 

North Central 0.03 0.02 1.58 0.11 -0.01 0.07 0.25 

South 0.00 0.02 -0.23 0.82 -0.04 0.03 0.43 

Education of the Mother -0.01 0.00 -2.49 0.01 -0.01 0.00 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing -0.07 0.02 -3.44 0.00 -0.12 -0.03 0.03 
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Figure 14: Marginal effects for Democrats from the full multinomial logit 
model 

    

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence interval Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat 0.59 0.09 6.26 0.00 0.40 0.77 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.01 0.43 0.02 0.99 -0.83 0.85 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat 0.53 0.05 11.21 0.00 0.44 0.62 0.04 

Both Parents Republican -0.42 0.14 -2.92 0.00 -0.70 -0.14 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.34 0.26 -1.32 0.19 -0.86 0.17 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.50 0.05 -10.01 0.00 -0.60 -0.40 0.03 

Both Independent -0.18 0.05 -3.58 0.00 -0.28 -0.08 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.21 0.08 -2.70 0.01 -0.36 -0.06 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.15 0.09 -1.58 0.12 -0.33 0.04 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.27 0.06 -4.40 0.00 -0.39 -0.15 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.17 0.09 -1.91 0.06 -0.34 0.00 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.13 0.12 1.06 0.29 -0.11 0.37 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.16 0.04 -4.63 0.00 -0.23 -0.09 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.11 0.09 -1.18 0.24 -0.29 0.07 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.05 0.10 0.48 0.63 -0.15 0.25 0.05 

Education 0.03 0.01 2.88 0.00 0.01 0.05 12.95 

Age 0.01 0.00 1.80 0.07 0.00 0.02 24.33 

Black 0.10 0.03 3.06 0.00 0.04 0.16 0.22 

Hispanic 0.27 0.03 10.02 0.00 0.22 0.33 0.35 

Male -0.06 0.02 -2.94 0.00 -0.11 -0.02 0.47 

North East 0.05 0.04 1.21 0.23 -0.03 0.12 0.12 

North Central 0.07 0.03 2.01 0.04 0.00 0.14 0.25 

South 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.97 -0.06 0.06 0.43 

Education of the Mother 0.01 0.00 2.52 0.01 0.00 0.02 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing 0.16 0.08 1.92 0.05 0.00 0.32 0.03 

Both Parents Democrat*Education -0.03 0.02 -2.27 0.02 -0.06 0.00 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education -0.02 0.02 -0.95 0.34 -0.06 0.02 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education -0.07 0.02 -2.81 0.01 -0.11 -0.02 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education 0.00 0.02 -0.03 0.98 -0.05 0.05 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education 0.04 0.03 1.28 0.20 -0.02 0.10 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education 0.01 0.03 0.19 0.85 -0.05 0.06 0.76 
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Figure 15: Marginal effects for Republicans from the full multinomial logit model 

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.10 0.09 -1.08 0.28 -0.28 0.08 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.40 0.44 0.93 0.35 -0.45 1.26 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.18 0.02 -8.69 0.00 -0.22 -0.14 0.04 

Both Parents Republican 0.56 0.31 1.82 0.07 -0.04 1.16 0.11 

Just Mother Republican 0.54 0.36 1.50 0.13 -0.16 1.23 0.06 

Just Father Republican 0.74 0.21 3.43 0.00 0.32 1.16 0.03 

Both Independent -0.08 0.02 -3.82 0.00 -0.12 -0.04 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.11 0.03 -3.40 0.00 -0.17 -0.04 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.06 0.11 0.50 0.62 -0.16 0.27 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.10 0.02 -4.38 0.00 -0.14 -0.05 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.12 0.02 -5.90 0.00 -0.16 -0.08 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.00 0.10 0.00 1.00 -0.19 0.19 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.05 0.02 -2.59 0.01 -0.09 -0.01 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.10 0.03 -3.12 0.00 -0.16 -0.04 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.08 0.12 0.73 0.47 -0.14 0.31 0.05 

Education 0.02 0.01 3.55 0.00 0.01 0.03 12.95 

Age 0.00 0.00 -1.61 0.11 -0.01 0.00 24.33 

Black -0.08 0.01 -5.58 0.00 -0.11 -0.05 0.22 

Hispanic -0.18 0.02 -10.96 0.00 -0.21 -0.14 0.35 

Male 0.03 0.01 2.42 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.47 

North East -0.06 0.02 -3.57 0.00 -0.10 -0.03 0.12 

North Central -0.04 0.02 -2.44 0.01 -0.08 -0.01 0.25 

South 0.04 0.02 2.16 0.03 0.00 0.08 0.43 

Education of the Mother 0.00 0.00 -0.12 0.91 -0.01 0.01 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing -0.05 0.03 -1.53 0.13 -0.12 0.02 0.03 

Both Parents Democrat*Education -0.01 0.01 -0.79 0.43 -0.04 0.01 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education -0.04 0.01 -2.78 0.01 -0.07 -0.01 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education 0.05 0.02 2.13 0.03 0.00 0.09 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education -0.02 0.01 -1.75 0.08 -0.04 0.00 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education -0.04 0.02 -2.31 0.02 -0.07 -0.01 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education -0.01 0.01 -0.67 0.50 -0.03 0.02 0.76 
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Figure 16: Marginal effects for Independents from the full multinomial logit model 

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.37 0.07 -5.24 0.00 -0.51 -0.23 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.28 0.04 -7.62 0.00 -0.35 -0.21 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.23 0.04 -5.23 0.00 -0.32 -0.14 0.04 

Both Parents Republican -0.27 0.06 -4.93 0.00 -0.38 -0.16 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.21 0.08 -2.79 0.01 -0.36 -0.06 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.22 0.07 -3.39 0.00 -0.35 -0.09 0.03 

Both Independent 0.33 0.05 6.33 0.00 0.23 0.43 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.20 0.10 2.04 0.04 0.01 0.39 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.11 0.10 1.12 0.26 -0.09 0.32 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.01 0.06 -0.18 0.86 -0.13 0.11 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.10 0.10 1.01 0.31 -0.09 0.29 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.09 0.08 -1.08 0.28 -0.24 0.07 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.07 0.03 1.97 0.05 0.00 0.13 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.04 0.08 0.43 0.66 -0.13 0.20 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.08 0.06 -1.25 0.21 -0.20 0.05 0.05 

Education -0.03 0.01 -3.55 0.00 -0.04 -0.01 12.95 

Age -0.01 0.00 -1.54 0.12 -0.01 0.00 24.33 

Black -0.01 0.03 -0.29 0.77 -0.06 0.04 0.22 

Hispanic -0.06 0.02 -2.74 0.01 -0.11 -0.02 0.35 

Male 0.05 0.02 2.79 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.47 

North East -0.01 0.03 -0.30 0.76 -0.07 0.05 0.12 

North Central -0.06 0.03 -2.22 0.03 -0.11 -0.01 0.25 

South -0.04 0.02 -1.46 0.14 -0.08 0.01 0.43 

Education of the Mother -0.01 0.00 -1.48 0.14 -0.01 0.00 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing -0.03 0.07 -0.51 0.61 -0.16 0.10 0.03 

Both Parents Democrat*Education 0.04 0.01 2.59 0.01 0.01 0.07 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education 0.03 0.02 2.04 0.04 0.00 0.07 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education 0.00 0.02 0.17 0.87 -0.03 0.04 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education 0.04 0.02 1.99 0.05 0.00 0.08 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education 0.01 0.02 0.58 0.56 -0.03 0.06 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education 0.02 0.02 1.03 0.30 -0.02 0.06 0.76 
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Figure 17: Marginal effects for no preference from the full multinomial logit model 

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.12 0.05 -2.61 0.01 -0.21 -0.03 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.13 0.02 -6.06 0.00 -0.17 -0.09 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.12 0.01 -8.24 0.00 -0.15 -0.09 0.04 

Both Parents Republican 0.14 0.33 0.41 0.68 -0.51 0.78 0.11 

Just Mother Republican 0.02 0.20 0.10 0.92 -0.38 0.42 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.01 0.18 -0.07 0.95 -0.37 0.34 0.03 

Both Independent -0.07 0.02 -3.81 0.00 -0.11 -0.03 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.12 0.08 1.50 0.13 -0.04 0.27 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.02 0.04 -0.52 0.60 -0.10 0.06 0.03 

Both Parents no preference 0.38 0.07 5.20 0.00 0.24 0.52 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.19 0.09 2.00 0.05 0.00 0.37 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.04 0.04 -1.24 0.21 -0.11 0.03 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.15 0.03 4.62 0.00 0.09 0.21 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.17 0.09 1.96 0.05 0.00 0.35 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.05 0.03 -2.08 0.04 -0.10 0.00 0.05 

Education -0.02 0.00 -4.76 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 12.95 

Age 0.00 0.00 0.74 0.46 0.00 0.01 24.33 

Black -0.01 0.02 -0.67 0.51 -0.04 0.02 0.22 

Hispanic -0.04 0.01 -2.47 0.01 -0.06 -0.01 0.35 

Male -0.02 0.01 -1.60 0.11 -0.04 0.00 0.47 

North East 0.03 0.02 1.08 0.28 -0.02 0.07 0.12 

North Central 0.03 0.02 1.55 0.12 -0.01 0.07 0.25 

South -0.01 0.02 -0.32 0.75 -0.04 0.03 0.43 

Education of the Mother -0.01 0.00 -2.40 0.02 -0.01 0.00 12.74 

Mother's Education Missing -0.07 0.02 -3.18 0.00 -0.11 -0.03 0.03 

Both Parents Democrat*Education 0.01 0.01 0.92 0.36 -0.01 0.02 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education 0.03 0.01 2.26 0.02 0.00 0.05 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education 0.02 0.02 0.98 0.33 -0.02 0.05 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education -0.02 0.02 -1.28 0.20 -0.05 0.01 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education -0.02 0.02 -0.99 0.32 -0.05 0.02 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education -0.02 0.01 -1.14 0.25 -0.04 0.01 0.76 
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Figure 18: Marginal effects for Democrats from the reduced multinomial logit model 

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat 0.61 0.09 6.95 0.00 0.44 0.78 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.33 0.28 1.17 0.24 -0.22 0.88 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat 0.52 0.06 8.43 0.00 0.40 0.64 0.04 

Both Parents Republican -0.44 0.11 -3.87 0.00 -0.66 -0.22 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.45 0.12 -3.90 0.00 -0.68 -0.22 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.47 0.09 -5.41 0.00 -0.64 -0.30 0.03 

Both Independent -0.13 0.05 -2.67 0.01 -0.23 -0.03 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.16 0.08 -2.01 0.04 -0.32 0.00 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.19 0.09 -2.14 0.03 -0.36 -0.02 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.26 0.06 -4.44 0.00 -0.38 -0.15 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.14 0.08 -1.67 0.09 -0.31 0.02 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.02 0.13 0.16 0.87 -0.24 0.28 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.13 0.03 -3.87 0.00 -0.20 -0.06 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.05 0.09 -0.57 0.57 -0.23 0.13 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.92 -0.20 0.22 0.05 

Education 0.02 0.01 2.68 0.01 0.01 0.04 12.95 

Both Parents Democrat*Education -0.03 0.02 -2.11 0.04 -0.06 0.00 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education -0.02 0.02 -1.10 0.27 -0.06 0.02 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education -0.06 0.02 -2.59 0.01 -0.10 -0.01 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education 0.00 0.02 -0.03 0.98 -0.05 0.05 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education 0.03 0.03 1.07 0.29 -0.03 0.09 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education 0.01 0.03 0.25 0.80 -0.05 0.07 0.76 
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Figure 19: Marginal effects for Republicans from the reduced multinomial logit 
model  

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.12 0.09 -1.39 0.17 -0.30 0.05 0.22 

Just Father Democrat 0.08 0.27 0.28 0.78 -0.46 0.62 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.19 0.02 -9.28 0.00 -0.23 -0.15 0.04 

Both Parents Republican 0.66 0.23 2.85 0.00 0.21 1.11 0.11 

Just Mother Republican 0.72 0.19 3.88 0.00 0.36 1.08 0.06 

Just Father Republican 0.61 0.31 1.96 0.05 0.00 1.22 0.03 

Both Independent -0.11 0.02 -5.89 0.00 -0.14 -0.07 0.04 

Just Mother Independent -0.14 0.03 -5.31 0.00 -0.19 -0.09 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.10 0.13 0.75 0.45 -0.16 0.36 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.12 0.02 -6.03 0.00 -0.16 -0.08 0.02 

Just Mother no preference -0.15 0.02 -9.73 0.00 -0.18 -0.12 0.02 

Just Father no preference 0.06 0.13 0.44 0.66 -0.20 0.32 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents -0.08 0.02 -4.81 0.00 -0.12 -0.05 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference -0.13 0.03 -4.80 0.00 -0.18 -0.08 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference 0.12 0.13 0.91 0.36 -0.14 0.37 0.05 

Education 0.03 0.01 4.16 0.00 0.01 0.04 12.95 

Both Parents Democrat*Education -0.01 0.01 -1.01 0.32 -0.04 0.01 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education -0.04 0.01 -2.66 0.01 -0.06 -0.01 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education 0.04 0.02 1.86 0.06 0.00 0.09 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education -0.02 0.01 -2.05 0.04 -0.04 0.00 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education -0.03 0.02 -2.04 0.04 -0.07 0.00 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education -0.01 0.01 -1.00 0.32 -0.04 0.01 0.76 



51 
 

 

  

 
 
 
Figure 20: Marginal effects for Independents from the reduced multinomial logit 
model 

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.37 0.07 -5.52 0.00 -0.50 -0.24 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.28 0.03 -8.08 0.00 -0.34 -0.21 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.21 0.06 -3.57 0.00 -0.32 -0.09 0.04 

Both Parents Republican -0.27 0.05 -5.85 0.00 -0.37 -0.18 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.23 0.05 -5.09 0.00 -0.32 -0.14 0.06 

Just Father Republican -0.21 0.08 -2.45 0.01 -0.37 -0.04 0.03 

Both Independent 0.30 0.05 6.00 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.17 0.09 1.86 0.06 -0.01 0.35 0.04 

Just Father Independent 0.11 0.11 1.08 0.28 -0.09 0.32 0.03 

Both Parents no preference -0.02 0.06 -0.31 0.76 -0.13 0.09 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.06 0.09 0.73 0.47 -0.11 0.24 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.05 0.09 -0.55 0.58 -0.22 0.13 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.05 0.03 1.60 0.11 -0.01 0.11 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.00 0.07 0.06 0.95 -0.14 0.15 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.08 0.06 -1.23 0.22 -0.20 0.05 0.05 

Education -0.03 0.01 -4.09 0.00 -0.05 -0.02 12.95 

Both Parents Democrat*Education 0.04 0.01 2.71 0.01 0.01 0.07 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education 0.03 0.02 2.14 0.03 0.00 0.07 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education 0.00 0.02 0.10 0.92 -0.03 0.04 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education 0.04 0.02 2.16 0.03 0.00 0.08 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education 0.02 0.02 0.72 0.47 -0.03 0.06 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education 0.02 0.02 1.16 0.25 -0.01 0.06 0.76 
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Figure 21: Marginal effects for No Preference from the reduced multinomial logit 
model 

   

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Z-Score P-Value 95% Confidence 
interval 

Sample 
Average 

Both Parents Democrat -0.11 0.05 -2.45 0.01 -0.21 -0.02 0.22 

Just Father Democrat -0.13 0.02 -6.31 0.00 -0.17 -0.09 0.08 

Just Mother Democrat -0.12 0.02 -7.58 0.00 -0.15 -0.09 0.04 

Both Parents Republican 0.06 0.23 0.24 0.81 -0.40 0.51 0.11 

Just Mother Republican -0.04 0.12 -0.34 0.74 -0.27 0.19 0.06 

Just Father Republican 0.06 0.29 0.22 0.83 -0.50 0.63 0.03 

Both Independent -0.06 0.02 -3.10 0.00 -0.10 -0.02 0.04 

Just Mother Independent 0.13 0.07 1.69 0.09 -0.02 0.27 0.04 

Just Father Independent -0.03 0.04 -0.75 0.45 -0.10 0.04 0.03 

Both Parents no preference 0.40 0.07 5.80 0.00 0.27 0.54 0.02 

Just Mother no preference 0.23 0.09 2.55 0.01 0.05 0.40 0.02 

Just Father no preference -0.03 0.04 -0.82 0.41 -0.11 0.04 0.01 

Don't know preference of both parents 0.16 0.03 5.66 0.00 0.11 0.22 0.12 

Don't know just Mother's preference 0.18 0.08 2.08 0.04 0.01 0.34 0.04 

Don't know just Father's preference -0.05 0.02 -2.07 0.04 -0.10 0.00 0.05 

Education -0.02 0.00 -4.87 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 12.95 

Both Parents Democrat*Education 0.01 0.01 0.83 0.41 -0.01 0.02 3.02 

Just Mother Democrat*Education 0.03 0.01 2.46 0.01 0.01 0.05 1.07 

Just Father Democrat*Education 0.02 0.02 0.96 0.34 -0.02 0.05 0.59 

Both Parents Republican*Education -0.02 0.02 -1.14 0.26 -0.05 0.01 1.55 

Just Mother Republican*Education -0.02 0.02 -0.94 0.35 -0.05 0.02 0.46 

Just Father Republican*Education -0.02 0.01 -1.12 0.26 -0.04 0.01 0.76 


