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Supporting Information Appendix 

 

 This appendix provides additional discussion of the data and results shown in the paper 

and also provides supplemental empirical analysis. 

State Polarization 

First, as we explain in footnote 13 of the paper, one might be concerned that the post-

recession spike in partisanship on pension bills is not specific to public pensions—that instead, 

votes on pensions reflect a sudden, across-the-board increase in partisanship in the state 

legislatures.  To investigate this possibility, we downloaded Shor and McCarty’s (2011, 2013) 

estimates of state legislator ideology, which are constructed using data from state legislative roll 

call votes and the National Political Awareness Test.  For the majority of state legislative 

chambers, the Shor and McCarty estimates are only available through 2008 and so do not allow 

us to compare pre- and post-recession trends.  However, for 34 chambers, their dataset does 

contain estimates for years after 2008.  For each of those 34 chambers, we calculated the distance 

between the ideology of the median Republican legislator and the median Democratic legislator 

in each year.  Figure A1 plots the results; a vertical line in each graph denotes 2008.   

Examining Figure A1, we see no evidence that polarization in the state legislatures was 

low until 2008 and then suddenly spiked in 2009.  Some chambers, such as the Texas House, 

show a gradual increase in polarization over time.  The lines for other chambers (such as the 

South Dakota House) are relatively flat, while still other chambers (such as the Ohio Senate) 

show declines in polarization.  Most importantly, no chamber has a trend similar to the one 

shown in Figure 2 of the paper:  a sudden spike in 2009.  This evidence is bolstered by Table A1, 

where we regress the difference in party medians for the 34 chambers on indicators for each 

year.  Unlike in Table 1 of the paper, we do not find that overall polarization in 2009-2011 
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diverged dramatically from the earlier period.  In an F-test of whether the coefficient on the year 

2009 is equal to that of 2008, we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  The same is true of a test of 

whether the coefficient on 2010 is equal to 2008.  This suggests that the patterns we have found 

for public pensions are specific to pensions and not representative of a general trend in state 

legislatures. 

Distribution of Bills across States 

Second, in Figure A2 below, we show how the 366 pension bills we analyze in the paper 

are distributed across states.  We were able to collect individual state legislators’ votes for 268 of 

the 366 bills; the black bars in Figure A2 show the number of bills in each state for which we 

could not obtain votes.  As the figure shows, the only states for which we are missing all of the 

votes are Georgia (16 bills), Kansas (5 bills), Kentucky (6 bills), Massachusetts (7 bills), New 

Hampshire (7 bills), and West Virginia (6 bills).  In all but three of the remaining 43 states 

(Maine, New York, and Oklahoma), our dataset includes votes on a majority of the pension bills.  

We have no reason to think that patterns of Democratic and Republican voting in the states with 

missing votes would be different than elsewhere in the country.   

Additional Discussion of Results in Table 2 

Next, we move to our analysis of individual legislators’ votes, the results of which are 

presented in Tables 2 and 3 of the paper.  Our discussion of that analysis focuses on Table 3—

the predicted probabilities generated from the logit models.  Here, we discuss the hypothesis tests 

most relevant to our theory, which are presented in Table 2 of the paper.  

 In the simple model of pension expansion bills presented in column 1 of Table 2, the 

negative and significant coefficient on Republican tells us that prior to the recession, 

Republicans were less likely than Democrats to vote “yes” on pension expansion.  However, that 
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pre-recession inter-party difference was small in comparison to the gap between the two parties 

after the recession.  As we can see from the positive coefficient on Scope, Democrats became 

more likely to vote “yes” on pension increases after the recession. Republicans, in contrast, 

became even less likely to vote “yes” than they had been before the recession, as shown by the 

significant negative effect of Scope + Scope*Republican at the bottom of column 1.   

In column 2 of Table 2, we estimate the same model as in column 1 but allow our 

estimates to vary by whether the bills were enacted by Democratic unified governments or not.  

For both types of governments, we expect that the parties diverged once the scope of conflict 

expanded.  However, in states without Democratic unified government, partisanship should be 

driven by Democrats voting “no,” whereas in states with Democratic unified government, it 

should be driven by Republicans voting “no.” 

We first consider the voting patterns in states without Democratic unified governments.  

While Republicans were slightly less likely than Democrats to vote for retrenchment before the 

recession, the interparty difference was small relative to what it became with the onset of 

recession.  The coefficient on Scope is negative and significant, which shows that Democrats 

became less likely to approve pension reductions after the recession.  In contrast, as we show at 

the bottom of column 2, the sum of the coefficients on Scope and Scope*Republican is 

statistically indistinguishable from zero, which means that Republican support for retrenchment 

did not decline after the recession.  Thus, as expected, voting on retrenchments became more 

partisan post-recession, and in non-Democratic unified governments, it became more partisan 

because Democrats became less likely to vote “yes” than before.   

For retrenchment bills in Democratic unified governments, the patterns in voting are 

different.  Before the recession, Republicans and Democrats were equally likely to vote “yes” on 
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retrenchment:  we cannot reject the null hypothesis that Republican + Republican*Democratic 

Unified Government equals zero.  To test whether Republican voting on reform bills changed 

from before to after the recession, we test whether the combination of four coefficients—Scope, 

Scope*Republican, Scope*Democratic Unified Government, and Scope*Republican*Democratic 

Unified Government—is equal to zero.  At the bottom of column 2, we find that this estimate is 

negative and statistically significant, indicating that after the recession, Republicans became 

more likely to vote “no” on reform bills pushed through by Democrats.  Democratic voting, 

however, did not change significantly:  the combination of Scope and its interaction with 

Democratic Unified Government is statistically insignificant.   

In columns 3 and 4 of Table 2, we add the funding ratio, indicators for prior pension 

changes, and state fixed effects, and nearly all of our hypothesis tests yield the same results.  The 

only difference is that in states without Democratic unified government, Republicans actually 

became slightly more likely to support retrenchment after the recession.  (See the significant 

positive effect of Scope + Scope*Republican at the bottom of column 4.)  Most importantly, 

though, even with these controls, we find that the gap between the two parties widened 

significantly after the recession, in the direction we expect. 

Results Using Ordinary Least Squares 

In footnote 18 of the paper, we explain that the findings we present in Tables 2 and 3 are 

substantively the same when we model legislators’ votes using ordinary least squares (OLS) 

rather than logistic regression. Table A2 presents these OLS results.   

In column 1, we find that on expansion bills, the votes of Republicans and Democrats 

differed little before the recession:  Republicans were only 5.5 percentage points less likely to 

vote “yes.”  After the recession, Republican support for pension expansions plummeted by 24 
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percentage points (see the test of Scope + Scope*Rep. = 0 at the bottom of column 1), while 

Democratic support for expansions actually increased slightly.   

Our findings for reductions in column 2 also mirror those of Table 2.  In non-Democratic 

unified governments, the parties voted together before the recession.  After the recession, 

Democratic support dropped by 26 percentage points, while Republican support stayed the same.  

In Democratic unified governments, it was the Republicans whose support dropped after the 

recession (by 38.5 percentage points), while Democrats continued to vote “yes.”  Thus, our 

conclusions from the OLS models are the same as those from the logit models. 

In columns 3 and 4 of Table A2, we add the controls for previous pension activity, the 

funded ratio, and state fixed effects.  Again, our core findings are the same as those we present 

and describe in the paper.      

As we discuss in footnote 18, one might wonder whether the sudden post-recession 

divergence in Democratic and Republican votes is caused by changes in the composition of the 

legislatures or changes in the votes of legislators who were in office both before and after the 

recession.  While our theoretical perspective does not imply that one type of change should be 

more important than the other,
1
 it is interesting to ask whether individual legislators did, in fact, 

change their votes after the recession. We investigate this by replacing the state fixed effects with 

legislator fixed effects.   

The legislator fixed effects partial out the effects of any unobserved characteristics of 

individual legislators that make them more or less likely to vote “yes” on a given type of bill, as 

long as those characteristics do not vary over time.  However, including dummy variables for the 

                                                            
1
 On pension expansion bills, for example, a change in voter awareness and interest group 

structure could have led to the election of more anti-pension Republicans, or it could have 

caused sitting Republicans to become more anti-pension.  It is possible that both effects are at 

work. 
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thousands of individual legislators in our dataset places heavy demands on the estimation.  It also 

has two important implications for how we interpret the estimated coefficients.  First, the 

coefficients on the party variables (those not interacted with Scope) are based solely on 

legislators who switched parties.  With so few cases of party switching, these coefficients do not 

merit discussion.  As a result, the model provides no real insight into the question of whether the 

normal politics of pensions is partisan or bipartisan.  Moreover, the estimates of the changes in 

Republicans’ and Democrats’ votes over time (i.e., Scope and the party variables interacted with 

Scope) are based only on the votes of legislators who were in office before and after the 

recession and voted on pension expansions (or reductions) in both time periods.  Thus, the 

estimates from the legislator fixed effects models give only a limited picture of changes in 

partisan voting patterns over time.  

We present the results of the legislator fixed effects models in columns 5 and 6.  The 

coefficients and hypothesis tests show that many legislators did change their votes after the 

recession—and that the uptick in partisanship was not driven solely by changes in the 

composition of the groups of legislators voting on pension issues.  In column 5, we find that 

Democrats became slightly more likely (3 percentage points) to vote “yes” on expansions after 

the recession.  Again, the big change was among Republicans, who became 16 percentage points 

less likely to vote “yes” on pension expansions after the recession.  In column 6, we find that in 

non-Democratic unified governments, Democrats became less likely to vote “yes” on pension 

reductions after the recession, by about 7 percentage points.  Republican support for 

retrenchment in these legislatures did not change after the recession.  In Democratic unified 

governments, the pattern is reversed.  Democratic voting on reductions did not change after the 
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recession, but Republican voting did—by nearly 29 percentage points.  Thus, even in these 

models with legislator fixed effects, we find the same patterns that we do in the paper. 

Tests of the Proposed Mechanism: The Change in Political Pressure 

Finally, in footnote 19 of the paper, we note that we have carried out additional tests of 

the proposed mechanism—the change in political pressure—that our theory suggests is at work.   

For these tests, we ask:  was this shift from bipartisanship to increased partisanship propelled by 

an increase in interest group competition?   

 Ideally, we would like to have measures of the relative strength of pro- and anti-pension 

interest groups in each state legislative district for each year in our analysis.  But detailed, 

specific information on these counts is not available.  We do, however, have two rough measures 

that can prove helpful:  The first is a measure of the strength of public sector unions by 

legislative district and year, and the second is an ideology measure that can proxy for the 

strength of conservative reform groups, also by district and year. 

 Our rough measure of public sector union strength is an indicator of whether a given 

legislator received any money from public sector unions in her previous election.
2
  Our general 

expectation is that, whether legislators are influenced by these campaign contributions or the 

unions are simply giving money to candidates sympathetic to their cause, this indicator measures 

whether the unions and their (pension) interests carry greater weight with some legislators than 

with others.  This is what we mean, in the following, when we talk about union influence and the 

difference it makes for voting. 

                                                            
2
 These data come from the National Institute on Money in State Politics (NIMSP), as compiled 

by Adam Bonica (see Bonica, 2014).  Because NIMSP data begin in 2000, we are missing 

campaign finance records for 6,362 of the votes in our dataset.  
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 On pension increases, we have little reason to expect union support to make much 

difference for Democrats, whether before or after the recession.  Democrats tend to have liberal 

constituencies, favor unions, and favor generous pensions—and when legislatures manage to 

pass bills that expand pension benefits, we should expect virtually all Democrats to be on board.  

If public sector unions make a difference, ironically enough, it should be with Republicans.  Our 

theory suggests that they have incentives to go along with Democrats in raising pensions during 

normal times, and incentives to defect after the recession—but it also suggests that those who get 

contributions from the unions post-recession should be less likely to defect, and more likely to 

support pension increases, than other Republicans.  

The relevant tests are carried out in column 1 of Table A3 (and at the bottom of the 

table).
3
  Our first finding of note is that the coefficient on Union is insignificant, which means 

that financial support from public sector unions made no difference to Democrats’ support for 

pension increases before the recession.  We also find that it made no difference to Democratic 

voting after the recession, as we show in the hypothesis test at the bottom of column 1.  For 

Republicans, we find that union support did matter, and that it mattered more after 2008 than 

before.  The hypothesis tests at the bottom of column 1 show that Republicans receiving 

campaign funding from unions were more likely to vote “yes” on pension increases than 

                                                            
3
 Because states’ activities on pension policy in the prior year proved important in Table 2 of the 

paper, we include indicators for whether states expanded or reduced pensions the year before. 

We do not include the funding ratio because it did not predict legislators’ votes in Table 2, and 

also because we do not have clear theoretical predictions for its effects.  (However, when we 

include the funding ratio in this analysis, it does not substantively change the results we describe 

below.)  Lastly, we exclude state fixed effects from this analysis for two reasons:  First, we are 

interested in both cross-state and within-state variation in the effects of union strength and 

ideology, not just within-state variation.  Second, models with state fixed effects limit the 

estimation of the over-time effects to the states that have expansion (or retrenchment) votes in 

both time periods (see our discussion in the paper).  
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Republicans not receiving funding from unions.  More importantly, the gap between union-

supported and non-union-supported Republicans widened after the recession.    

As in the paper, these findings are easier to interpret as predicted probabilities, which we 

present in Table A4.  As the results there show, Democrats almost universally (98%) supported 

pension increases throughout this time period, regardless of whether they had union financial 

support.  But among Republicans, the unions did appear to have an impact, and especially so 

after the recession.  Union-supported Republicans were a mere 1.4 percentage points more likely 

than non-union-supported Republicans to vote for pension increases before the recession—but 

they were 14.8 percentage points more likely to do so after the recession.  This is consistent with 

the notion that, although the recession unleashed new conservative pressures on Republicans to 

vote “no” on pension increases, those Republicans whose pressures were counter-balanced by 

the unions were less likely to defect.      

 Now let’s turn our attention to retrenchment bills.  We expect highly cooperative voting 

during the pre-recession period, so we should not expect unions to have an impact here for either 

party.  After the recession, with an expanded scope of conflict, there is more room for union 

influence—but how it affects party voting should turn (for reasons discussed earlier) on who 

controls the government.   

When Republicans are in control of at least one branch, and can thus veto any proposals 

that get made, virtually all of them can be expected to go along with whatever legislation 

actually gets passed.  There is almost no room for union influence.  On the other hand, the 

Democrats operating in such governments may well be more fractured.  They will know that 

some form of retrenchment is necessary on actuarial grounds, as the recession made clear; but 
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some will think that Republican bills go too far, and thus will be inclined to vote “no”—and this 

opposition may be especially likely among Democrats who receive union support.   

 The tests for these retrenchment bills in non-Democratic contexts are carried in column 2 

of Table A3, and the predicted probabilities are presented in Table A4.  The findings are 

consistent with the expectations we just laid out.  We find in Table A3 that legislators of both 

parties who received union support were actually slightly more likely to vote “yes” on pension 

reform prior to the recession.  However, as we show in Table A4, the pre-recession differences 

between union-supported and non-union supported legislators were small.  After the recession, 

Republicans tended to vote together in support of pension reform bills, regardless of whether 

they received campaign funding from public sector unions.  For Democrats, though, union 

support made a difference:  Democrats who received campaign contributions from public sector 

unions were more likely to vote “no” on pension reductions than Democrats who did not.    

 Finally, we look at retrenchment bills passed by Democratic unified governments.  Here, 

expectations are straightforward.  Before the recession, union support should have little effect on 

the votes of either party—Republicans and Democrats should both vote “yes” on the few pension 

reductions that passed during this period.  After the recession, Democratic unified governments 

can be expected to enact bills that almost all Democrats will vote for.  Among Democrats, then, 

there is little scope for union influence.  Not so for Republicans.  Post-recession, many 

Republicans may be inclined to vote “no” on Democratic retrenchment bills—which do not go 

far enough, in their eyes—but those with union support can be expected to vote “no” less often.  

The conservative political pressure that these Republicans are under will be countered by the 

strength of unions in their districts. 
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 In Tables A3 and A4, we see that these expectations are borne out.  The predicted 

probabilities show that the pre-recession differences between union-supported and non-union-

supported legislators were small, and that, after the recession, Democrats tended to vote together 

in support of “their” retrenchment bills, regardless of whether they received campaign funding 

from public sector unions.  The differences show up among Republicans.  Post-recession, 

Republicans supported by public sector unions voted for the Democrats’ pension reform bills 

63% of the time, while Republicans who did not receive financial backing from the unions voted 

“yes” just 46% of the time.   

The evidence on union influence, then, is consistent with our theoretical expectations.  

The Great Recession opened the gates for an influx of conservative groups, competing with 

public sector unions on pension issues—creating, for the first time, a two-sided interest group 

system—and many Republicans began responding to these new groups by defecting from the 

normal politics of partisan consensus.  But among those Republicans receiving support from 

public sector unions, the response to the newly emerging opposition groups was weaker.  To 

some extent, the unions were able to counter these groups’ influence. 

Another way to test the proposed mechanism is to try to capture the political strength of 

the newly activated conservative groups themselves.  Because specific measures by district and 

year are unavailable, a reasonable alternative is to use legislator ideology as a proxy.  If we 

assume that, after the recession, these conservative groups were strongest in districts with the 

most conservative legislators—a plausible assumption, we think, as these legislators are likely to 

have the most conservative constituencies to begin with—then ideology should serve as a good 

proxy.     
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As our measure of state legislator ideology, we employ a continuous scale created by 

Bonica (2014), which ranges in our dataset from -3.5 (most liberal) to 3.8 (most conservative).
4
  

What impact should we expect ideology to have on pension votes?   Prior to the recession, 

pensions were not salient and conservative groups were not competing with the unions on this 

issue, so voting should be highly bipartisan—and ideology should make little difference.  After 

the recession, however, if legislator conservatism is a reasonable gauge of anti-pension group 

strength, we should see legislators’ votes—primarily, Republicans’ votes—varying by ideology. 

More specifically, here is what we should expect post-recession.  On pension increases, 

conservative Republicans—now under greater pressure—should be more likely than moderate 

Republicans to defect from the previous consensus and vote “no.”  For Democrats, things are 

less clear.  They may vote “yes” regardless of ideology, because the new conservative groups are 

not part of their constituency.  Or perhaps moderate Democrats will be somewhat responsive to 

them and more inclined to peel off and vote “no” as a result.  Our theory does not make clear 

predictions here.  

The same ambiguity prevails for retrenchment bills.  So our focus here will be on the 

Republicans, for whom we do have clear expectations.  For retrenchment bills in non-

Democratic governments, Republicans should be expected to support these bills—“their” bills—

at very high levels, with little scope for ideology to have much impact.  For retrenchment bills in 

                                                            
4
 Bonica (2014) creates a measure of state legislator ideology using correspondence analysis of 

millions of campaign finance records.  The measure we use in this analysis is constant for 

individual legislators over time.  We are missing the ideology variable for most legislators who 

came into office via elections prior to 2000, as well as for most legislators who lacked a 

campaign finance record for a given year.  For legislators who were missing ideology data for 

one year but not for other years, we filled in missing information using values from the other 

years.  Because the union contributions from the last set of tests are included in the data used to 

construct the ideology measure, the union and ideology variables are not entirely distinct, and so 

we do not include them both in the same model. 
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Democratic unified governments, on the other hand, we expect ideology to make a big 

difference.  By comparison to their moderate Republican colleagues, conservative Republicans 

should be pushing hard for major retrenchments, they should be more likely to see these 

Democratic bills as not going far enough—and they should be more likely to vote “no.”  

Our findings are set out in Tables A3 and A4.  For the normal times that prevailed prior 

to the recession, the predicted probabilities regarding both types of legislation—pension 

increases, pension reductions—are largely consistent with expectations: showing that ideology 

played little role and members of both parties voted together at very high levels of support.  The 

predicted probabilities also show that, after the recession and its expansion of the scope of 

conflict, conservative ideology—a proxy for newly activated conservative interest groups—did 

indeed begin to affect the votes of Republicans.  On pension increases, conservative Republicans 

were less likely to vote “yes” (at 65%) than moderate Republicans were (74%).  On pension 

retrenchments, virtually all Republicans tended to support “their” retrenchment bills in states 

with non-Democratic governments (as expected)—but in states controlled by Democrats, 

conservative Republicans were much less likely to go along with these Democrat-crafted 

reforms, giving them just 29% support compared to the 70% support level of Republican 

moderates.  

If conservative ideology is a reasonable means, as we think it is, of capturing the rise of 

conservative interest groups after the Great Recession, then these results suggest that this 

mechanism of action was in fact operating to affect legislative votes—and promote a very new 

and more contentious politics of pensions. 

 Finally, in Table A5, we replicate the analysis of Table A3 using OLS rather than logistic 

regression.  The marginal effects we estimate are very similar to those presented in the table of 
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predicted probabilities in Table A4, and the results of the hypothesis tests are nearly identical as 

well.  
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Table A1: Polarization 

  2000 0.007 

 

(0.010) 

2001 0.026 

 

(0.029) 

2002 0.048 

 

(0.043) 

2003 0.07 

 

(0.042) 

2004 0.088 

 

(0.046)*   

2005 0.108 

 

(0.053)*   

2006 0.113 

 

(0.054)*   

2007 0.154 

 

(0.058)**   

2008 0.164 

 

(0.059)**   

2009 0.188 

 

(0.059)***  

2010 0.172 

 

(0.074)**   

2011 -0.164 

 

(0.208) 

Constant 1.178 

 

(0.098)***  

R-squared 0.02 

N 408 
Notes: Standard errors clustered by state 

in parentheses. Dependent variable is 

ideological distance between the party 

medians in a state legislative chamber.     

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
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Table A2:  OLS Models and Legislator Fixed Effects 

 

Expansions Reductions Expansions Reductions Expansions Reductions 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Scope 0.011*** -0.261*** 0.068*** -0.216*** 0.027*** -0.065** 

 

(0.004) (0.012) (0.006) (0.015)  (0.009) (0.026) 

Republican -0.055*** -0.033*** -0.054*** -0.036*** 0.034 0.021 

 

(0.004) (0.010) (0.004) (0.011)  (0.078) (0.122) 

Scope * Republican -0.251*** 0.249*** -0.268*** 0.28*** -0.157*** 0.024 

 

(0.014) (0.015) (0.013) (0.015)  (0.028) (0.031) 

Democratic Unified 

 

-0.015 

 

0.017  0.071* 

  

(0.011) 

 

(0.018)  (0.039) 

Republican * Democratic Unified 

 

0.021 

 

0.032  -0.182*** 

  

(0.020) 

 

(0.020)  (0.056) 

Scope * Democratic Unified 

 

0.26*** 

 

0.209***  0.09* 

  

(0.018) (0.025)  (0.053) 

Scope * Republican * Dem. Unified 

 

-0.632*** 

 

-0.661***  0.336*** 

  

(0.033) (0.032)  (0.085) 

Funded Ratio 

  

-0.0004 -0.15 -0.064 0.092 

   

(0.026) (0.106) (0.042) (0.194) 

Previous Expansion 

  

-0.017***              -0.014**  

   

(0.005)              (0.007)  

Previous Reduction 

   

-0.08***  -0.061*** 

    

(0.013) (0.021) 

Constant 0.973*** 0.951***    

 (0.002) (0.006)    

Observations 22,879 10,688 21,245 10,688 21,245 10,688 

R-squared 0.0712 0.1139 0.1608 0.2221 0.5376 0.7235 

Fixed effects None None State State Legislator Legislator 

Number of fixed effects -- -- 40 34 7,940 5,614 

       Additional hypothesis tests:             

Scope + Scope*Rep. -0.24*** -0.012 -0.20*** 0.065*** -0.129*** -0.042 

 (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.016) (0.027) (0.031) 

Scope + Scope*Rep. + Scope*Dem. Unif. -0.385***  -0.388***  -0.287*** 

    + Scope*Rep.*Dem. Unif. 
 

(0.026)  (0.030)  (0.067) 

Scope + Scope*Dem. Unif 
 

-0.001  -0.007  0.025 

 
 

(0.012)  (0.022)  (0.049) 

Notes: Standard errors clustered by legislator in parentheses.  In columns 1, 3, and 5, Scope + Scope*Rep. tests whether Republicans’ 

rates of voting “yes” were the same before and after the recession.  In columns 2, 4, and 6, Scope + Scope*Rep. tests whether 

Republicans’ votes were the same before and after the recession in non-Democratic unified governments, and Scope + Scope*Rep. + 

Scope*Dem. Unif. + Scope*Rep.*Dem. Unif. is the corresponding test for Democratic unified governments.  Scope + Scope*Dem. 

Unified tests whether Democratic voting was the same before and after the recession in Democratic unified governments. All 

hypothesis tests are two-tailed.  * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
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Table A3: Expansion of the scope of conflict 

 

Expansions Reductions 

 

Expansions Reductions 

    Non-Dem. Dem. 

  

Non-Dem. Dem. 

  (1) (2) (3)   (4) (5) (6) 

Scope 0.365 -0.874*** -0.561 Scope 0.234 -1.976*** -2.233*** 

 

(0.543) (0.267) (0.663) 

 

(0.306) (0.161) (0.387)  

Republican -1.339*** -0.138 -0.765 Republican   -1.159*** -0.871*** -1.436*** 

 

(0.204) (0.271) (0.470) 

 

(0.137) (0.251) (0.438)  

Scope*Rep. -2.302*** 1.122*** -2.056*** Scope*Rep. -1.696*** 2.052*** 1.082** 

 

(0.553) (0.310) (0.717)  

 

(0.354) (0.302) (0.536)   

Union -0.02 1.043*** -0.967** Ideology -0.054 -0.226 2.541*** 

 

(0.210) (0.295) (0.429)   

 

(0.140) (0.181) (0.401)  

Scope*Union 0.111 -1.598*** 0.927 Scope*Ideology -0.243 0.25 -4.059*** 

 

(0.595) (0.328) (0.700) 

 

(0.355) (0.194) (0.492)  

Rep.*Union 0.211 -0.405 0.750 Rep.*Ideology 0.026 0.698** -2.023*** 

 

(0.230) (0.370) (0.585) 

 

(0.185) (0.296) (0.666)  

Scope*Rep.*Union 0.391 0.881** -0.014 Scope*Rep.*Id. -0.181 -0.43 1.68** 

 

(0.616) (0.417) (0.829) 

 

(0.420) (0.356) (0.796)   

Previous Exp. -0.374*** 

 

             Previous Exp. -0.41*** 

 

             

 

(0.071) 

 

             

 

(0.068) 

 

             

Previous Red. 

 

-0.715*** 0.408 Previous Red. 

 

-0.72*** -0.198 

  

(0.080) (0.288) 

  

(0.080) (0.327) 

Constant 3.723*** 2.336*** 3.218*** Constant 3.732*** 3.003*** 3.772*** 

 

(0.190) (0.237) (0.401)  

 

(0.098) (0.151) (0.322)  

Observations 15,852 7,449 2,270 Observations 19,474 7,877 2,363 

Pseudo R-squared 0.1257 0.1184 0.2009 Pseudo R-squared 0.1157 0.1138 0.2659 

        Additional hypothesis tests:             

        Union effect 0.091 -0.555*** -0.040 Liberal effect 0.461 -0.037 2.356*** 

for Dems, after (0.555) (0.151) (0.550) for Dems, after (0.506) (0.119) (0.472) 

        Union effect 0.191** 0.638*** -0.217 Conservative effect -0.116 -0.588 5.603*** 

for Reps, before (0.097) (0.223) (0.392) for Reps, before (0.313) (0.407) (0.896) 

        Union effect 0.693*** -0.079 0.696*** Conservative effect  -0.429** -0.277 -1.763*** 

for Reps, after (0.132) (0.140) (0.191) for Reps, after (0.186) (0.203) (0.318) 

Notes: Standard errors clustered by legislator in parentheses.  For hypothesis tests in columns 4-6, liberal, moderate, and 

conservative legislators are defined as described in the text.  All hypothesis tests are two-tailed.  * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
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Table A4:  Predicted probabilities of voting "yes" on pension bills 

      

Increases 

Democrats 

Before, No Union Support 0.976 Before, Moderate 0.976 

Before, With Union Support 0.976 Before, Liberal 0.978 

After, No Union Support 0.982 After, Moderate 0.978 

After, With Union Support 0.985 After, Liberal 0.986 

 
    

Republicans 

Before, No Union Support 0.915 Before, Conservative 0.927 

Before, With Union Support 0.929 Before, Moderate 0.929 

After, No Union Support 0.610 After, Conservative 0.646 

After, With Union Support 0.758 After, Moderate 0.736 

  
    

Reductions, Non-

Democratic Unified 

Governments 

Democrats 

Before, No Union Support 0.910 Before, Moderate 0.948 

Before, With Union Support 0.967 Before, Liberal 0.963 

After, No Union Support 0.812 After, Moderate 0.738 

After, With Union Support 0.712 After, Liberal 0.730 

 
    

Republicans 

Before, No Union Support 0.899 Before, Conservative 0.934 

Before, With Union Support 0.944 Before, Moderate 0.901 

After, No Union Support 0.920 After, Conservative 0.926 

After, With Union Support 0.914 After, Moderate 0.905 

      

Reductions, Democratic 

Unified Governments 

Democrats 

Before, No Union Support 0.959 Before, Moderate 0.990 

Before, With Union Support 0.903 Before, Liberal 0.690 

After, No Union Support 0.929 After, Moderate 0.717 

After, With Union Support 0.931 After, Liberal 0.964 

 
    

Republicans 

Before, No Union Support 0.919 Before, Conservative 0.942 

Before, With Union Support 0.899 Before, Moderate 0.916 

After, No Union Support 0.459 After, Conservative 0.293 

After, With Union Support 0.629 After, Moderate 0.700 
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Table A5: Expansion of the Scope of Conflict, OLS Models 

 

Expansions Reductions 

 

Expansions Reductions 

    Non-Dem. Dem. 

  

Non-Dem. Dem. 

  (1) (2) (3)   (4) (5) (6) 

Scope 0.009 -0.113*** -0.023 Scope 0.003 -0.239*** -0.14*** 

 

(0.011) (0.031) (0.036) 

 

(0.006) (0.015) (0.036)  

Republican -0.066*** -0.011 -0.037* Republican   -0.055*** -0.058** -0.043 

 

(0.008) (0.024) (0.022) 

 

(0.008) (0.023) (0.028) 

Scope*Rep. -0.325*** 0.139*** -0.439*** Scope*Rep. -0.192*** 0.244*** -0.051 

 

(0.023) (0.034) (0.050) 

 

(0.032) (0.031) (0.055) 

Union 0.002 0.065*** -0.051*** Ideology -0.004 -0.02** 0.13*** 

 

(0.005) (0.021) (0.019) 

 

(0.004) (0.009) (0.022)  

Scope*Union -0.003 -0.171*** 0.049 Scope*Ideology -0.003 0.024 -0.27*** 

 

(0.011) (0.034) (0.039) 

 

(0.007) (0.018) (0.043)  

Rep.*Union 0.012 -0.017 0.036 Rep.*Ideology 0.003 0.055** -0.093** 

 

(0.009) (0.027) (0.034) 

 

(0.010) (0.024) (0.045)   

Scope*Rep.*Union 0.143*** 0.116*** 0.137** Scope*Rep.*Id. -0.079* -0.03 -0.11 

 

(0.031) (0.040) (0.067) 

 

(0.042) (0.034) (0.072) 

Previous Exp. -0.022*** 

 

             Previous Exp. -0.023*** 

 

             

 

(0.004) 

 

             

 

(0.004) 

 

             

Previous Red. 

 

-0.101*** 0.025 Previous Red. 

 

-0.102*** -0.012 

  

(0.012) (0.017) 

  

(0.012) (0.018) 

Constant 0.979*** 0.913*** 0.957*** Constant 0.98*** 0.958*** 0.954*** 

 

(0.005) (0.020) (0.015) 

 

(0.003) (0.008) (0.009)  

Observations 15,852 7,449 2,270 Observations 19,474 7,877 2,363 

R-squared 0.0920 0.1078 0.2087 R-squared 0.0808 0..1030 0.2581 

        Additional hypothesis tests:             

        Union effect -0.001 -0.106*** -0.003 Liberal effect 0.01 -0.006 0.218*** 

for Dems, after (0.010) (0.028) (0.034) for Dems, after (0.009) (0.025) (0.058) 

        Union effect 0.014* 0.048*** -0.015 Conservative effect -0.008 -0.051** 0.285*** 

for Reps, before (0.008) (0.016) (0.028) for Reps, before (0.009) (0.021) (0.050) 

        Union effect 0.155*** -0.007 0.171*** Conservative effect  -0.078** -0.027 -0.326*** 

for Reps, after (0.028) (0.013) (0.046) for Reps, after (0.039) (0.020) (0.041) 

Notes: Standard errors clustered by legislator in parentheses.  For hypothesis tests in columns 4-6, liberal, moderate, and conservative 

legislators are defined as described in the text.  All hypothesis tests are two-tailed.  * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
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Figure A1: Polarization Over Time
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