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Jimmy Carter Republicans and George W. Bush Democrats







Red state, blue state, rich state, poor state

I Richer voters favor the Republicans, but

I Richer states favor the Democrats

I Hierarchical logistic regression: predict your vote given your
income and your state (“varying-intercept model”)
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Varying-intercept model, then model criticism, then
varying-slope model
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Varying−intercept model, 2000
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Varying−intercept, varying−slope model, 2000
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In any given state, the estimates would not be statistically
significant!



3-way interactions!
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Adding another factor: The inference . . .



. . . and the refutation!

I Criticisms from the blogger “Daily Kos”:
I Criticisms of the inferences:

“While Gelman claims only the under-$20K white demo went
for Obama, the results were far different. Per the exit poll —
real voters — Obama won all whites: 54–45 percent for those
making under $50K, and 51–47% for those making over $50K.
. . . New Hampshire is solidly Blue unlike Gelman’s maps, 58–40
— one of the most obvious misses in Gelman’s analysis. . . . ”

I Criciticms of the method:
“Gelman inexplicably avoids using exit poll data . . . while exit
polls have their own margin of errors and sample composition
problems, they sure as heck beat anything done over the
telephone.”

I Traditional statistical “conservatism” will be no defense here!
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I don’t like these colors





A graph we made to study and criticize our inferences



Replication using data from 2004



Splitting the 2004 data into 2 parts





Find the standard errors



Ethnicity/religion,
income, and
school vouchers:



The raw data:


