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each using the same six income categories. For this subset of questions I 
compared the observed percentage of respondents in each category favor-
ing each proposed policy change with the imputed percentage based on 
the quadratic imputation procedure described above. As shown in table 
2.1, the average size of the absolute difference in the percent favoring 
policy change between the observed and imputed preferences is about 
2 percentage points, and the correlations between the observed and im-
puted preferences ranges range from 0.987 to 0.995. For this set of survey 
questions where the observed and imputed values can be directly com-
pared, the estimated percent favoring each policy change for each income 
group based on the imputation equations is quite close to the observed 
percent favoring change in that income group. While only a quarter of 
the questions in my dataset can be easily compared in this way, the simi-
larity of imputed and observed values for these questions suggests that 
the imputation procedure can be relied on to produce reliable preference 
estimates for the dataset as a whole.

Reliability of Preference and Outcome Measures

As indicated above, policy outcomes were coded according to whether or 
not the proposed policy change was adopted within the four- year coding 
window, with a third category used to indicate partial change in the di-

Table 2.1 Observed and Imputed Percent Favoring Policy Change

 Average Absolute
 Difference between Correlation between
 Observed and Imputed Observed and Imputed
Income Category Percent Favoring Percent Favoring

Under $7,500 1.95 .991

$7,500–$15,000 2.63 .987

$15,000–$25,000 1.60 .995

$25,000–$35,000 1.86 .993

$35,000–$50,000 2.45 .988

Over $50,000 2.45 .987

Average across income 2.16 .990
 categories

Based on the 451 questions with identical income categories asked between 1981 and 
1987. Imputed percent favoring based on quadratic estimates for each survey question 
using income and income-squared as predictors of policy preference. See text for details.
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Table 2.2 Alternative Question Wordings for Reliability Estimates

Selling AWACS to Saudi Arabia (1981)

Version 1: Saudi Arabia wants the U.S. to supply it with our highly sophisticated 
system for detecting hostile military activity, called AWACS. Supporters of the 
sale say the system will help Saudi Arabia defend itself against outside attack, 
and that providing them with the AWACS will demonstrate our friendship. 
Opponents of the sale say the AWACS could be used in a war against Israel, or 
that the top-secret system could fall into hostile hands. Do you favor or oppose 
the U.S. sending the AWACS system to Saudi Arabia?

Version 2: Do you favor or oppose the sale of AWACS to Saudi Arabia?

Criminalizing privacy violations (1983)

Version 1: Would you favor or oppose federal laws that would make it a 
criminal offense if the privacy of an individual were violated by an information-
collecting business or organization?

Version 2: Would you favor or oppose federal laws that could put companies 
out of business which collected information about individuals and then shared 
that information in a way that violated the privacy of the individual?

Supplying 136 million dollars in military aid to El Salvador (1983)

Version 1: As you may know, President Reagan has charged that the Russians 
and Cubans are supplying arms to the left-wing guerrillas in El Salvador. Do 
you favor or oppose the U.S. taking each of the following steps to help the 
government in El Salvador: sending in 136 million dollars in military aid to 
the El Salvador government troops for 1983?

Version 2: President Reagan has taken a number of steps in Central America to 
meet what he says is the mounting supply of arms from Russia and Cuba going 
to left-wing rebel forces in El Salvador and to the Sandinista government in 
Nicaragua. Let me ask you if you favor or oppose sending in 136 million dollars 
in military aid to the El Salvador government troops for 1983?

Providing government money to faith based organizations (2001)

Version 1: Do you think it is a good idea or a bad idea for the federal govern-
ment to give money to religious organizations so they can provide social services 
like job training and drug treatment counseling?

Version 2: Do you favor or oppose allowing churches and other houses of 
worship to apply, along with other organizations, for government funding to 
provide social services such as job training or drug treatment counseling to 
people who need them?

Version 3: Do you favor or oppose giving government funding to churches and 
other houses of worship so they can provide social services such as job training 
or drug treatment counseling to people who need them?
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subcommittees in both houses of Congress, a majority of House mem-
bers, and a supermajority of Senators (to avoid a fi libuster),27 we might 
very well expect the tipping point for public support to be considerably 
higher than 50 percent. On the other hand, if powerful forces such as 
interest groups are aligned in favor of a particular policy change, that 
change may require only a modest level of public support to be adopted 
(that is, such a policy may have a high probability of adoption unless the 
public overwhelmingly opposes it).

In chapter 3 I look more closely at the probability of policy change 
associated with different levels of public support. For now the important 
point is that there is no magic number in terms of public support, and the 
politically relevant threshold may be lower or higher than 50 percent 

Table 2.3 Consistency vs. Correlation as Measures of Policy Responsiveness

 Policy Group A’s Preference Group B’s Preference Outcome

 1 1 1 1

 2 1 0 1

 3 1 0 1

 4 1 0 0

 5 1 0 0

 6 1 0 0

 7 1 0 0

 8 1 0 0

 9 0 0 1

10 0 1 0

11 0 1 0

12 0 1 0

13 0 0 0

14 0 0 0

15 0 0 0

16 0 0 0

0.63 0.63

0.29 0.00
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tionships. In the top left panel the probability that a policy change will be 
adopted is unrelated to the percent of the population favoring that 
change. In the top right panel, in contrast, potential policy changes with 
majority support are always adopted while those lacking majority sup-
port are never adopted. These hypothetical examples represent the extreme 
ends of the continuum of democratic responsiveness and are presented to 
help clarify the graphical representation of different kinds and degrees of 
government responsiveness to public preferences.

The bottom left panel of fi gure 3.1 shows a still- stylized but some-
what more realistic hypothetical example in which government policy is 
strongly related to public preferences but with a substantial bias toward 
the status quo. In this diagram policies that lack majority support are 
never adopted, but policies favored by a majority of citizens are adopted 
only 70 percent of the time (compared with 100 percent in the “perfectly 
responsive majoritarian” example in the upper right panel).

Finally, the lower right panel refl ects a fairly responsive government 
with a strong status quo bias. In this hypothetical world, even policies 
with near unanimous opposition are sometimes adopted (in contrast to 

Figure 3.1. Stylized Models of Policy Responsiveness
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Empirical Evidence of Policy Responsiveness

Turning now from stylized models to real- world data, fi gure 3.2 shows 
the relationship between the percentage of survey respondents favoring a 
proposed policy change and the proportion of proposed changes that 
were adopted. As expected, the association between public support and 
probability of adoption is positive, with the percentage of changes ad-
opted increasing from only 11 percent for those policies favored by fewer 
than one in ten respondents to 60 percent for policies favored by at least 
nine out of ten Americans. Figure 3.2 clearly displays the status quo bias 
embodied in the hypothetical examples in the bottom of fi gure 3.1. Poli-
cies that are strongly opposed have little chance of being adopted, but 
policies with strong public support still face uncertain prospects.4 Of the 
240 proposed policy changes that were favored by at least 80 percent of 
survey respondents, only 48 percent were adopted (the two rightmost 
dots in fi gure 3.2).

Figure 3.2 also appears to show a zone of indifference in which the 
probability of a policy being adopted changes little between about 25 

Figure 3.2. Observed Association between Policy Preferences and Policy Out-
comes. Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked 
between 1981 and 2002. Changes are coded as adopted if the proposed policy 
change took place within four years of the survey date (N � 1,779).
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Figure 3.3 shows both the observed and predicted probabilities of 
policy adoption by level of public support using the transformation above. 
The predicted probabilities, shown by the dark line in the fi gure, do not 
follow every bump in the observed values (no single transformed predic-
tor could), but they do nicely capture the general form of the observed 
relationship and in particular the steeper slope of the preference/policy 
link at high and low levels of support for proposed policy changes.

The regression results that produced the dark line in the fi gure are 
shown in the fi rst column of table 3.1. The logistic coeffi cient of 0.41 is 
not easily interpretable, but the magnitude of the preference/policy link 
can be gauged by comparing the predicted probability of adoption for 
highly popular versus highly unpopular policies. Row 4 of the table shows 
the predicted probability of a policy change occurring if 20 percent of 
respondents favor the proposed change, row 5 shows the predicted prob-
ability if 80 percent favor the proposed change, and row 6 shows the ratio 
of row 5 to row 4— that is, the factor by which the predicted probability 

Figure 3.3. Observed and Predicted Associations between Policy Preferences and 
Policy Outcomes. Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes 
asked between 1981 and 2002. Changes are coded as adopted if the proposed 
policy change took place within four years of the survey date. Predicted probabil-
ities based on the logistic regression shown in the fi rst column of table 3.1 (N � 
1,779).
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of policy change increases as opinion shifts from strong opposition to 
strong support.

The fi rst column, which refl ects policy responsiveness for the public as 
a whole, shows that the predicted probability of a policy being adopted 
rises from 0.19 among policies with only 20 percent support to 0.43 for 
polices with 80 percent support. The ratio of these two probabilities is 
2.2, meaning that a highly popular policy is about twice as likely to be 
adopted as a highly unpopular policy.

Turning next to the differences in policy responsiveness for respon-
dents at different income levels, we fi nd, as expected, that higher- income 
respondents’ views are more strongly related to government policy. The 
logit coeffi cients relating preference and policy rise from 0.31 for those at 
the 10th income percentile, to 0.37 for median income respondents, to 
0.49 for those at the 90th percentile. These coeffi cients are translated into 

Table 3.1 Policy Responsiveness by Income Percentile

 Income Percentile

 All
 Respondents 10th 30th 50th 70th 90th

Logistic coeffi cient .41 .31 .34 .37 .42 .49

(Standard error) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)

Intercept –.85 –.80 –.82 –.84 –.87 –.90

Predicted probability
 if 20% favor .19 .23 .22 .21 .19 .17

Predicted probability
 if 80% favor .43 .41 .41 .42 .43 .45

Relative difference 2.2 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.7
 in predicted 
 probability 
 (row 5/row 4)

N 1779 1779 1779 1779 1779 1779

Log Likelihood 2198 2223 2213 2203 2188 2169

Likelihood �2(1) �60 �2(1) � 35 �2(1) � 45 �2(1) � 55 �2(1) � 70 �2(1) � 88
 ratio �2 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 2002. 
Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within four 
years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logits of the percentage of respondents 
favoring the proposed policy change (column 1) or the imputed percentage of respondents at a given 
income percentile favoring the proposed policy change.
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probabilities in rows 4 and 5 of table 3.1 and displayed graphically in 
fi gure 3.4. For respondents at the 10th income percentile, the probability 
of policy change rises from 0.23 with 20 percent favoring to 0.41 with 
80 percent support. Thus a policy that those at the 10th income percen-
tile strongly favor has just under twice the probability of being adopted 
as one that they strongly oppose.

For those at the top of the income distribution, the probability of pol-
icy change rises somewhat more dramatically, from 0.17 to 0.45 (a factor 
of 2.7). Looking across the columns in table 3.1, we see that the strength 
of the relationship between preferences and policy outcomes not only 
increases with each step up the income ladder but does so at an increasing 
rate: the differences in the logit coeffi cients and the 80/20 ratio are smaller 
between the 10th and 50th income percentiles than they are between the 
50th and 90th percentiles.

Policy Responsiveness When Preferences across 
Income Groups Diverge

It is hardly surprising that the preferences of the well- off are more clearly 
refl ected in government policy than those of poor or middle- income citi-
zens. But the results in table 3.1 understate the true differences in the 

Figure 3.4. Policy Responsiveness for the 10th, 50th, and 90th Income Percentiles. 
Predicted probabilities are based on the logistic regressions reported in table 3.1.
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preference/policy link differs for policies that generate more or less agree-
ment across economic groups.

For questions that generate comparable levels of support across dif-
ferent income groups, the preference/policy link is necessarily the same 
irrespective of income. For the next set of analyses, then, I divide the pro-
posed policy changes into three categories based on the size of the prefer-
ence gap between respondents at the 10th and 90th income percentiles. 
To the extent that policy responsiveness for low- income respondents is an 
artifact of those issues on which they agree with the affl uent, the strength 
of this association should decline as the preferences between low-  and 
high- income Americans diverge. At the same time, if government policy 
refl ects the preferences of the affl uent to the exclusion of other groups, 
policy responsiveness for those at the top of the income distribution should 
not decline as preference divergence across income groups increases.

The fi rst two columns of table 3.2 show exactly this pattern: as the size 
of the preference gap between low-  and high- income respondents in-
creases, the association of preferences and policy outcomes declines dra-
matically for the poor but only marginally for the affl uent (full results in 
appendix table A3.1). On those proposed policy changes where the pref-
erences of low-  and high- income respondents coincide (top row), the lo-
gistic coeffi cients for the preference/policy link are 0.54 for both the 10th 
and 90th income percentiles (p � 0.001 for both). As the bottom row of 
table 3.2 shows, policy outcomes for questions that generate preferences 
gaps of over 10 percentage points between low-  and high- income respon-
dents continue to show a strong association with the preferences of the 
affl uent (b � 0.46, p � 0.001) but no association with the preferences 
of the poor at all (b � 0.02, p � 0.85). The top panel of fi gure 3.5 shows 

Table 3.2 Policy Responsiveness by Size of Preference Gap across Income Percentiles

 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
 Income Percentiles Income Percentiles

Size of Preference Gap 10th 90th 50th 90th

Less than 5 points .54 (.09)*** .54 (.09)*** .48 (.07)*** .50 (.07)***

Between 5 and 10 points .41 (.11)*** .52 (.11)*** .33 (.10)*** .51 (.12)***

Greater than 10 points .02 (.09) .46 (.10)*** –.01 (.14) .47 (.18)**

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 2002. 
Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within 
four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logits of the imputed percentage 
of respondents at a given income percentile favoring the proposed policy change. N ranges from 
322 to 936. See appendix table A3.1 for full results.
**p � .01; ***p � .001
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Figure 3.5. Policy Responsiveness When Preferences across Income Levels Di-
verge. Predicted probabilities are based on the logistic regressions reported in 
table 3.2.
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greater infl uence of the affl uent when their preferences diverge from those 
of less- well- off Americans. In the four leftmost columns in fi gure 3.6 the 
only hint of a link between preferences and policies is for Americans at 
the 70th income percentile (when the preferences of each of these groups 
are pitted against those of the 90th percentile). But even for the 70th 
income percentile, the coeffi cient is small (b � 0.16) and nonsignifi cant 
(p � 0.28).

In stark contrast, responsiveness to the preferences of the 90th percen-
tile are equally strong whether their preferences diverge from the poor, 
from the middle class, or even from respondents at the 70th percentile of 
family income (and the four estimates of policy responsiveness for the 
90th percentile all are statistically signifi cant at p � 0.01). Of course the 
number of proposed policy changes that elicit divergent preferences is 
greatest between groups farthest apart on the income distribution— in 
this case the 10th and 90th percentiles. Nevertheless, when preferences 
did diverge from the affl uent, Americans at the 70th income percentile 
appear as powerless to shape government policy as their less- well- off fel-
low Americans.

Figure 3.6. Policy Responsiveness When Preferences Diverge between the 90th 
and Other Income Percentiles. Predicted probabilities are based on the logistic 
regressions reported in table A3.2.
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extent to which preference alignments across income levels infl uence pat-
terns of responsiveness, I isolated two sets of policies in my data: those on 
which the preferences of middle- income Americans resemble those of the 
poor but diverge from those of the affl uent, and those on which middle- 
income Americans’ preferences resemble those of the affl uent but diverge 
from those of the poor.10 The associations of preferences and policy out-
comes for these two sets of policies do not fi t the pattern that Lupu and 
Pontusson fi nd (see table 3.3). When preferences of the middle class and 
the affl uent align in my data, responsiveness is strong and (necessarily) 
equal for these two groups and essentially nonexistent for the poor (col-
umns 1– 3). But when middle- class preferences align with those of the 
poor, responsiveness to the affl uent remains strong while responsiveness 
to the poor and middle class is completely absent (columns 4– 6).

We saw above that less- well- off Americans have little infl uence over 
policy outcomes when their preferences diverge from those of the affl u-
ent. These additional fi ndings show that this is true not only for the poor 
and the middle class considered separately (as shown in table 3.2), but for 
those policies on which the poor and middle class are closely aligned in 
opposition to the affl uent. These results are inconsistent with the broad 

Table 3.3 Policy Responsiveness When Middle-Income Preferences Align with Those of the 
Affl uent or the Poor

 When the Preferences of Align When Preferences of
 50th and 90th Percentiles Align 50th and 10th Percentiles Align

 10th 50th 90th 10th 50th 90th

Logit coeffi cient .07 .42 .39 .03 .06 .54

(Standard error) (.20) (.16) (.15) (.16) (.18) (.25)

Intercept –.69 –.83 –.84 –.82 –.82 –.88

N 235 235 235 192 192 192

Log likelihood 300 293 293 237 237 232

Likelihood �2(1) � .12 �2(1) � 6.9 �2(1) � 7.2 �2(1) � .03 �2(1) � .11 �2(1) � 4.8
 ratio �2 p � .73 p � .01 p � .01 p � .87 p � .74 p � .03

The first three columns are restricted to policies on which preferences of the 50th and 90th income 
percentiles are within 5 percentage points and both diverge from the 10th percentile by at least 10 
percentage points. The last three columns are restricted to policies on which preferences of the 50th 
and 10th income percentiles are within 5 percentage points and both diverge from the 90th percentile 
by at least 10 percentage points. Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked 
between 1981 and 2002. Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change 
took place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logits the imputed 
percentage of respondents at a given income percentile favoring the proposed policy change.
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government policy and the preferences of low-  and middle- income Amer-
icans is weak and not signifi cant, while the association for high- income 
Americans is strong and highly signifi cant (with all three estimates for the 
90th percentile signifi cant at p � 0.001).

Explaining the Association between Preferences 
and Policy Outcomes

The analyses above show that the policy preferences of affl uent Ameri-
cans are strong predictors of whether potential policy changes are adopted, 
while the preferences of less- well- off Americans are essentially unrelated 
to policy outcomes. The most straightforward explanation for this pat-
tern is that it refl ects the causal impact of affl uent Americans’ preferences 
on policy outcomes. That is, policy makers attend to the preferences of 
the affl uent but largely ignore the preferences of other constituents, at 
least when their preferences diverge from those of the well- off. Yet there 
are a number of other factors that may account for at least part of the 
association of policy outcomes with the preferences of the well- off and 
for the lack of association with the preferences of the middle class and the 
poor. In this section I address some of these alternative explanations; oth-
ers will be taken up in later chapters.

Table 3.4 Alternative Estimates of Policy Responsiveness by Income Percentile

  Marginal Impact Based on 
  Bivariate Logistic Regressions 
 Multivariate OLS When Preference Gap Is � .10

Income Regression Based on a 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
Percentile Defl ated Covariance Matrix Percentiles Percentiles

10th –.10 (.09) .02

50th .08 (.10)  –.01

90th .51 (.09)*** .44*** .45***

The coefficients in the first column are from an ordinary least squares (OLS) model for 
which the covariance matrix was deflated to correct for correlated measurement error 
among the predictors, as explained in the appendix. The marginal impacts in the last two 
columns are based on the logistic regressions for policies in which preferences for the 
indicated income percentiles diverged by more than 10 percentage points (reported in 
tables 3.2 and A3.1) and are estimated at the mean of the dependent variable. N is 1,779 
for the OLS regression, 723 for the 10th vs. 90th income percentile logistic regressions, 
and 322 for the 50th vs. 90th logistic regressions. See table A3.3 for details.
*** p � 0.001
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Figure 3.7. Percent “Don’t Know” (top) and Strength of Opinion (bottom) by 
Income Percentile. Percent “Don’t know” is based on imputed percent of respon-
dents saying “Don’t know” at each income level. Percent strongly and somewhat 
favor/oppose is based on the 160 survey questions in the dataset that ask respon-
dents to qualify their support or opposition in this way.
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of agreement on a policy is equivalent to a more lopsided distribution of 
opinion. That is, a 50/50 split on an issue would represent both the low-
est level of agreement and the least lopsided distribution, while unanimous 
support or opposition would represent the highest level of agreement and 
most lopsided distribution.

Figure 3.8 shows the proportion of proposed policy changes in my 
dataset that generated varying degrees of agreement for respondents at 
the 10th, 50th, and 90th income percentiles. The fi rst set of columns shows 
that at least two- thirds of respondents were in agreement (either in favor 
of or opposed to the proposed change) for about 50 percent of the ques-
tions in my dataset, and this percentage varied little across income levels. 
Not surprisingly, fewer proposed changes resulted in preference majori-
ties of three- quarters or four- fi fths of respondents. But as the second and 
third sets of columns show, these more homogenous policy proposals oc-
curred with similar frequency across income levels. In short, the affl uent 
are no more (or less) likely to be of one mind on the proposed policy 
changes in my dataset than are Americans with low or middle incomes.

Figure 3.8. Homogeneity of Preferences by Income Percentile
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are provided in table A3.4). Clearly both income and education matter in 
determining the strength of the preference/policy link. But equally clearly, 
income is the more important determinant of how strong the link is. 
At each income level there is a modest increase in the association of pref-
erences and policy outcomes as education increases from the 10th to 
the 90th percentiles (that is, from the front row to the back row of fi g-
ure 3.9). But this association increases much more dramatically as income 

Figure 3.9. Policy Responsiveness When Preferences across Income or Education 
Levels Diverge. Figure shows logistic regression coeffi cients from nine separate 
regressions. Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy 
change took place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predic-
tors are the logits of the imputed percentage of respondents at a given combina-
tion of income and education percentiles favoring the proposed policy change. 
Analysis is restricted to the 1,050 questions on which preferences diverged by at 
least 10 percentage points between the 10th and 90th income percentiles or the 
10th and 90th education percentiles. See table A3.4 for full results.

Income percentiles Educa
tio

n p
erc

entil
esLo

gi
st

ic
 re

gr
es

si
on

 c
oe

ffi
ci

en
t

0.0

0.1

0.2

10th 10th

50th

50th
90th

90th

0.3

0.4

0.5

Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   94Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   94 1/16/12   7:21 PM1/16/12   7:21 PM



98 • Chapter 4

on moral or religious issues (a similar pattern is refl ected in the sixth row, 
which reports the relative difference in predicted probabilities). A more 
nuanced picture of policy responsiveness in these four domains can be 
seen in the fourth and fi fth rows, which report the predicted probabilities 
of adoption when policies are either opposed or supported by 80 percent 
of Americans. The fourth row shows that both popular and unpopular 
policies are much more likely to be adopted in the foreign policy/national 
security domain than in the other three issue domains. The weaker status 
quo bias on foreign policy issues refl ects the ability of the president to act 
independently of Congress and avoid the multiple veto points that allow 
minority factions to thwart policy changes they oppose.

Table 4.1 Policy Responsiveness by Policy Domain

 Foreign Policy/ Social Economic Religious
 National Security Welfare Policy Issues

Logit coeffi cient .59 .51 .66 .93

(Standard error) (.12) (.12) (.13) (.26)

Intercept .12 –1.50 –.84 –1.61

Predicted .33 .10 .15 .05
 probability if 
 20% favor

Predicted .72 .31 .52 .42
 probability if 
 80% favor

Relative 2.2 3.1 3.5 8.1
 difference in 
 predicted 
 probability 
 (row 5/row 4)

N 428 399 389 161

Log likelihood 562 403 482 161

Likelihood ratio �2(1) � 28 �2(1) � 20 �2(1) � 27 �2(1) � 15

�2 p � �.001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 
2002. Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took 
place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logits of 
the percentage of respondents favoring the proposed policy change.

short
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In contrast to the foreign policy domain, the status quo bias is stron-
gest for social welfare issues. As the fi fth row of table 4.1 shows, fewer 
than one- third of proposed social welfare policy changes that garnered 
80 percent support from the public were adopted. Many of these popular 
but not adopted policies concern proposed expansions of programs or 
increases in regulation (e.g., increasing government support for preschool 
or college education or mandating various aspects of health insurance), 
but some involve cutting back on existing programs or benefi ts (e.g., im-
posing work requirements on welfare recipients). In the pages below I 
examine each of these four issue domains in turn, identifying the specifi c 
policies that give rise to the patterns of responsiveness shown in table 4.1.

Policy issues vary across numerous dimensions, such as their popular-
ity, the extremity of the preferences citizens hold, or the extent to which 
preferences differ by income. Because these sorts of characteristics might 
contribute to the patterns of representational inequality I describe below, 
I begin by examining some of the key characteristics of the issues in each 
of the four policy domains. Table 4.2 shows that, in most respects, the 
issues within the different domains are quite similar. For example, the 
proposed policy changes were, on average, about equally popular across 
the four domains, with 52 percent of respondents favoring the proposed 
changes in foreign policy and 57 percent favoring the proposed changes in 
each of the other three domains. The percentage of proposed changes with 

Table 4.2 Characteristics of Proposed Policy Changes by Policy Domain

     Percent
  Percent Percent Percent High Respon- Percent
 N Favored Adopted Lopsided Salience siveness Divergent

Foreign policy/  428 0.52 0.54 0.33 0.49 .59 .40
 national 
 security

Social welfare 399 0.57 0.22 0.37 0.65 .51 .44

Economic policy 389 0.57 0.36 0.35 0.59 .66 .45

Religious issues 161 0.57 0.24 0.30 0.66 .93 .44

The four major policy domains contain 75 percent of all policy questions in the 1981–2002 dataset. 
Percent lopsided shows the percentage of questions in each policy domain for which at least two-thirds 
of the respondents either favor or oppose the proposed change; percent high salience shows the percen -
tage of questions in each policy domain with less than 5 percent “Don’t know” responses; responsive-
ness shows the logistic coefficient for policy outcomes regressed on policy preferences from table 4.1; 
percent divergent shows the percentage of questions for which preferences of the 10th and 90th income 
percentiles diverge by more than 10 percentage points.

short
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full logistic regression results are in table A4.1). In each policy domain, 
responsiveness is strongest for high- income Americans and weakest for 
the poor, but the inequality across income levels is highest for foreign pol-
icy and lowest for social welfare. The fi gure also shows that the starkest 
difference in responsiveness to the affl uent and the middle class occurs on 
economic policy, a consequence of high- income Americans’ stronger op-
position to taxes and corporate regulation, as we’ll see below.

Chapter 3 showed that patterns of differential responsiveness emerged 
more clearly once we distinguished between policies on which preferences 
diverged across income groups and those that did not. Since the number 
of policy questions in some of the domains is quite limited, I don’t divide 
up the proposed policy changes into categories as in table 3.2. Instead I 
use the interaction between the preferences at a given income level and the 
size of the preference gap across income levels to assess how the strength 
of the preference/policy link varies depending on the size of the prefer-
ence gap. Negative interactions in these models indicate that the associa-

Figure 4.1. Policy Responsiveness by Policy Domain by Income Percentile. Figure 
shows coeffi cients from twelve logistic regressions. Dependent variable is policy 
outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within four years of 
the survey date and 0 if it did not. Independent variables are income groups’ 
preferences as measured by the logits of the imputed percentage of respondents 
favoring the proposed policy change at each income level. Full results appear in 
table A4.1.
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tion of preferences and policy outcomes for the particular income level 
being examined declines as the magnitude of the preference gap across 
income levels increases.

The interaction coeffi cients refl ecting the change in responsiveness as 
preferences across income levels diverge are shown in table 4.3 (with full 
results in table A4.2). For those at the 10th income percentile, this decline 
is signifi cant for all four policy domains but smallest for social welfare 
and largest for religious values issues. For median- income Americans, de-
clines in policy responsiveness are quite small and nonsignifi cant for so-
cial welfare and about equal for the other three domains. For those at the 
top of the income distribution, there are no statistically signifi cant declines 
in the association of preferences and outcomes as the preference gap 
across income groups increases. The lack of signifi cant interactions for 
the 90th income percentile echoes the fi ndings in chapter 3: the affl uent 
do not always get the policies they favor, but differences of opinion with 
other income groups do not seem to blunt the infl uence they do exert. 
Similarly echoing the fi ndings in chapter 3, policy responsiveness for the 
poor and the middle class declines as preference divergence across in-
come levels grows (with the partial exception of social welfare issues).

The substantive signifi cance of the interaction coeffi cients in table 4.3 
can be gauged by calculating the impact of each income level’s policy 
preferences at a particular degree of preference divergence. Figure 4.2 
repeats the estimates for the overall strength of policy responsiveness at 

Table 4.3 Decline in Policy Responsiveness as Preferences across Income 
Groups Diverge

 Income Percentile

 N 10th 50th 90th

Foreign policy/ 428 –.62** (.22) –.42* (.22) –.06 (.21)
 national security

Social welfare 399 –.26* (.14) –.13 (.14) –.03 (.16)

Economy and 389 –.43* (.24) –.45* (.23) –.16 (.24)
 tax policy

Religious issues 161 –.79* (.38) –.46� (.33) –.27 (.34)

Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses) 
indicating the interaction of policy preference at each income level, with preference 
divergence across income levels. Policy preference measured by the log of the odds ratio 
of the imputed percentage supporting the proposed policy change at each income level. 
Divergence measured by the log of the mean absolute difference between the 10th and 
50th and the 50th and 90th income percentiles. Full regression results in table A4.2.
� p � .10; *p � .05; **p � .01 (one-tailed tests)
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Figure 4.2. Policy Responsiveness Overall and When Preferences across Income 
Levels Diverge. Figure shows logistic regression coeffi cients from analyses in ta-
bles A4.1 (“overall”) and A4.2 (“when preferences diverge”) with the latter cal-
culated for preference divergence of 10 percentage points across income levels. 
Policy preference measured by the log of the odds ratio of the imputed percentage 
supporting the proposed policy change at each income level. Divergence measured 
by the log of the mean absolute difference between the 10th and 50th and the 
50th and 90th income percentiles. (Continued on next page)
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each income level from fi gure 4.1 and contrasts these estimates with the 
analogous measures when preferences across income groups diverge by 
10 percentage points. The top panel of fi gure 4.2 shows the substantial 
weakening of the preference/policy link for the 10th income percentile 
when preferences across income groups diverge. (All the overall associa-
tions of preferences and policy outcomes for the 10th percentile shown in 
the white columns in fi gure 4.2 are statistically signifi cant at p � 0.001, 
but none of the conditional associations for the 10th percentile shown in 
the black columns is statistically signifi cant.) For the 50th income percen-
tile, the decline in responsiveness is also substantial for all domains ex-
pect social welfare (of the four conditional associations shown for the 
50th percentile in the fi gure, only the estimate for social welfare is statisti-
cally signifi cant). Finally, the bottom panel shows only modest declines in 
responsiveness for the 90th income percentile (and all four of the condi-
tional associations for this income level are statistically signifi cant at p � 
0.05 or lower).

In the following pages I examine the specifi c policies within each do-
main that contribute to the broad patterns documented above. This more 
fi ne- grained exploration will not only reveal the substantive content of 
representational inequality but suggest some of the factors that contrib-
ute to these unequal outcomes as well as the infrequent but important 
exceptions in which government policy refl ects the preferences of poor 
and middle- class Americans more than those of the affl uent.

Figure 4.2. Continued
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Table 4.4 Foreign Policy and National Security Preferences

Between 45% and 55% 0
Over 55% or under 45% �/–1
Over 60% or under 40% �/–2
Over 65% or under 35% �/–3
Over 75% or under 25% �/–4
Over 85% or under 15% �/–5

 Income Percentile Difference

 10th 50th 90th (90th – 10th)

Foreign military engagements 
 Invade Afghanistan �4 �4 �5 �1
 Invade Iraq �2 �2 �1 –1
 Use air power against Serbia 0 0 0 0
 Send U.S. ground troops to Serbia –3 –2 –2 �1
 U.S. troops in international peace- –1 0 0 �1
  keeping force in Bosnia
 Send U.S. troops to Haiti –1 –2 –2 –1
 Give military aid to El Salvador or –3 –2 –2 �1
  Sandinistas

Nuclear weapons
 Negotiate a nuclear freeze with Soviet �4 �4 �4 0
  Union
 Build the MX missile –3 –1 �1 �4
 Build a missile defense system �3 �4 �4 �1

War on terrorism
 Restrict Americans’ freedom of speech –1 –2 –4 –3
 Relax legal protections (e.g., habeas �3 �4 �5 �2
  corpus)
 Monitor Americans’ phone calls, etc. �1 0 0 –1
 Torture known terrorists 0 0 –1 –1
 Attack nations that harbor terrorists �3 �4 �5 �2

Foreign economic policy
 Development aid generally 0 �1 �2 �2
 Development aid to former Soviet –2 0 �2 �4
  Union
 GATT, NAFTA, free trade –1 0 �1 �2
 Mexico loan guarantees –4 –4 –3 �1
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Table 4.5 Religious/Moral Values Issue Preferences

Between 45% and 55% 0
Over 55% or under 45% �/–1
Over 60% or under 40% �/–2
Over 65% or under 35% �/–3
Over 75% or under 25% �/–4
Over 85% or under 15% �/–5 

 Income Percentile Difference

 10th 50th 90th (90th – 10th)

Abortion and birth control
 Approve RU-486 –1 0 �2 �3
 Constitutional ban on abortion –2 –3 –4 –2
 Federal funding for abortions (e.g., for –2 –2 0 �2
  low-income women)
 Ban “partial-birth abortion” procedure �2 �2 �1 –1
 Require biological father’s consent or �3 �3 0 –3
  notifi cation for abortion
 Require parental consent for birth 0 0 –2 –2
  control assistance for teens

Gay rights
 Extend legal protection to gay people �1 �3 �3 �2
 Gay marriage –2 –2 –1 �1
 Gay civil unions –1 0 0 �1
 Gays in the military 0 0 �1 �1

Recreational drugs and teen smoking
 Strengthen fi ght against drugs and �4 �4 �4 0
  teenage smoking
 Legalize marijuana for medical use �4 �4 �4 0
  with doctor’s prescription
 Legalize marijuana for personal use –3 –3 –3 0
 Encourage mandatory drug testing in �4 �3 �3 –1 
  workplace

Miscellaneous moral/religious issues
 Constitutional amendment to permit �4 �3 �1 –3
  school prayer
 Stem cell research: 
  Source unspecifi ed �1 �1 �3 �2
  From discarded embryos 0 �1 �3 �3
  From newly created embryos –2 –1 �1 �3
 Mandatory AIDS testing of all citizens �3 �2 0 –3
  (mid-1980s)
 G. W. Bush’s faith-based initiative �3 �3 �2 –1
 Strengthen TV rating system or time �4 �5 �4 0
  restrictions; require v-chip
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in income tax rates for very high earners did not consistently refl ect the 
consensus for increases expressed by Americans at the 10th through 90th 
income percentiles. Effective (average) income taxes on the top 1 percent 
of earners fell during the Reagan years but rose under Clinton, ending 
slightly higher in 2002 than they were in 1981.27

Table 4.6 Economic Issue Preferences

Between 45% and 55% 0
Over 55% or under 45% �/–1
Over 60% or under 40% �/–2
Over 65% or under 35% �/–3
Over 75% or under 25% �/–4
Over 85% or under 15% �/–5

 Income Percentile Difference

 10th 50th 90th (90th – 10th)

Income taxes
 Cut personal income tax (across the �3 �3 �3 0
  board)
 Cut income tax rates for low- or �4 �4 �3 –1
  middle-income earners
 Raise income tax rates to reduce the –3 –3 –3 0
  defi cit (1980s)
 Raise taxes on very high income �4 �4 �3 –1
  earners
 Cut top marginal tax rate 0 �1 �2 �2
 Flat tax –1 0 �1 �2

Other taxes
 Support a federal sales or consumption –2 –2 –2 0
  tax
 Cut capital gains taxes 0 �1 �3 �3
 Cut/eliminate inheritance tax �1 �2 �3 �2
 Raise gas/energy taxes –2 –1 0 �2

Other economic issues
 Unpaid family leave law �3 �3 �3 0
 Reform corporate accounting rules �3 �3 �3 0
  (post-Enron)
 Raise minimum wage �5 �4 �3 –2
 Extend/increase unemployment benefi ts �2 �1 –1 –3
 Increase government regulation of �1 �1 –2 –3
  oil/gas industry
 Increase miscellaneous corporate �3 �2 �1 –2
  regulation
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Table 4.7 Social Welfare Issue Preferences

Between 45% and 55% 0
Over 55% or under 45% �/–1
Over 60% or under 40% �/–2
Over 65% or under 35% �/–3
Over 75% or under 25% �/–4
Over 85% or under 15% �/–5

 Income Percentile Difference

 10th 50th 90th (90th – 10th)

Welfare reform
 Work requirements �4 �4 �3 –1
 Job training for welfare recipients �5 �5 �5 0
 Child care for welfare recipients who �5 �5 �5 0
  work
 Time limits �1 �3 �3 �2
 No extra money for extra kids 0 0 �1 �1
 Cut total spending on welfare �1 �3 �4 �3

Health care
 Tax-funded national health care �3 �3 �1 –2
 Employer mandates �4 �3 �2 –2
 Clinton plan �3 �2 �1 –2
 Medical savings accounts –3 –2 0 �3

Social Security reform
 Government investment of Soc. Sec.  –3 –2 0 �3
  money in stocks
 Individuals control own stock accounts 0 �2 �3 �3
 Change Soc. Sec. rules to discourage –2 0 �1 �3
  early retirement

Medicare reform
 Encourage recipients to move to HMOs –1 �1 �1 �2
 Raise premiums/deductibles for –3 –1 0 �3
  Medicare benefi ciaries
 Cut overall Medicare spending –4 –3 –2 �2
 Add a prescription drug benefi t to �5 �5 �4 –1
  Medicare

Education
 Federal grants and loans to college �4 �4 �4 0
  students
 School vouchers –1 0 �1 �2

Other social welfare issues
 Federal unpaid family leave law �3 �3 �3 0
 Cut public works spending –2 0 �1 �3
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(these resources included congressional testimony, interest groups’ web 
sites, interest groups’ congressional voting scorecards, news accounts, and 
descriptions of interest group activity from Congressional Quarterly). If 
the policy change under consideration tapped a core concern of an orga-
nization, that group was coded as being strongly favorable or unfavor-
able toward the policy change. If a group took a position on an issue that 
was not a core focus of the organization, the group was coded as being 
somewhat favorable or unfavorable toward the issue.11 After repeating 
this exercise for each of the interest groups or industries identifi ed as 
potentially relevant to the policy issue, I constructed an index of the net 
interest group alignment according to the following formula:

 Net Interest Group Alignment � ln(StFav � (0.5 * SwFav) � 1) –
 ln(StOpp � (0.5 * SwOpp) � 1),

where StFav is the number of interest groups or industries coded as strongly 
favoring the proposed policy change, SwFav is the number of interest 
groups or industries coded as somewhat favoring the proposed policy 
change, StOpp is the number of interest groups or industries coded as 
strongly opposing the proposed policy change, and SwOpp is the number 
of interest groups or industries coded as somewhat opposing the pro-
posed policy change. The natural log of the sum of interest groups on 
each side of the policy issue is taken to refl ect the diminishing marginal 
impact of an additional group (e.g., the difference between zero and one 
groups on one side of an issue is expected to be larger than the difference 
between ten and eleven groups), and one is added to the interest group 
count on each side of an issue so that the log of the sum of interest groups 
will equal zero when there are no groups on that side of the issue.

I made one adjustment to my interest group alignment scores to refl ect 
the unusual case of abortion policy. On abortion issues only two interest 
groups appear on the Power 25 list— the Christian Coalition and the Na-
tional Right to Life Committee— and they are both opposed to abortion. 
But other indicators of lobbying activity on abortion issues suggest that 
abortion rights groups such as Planned Parenthood and NARAL have 
devoted more resources to infl uencing federal policy than have antiabor-
tion groups. Over the past decade, for example, abortion rights groups 
have donated over seventeen million dollars to federal candidates and 
political parties compared with about six million dollars for antiabortion 
groups.12 Baumgartner et al.’s analysis of interest groups involved in the 
fi ght over late- term abortion restrictions during the G. W. Bush administra-
tion also refl ect the liberal interest group advantage on abortion. Baumgart-
ner et al. found ten groups actively engaged in fi ghting new restrictions 
and four groups actively working to pass late- term abortion restrictions. 
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ganized interest group activity on one side of an issue does not appear to 
be unusual. Baumgartner et al. coded a far wider range of interest groups 
for their analysis, including groups with less infl uence and fewer resources 
than those on my expanded Power 25 list. Of the ninety- eight issues they 
examined, 28 percent had either no interest groups defending the status 
quo or no interest groups lobbying for change.16

Questions in my dataset that elicited only interest group opposition 
included a range of tax and economic policy issues, such as instituting a 
national sales or value- added tax, taxing employee health benefi ts, rais-
ing income tax rates, imposing trade sanctions on Russia, cutting farm 
subsidies, strengthening corporate regulation, and reducing Medicare pay-
ments to health care providers. In addition, proposals to strengthen gun 
control elicited only interest group opposition (again, limited to the forty- 
three groups and industries on my expanded Power 25 list). In contrast, 
interest group support but no interest group opposition was found for 
Bush’s tax cuts, aid to Russia and the former Soviet Union, relaxing clean 
air standards, restricting Japanese imports, cutting personal income tax 
rates, increasing federal college assistance, and adding a prescription drug 
benefi t to Medicare.

The 23 percent of proposed policy changes that involved powerful 
interest groups on both sides included numerous issues on which business 
and labor organizations took opposite sides, including corporate and 
labor regulation, trade policy, and taxation. Interest groups also lined up 
on opposite sides of Medicare and Social Security privatization proposals. 
(The AARP opposed privatization of each, while the Health Insurance 
Association of America supported Medicare privatization and securities 

Table 5.1 Distribution of Interest Group Alignments

 Number of Percent of Mean
 Proposed Proposed Number
 Policy Policy of Interest
 Changes Changes Groups

No interest groups 422 23.7 0

Only interest group support 365 20.5 2.3

Only interest group opposition 585 32.9 2.1

Both support and opposition 407 22.9 7.3

All proposed policy changes 1779 100.0 2.8

The mean number of interest groups reflects the number of interests groups coded as 
strongly favoring or opposing a proposed policy change plus one-half times the number 
of interest groups coded as somewhat favoring or opposing that change.
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status quo (along with the structural features of American democracy 
discussed above).

Interest Group Alignments and Policy Outcomes

Figure 5.1 shows the relationship between the Net Interest Group Align-
ment Index described above and the probability of a proposed policy 
change being adopted. When there are no interest groups involved, or when 
opposing interest groups are equally balanced (in either case a score of 0 
on the Net Interest Group Alignment Index), about 35 percent of pro-
posed policy changes are adopted. The slope downward and to the left 
from the zero point (refl ecting increased opposition among interest groups) 
is steeper and more consistent than the slope upward and to the right, 
suggesting that interest groups are more effective at blocking changes 
they oppose than they are at securing adoption of changes they support. 
As the fi gure indicates, strong interest group opposition is associated with 

Figure 5.1. Percent of Proposed Policy Changes Adopted by Interest Group Align-
ment. The Net Interest Group Alignment Index is the log of one plus the number 
of interest groups supporting the proposed policy change minus the log of one 
plus the number of interest groups opposing the policy change. For example, a 
score of about 2 on the Net Interest Group Alignment Index would result from 
six interest groups in favor and no interest groups opposed. (See text for further 
discussion.) Curve is smoothed with Lowess.

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

-4 0 4

Pe
rc

en
t o

f p
ol

ic
y 

ch
an

ge
s a

do
pt

ed

Net interest group alignment index

Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   133Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   133 1/16/12   7:21 PM1/16/12   7:21 PM



Interest Groups and Responsiveness • 137

Group Alignment Index to the model lowers the estimate for the prefer-
ences of the 90th percentile from 0.47 to 0.38). Yet even here the change 
is modest and falls below conventional levels of statistical signifi cance.27

Interest Group Engagement and 
Policy Responsiveness

Even if interest groups are not important as an omitted variable in esti-
mating the preference/policy link, they might shape that link in a different 

Table 5.2 Interest Group Alignment and Public Preferences as Predictors of Policy 
Outcomes

 Income Percentile 

 10th 50th 90th

Model 1
 Preferences for the indicated  .30 (.05)*** .38 (.05)*** .49 (.05)***
  income percentile

Model 2
 Preferences for the indicated .29 (.05)*** .38 (.05)*** .49 (.05)***
  income percentile
 Interest group alignments .35 (.05)*** .36 (.05)*** .36 (.05)***

 10th vs. 90th Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Model 1
 Preferences for the .02 (.09) .46 (.10)*** –.01 (.14) .47 (.18)**
  indicated income 
  percentile

Model 2
 Preferences for the .01 (.09) .48 (.10)*** –.05 (.14) .38 (.18)*
  indicated income 
  percentile
 Interest group .34 (.08)*** .36 (.08)*** .44 (.13)*** .40 (.13)**
  alignments

Table shows logistic regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Dependent 
variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within four years 
of the survey date and 0 if it did not. The income groups’ preferences are the logits of the 
imputed percentage of respondents favoring the proposed policy change at each income level. 
The interest group alignment coding is explained in the text. All predictors are standardized. 
N is 1,779 for the analyses in the top half of the table, 723 for the comparison of 10th and 
90th percentiles, and 322 for comparison of the 50th and 90th percentiles.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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among the 10th and 90th income percentiles or the 50th and 90th income 
percentiles diverge by more than 10 percentage points. The nonsignifi cant 
interaction terms indicate that the link between preferences and policy 
outcomes remains strong among the most affl uent Americans at any level 
of interest group engagement, while policy responsiveness is essentially 
zero for those at the 10th or 50th income percentiles when their prefer-
ences diverge from the preferences of those at the 90th.

Table 5.3 Interest Group Engagement and Public Preferences as Predictors of 
Policy Outcomes

 Income Percentile

 10th 50th 90th

Preferences for the indicated .29 (.05)*** .37 (.05)*** .50 (.06)***
 income percentile

Interest group engagement –.09 (.05) –.09 (.05) –.09 (.05)

Interaction of preferences –.05 (.05) –.05 (.06) .04 (.06)
 and interest group 
 engagement

 10th vs. 90th Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Preferences for the .03 (.09) .46 (.10)*** .00 (.16) .38 (.19)*
 indicated income 
 percentile

Interest group –.02 (.08) –.05 (.08) .24 (.12)* .23 (.12)
 engagement

Interaction of –.11 (.09) .02 (.09) –.14 (.14) .16 (.18)
 preferences and 
 interest group 
 engagement

Table shows logistic regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Depen-
dent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within 
four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. The income groups’ preferences are the 
logits of the imputed percentage of respondents favoring the proposed policy change at 
each income level. The interest group engagement coding is explained in the text. Prefer -
ences and the Interest Group Engagement Index are standardized and then mean-centered 
before the interaction terms are computed. The bottom half of the table shows analyses 
limited to polices on which the indicated income levels diverged by more than 10 percen-
tage points. N is 1,779 for the analyses in the top half of the table, 723 for the 10th vs. 
90th percentiles, and 322 for the 50th vs. 90th percentiles.

short
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of 3.4) as support among well- off Americans increases; when interest 
groups are strongly in favor, the likelihood of change rises from 0.23 to 
0.75 (a factor of 3.3) as support among the affl uent rises. Thus strong 
agreement among interest groups in favor of or in opposition to a pro-
posed change does not undermine the infl uence of affl uent Americans. 
Finally, the middle (gray) bars in fi gure 5.2 show that the impact of high- 
income Americans’ preferences is only slightly higher when interest groups 
are not aligned on either side of an issue. When the Net Interest Group 

Table 5.4 Interest Group Alignment, Public Preferences, and Their Interaction 
as Predictors of Policy Outcomes

 Income Percentile 

 10th 50th 90th

Preferences for the indicated .28 (.05)*** .38 (.05)*** .48 (.06)***
 income percentile

Interest group alignment .35 (.06)*** .36 (.06)*** .35 (.06)***

Interaction of preferences .05 (.06) .02 (.06) .04 (.06)
 and interest group 
 alignment

 10th vs. 90th Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Preferences for the .00 (.09) .47 (.10)*** –.06 (.15) .36 (.18)
 indicated income 
 percentile

Interest group .36 (.09)*** .36 (.09)*** .43 (.13)** .41 (.13)**

Interaction of .04 (.10) .05 (.09) –.09 (.15) .12 (.19)
 preferences and 
 interest group 
 alignment

Table shows logistic regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Depen-
dent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within 
four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. The income groups’ preferences are the 
logits of the imputed percentage of respondents favoring the proposed policy change at 
each income level. The interest group alignment coding is explained in the text. Prefer-
ences and the Interest Group Alignment Index are standardized and then mean-centered 
before the interaction terms are computed. Bottom half of the table shows analyses limited 
to polices on which the indicated income levels diverged by more than 10 percentage 
points. N is 1,779 for the analyses in the top half of the table, 723 for the 10th vs. 90th 
percentiles, and 322 for the 50th vs. 90th percentiles.

short
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Alignment Index is zero, the probability of policy change increases from 
0.15 to 0.55, a factor of 3.7.

The patterns shown in the front and back rows of the fi gure are con-
sistent with Mark Smith’s fi ndings that public opinion strongly infl uences 
government policy making when business interests are united on one side 
of a policy or the other.28 But the gray columns in the middle row sug-
gest that public infl uence is just as strong (if not stronger) when interest 
groups are divided or unengaged. Smith argued that we should expect 
public infl uence to be greatest on issues where business is unifi ed. But be-
cause he restricted his analyses to issues on which business interests were 

Figure 5.2. Predicted Probability of Policy Change by Interest Group Alignments, 
Preferences of the 90th Income Percentile, and Their Interaction. Figure shows 
results of the model of policy change in the top right cell of table 5.4. Policy pref-
erences at the 90th income percentile and the Net Interest Group Alignment 
Index are standardized (with axis labels refl ecting standard deviations from the 
mean). Far left corner shows that the probability of a proposed change being 
adopted is 0.10 if support at the 90th income percentile and the Net Interest 
Group Alignment Index are both 2 standard deviations below the mean. Far right 
corner shows that the probability of policy change is 0.75 if both are 2 standard 
deviations above the mean. See text and table 5.4 for details.

In
te

re
st

 g
ro

ups

90th income percentile

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

 o
f c

ha
ng

e

.0

−2sd
−1sd 0

−2sd

−1sd

0

+2sd

+1sd

+2sd
+1sd

.2

.4

.6

.8

Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   142Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   142 1/16/12   7:21 PM1/16/12   7:21 PM



144 • Chapter 5

areas. Table 5.5 shows the correlations between interest groups and pub-
lic preferences for the four substantive policy domains examined in the 
previous chapter as well as for gun control and environmental policy 
(issue areas with too few policy questions to support the kinds of analy-
ses reported in chapter 4). For the public as a whole, interest group align-
ments are positively related to public preferences on economic, social 
welfare, and moral issues, and negatively (and more strongly) related on 
gun control and the environment. Although the strongest of these relation-
ships are negative (for gun control and environmental policy), the num-
ber of proposed policy changes on issues with positive associations is far 
greater, leading to the overall lack of correlation between public prefer-
ences and interest group alignments reported above.

The correlations in table 5.5 also help to explain why interest groups 
are not more strongly aligned with the preferences of the well- off than 
with those of the poor or middle class. First, on economic and tax policy 
(where we might expect the intersection of interest group alignments and 
preferences of the affl uent to be greatest), we do fi nd interest groups to be 
somewhat more closely aligned with the preferences of the well- off than 
of the poor, but the difference is small and the correlations are quite mod-
est at all income levels.

The lack of a stronger association between interest group positions 
and the preferences of the affl uent on economic issues stems from the 
countervailing effects of offsetting issues. On the one hand, interest groups 
and affl uent Americans tend to agree on reducing corporate regulation, 
cutting capital gains taxes, cutting corporate income taxes, and opposing 
oil and gas price controls. But on the other hand, interest groups tended 
to be more aligned with the preferences of the poor in opposing federal 

Table 5.5 Correlations between Public Preferences and the Net Interest Group 
Alignment Index

 All  Income Percentile

 N Respondents 10th 50th 90th

Economic and tax 355 .27*** .21*** .25*** .32***

Social welfare 359 .42*** .41*** .41*** .40***

Foreign policy 219 –.13 –.21** –.14* –.01

Moral and religious 144 .21** .32*** .22** .07

Gun control  99 –.53*** –.46*** –.51*** –.60***

Environment  55 –.72*** –.73*** –.71*** –.68***

Includes only questions on which interest groups took a stand.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Table 5.6 Interest Group Alignment and Public Preferences as Predictors of Policy Outcomes by Policy Domain

 10th Percentile 50th Percentile 90th Percentile

 Public Interest Public Interest Public Interest
 Preferences Groups Preferences Groups Preferences Groups

Economic and tax
 Model 1 .50 (.12)*** .24 (.08)** .57 (.12)*** .22 (.08)** .83 (.14)*** .16 (.09)
 Model 2 .43 (.12)***  .50 (.13)***  .76 (.14)***
 Difference –.07 (.03)*  –.07 (.03)*  –.07 (.04)

Social welfare
 Model 1 .38 (.11)*** .48 (.17)** .50 (.11)*** .42 (.17)* .57 (.12)*** .41 (.17)*
 Model 2 .26 (.11)*  .39 (.12)**  .45 (.13)***
 Difference –.12 (.05)*  –.11 (.05)*  –.12 (.05)* 

Foreign policy
 Model 1 .37 (.11)*** .56 (.19)** .55 (.11)*** .57 (.19)** .76 (.12)*** .50 (.19)**
 Model 2 .41 (.11)***  .59 (.12)***  .77 (.12)***
 Difference .04 (.02)*  .04 (.02)*  .01 (.02)

Moral and religious
 Model 1 .75 (.24)** .24 (.35) .85 (.24)*** .34 (.35) 1.04 (.26)*** .48 (.35)
 Model 2 .70 (.24)**  .82 (.25)**  1.03 (.27)***
 Difference –.05 (.07)  –.03 (.04)  –.01 (.03)

Gun control
 Model 1 .46 (.27) .08 (.88) .59 (.28)* .43 (.91) .89 (.31)** 1.58 (1.10)
 Model 2 .47 (.30)  .66 (.32)*  1.13 (.36)**
 Difference .01 (.18)  .07 (.17)  .24 (.30)

Table shows logistic regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed 
policy change took place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. The income groups’ preferences are the logits of the imputed 
percentage of respondents favoring the proposed policy change at each income level. The interest group alignment coding is explained in the text. 
All predictors are standardized. N is 389 for economic and tax, 399 for social welfare, 428 for foreign policy, 161 for moral, and 99 for gun 
control. Bootstrap standard errors are shown for the differences in coefficients for public preferences across corresponding models 1 and 2.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Table 5.7 Correlations between Public Preferences and Interest Group Positions

 Income Percentile

 N 10th 50th 90th

Mass membership advocacy 
organizations
 Christian Coalition 211 .19** .04 –.15*
 National Right to Life Committee 95 .21* .04 –.24*
 National Rifl e Association 143 –.24** –.23** –.28***
 American Israel Public Affairs 99 –.12 –.24* –.24*
  Committee

Unions
 AFL-CIO 301 .42*** .38*** .14*
 American Federation of State,  134 .38*** .33*** .12
  County, and Municipal Employees
 International Brotherhood of 154 .40*** .38*** .21**
  Teamsters
 United Auto Workers 173 .53*** .48*** .24**

Other organizations that tend to side 
with the poor
 AARP 301 .52*** .50*** .41***
 National Governors’ Association 85 .58*** .46*** .39***
 Universities 26 .63*** .57** .37
 National Education Association 118 .48*** .41*** .34***

Organizations that tend to side with 
the affl uent
 American Hospital Association 136 .14 .15 .27**
 National Federation of Independent 245 –.09 –.02 .21***
  Business
 Securities and investment companies 275 –.10 –.02 .18**

Organizations that tend to side against 
the poor
 Chamber of Commerce 392 –.20*** –.19*** –.03
 National Association of 280 –.33*** –.34*** –.20***
  Manufacturers
 Health Insurance Association 152 –.26*** –.17* –.10
 National Restaurant Association 105 –.39*** –.31*** –.19
 Telephone companies 134 –.28*** –.28*** –.07
 American Farm Bureau Federation 212 –.20** –.18** –.02
 Computer software and hardware 159 –.18* –.17* .01
 Automobile companies 202 –.29*** –.31*** –.17*
 Defense contractors 232 –.35*** –.36*** –.23***
 Electric companies 194 –.37*** –.38*** –.27***
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to coincide with the positions of these two interest groups, and at best a 
modest tendency for policy to align more closely with the preferences of 
the poor as a result of these groups’ efforts.

The strongest positive associations between interest groups’ positions 
and the preferences of the less well- off are shown in the next two sections 
of table 5.7. The four unions in my expanded Power 25 list show con-
sistently strong tendencies to share the preferences of low-  and middle- 
income Americans, with much weaker (but still positive) associations 
with the preferences of the affl uent. Unions tended to side with the poor 
and the middle class in opposing free- trade policies and cuts in capital 
gains and corporate income taxes, and in supporting increases in the 
minimum wage and the right to strike for groups like fi refi ghters, police 
offi cers, and college teachers. Some of these favored changes were sup-
ported at lower levels by the affl uent (like raising the minimum wage), 

Table 5.7 (continued)

 Income Percentile

 N 10th 50th 90th

Other organizations
 Airlines 180 –.13 –.15* .00
 American Bankers Association 171 –.12 –.10 .01
 American Council of Life Insurance 87 –.15 –.14 –.10
 American Medical Association 127 .09 .06 .16
 Association of Trial Lawyers 70 .02 –.11 –.08
 Credit Union National Association 82 –.11 –.08 –.08
 Independent Insurance Agents of 96 –.02 –.08 .01
  America
 Motion Picture Association of 57 –.20 –.27* –.18
  America
 National Association of Broadcasters 69 –.29* –.29* –.20
 National Association of Home 174 .05 .05 .12
  Builders
 National Association of Realtors 128 .05 .08 .13
 National Beer Wholesalers 170 –.13 –.09 .05
  Association
 Oil companies 216 –.37*** –.40*** –.33***
 Pharmaceutical Research and 159 –.04 –.02 .07
  Manufacturers
 Recording Industry Association 105 –.05 –.04 .02

*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
Number of proposed policy changes in dataset on which each organization took a 
position shown in parentheses. Excludes the American Legion and Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, which took positions on fewer than twenty of the proposed policy changes.
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opted in years three or four) are weighted equally, irrespective of whether 
and when they were adopted.

A second limitation of my core dataset consisting of questions posed 
between 1981 and 2002 is the lack of variation in partisan control. The 
president’s party controlled both houses of Congress for only two of the 
twenty- two years in this period (1993 and 1994— the fi rst two years of 
Bill Clinton’s fi rst term).15 Moreover Clinton came into offi ce with only 
43 percent of the popular vote, and the Democrats lost ten seats in the 
House of Representatives in the 1992 election. For these and other rea-
sons,16 many of the Democrats’ liberal policy reform efforts were either 
compromised (the Don’t Ask Don’t Tell policy on gay people in the mili-
tary) or defeated (health care reform).17 Consequently even this brief 
period of unifi ed government may not reveal much about the impact of 
complete partisan control on policy outcomes.

To capture periods of stronger unifi ed party control of the federal gov-
ernment, I supplement my 1981– 2002 dataset with survey questions asked 
during 1964– 68 and 2005– 06. The 1964 election was a landslide victory 
for President Johnson, and during the 1964– 68 period the Democrats 
held between sixty- four and sixty- eight Senate seats and strong majorities 
in the House of Representatives. In addition, labor unions were still near 
their historical peak of private- sector membership and economic inequal-
ity was low relative to recent decades.18 All these factors might plausibly 
be thought to contribute to greater responsiveness to the preferences of 
the less well- off, and therefore I chose these years in the mid- 1960s as the 
period during the past half- century that might be expected to result in the 
greatest degree of representational equality.19

In addition to 1964– 68, I supplement my core dataset with survey 
questions asked in 2005 and 2006. These fi rst two years of the second 
G. W. Bush administration constitute the period of strongest Republican 

Table 6.1 Restructuring the Dataset to Create Two Annual Observations from 
Each Policy Question

Proposed Change
Adopted in  First Second

Same Year Proposed Change Observation Observation

Survey Question Adopted in Outcome  Outcome
Was Asked? Following Year? Code Weight Code Weight

No No 0 0.5 0 0.5

No Yes 0 0.5 1 0.5

Yes Missing 1 1.0 Missing Missing

short
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poor and middle class, and there is less of a drop- off in responsiveness in 
nonelection years for Americans at the top of the income distribution.

These patterns of differential responsiveness by income are clearest in 
the bottom half of table 6.2 (and fi gure 6.1), which repeats the analyses 
for those proposed changes on which preferences of the affl uent diverge 
from those of the poor or middle class. Responsiveness to the poor and 
middle class appears to be completely absent during nonelection years. 
Congressional elections years show similar lack of responsiveness to the 
poor and a weak (and nonsignifi cant) suggestion of responsiveness to 
the middle class. In contrast the association of preferences and policy out-
comes during presidential election years is substantial (and statistically 
signifi cant) for both these groups. As we might expect, responsiveness to 
affl uent Americans is stronger than responsiveness to the less well- off 
during all parts of the electoral cycle. But because the only solid evidence 

Table 6.2 Policy Responsiveness and the Federal Election Cycle

 Income Percentile

 N All 10th 50th 90th

Nonelection 844 .35*** (.09) .20* (.09) .31*** (.09) .48*** (.09)
 years

Congressional 440 .35** (.13) .28* (.13) .31** (.12) .39** (.12)
 election years

Presidential 360 .65*** (.17) .51*** (.16) .60*** (.16) .75*** (.17)
 election years

 10th vs. 90th Income Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Income Percentiles

 N 10th 90th N 50th 90th

Nonelection 362 –.02 (.14) .50 (.16)** 400 .02 (.14) .39 (.16)*
 years

Congressional 183 –.16 (.22) .20 (.22) 216 .25 (.20) .40 (.23)
 election years

Presidential 154 .54 (.25)* 1.25 (.35)*** 176 .63 (.24)** .95 (.28)***
 election years

Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). Policy preference 
measured by the log of the odds ratio of the imputed percentage supporting the proposed policy 
change at each income level. Bottom half of the table shows policies on which the preferences of the 
10th and 90th income percentiles diverge by at least 10 percentage points and the 50th and 90th 
percentiles by at least 5 percentage points. Analyses are weighted to reflect the distribution of 
proposed policy changes before restructuring for annual analysis. All the analyses include fixed 
effects for the four policy domains examined in chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Figure 6.1. Policy Responsiveness by Year in the Federal Election Cycle When 
Preferences across Income Levels Diverge. Figure shows logistic regression esti-
mates refl ecting the strength of the preference/policy link during different years in 
the quadrennial federal election cycle. See table 6.2 for regression results.
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The patterns of responsiveness revealed by these analyses of partisan 
regime duration suggest a very different set of mechanisms from those 
implied by the analyses of the presidential election cycle reported above. 
While the latter appear to refl ect the coercive power of voters to shape 
the behavior of incumbent offi cials, the higher responsiveness during the 
fi rst Congresses of a new regime suggest the importance of electoral re-
placement in shaping government policy to match the preferences of the 
(affl uent) public. Past research has found both the conversion (or coer-
cion) of incumbent legislators and the replacement of legislators during 
elections to be important in generating responsiveness to public prefer-
ences.28 While hardly defi nitive, the results from these two sets of analy-
ses of my data suggest that impending elections may be somewhat more 
important in generating responsiveness to the least well- off (table 6.2), 
while both electoral anticipation and electoral replacement enhance policy 

Table 6.3 Policy Responsiveness and the Length of the Presidential Partisan Regime

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Preference .66 (.11)*** .50 (.11)*** .61 (.10)*** .76 (.11)***

Congress number –.30 (.11)** –.36 (.11)*** –.30 (.11)** –.25 (.11)*

Preference *  –.28 (.11)** –.18 (.10) –.26 (.10)** –.34 (.10)***
 Congress number

 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
 Income Percentiles Income Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Preference .10 (.15) .77 (.17)*** .35 (.14)* .76 (.17)***

Congress number –.63 (.16)*** –.47 (.17)** –.54 (.15)*** –.44 (.16)**

Preference *  .01 (.17) –.40 (.18)* –.14 (.17) –.38 (.19)*
 Congress number

Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). Congress 
number refers to the number of continuous Congresses the current president’s party has held 
control of the presidency. Policy preference measured by the log of the odds ratio of the imputed 
percentage supporting the proposed policy change at each income level. Bottom half of the table 
shows policies on which the preferences of the 10th and 90th income percentiles diverge by at 
least 10 percentage points and the 50th and 90th percentiles by at least 5 percentage points. 
Analyses are weighted to reflect the distribution of proposed policy changes before restructuring 
for annual analysis. All the analyses include controls for presidential election year and fixed 
effects for the four policy domains examined in chapter 4. Full regression results appear in 
table A6.5.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Figure 6.2. Policy Responsiveness by Length of Partisan Regime When Preferences 
across Income Levels Diverge. Figures show logistic regression estimates refl ect-
ing the strength of the preference/policy link during each successive Congress that 
a president’s party holds the presidency (that is, the fi rst through sixth Congresses 
after control of the presidency changes from one party to the other). See tables 
6.3 and A6.1 for regression results.
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control in my data and the resulting scale scores for each are shown in 
table 6.4).

As table 6.4 shows, assessments of the impact of Democratic versus 
Republican Party control hinge on the difference between the seven years 
of unifi ed Democratic control (1964– 68 under Johnson and 1993– 94 
under Clinton) and the ten years of Republican control (1981– 86 under 
Reagan and 2001– 02 and 2005– 06 under G. W. Bush). For the remaining 
twelve years in my dataset, control of the federal government was evenly 
divided, with either a Democratic president and Republican Congress 
(1995– 2000) or a Republican president and Democratic Congress (1987– 
1992). Thus even with my more nuanced scale of party control, the num-
ber of distinct periods is quite limited. We must therefore be alert to the 
possibility that at least some of the partisan patterns my data reveal will 
refl ect not enduring characteristics of Democratic and Republican con-
trol, but the idiosyncrasies of the particular administrations and Con-
gresses examined.

It is also important to keep in mind that my scale of Republican Party 
control— like any similar summary measure— is a substantial simplifi -
cation of the factors that shape the parties’ infl uence over federal policy 
making. A more complete assessment would require consideration of the 

Table 6.4 Party Control Score

Years in Which    Party
Policy Questions  House of  Control
Were Asked President Representatives Senate Score

1964–68 Johnson Democrats Democrats 0.00

1981–86 Reagan Democrats Republicans 0.75

1987–88 Reagan Democrats Democrats 0.50

1989–92 G.H.W Bush Democrats Democrats 0.50

1993–94 Clinton Democrats Democrats 0.00

1995–2000 Clinton Republicans Republicans 0.50

2001–02 G. W. Bush Republicans Democrats* 0.75

2005–06 G. W. Bush Republicans Republicans 1.00

*From late January through late May 2001, the Senate was split 50/50 with Vice President 
Cheney casting the deciding vote. In late May Jim Jeffords left the Republican Party, 
giving the Democrats effective control of the Senate. My data are not fine-grained enough 
to distinguish these months in early 2001, so I code Democratic control of the Senate for 
all of the 107th Congress (2001–02).

short
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which includes all the proposed changes in my restructured dataset, the 
preference/policy link is over twice as strong under maximum Republi-
can control as it is under maximum Democratic control. The difference 
in responsiveness under Republican and Democratic control is somewhat 
larger for affl uent and middle- class Americans than for the poor (for whom 
the partisan difference does not reach statistical signifi cance).

As noted above, any analysis of partisan control over a limited number 
of decades runs the risk of attributing to the parties differences that are 
in fact idiosyncratic to the particular administrations and political condi-
tions associated with the periods of Democratic or Republican control 
examined. Thus we might wonder how much of the partisan differences 
shown in table 6.5 are a function of the particular periods of strong party 
control represented in my data. Repeating the analyses reported in the 
top row of the table but excluding data from the G. W. Bush years shows 
a similar pattern: the preference/policy link under maximum Republican 
control is about twice as strong as under maximum Democratic control. 
On the other hand, removing the Johnson years from the data does reduce 

Table 6.5 Policy Responsiveness and Partisan Control

 Income Percentile

 N All 10th 50th 90th

All policies
 Maximum Republican control 2229 .56** .42** .52** .60**
 Maximum Democratic control  .25** .22 .20* .31**

When Preferences across Income Levels Diverge

 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
 Income Percentiles Income Percentiles

 N 10th 90th N 50th 90th

All policies
 Maximum Republican control 922 .27* .69** 1055 .56** .72**
 Maximum Democratic control  .08 .26  .09 .42*

Table shows logistic regression coefficients (or differences in logistic regression coefficients) 
indicating the association between preferences and policy outcomes. Significance levels 
based on bootstrap confidence intervals. Policy preference measured by the log of the odds 
ratio of the imputed percentage supporting the proposed policy change at each income 
level. Analyses are weighted to reflect the distribution of proposed policy changes before 
restructuring for annual analysis and to give proposed changes on the agenda in each 
calendar year equal weight. The analyses include fixed effects for the four policy domains in 
chapter 4. Analyses in bottom half of are restricted to policies on which the preferences of 
the 10th and 90th income percentiles diverge by at least 10 percentage points or the 50th 
and 90th percentiles diverge by at least 5 percentage points. Full regression results appear 
in table A6.2.
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Figure 6.3. Policy Responsiveness under Maximum Republican or Democratic 
Party Control When Preferences across Income Levels Diverge. Figures show lo-
gistic regression estimates refl ecting the strength of the preference/policy link. See 
tables 6.5 and A6.2 for regression results.

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

Maximum
Republican control

Maximum
Democratic control

Lo
gi

st
ic

 re
gr

es
si

on
 c

oe
ffi

ci
en

t

10th percentile

90th percentile

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

Maximum
Republican control

Maximum
Democratic control

Lo
gi

st
ic

 re
gr

es
si

on
 c

oe
ffi

ci
en

t

50th percentile

90th percentile

Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   182Gilens_Affluence and Influence.indd   182 1/16/12   7:21 PM1/16/12   7:21 PM



184 • Chapter 6

strongest for the affl uent, while under Democratic control this associa-
tion is reversed. These patterns refl ect the traditional association of the 
Democratic Party with the welfare state (broadly understood to include 
not just antipoverty programs but pensions, health care, education, and 
spending on public works of all sorts). Although none of the individual 
partisan comparisons in the social welfare domain reaches statistical sig-
nifi cance, the greater responsiveness to the well- off under Republican con-
trol in contrast with the greater responsiveness to the poor when the Dem-
ocrats hold sway in Washington is signifi cantly different at p � 0.05.

In the foreign policy domain responsiveness to public preferences is 
higher under Republican than under Democratic control, although this 
difference is only statistically signifi cant for middle- income Americans. 
The patterns of inequality in foreign policy are slightly different depend-
ing on the party in power. Under Republican control the largest differ-
ence concerns the lower responsiveness to the poor than to the other two 
income groups, while under Democratic control it is the greater respon-
siveness to the affl uent that differs from the rest. These distinct patterns 
refl ect the kinds of issues that divide the poor from the middle class and 

Table 6.6 Policy Responsiveness and Partisan Control by Policy Domain

 Income Percentile

 N 10th 50th 90th

Economic policy
 Maximum Republican control 482 .96** .91** 1.16**
 Maximum Democratic control  .02 .07 .05

Social welfare
 Maximum Republican control 454 .10 .29 .41*
 Maximum Democratic control  .32* .20 .15

Foreign policy
 Maximum Republican control 613 .31* .52** .60**
 Maximum Democratic control  .13 .07 .31*

Moral/religious issues
 Maximum Republican control 146 1.48* 1.42** 1.61**
 Maximum Democratic control  .19 .53 .76

Table shows logistic regression coefficients (or differences in logistic regression coeffi-
cients) indicating the association between preferences and policy outcomes. Significance 
levels based on bootstrap confidence intervals. Policy preference measured by the log of 
the odds ratio of the imputed percentage supporting the proposed policy change at each 
income level. Analyses are weighted to reflect the distribution of proposed policy changes 
before restructuring for annual analysis and to give proposed changes on the agenda in 
each calendar year equal weight. Full regression results appear in table A6.3.
*p � .05; **p � .01
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ing policy outcomes, do not account for the broad patterns of repre-
sentational inequality documented in chapters 3 and 4. In contrast, this 
chapter showed signifi cant differences in responsiveness and in represen-
tational inequality as a function of political conditions. First, impending 
elections enhance responsiveness toward the preferences of all income 
levels, but most importantly for poor and middle- income Americans for 
whom there is little evidence of responsiveness in nonelection years. Sec-
ond, new partisan presidential regimes display signifi cantly greater re-
sponsiveness to the preferences of the affl uent but not of the middle class 
or the poor. Finally, policy responsiveness is stronger for Americans at all 
income levels when the Republican Party holds the reins of government, 
with the one exception of poor people’s preferences on social welfare is-
sues. At the same time I found that upwardly redistributive policies are far 
more common during periods of strong Republican control, while poli-
cies that redistribute resources to the less advantage are far more likely to 
be adopted when Democrats control Congress and the White House.

This strong link between party control and redistributive policies 
 underscores the conception of parties as policy maximizers. Activist 
groups, major donors, and interest organizations aligned with each party 
help shape the party’s agenda, while the preferences of broad groups of 
constituents— even affl uent ones— appear to shape policy outcomes only 
under limited conditions, such as impending presidential elections or 
changes in partisan regime.

Large- scale democracy is inconceivable without elections, and most 
observers view political parties as equally essential to the democratic con-
trol of national governments. But parties have their own policy agendas, 

Table 6.7 Multivariate Analyses of Policy Responsiveness

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Presidential election year .30 (.18)* .28 (.17)* .29 (.17)* .30 (.19)
 (with control variables) .43 (.19)* .38 (.18)* .40 (.18)* .45 (.20)**

Partisan regime length –.28 (.10)** –.21 (.10)* –.24 (.10)* –.35 (.10)***
 (with control variables) –.27 (.11)** –.21 (.10)* –.23 (.10)* –.35 (.10)***

Partisan control .31 (.18)* .20 (.17) .32 (.17)* .28 (.18)
 (with control variables) .27 (.18) .18 (.17) .29 (.17)* .23 (.18)

Table reports the interaction of preferences with the three indicated influences on policy 
responsiveness. Control variables consist of each of the other two influences on responsiveness 
shown in this table and their interactions with preferences. Full results appear in table A6.5.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001 (one-tailed tests)
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tween the early 1980s and 2006. The pattern of responsiveness to low- , 
middle- , and high- income Americans based on the analyses that include 
both linear and nonlinear time trends is shown in fi gure 7.1 (and in table 
A7.1). While all income groups show stronger responsiveness at the end 
of the period, only the affl uent show steady increases in the preference/
policy link across these four decades.

Another view of the change in responsiveness over time is available by 
separating out each of the fi ve presidents represented in my data. Table 
7.1 and fi gure 7.2 show changes in responsiveness similar to the pattern 
shown in fi gure 7.1. Responsiveness to the preferences of all income levels 
was very low during the Johnson years; responsiveness during the Reagan, 
G.H.W Bush, and Clinton years was substantially higher for the affl uent 
and somewhat less so for the middle class and the poor; and responsive-
ness to all income levels was quite high during G. W. Bush’s tenure.

Figure 7.1. Time Trends in Policy Responsiveness. Based on the second panel of 
table A7.1.
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As usual, patterns of responsiveness across income levels are clearer 
when restricting the analyses to proposed policy changes for which pref-
erences across income groups diverged. Figure 7.3 (based on the bottom 
section of table A7.1) shows these patterns using the quadratic model of 
change over time. The steady growth in responsiveness to the preferences 

Table 7.1 Policy Responsiveness by President by Income Percentile

 Income Percentile

 N All 10th 50th 90th

Johnson 225 .21 (.14) .17 (.13) .20 (.13) .20 (.14)

Reagan 524 .40 (.11)*** .21 (.10)* .38 (.10)*** .52 (.10)***

G.H.W. Bush 134 .29 (.23) .29 (.24) .16 (.22) .50 (.24)*

Clinton 807 .37 (.09)*** .24 (.08)** .32 (.08)*** .51 (.09)***

G. W. Bush 497 1.03 (.13)*** .94 (.12)*** .95 (.12)*** 1.00 (.13)***

Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 
1981–2002, 2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in 
parentheses). Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took 
place in the calendar year in question and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logit of the imputed 
percentage of respondents at a given income level favoring the proposed policy change. All 
analyses include fixed effects for the four policy domains examined in chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001

Figure 7.2. Policy Responsiveness by President. Based on table 7.1.
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As usual, patterns of responsiveness across income levels are clearer 
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Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 
1981–2002, 2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in 
parentheses). Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took 
place in the calendar year in question and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logit of the imputed 
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Figure 7.2. Policy Responsiveness by President. Based on table 7.1.
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Figure 7.3. Time Trends in Policy Responsiveness When Preferences across In-
come Levels Diverge. Based on the bottom panel of table A7.1.
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of the affl uent is still evident in this fi gure, but the concentration of change 
in responsiveness for the other income groups in the most recent years is 
even starker. Most strikingly, these models suggest that even on policies 
where preferences diverged, representational inequality was quite low to-
ward the end of the period my data cover. (These analyses also indicate 
that representational inequality was low during the earliest years in my 
dataset, but that is because responsiveness was itself very low with regard 
to all income levels.)

The pattern in fi gure 7.3 is replicated in the analyses of individual 
presidents found in table 7.2 and fi gure 7.4. When preferences across in-
come groups diverged, responsiveness to the preferences of the poor and 
middle class was negligible during the Johnson, Reagan, and Clinton ad-
ministrations, but strong during the G. W. Bush administration. (Restrict-
ing the analysis to proposed changes on which preferences across income 
levels diverged results in too few questions from the G.H.W. Bush years 
to permit meaningful estimates.) In contrast responsiveness to the affl u-
ent on these policies grew steadily over time, consistent with the results 
of the nonlinear time trend analyses shown above.

Before exploring the changing political conditions that might explain 
these patterns of responsiveness across time and income levels, I look 
briefl y at the characteristics of the proposed policy changes that were 
on the agenda during each of the fi ve presidents in my dataset. Table 7.3 
shows some key characteristics of the proposed policy changes on the 
survey agenda during each president’s tenure in offi ce. For the most part 

Table 7.2 Policy Responsiveness by President When Preferences across Income Levels 
Diverge

 10th vs. 90th Income Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Income Percentiles

 N 10th 90th N 50th 90th

Johnson 102 .13 (.22) .10 (.24) 102 –.03 (.23) –.05 (.25)

Reagan 226 –.14 (.16) .48 (.17)** 244 .20 (.16) .54 (.19)**

Clinton 319 .02 (.15) .66 (.17)*** 393 .18 (.13) .62 (.16)***

G. W. Bush 191 .79 (.21)*** 1.11 (.24)*** 229 1.07 (.21)*** 1.20 (.23)***

Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 1981–2002, 
2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). Dependent 
variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place in the calendar year in 
question and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logit of the imputed percentage of respondents at a 
given income level favoring the proposed policy change. Includes only cases where the 10th and 90th 
income percentiles differ by over 10 percentage points and the 50th and 90th income percentiles differ 
by over 5 percentage points. All analyses include fixed effects for the four policy domains examined in 
chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Figure 7.4. Policy Responsiveness by President When Preferences across Income 
Levels Diverge. Based on table 7.2.
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the nature of these policies remained remarkably constant over the four 
decades examined. The fi rst column of the table shows that the percentage 
of proposed changes that were lopsided (i.e., that were strongly favored 
or strongly opposed) varied within a narrow range from 47 to 53 percent. 
Similarly the percentage of proposed policy changes that elicited a differ-
ence in preferences between the 10th and the 90th income percentiles of 
more than 10 percentage points varied only modestly, from 38 to 46 per-
cent. The average favorability of the proposed policy changes was some-
what lower under Johnson than under any of the other presidents I exam-
ined. (On average, 43 percent of respondents favored the proposed policy 
changes under Johnson compared with 52 to 58 percent for the other 
four presidents.) This could be due in part to changes in the practices of 
survey organizations but more likely relates to the Johnson administra-
tion’s strong infl uence over the public agenda and the disconnect between 
Johnson administration policies and the preferences of the public, which 
I discuss below. Finally, the percentage of proposed changes that were 
adopted varied somewhat, with the lowest adoption rate under G.H.W. 
Bush (20 percent) and the highest under Reagan (37 percent).

In light of the expectation that shifts in partisan control increase the 
amount of new policy activity (as discussed in chapter 6 and below), the 
last column of table 7.3 shows the percent of proposed policy changes 
adopted under each president after excluding the fi rst year of a new par-
tisan presidential regime (i.e., excluding 1981, 1993, and 2001). This ad-
justment reveals a clear pattern of decline over time in the proportion of 

Table 7.3 Characteristics of Proposed Policy Changes by President

      Percent
      Adopted
  Percent Percent Percent Percent (excluding
 N Lopsided Divergent Favored* Adopted* 1st Congress)*

Johnson 225 .52 .45 .43 .31 .31

Reagan 524 .48 .43 .52 .37 .39

G.H.W. Bush 134 .53 .46 .58 .20 .20

Clinton 810 .47 .39 .57 .26 .21

G. W. Bush 497 .48 .38 .56 .28 .16

Percent lopsided shows the percentage of questions in each policy domain for which at least 
two-thirds of the respondents either favor or oppose the proposed change; percent divergent shows 
the percentage of questions for which preferences of the 10th and 90th income percentiles diverge 
by more than 10 percentage points.
* Difference across presidents significant at p � .001.
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income; by 2006 the top decile was receiving almost half of all income. 
Incomes grew even more dramatically for the top 1 percent of all families. 
Over this same quarter- century, the income of the top 1 percent of fami-
lies grew from about 10 percent of all income to about 23 percent. This 
pattern suggests that the growth in income inequality might play some 
role in explaining increases in responsiveness to the affl uent during the 
1980s and beyond, but not the increase between the 1960s and the 1980s.

Some of the infl uences discussed above (and in chapter 6) might be 
expected to infl uence responsiveness in a tight, short- term fashion. For 
example, the strength of the preference/policy link appears to respond to 
the annual changes of the federal election cycle. Other infl uences, how-
ever, are not likely to work in such a short- term manner. Increases in 
economic inequality or the growing use of surveys by politicians might 
shape responsiveness, but we would not expect this association, if it ex-
ists, to follow the short- term fl uctuations in economic inequality or survey 
use from year to year. A lack of a short- term relationship does not neces-
sarily make these factors less important in shaping responsiveness over 
the long haul, but it does make their effects more diffi cult to detect. Since 
many of the hypothesized factors discussed above have grown steadily 

Figure 7.5. Total U.S. Congressional Campaign Expenditures (in millions of 2010 
dollars). Total primary and general election campaign expenditures for Demo-
cratic and Republican House and Senate candidates, 1974– 2006, based on Fed-
eral Election Commission data. Source: Campaign Finance Institute.
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over time, it is impossible to statistically disentangle their effects. Both a 
lack of data, then, and a lack of short- term variation or reasonable expec-
tation of short- term infl uence make these possible infl uences on represen-
tation poor candidates for quantitative analysis.

Polarization and Gridlock

Another factor hypothesized to infl uence government responsiveness is 
partisan polarization and the resulting gridlock in government policy 
making that accompanies it.25 Polarized parties with highly divergent pol-

Figure 7.6. Income Inequality in the United States. Source: Piketty and Saez (2011).
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My annual measure of the proportion of proposed policy changes ad-
opted is shown in fi gure 7.7. This fi gure reveals both the general decline 
over time in the percent adopted and the strong upticks in legislative pro-
ductivity when partisan control of the presidency changed hands in 1981, 
1993, and 2001. My concern, of course, is not with gridlock per se, but 
with its impact on representation. I therefore add gridlock (i.e., the per-
centage of proposed changes not adopted in a given year) and the interac-
tion of gridlock and policy preferences to my model of policy outcomes.

The results of this analysis (shown in table A7.2) indicate that policy 
responsiveness is no weaker or stronger during periods when gridlock is 
high than at other periods for any income level. But the relationship be-
tween gridlock and responsiveness to public preferences is complicated 
by the role of partisan regime change. We saw in chapter 6 that when the 
presidency changes partisan hands, responsiveness increases with the emer-
gence of a new set of policies favored by both the public and the new party 
in power. Thus shifts in partisan control have a positive direct impact on 
responsiveness. But if gridlock also has a positive impact on responsive-

Figure 7.7. Change over Time in Percentage of Proposed Policy Changes Adopted. 
Partisan control of the presidency changed hands in 1981, 1993, and 2001.
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ness, then shifts in partisan control— by reducing gridlock— will produce 
an offsetting negative impact on responsiveness. This understanding of 
the offsetting effects of partisan regime change is illustrated in fi gure 7.8 
and implies that we must control for regime change to accurately esti-
mate the impact of gridlock on policy responsiveness. The second set of 
analyses in table A7.2 does exactly that by using both gridlock and par-
tisan change of the presidency (and their interactions with public prefer-
ences) as predictors of policy outcomes.

Taking partisan change into account reveals that higher levels of grid-
lock are associated with higher levels of responsiveness (with statistically 
signifi cant interaction coeffi cients for the 50th and 90th income percen-
tiles). Net of partisan change, periods of higher gridlock produce less 
policy change, but the changes that are adopted are more consistent with 
public preferences (relative to those not adopted) than is the case during 
periods when gridlock is lower. Figure 7.9 shows the estimated strength of 
policy responsiveness for low- , middle- , and high- income Americans when 
gridlock (measured as described above) is at its lowest and highest points. 
In each case policy outcomes are tied more closely to public preferences 
during periods when a smaller portion of the proposed policy changes are 
adopted.

This fi nding suggests that gridlock may have both positive and nega-
tive impacts on the relationship between public preferences and govern-
ment policy. On the one hand, gridlock undermines the government’s 
ability to respond to public concerns. But gridlock appears to be even 
more powerful in undermining the adoption of unpopular policies since 
the minority party will have little incentive to cooperate with the major-
ity in adopting such changes. In contrast, standing in the way of proposed 
policy changes that the public strongly supports will exact a political cost. 
Consequently gridlock has a selection effect on policy by preventing less 
popular policies from being adopted.

Partisan 
Regime Change 

Gridlock 

Responsiveness 

(—) 

( + )

( + ) 

Figure 7.8. Relationship of Partisan Regime Change and Gridlock as Infl uences 
on Policy Responsiveness
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Figure 7.10 shows the analogous results for the impact of gridlock on 
the preference/policy link when the analysis is restricted to policies on 
which preferences across income levels diverge (details in table A7.2). This 
fi gure shows the dramatically higher level of responsiveness to the prefer-
ences of the middle class and the affl uent when gridlock is high than 
when gridlock is low. But the poor benefi t quite modestly, with very low 
levels of responsiveness under either condition. Like the emergence of a 
new partisan regime, it appears that the impact of gridlock on enhanc-
ing responsiveness to the public is benefi cial primarily for the affl uent and 
the middle class. Of course responsiveness here must be understood in 
the particular way I have been using this term throughout: the extent to 
which the public’s favorability toward a given policy change is associated 
with the likelihood of that change being adopted. Periods of low grid-
lock (and high levels of policy adoption) might bring about more of the 
changes popular with one or another segment of the public. But these 
periods also bring about more unpopular changes; so much so in fact that, 
on average, policy outcomes during low gridlock periods are substan-
tially less consistent with the preferences of the affl uent and the middle 
class (with little difference for the poor, who enjoy little responsiveness 
whether gridlock is low or high).

Figure 7.9. Gridlock and Policy Responsiveness. “Low gridlock” refl ects the aver-
age proportion of proposed policy changes adopted in the three years in which 
gridlock was lowest; “high gridlock,” the three years in which gridlock was high-
est. Details in table A7.2.
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Figure 7.10. Gridlock and Policy Responsiveness When Preferences across In-
come Levels Diverge. “Low gridlock” refl ects the average proportion of proposed 
policy changes adopted in the three years in which gridlock was lowest; “high 
gridlock,” the three years in which gridlock was highest. Includes only cases 
where the 10th and 90th income percentiles differ by over 10 percentage points 
and the 50th and 90th income percentiles differ by over 5 percentage points. 
Details in table A7.2.
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strength of responsiveness, but seat advantage in the Senate is. The larger 
the size of the Senate seat advantage, the weaker the link between public 
preferences and policy outcomes. Indeed, as fi gure 7.12 shows, policy 
responsiveness shrinks to zero for all income levels when the majority 
party has a dominant seat advantage in the Senate.

The impact of Senate seat advantage when preferences across income 
levels diverge is show in fi gure 7.13. Reminiscent of the analyses of grid-
lock above, responsiveness to the poor is minimal under any condition, and 
majority- party dominance is therefore most consequential to the middle 
class and the affl uent. When the Senate is most evenly divided (and seat 
advantage at its lowest point), responsiveness is high for the affl uent and 
only modestly lower for the middle class. But when the majority party 
has a more dominant position, policy outcomes bear no relationship to 
the preferences of Americans at any income level. We saw in chapter 6 
that impending elections induce policy makers to hew more closely to the 
public’s preferences. In the analysis of majority- party seat advantage, we 
again see patterns of policy making consistent with the conception of par-
ties as policy maximizers. When one party has the legislative clout to 
pursue its preferred agenda, policy outcomes bear no relationship to pub-
lic preferences, but when party strength in the Senate is more even, and 

Figure 7.11. Size of the Majority Party Seat Advantage, 1964– 2006. Figure shows 
the difference in seats held by the majority and minority parties for the House of 
Representative (left axis) and the Senate (right axis).
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partisan control after the next election more uncertain, policy responsive-
ness is strong, at least for the middle class and the affl uent.

The greater impact of Senate seat advantage compared with the House 
of Representatives may be due to the greater prospect of change in con-
trol of the Senate during the time period covered by my data. Control of 
the House changed hands only twice between 1964 and 2007, while con-
trol of the Senate switched parties six times. Of course the possibility of 
a change in control of Congress is only one reason why a large seat ad-
vantage may be associated with lower levels of responsiveness. At least 
during periods of strong partisan polarization (and accompanying grid-
lock), a small seat advantage for the majority party may mean that only 
policies that appeal to centrist members of its own party can be passed. 
Moreover the fi libuster threat in the Senate means that much legislation 
requires the implicit support of at least sixty members to be passed. Under 
such conditions the smaller the majority party’s seat advantage, the less 
able the party is to adopt policies that please its core supporters unless the 
public strongly favors those policies.

Figure 7.12. Majority Party Seat Advantage in the Senate and Policy Responsive-
ness. “Large seat advantage” refl ects the average thirty- two- seat advantage dur-
ing the Johnson administration; “small seat advantage,” the average two- seat 
advantage during the fi rst G. W. Bush administration. Details in table A7.3.
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Figure 7.13. Majority Party Seat Advantage in the Senate and Policy Responsive-
ness When Preferences across Income Levels Diverge. “Large seat advantage” re-
fl ects the average thirty- two- seat advantage during the Johnson administration; 
“small seat advantage,” the average two- seat advantage during the fi rst G. W. 
Bush administration. Includes only cases where the 10th and 90th income percen-
tiles differ by over 10 percentage points and the 50th and 90th income percentiles 
differ by over 5 percentage points. Details in table A7.3.
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than under the three comparison presidents (as shown in the second line 
of table 7.4 and the three leftward- pointing bars in fi gure 7.14), a differ-
ence that was modest (and nonsignifi cant) for low-  and middle- income 
Americans, but strong and signifi cant for the affl uent.

In the second section of table 7.4, I add the three moderators of re-
sponsiveness that emerged from my analyses in chapter 6 (details in table 
A7.4). Although regime length, partisan control, and year in the quadren-
nial election cycle are all related to responsiveness, none of these factors 
shifts consistently over time, and I did not expect them to explain either 
the low level of responsiveness under Johnson or the high level under 
Bush. The results in table 7.4 confi rm this expectation. Adding these pre-
dictors (and their interactions with preferences) to my analyses does not 
appreciably change the interaction coeffi cients for either Johnson or Bush.

Greater success in accounting for the change in responsiveness over 
time is shown in the bottom sections of table 7.4 and fi gure 7.14, where 
I include the size of the Senate seat majority, my measure of gridlock based 
on the proportion of proposed changes adopted in a given year, and an 

Table 7.4 Policy Responsiveness under G. W. Bush and Johnson by Income 
Percentile (in Comparison with Reagan, G.H.W. Bush, and Clinton)

 Income Percentile

 10th 50th 90th

Preference * G. W. Bush .60 (.14)*** .55 (.14)*** .47 (.15)**

Preference * Johnson –.07 (.19) –.22 (.19) –.44 (.19)*

Controlling for presidential 
regime length, Democratic/
Republican Party control, 
and year in the election cycle
 Preference * G. W. Bush .64 (.18)*** .50 (.17)** .46 (.18)*
 Preference * Johnson –.21 (.24) –.20 (.24) –.54 (.25)*

Controlling for Senate seat 
advantage, gridlock, and 
years in which the president’s 
party changed hands
 Preference * G. W. Bush .37 (.20) .30 (.20) .23 (.21)
 Preference * Johnson .41 (.52) .31 (.49) –.14 (.51)

Table shows the interaction coefficients from nine logistic regressions in which Presidents 
Johnson and G. W. Bush are included as indicator variables and all predicators are 
interacted with policy preferences (with standard errors in parentheses). Main effects of 
all predictors and fixed effects for the four policy domains examined in chapter 4 are 
included in all analyses. N is 2,229. Details appear in table A7.4.
*p �.05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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indicator variable for years in which control of the White House changed 
partisan hands.33 For poor Americans these factors appear to account for 
about two- fi fths of the uniquely high level of responsiveness under Bush 
(reducing the interaction coeffi cient from 0.60 to 0.37); for middle-  and 
upper- income Americans these factors reduce the estimated infl uence of 
the Bush years by about half (from 0.55 to 0.30 and from 0.47 to 0.23, 
respectively). In interpreting the three models in table 7.4, it is impor-
tant to keep in mind that the introduction of explanatory factors such as 
seat advantage or gridlock does not mean that the resulting estimates of 
changes in responsiveness represent the real differences between respon-
siveness under Bush (or Johnson) and other presidents. The coeffi cients 
shown in the top model of the table are the real differences in representa-
tion (or at least my best estimate of them based on the available data). 
The changes in the estimated impact of these presidential administrations 
when controls are added simply show how much of the observed differ-
ences can be attributed to the systematic factors introduced into the anal-
ysis. These factors, then, can account for a portion of the uniquely high 
responsiveness under Bush but leave unexplained a fair amount of the 
increased responsiveness under Bush as well.

In contrast to the case for Bush, the three factors included in the bot-
tom section of table 7.4 appear to do an excellent job of accounting for 

Figure 7.14. Policy Responsiveness under Johnson and G. W. Bush (in Compari-
son with Reagan, G.H.W. Bush, and Clinton). Figure shows the extent to which 
responsiveness under G. W. Bush and Johnson was higher or lower than respon-
siveness under the remaining three presidents in the dataset. Details in table A7.4.
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Figure 7.15. Association of Presidential Job Approval with Respondents’ Party 
Identifi cation and Income during July/August of First Year in Offi ce. Based on 
Harris surveys of presidential approval taken during July and August of each 
president’s fi rst year in offi ce.
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cratic control of the Texas legislature.49 Bush’s centrist posture may have 
been a product of his circumstances in Texas, the close nature of the 2000 
presidential election, and the conditions under which Bush took offi ce. 
But this centrist orientation produced broadly popular policies in educa-
tion, health care, tax reform, stem cell research, and the administration’s 
faith- based initiative to fund social services through religious institutions.

Some leverage on the extent to which the unusually strong responsive-
ness to public preferences under Bush was a consequence of political cir-
cumstances as opposed to the personal inclinations and priorities of the 
president and his administration can be gained by comparing the early 
years of the Bush presidency, when Congress was evenly divided and party 
control was split (with the Democrats holding a razor- thin majority in 
the Senate and Republicans a slim majority in the House), with 2005– 06, 
when the Republicans held solid control of both houses of Congress and 
as well as the presidency.

Table 7.5 shows responsiveness under Bush divided into the two peri-
ods from which my survey questions on proposed policy changes were 
drawn. The top two rows of the table compare the preference/policy link 
for 2001 and 2002 with 2005 and 2006 (using my annual restructured 
data so that only policies adopted during calendar years 2001, 2002, 
2005, or 2006 count as adopted). Although the number of cases in each 
time period is limited, the difference in responsiveness is dramatic. Across 
all income levels, responsiveness during the earlier period of divided and 

Table 7.5 Policy Responsiveness under G. W. Bush in 2001–02 vs. 2005–06 by Income 
Percentile

 Income Percentile

 N All 10th 50th 90th

All policies
 2001–02 251 .99 (.19)*** .91 (.19)*** .90 (.18)*** 1.01 (.19)***
 2005–06 188 .22 (.30) .09 (.28) .25 (.29) .23 (.29)

Excluding defense 
and terrorism
 2001–02 193 .68 (.22)** .61 (.21)*** .59 (.21)** .74 (.22)***
 2005–06 147 –.09 (.34) –.03 (.31) –.07 (.32) –.17 (.33)

Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 1981–2002, 
2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). Dependent 
variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place in the calendar year in 
question and 0 if it did not. Preference is the logit of the imputed percentage of respondents at a given 
income level favoring the proposed policy change. All analyses include fixed effects for the four policy 
domains examined in chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Figure 8.1. Forms of Political Involvement by Income. Sources: Self- reported 
turnout from the 2000 Current Population Survey; percent working in a political 
campaign and average political donation from the 1988 American Citizen Partici-
pation Study (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady, 1995).
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or with different wordings that tap the same underlying policy change. 
As explained in chapter 2, the 1,779 questions in my dataset include 387 
questions with at least one alternative version relating to essentially the 
same potential policy change. These 387 questions form 116 sets with 
exactly two alternative versions, 25 sets with three alternative versions, 
and 20 sets with four or more alternative versions. The questions within 
each of these 161 sets are all from the same calendar year and refer to 
identical or nearly identical proposed policy changes (see table 2.2 for 
examples).

If there were no correlated error in these preference measures, the co-
variance of preferences across different income groups on the same ver-
sion of a proposed policy change would (on average) equal the covari-
ance of preferences across those income groups on alternative versions. 
Consequently the difference between the same- version covariances and 

Table A3.1 Policy Responsiveness by Size of Preference Gap across Income 
Percentiles

 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
 Income Percentiles Income Percentiles

Size of Preference Gap 10th 90th 50th 90th

Less than 5 points
 Logit coeffi cient (s.e.) .54 (.09) .54 (.09) .48 (.07) .50 (.07)
 Intercept –1.01 (.11) –1.02 (.11) –.93 (.08) –.95 (.08)
 N 600 600  936  936
 Log likelihood 718 717 1140 1133
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 40 �2(1) � 42 �2(1) � 55 �2(1) � 60
 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

Between 5 and 10 points
 Logit coeffi cient (s.e.) .41 (.11) .52 (.11) .33 (.10) .51 (.12)
 Intercept –.92 (.11) –.99 (.12) –.78 (.10) –.84 (.10)
 N 456 456  521  521
 Log likelihood 552 541  653  643
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 16 �2(1) � 26 �2(1) � 10 �2(1) � 21
 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

Greater than 10 points
 Logit coeffi cient (s.e.) .02 (.09) .46 (.10) –.01 (.14) .47 (.18)
 Intercept –.65 (.08) –.77 (.09) –.80 (.12) –.86 (.13)
 N 723 723  322  322
 Log likelihood 931 908  399  392
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 0.3 �2(1) � 23 �2(1) � .01 �2(1) � 6.9
 p � .85 p � .001 p � .93 p � .009

Full results for table 3.2 and figure 3.5.
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Table A3.2 Policy Responsiveness by Income Percentile When Preferences across Income Levels Diverge

 When When When When
 10th and 90th Income 30th and 90th Income 50th and 90th Income 70th and 90th Income
 Percentiles Diverge Percentiles Diverge Percentiles Diverge Percentiles Diverge

 10th 90th 30th 90th 50th 90th 70th 90th

Logit coeffi cient .02 .46*** –.09 .41** –.01 .47** .16 .46**

(Standard error) (.09) (.10) (.11) (.14) (.14) (.18) (.14) (.18)

Intercept –.65 –.77 –.78 –.85 –.80 –.86 –.76 –.81

N 723 723 481 481 322 322 344 344

–2 Log likelihood 931 892 598 590 399 392 431 426

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 0.3 �2(1) � 23 �2(1) � 0.7 �2(1) � 8.9 �2(1) � 0.1 �2(1) � 6.9 �2(1) � 1.2 �2(1)�6.9
 p � .85 p � .001 p � .41 p � .003 p � .93 p � .009 p � .28 p�.01

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 2002. The dependent variable is policy outcome coded 
1 if the proposed policy change took place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. The predictors are the logits of the imputed 
percentage of respondents at a given income percentile favoring the proposed policy change. Comparisons for the 10th, 30th, and 50th percentiles 
included policies for which preferences diverge from the 90th percentile by more than 10 percentage points; the comparison for the 70th percentile 
includes policies for which preferences diverge from the 90th percentile by more than 6 percentage points.
**p � .01; ***p � .001
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the alternate- version covariances provides an estimate of the magnitude 
of the error covariance. Calculating these covariances for the associations 
between preferences for the 10th and 90th, the 50th and 90th, and the 
10th and 50th income percentiles revealed that error covariance accounted 
for 19, 17, and 14 percent of the observed covariance of the preference 
measures, respectively. With these estimates of error covariance in hand, 
I adjusted the three covariances representing the associations of the pref-
erences of the 10th, 50th, and 90th income percentiles in the covariance 
matrix that produced the regression coeffi cients in the second column of 
table A3.3 to remove that portion attributable to correlated error. I then 
used the defl ated covariance matrix as the basis for the regression that 
produced the coeffi cients reported in the third column of the table.

Defl ating the covariance matrix used in the multivariate analysis elimi-
nates the symptoms of correlated error. The third column shows weak and 
nonsignifi cant coeffi cients for the 10th and 50th income percentiles and 
a coeffi cient of 0.51 for the 90th percentile, indicating no decline in the 
preference/policy link for the well- off when the preferences of the other 
income levels are taken into account. The estimated impact for the 10th 

Table A3.3 Alternative Estimates of Policy Responsiveness by Income Percentile

  Marginal Impact
  Based on Bivariate
  Logistic Regressions When
 Ordinary Least Squares Regression Preference Gap Is � .10

Income   Defl ated 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
Percentile Bivariate Multivariate Multivariate Percentiles Percentiles

10th .31 (.05)*** –.21 (.15) –.10 (.09) .02 

50th .39 (.05)*** –.33 (.22) .08 (.10)  –.01

90th .51 (.05)*** 1.01 (.16)*** .51 (.09)*** .44*** .45***

Predictors for the OLS analyses are the imputed percentage of respondents at a given income 
percentile favoring the proposed policy change. Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if 
the proposed policy change took place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. The 
coefficients in the first column are from three separate OLS regressions. The coefficients in the third 
column are from a multivariate regression in which the covariance matrix was deflated to correct 
for correlated measurement error among the predictors, as explained in the appendix. The marginal 
impacts in the last two columns are based on the logistic regressions for policies in which preferences 
for the indicated income percentiles diverged by more than 10 percentage points (bottom row of table 
A3.1) and are estimated at the mean of the dependent variable. N is 1,779 for all OLS regressions, 
723 for the 10th vs. 90th income percentile logistic regressions, and 322 for the 50th vs. 90th logistic 
regressions.
*** p � .001

short
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Table A3.4 Policy Responsiveness When Preferences across Income or 
Education Levels Diverge

 Education Percentile

 10th 50th 90th

10th income percentile
 Policy preference  .13 (.07)  .20 (.07)  .27 (.08)
 Intercept –.70 (.07) –.72 (.07) –.74 (.07)
 Log likelihood 1334 1331 1326
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 3.9 �2(1) � 7.4 �2(1) � 12.1
 Signifi cance p � .05 p � .01 p � .001

50th income percentile
 Policy preference  .28 (.07)  .32 (.07)  .39 (.08)
 Intercept –.74 (.07) –.76 (.07) –.78 (.07)
 Log likelihood 1324 1320 1313
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 13.8 �2(1) � 18.3 �2(1) � 25.3
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

90th income percentile
 Policy preference  .41 (.08)  .40 (.07)  .48 (.07)
 Intercept –.79 (.07) –.81 (.07) –.83 (.07)
 Log likelihood 1302 1301 1294
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 31.1 �2(1) � 32.4 �2(1) � 44.1
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

Full results for figure 3.9. Table reports nine separate logistic regressions. Dependent 
variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within four 
years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logits of the imputed 
percentage of respondents at a given combination of income and education percentiles 
favoring the proposed policy change. Analysis is restricted to the 1,050 questions on 
which preferences diverged by at least 10 percentage points between the 10th and 90th 
income percentiles or the 10th and 90th education percentiles.
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Table A4.1 Policy Responsiveness by Policy Domain by Income Percentile

 Foreign Policy/ Social Policy Religious
 National Security Welfare Economic Issues

10th income percentile
 Logit coeffi cient .37 .39 .51 .76
 (Standard error) (.11) (.11) (.12) (.24)
 Intercept .14 –1.40 –.74 –1.55
 Log likelihood 578 410 491 165
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 12.2 �2(1) � 13.7 �2(1) � 17.8 �2(1) � 11.0
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

50th income percentile
 Logit coeffi cient .54 .49 .55 .83
 (Standard error) (.11) (.11) (.12) (.24)
 Intercept .12 –1.51 –.81 –1.56
 Log likelihood 564 403 487 162
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 26.5 �2(1) � 20.7 �2(1) � 22.2 �2(1) � 13.7
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

90th income percentile
 Logit coeffi cient .77 .58 .84 1.05
 (Standard error) (.10) (.13) (.14) (.26)
 Intercept .10 –1.58 –.90 –1.66
 Log likelihood 542 401 468 157
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 48.0 �2(1) � 22.7 �2(1) � 41.7 �2(1) � 18.9
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

N 428 399 389 161

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 2002. 
Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within four 
years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are the logits of the percentage of respondents 
favoring the proposed policy change.
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Table A4.2 Policy Preference, Preference Divergence, and Their Interaction as Predictors of 
Policy Outcome by Policy Domain by Income Percentile

 Foreign Policy/ Social Economic Religious
 National Security Welfare Policy Issues

10th income percentile
 Policy preference –1.51 (.65) –.42 (.45) –.74 (.69) –1.70 (1.16)
 Preference divergence .03 (.18) .27 (.22) .09 (.21) .53 (.44)
 Interaction –.62 (.22) –.26 (.14) –.43 (.24) –.79 (.38)
 Intercept .18 (.54) –.67 (.61) –.48 (.60) –.01 (1.26)
 Log likelihood 569 406 488 160
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 21.7 �2(1) � 17.5 �2(1) � 21.7 �2(1) � 16.3
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

50th income percentile
 Policy preference –.76 (.66) .08 (.47) –.75 (.66) –.61 (1.06)
 Preference divergence .04 (.18) .22 (.22) .10 (.22) .34 (.40)
 Interaction –.42 (.22) –.13 (.14) –.45 (.23) –.46 (.33)
 Intercept .22 (.54) –.88 (.64) –.55 (.64) –.58 (1.15)
 Log likelihood 560 402 482 160
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 30.7 �2(1) � 22.0 �2(1) � 27.2 �2(1) � 15.8
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

90th income percentile
 Policy preference .59 (.66) .52 (.54) –.36 (.72) .22 (1.09)
 Preference divergence .01 (.18) .14 (.22) .01 (.21) .30 (.41)
 Interaction –.06 (.21) –.03 (.16) –.16 (.24) –.27 (.34)
 Intercept .12 (.55) –1.18 (.65) –.87 (.63) –.77 (1.19)
 Log likelihood 542 400 467 156
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(1) � 48.1 �2(1) � 23.2 �2(1) � 42.3 �2(1) � 19.7
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

N 428 399 389 161

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 2002. 
Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place within four 
years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Policy preference is the logit of the percentage of respondents 
favoring the proposed policy change; preference divergence is the log of the mean absolute difference 
between the 10th and 50th and the 50th and 90th income percentiles.
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Table A4.3 Social Welfare Policy Preferences, Preference Divergence, and Their 
Interaction by Income by Interest Group Alignment

 Social Welfare Policies on
 Which Interest Groups Align Remaining Social
 with Lower-Income Americans Welfare Policies

10th income percentile
 Policy preference .28 (.64) –1.44 (.77)
 Preference divergence .49 (.33) .24 (.31)
 Interaction –.08 (.20) –.53 (.23)
 Intercept –.11 (.91) –.60 (.89)
 Log likelihood 168 233
 Likelihood ratio �2 11.1 �2(1) � 9.8
 Signifi cance p � .02 p � .02

50th income percentile
 Policy preference .82 (.66) –.82 (.79)
 Preference divergence .39 (.32) .26 (.34)
 Interaction .08 (.19) –.39 (.24)
 Intercept –.43 (.90) –.67 (1.00)
 Log likelihood 166 231
 Likelihood ratio �2 12.9 �2(1) � 11.7
 Signifi cance p � .01 p � .01

90th income percentile
 Policy preference 1.54 (.88) –.15 (.79)
 Preference divergence .27 (.32) .12 (.33)
 Interaction .25 (.24) –.22 (.23)
 Intercept –.85 (.90) –1.17 (.98)
 Log likelihood 166 230
 Likelihood ratio �2 13.1 �2(1) � 12.0
 Signifi cance p � .01 p � .01

N 184 215

Cases consist of survey questions about proposed policy changes asked between 1981 and 
2002. The first column shows results for Social Security, Medicare, school vouchers, and 
public works spending. Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed 
policy change took place within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Policy 
preference is the logit of the percentage of respondents favoring the proposed policy 
change; preference divergence is the log of the mean absolute difference between the 
10th and 50th and the 50th and 90th income percentiles. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A5.1 Expanded Power 25 List of Interest Groups in Washington, DC

Lobbying organizations based on Fortune’s Power 25 surveys
  1 AARP
  2 National Rifl e Association
  3 National Federation of Independent Business
  4 American Israel Public Affairs Committee
  5 AFL-CIO
  6 Association of Trial Lawyers
  7 Chamber of Commerce
  8 American Medical Association
  9 National Association of Manufacturers
 10 National Association of Realtors
 11 National Right to Life Committee
 12 National Education Association
 13 National Association of Home Builders
 14 American Farm Bureau Federation
 15 National Beer Wholesalers Association
 16 Motion Picture Association of America
 17 National Restaurant Association
 18 National Association of Broadcasters
 19 American Bankers Association
 20 American Hospital Association
 21 National Governors’ Association
 22 Health Insurance Association
 23 Christian Coalition
 24 International Brotherhood of Teamsters
 25 Credit Union National Association
 26 Recording Industry Association
 27 American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees
 28 Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers
 29 Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S.
 30 Independent Insurance Agents of America
 31 American Council of Life Insurance
 32 American Legion
 33 United Auto Workers

Industries with highest lobbying expenditures not represented above
  1 Electric companies
  2 Computer software and hardware
  3 Universities
  4 Oil companies
  5 Telephone companies
  6 Automobile companies
  7 Securities and investment companies
  8 Airlines
  9 Defense contractors
 10 Tobacco companies

Lobbying organizations include all organizations listed at least once on Fortune maga-
zine’s Power 25 surveys from 1997 through 2001. Organizations are listed above in order 
of their average Power 25 ranking or by their lobbying expenditures between 1988 and 
1992 as reported by opensecrets.org, although these distinctions among organizations 
were not used in the interest group alignment scores. See text for the formula used to 
compute interest group alignment scores.
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Table A6.1 Policy Responsiveness and Length of Presidential Partisan Regime

 Income
 Percentile

All policies All 10th 50th 90th

Policy preference .66 (.11) .50 (.11) .61 (.10) .76 (.11)

Economic policy .39 (.17) .38 (.17) .36 (.17) .43 (.18)

Religious/moral –.01 (.27) –.05 (.27) –.01 (.27) .02 (.27)

Foreign policy 1.13 (.16) 1.08 (.16) 1.11 (.16) 1.17 (.16)

Social welfare –.34 (.20) –.34 (.20) –.35 (.20) –.32 (.20)

Preference *  –.28 (.11) –.18 (.10) –.26 (.10) –.34 (.10)
 Congress number

Congress number –.30 (.11) –.36 (.11) –.30 (.11) –.25 (.11)

Election year –.15 (.15) –.16 (.15) –.16 (.15) –.15 (.15)

Preference *  –.09 (.15) –.10 (.14) –.09 (.14) –.05 (.15)
 election year

Intercept –1.65 (.16) –1.54 (.16) –1.63 (.16) –1.76 (.17)

Log likelihood 2018 2038 2022 1998

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(9) � 168.7 �2(9) � 148.4 �2(9) � 164.7 �2(9) � 188.1

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

N 2230 2230 2230 2230
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Table A6.1 (continued)

 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
 Income Percentiles Income Percentiles

All policies 10th 90th 50th 90th

Policy preference .10 (.15) .77 (.17) .35 (.14) .76 (.17)

Economic policy .51 (.28) .56 (.28) .46 (.26) .58 (.27)

Religious/moral .05 (.39) .14 (.39) –.01 (.36) .06 (.37)

Foreign policy 1.24 (.26) 1.39 (.27) 1.21 (.25) 1.34 (.26)

Social welfare .03 (.29) –.00 (.30) –.26 (.29) –.22 (.30)

Preference *  .01 (.17) –.40 (.18) –.14 (.17) –.38 (.19)
 Congress number

Congress number –.63 (.16) –.47 (.17) –.54 (.15) –.44 (.16)

Election year .05 (.25) –.03 (.27) .09 (.25) .03 (.26)

Preference * .23 (.26) .29 (.31) .23 (.26) .38 (.29)
 election year 

Intercept –1.42 (.24) –1.72 (.26) –1.54 (.23) –1.76 (.25)

Log likelihood  877  847  965  942

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(9) � 63.3 �2(9) � 92.9 �2(9) � 78.6 �2(9) � 101.6

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

N  926  926 1046 1046

Full results for table 6.3 and figure 6.2.
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Table A6.2 Policy Responsiveness and Partisan Control

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Policy preference .25 (.11) .22 (.10) .20 (.10) .31 (.11)

Economic policy .43 (.17) .41 (.17) .41 (.17) .48 (.17)

Religious/moral .03 (.27) –.02 (.27) .03 (.27) .06 (.27)

Foreign policy 1.13 (.16) 1.08 (.16) 1.11 (.16) 1.18 (.16)

Social welfare –.33 (.20) –.33 (.20) –.34 (.20) –.30 (.20)

Preference *  .31 (.18) –.20 (.17) .32 (.17) .28 (.18)
 Republican control

Republican control .10 (.19) .16 (.19) .10 (.19) .08 (.19)

Intercept –2.03 (.16) –1.99 (.15) –2.01 (.15) –2.08 (.16)

Log likelihood 2046 2063 2049 2030

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(7) � 140.6 �2(7) � 122.8 �2(7) � 137.0 �2(7) � 156.7

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

N 2229 2229 2229 2229

When Preferences across Income Levels Diverge

 10th vs. 90th 50th vs. 90th
 Income Percentiles Income Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Policy preference .08 (.17) .26 (.20) .09 (.17) .42 (.20)

Economic policy .41 (.29) .51 (.29) .39 (.27) .52 (.27)

Religious/moral .08 (.42) .20 (.42) –.09 (.41) –.05 (.41)

Foreign policy 1.28 (.27) 1.49 (.28) 1.26 (.25) 1.40 (.26)

Social welfare .13 (.30) .18 (.31) –.19 (.30) –.13 (.30)

Preference *  .20 (.30) .43 (.34) .47 (.29) .30 (.35)
 Republican control

Republican control .23 (.28) .06 (.29) –.19 (.27) –.19 (.28)

Intercept –1.42 (.24) –2.23 (.27) –1.91 (.25) –2.02 (.26)

Log likelihood  857  837  956  940

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(7) � 42.8 �2(7) � 62.7 �2(7) � 63.5 �2(7) � 79.2

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001

N  922  922 1055 1055

Full results for table 6.5 and figure 6.3.
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Table A6.3 Policy Responsiveness and Partisan Control by Policy Domain

 Income Percentile

Economic policy All 10th 50th 90th

Policy preference .05 (.27) .02 (.27) .07(.25) .05 (.28)

Preference *  1.02 (.46) .94 (.45) .85 (.42) 1.11 (.47)
 Republican control

Republican control .83 (.49) .94 (.48) .85 (.49) .80 (.49)

Intercept –2.12 (.31) –2.12 (.30) –2.12 (.31) –2.12 (.30)

Log likelihood 443 447 447 439

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(3) � 33.2 �2(3) � 29.2 �2(3) � 29.7 �2(3) � 37.2

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p �.001 p � .001

N 482 482 482 482

Social welfare All 10th 50th 90th

Policy preference .23 (.22) .32 (.21) .20 (.21) .15 (.23)

Preference * .05 (.43) –.21 (.41) .09 (.41) .26 (.45)
 Republican control 

Republican control –.53 (.52) –.38 (.51) –.55 (.52) –.64 (.52)

Intercept –1.98 (.27) –2.03 (.28) –1.98 (.27) –1.96 (.26)

Log likelihood 302 302 302 302

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(3) � 4.23 �2(3) � 4.34 �2(3) � 4.29 �2(3) � 4.15

Signifi cance p � .238 p � .227 p � .232 p � .246

N 454 454 454 454

(continued)
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Table A6.3 (continued)

 Income Percentile

Foreign policy All 10th 50th 90th

Policy preference .15 (.19) .13 (.20) .07 (.18) .31 (.19)

Preference *  .37 (.31) .18 (.31) .45 (.29) .29 (.31)
 Republican control 

Republican control .54 (.29) .57 (.28) .55 (.29) .53 (.29)

Intercept –1.13 (.18) –1.12 (.18) –1.14 (.18) –1.14 (.18)

Log likelihood 739 748 739 727

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(3) � 21.1 �2(3) � 11.7 �2(3) � 20.3 �2(3) � 32.7

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .01 p � .001 p � .001

N 613 613 613 613

Moral/religious issues All 10th 50th 90th

Policy preference .58 (.73) .19 (.71) .53 (.71) .76 (.65)

Preference *  1.03 (1.35) 1.29 (1.33) .89 (1.28) .86 (1.28)
 Republican control 

Republican control –2.45 (1.13) –2.54 (1.08) –2.39 (1.10) –2.31 (1.16)

Intercept –1.11 (.57) –.95 (.54) –1.08 (.57) –1.25 (.59)

Log likelihood 104 108 105 102

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(3) � 16.1 �2(3) � 12.7 �2(3) � 15.4 �2(3) � 17.9

Signifi cance p � .001 p � .01 p � .01 p � .001

N 146 146 146 146 

Full results for table 6.6.
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Table A6.4 Policy Responsiveness by Direction of 
Redistributive Policies by Partisan Control 

Downwardly redistributive policy .94 (.31)

Upwardly redistributive policy –.87 (.59)

Economic policy .27 (.18)

Religious/moral –.02 (.27)

Foreign policy 1.00 (.15)

Social welfare –.54 (.22)

Downward * Republican control –1.21 (.57)

Upward * Republican control 1.86 (.83)

Republican control .32 (.20)

Intercept –1.97 (.16)

Log likelihood 2090

Likelihood ratio �2 �2(9) � 104.1

Signifi cance p � .001

N 2237

Table shows logistic regression coefficients. Dependent variable is 
policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place 
within four years of the survey date and 0 if it did not. Predictors are 
indicator variables for whether the policy is upwardly or downwardly 
redistributive, partisan control, the interaction of the redistributive 
indicators and partisan control, and fixed effects for the four policy 
domains examined in chapter 4.
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Table A6.5 Multivariate Analyses of Policy Responsiveness

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Partisan control 
 Preference .25 (.11) .22 (.10) .21 (.10) .31 (.11)
 Economic policy .43 (.17) .41 (.17) .41 (.17) .48 (.17)
 Religious/moral .03 (.27) –.02 (.27) .03 (.27) .06 (.27)
 Foreign policy 1.13 (.16) 1.08 (.16) 1.11 (.16) 1.18 (.16)
 Social welfare –.33 (.20) –.33 (.20) –.34 (.20) –.30 (.20)
 Republican control .10 (.19) .16 (.19) .10 (.19) .08 (.19)
 Preference *  .31 (.18) .20 (.17) .32 (.17) .28 (.18)
  Republican control
 Intercept –2.03 (.16) –1.99 (.15) –2.01 (.15) –2.08 (.16)
 Log ikelihood 2046 2063 2049 2030
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(7) � 140.6 �2(7) � 122.8 �2(7) � 137.0 �2(7) � 156.7
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001
 N 2230 2230 2230 2230

Partisan control (� controls)
 Preference .52 (.15) .41 (.14) .46 (.14) .64 (.15)
 Economic policy .37 (.17) .37 (.17) .35 (.17) .41 (.18)
 Religious/moral –.02 (.27) –.06 (.27) –.02 (.27) .02 (.27)
 Foreign policy 1.11 (.16) 1.07 (.16) 1.10 (.16) 1.16 (.16)
 Social welfare –.35 (.20) –.34 (.20) –.36 (.20) –.34 (.20)
 Republican control .04 (.19) .08 (.19) .04 (.19) .05 (.19)
 Preference *  .27 (.18) .18 (.17) .29 (.17) .23 (.18)
  Republican control
 Election year –.15 (.15) –.15 (.15) –.15 (.15) –.15 (.15)
 Preference *  –.06 (.15) –.08 (.14) –.05 (.14) –.03 (.15)
  election year
 Preference *  –.27 (.11) –.17 (.10) –.25 (.10) –.33 (.10)
  regime length
 Regime length –.31 (.11) –.37 (.11) –.32 (.11) –.26 (.11)
 Intercept –1.66 (.19) –1.57 (.19) –1.64 (.19) –1.77 (.20)
 Log likelihood 2015 2036 2018 1996
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(11) � 171.3 �2(11) � 149.8 �2(11) � 167.9 �2(11) � 190.1
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001
 N 2230 2230 2230 2230
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Table A6.5 (continued)

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Partisan regime length 
 Preference .63 (.09) .48 (.09) .56 (.09) .74 (.09)
 Economic policy .60 (.17) .58 (.17) .58 (.17) .65 (.17)
 Religious/moral .23 (.24) .19 (.24) .23 (.24) .27 (.24)
 Foreign policy 1.26 (.16) 1.20 (.16) 1.25 (.16) 1.32 (.16)
 Social welfare –.31 (.20) –.30 (.20) –.32 (.20) –.30 (.20)
 Preference *  –.28 (.10) –.21 (.10) –.24 (.10) –.35 (.10)
  regime length
 Regime length –.41 (.11) –.46 (.10) –.42 (.11) –.34 (.11)
 Intercept –1.72 (.15) –1.60 (.15) –1.69 (.15) –1.84 (.16)
 Log likelihood 2028 2054 2034 2001
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(7) � 205.5 �2(7) � 180.0 �2(7) � 200.2 �2(7) � 233.0
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001
 N 2230 2230 2230 2230

Partisan regime length (� controls)
 Preference .51 (.14) .41 (.13) .43 (.13) .67 (.14)
 Economic policy .60 (.17) .59 (.17) .59 (.17) .66 (.17)
 Religious/moral .24 (.24) .19 (.24) .24 (.24) .28 (.24)
 Foreign policy 1.26 (.16) 1.21 (.16) 1.25 (.16) 1.33 (.16)
 Social welfare –.31 (.20) –.30 (.20) –.32 (.20) –.30 (.20)
 Preference *  –.27 (.11) –.21 (.10) –.23 (.10) –.35 (.10)
  regime length
 Regime length –.41 (.11) –.46 (.11) –.43 (.11) –.35 (.11)
 Republican control –.23 (.19) –.20 (.18) –.25 (.19) –.21 (.19)
 Preference *  .19 (.18) .11 (.18) .23 (.17) .12 (.18)
  Republican control
 Election year –.06 (.18) –.05 (.17) –.05 (.18) –.06 (.18)
 Preference *  .07 (.17) .07 (.16) .06 (.16) .09 (.17)
  election year
 Intercept –1.59 (.18) –1.50 (.18) –1.55 (.18) –1.73 (.19)
 Log likelihood 2015 2052 2031 1999
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(11) � 171.3 �2(11) � 181.5 �2(11) � 203.1 �2(11) � 234.4
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001
 N 2230 2230 2230 2230

(continued)
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Table A6.5 (continued)

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Presidential election year 
 Preference .35 (.08) .22 (.07) .31 (.07) .45 (.07)
 Economic policy .70 (.20) .68 (.20) .68 (.20) .77 (.20)
 Religious/moral .68 (.27) .65 (.28) .69 (.28) .73 (.28)
 Foreign policy 1.63 (.20) 1.55 (.19) 1.61 (.19) 1.71 (.20)
 Social welfare –.07 (.23) –.07 (.22) –.07 (.23) –.05 (.23)
 Election year –.67 (.21) –.62 (.20) –.66 (.21) –.69 (.21)
 Preference *  .30 (.18) .28 (.17) .29 (.17) .30 (.19)
  election year
 Intercept –2.03 (.17) –1.95 (.16) –2.01 (.16) –2.12 (.17)
 Log likelihood 1529 1546 1532 1510
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(7 )� 144.2 �2(7) � 127.2 �2(7) � 141.4 �2(7) � 163.8
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p � .001
 N 2230 2230 2230 2230

Presidential election year (� control variables)
 Preference .62 (.15) .50 (.15) .52 (.14) .78 (.16)
 Economic policy .47 (.21) .48 (.21) .45 (.21) .55 (.21)
 Religious/moral .65 (.28) .63 (.28) .65 (.28) .71 (.28)
 Foreign policy 1.56 (.20) 1.50 (.20) 1.54 (.20) 1.65 (.20)
 Social welfare –.14 (.23) –.12 (.23) –.15 (.23) –.13 (.23)
 Election year –.53 (.21) –.47 (.20) –.52 (.21) –.56 (.22)
 Preference * .43 (.19) .38 (.18) .40 (.18) .45 (.20)
  election year
 Republican control .67 (.25) .65 (.24) .63 (.25) .73 (.25)
 Preference *  –.05 (.24) –.22 (.24) .00 (.22) –.07 (.24)
  Republican control
 Preference *  –.35 (.13) –.24 (.13) –.30 (.12) –.43 (.13)
  regime length
 Regime length –.53 (.13) –.57 (.12) –.54 (.13) –.47 (.13)
 Intercept –1.87 (.22) –1.77 (.21) –1.83 (.21) –2.04 (.23)
 Log likelihood 1488 1508 1492 1464
 Likelihood ratio �2 �2(11) � 185.1 �2(11) � 165.9 �2(11) � 181.0 �2(11) � 209.0
 Signifi cance p � .001 p � .001 p � .001 p �.001
 N 2230 2230 2230 2230

Full results for table 6.7.
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Table A7.1 Linear and Quadratic Time Trends in Policy Responsiveness by Income 
Percentile

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Linear model
 Preference .23 (.11)* .10 (.11) .21 (.11)* .33 (.12)**
 Year –.90 (.18)*** –.76 (.18)*** –.88 (.18)*** –1.01 (.19)***
 Preference *  .48 (.17)** .47 (.16)** .44 (.16)** .47 (.17)**
  year
 Intercept –.95 (.16)*** –.94 (.16)*** –.95 (.16)*** –.97 (.16)***
 N 2245 2245 2245 2245

Quadratic model
 Preference .29 (.15) .20 (.14) .29 (.14)* .26 (.15)
 Year 1.53 (.66)* 1.83 (.66)** 1.56 (.67)* 1.13 (.67)
 Year-squared –2.46 (.64)*** –2.63 (.63)*** –2.48 (.64)*** –2.11 (.64)***
 Preference *  –.38 (.62) –.67 (.58) –.56 (.58) .41 (.62)
  year
 Preference *  1.03 (.60) 1.30 (.57)* 1.14 (.56)* .20 (.60)
  year-squared
 Intercept –1.30 (.19)*** –1.32 (.19)*** –1.29 (.19)*** –1.30 (.19)***
 N 2245 2245 2245 2245

 10th vs. 90th Income Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Income Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Quadratic model
 Preference .18 (.23) .27 (.26) .15 (.25) .08 (.27)
 Year 2.11 (.95)* 1.48 (.99) 1.86 (.93)* 1.26 (.95)
 Year-squared –2.85 (.91)** –2.61 (96)** –2.97 (.89)*** –2.51 (.91)**
 Preference *  –2.03 (.94)* .02 (1.09) –1.35 (.97) .84 (1.10)
  year
 Preference *  2.70 (.93)** .83 (1.05) 2.22 (.92)* .09 (1.06)
  year-squared
 Intercept –1.06 (.27)*** –1.05 (.29)*** –.98 (.27)*** –1.00 (.28)***
 N  932  932 1063 1063

Analyses based on nonrestructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 1981–2002, 
2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). 
Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place in the 
calendar year in question and 0 if it did not. Preference is the logit of the imputed percentage of 
respondents at a given income level favoring the proposed policy change. Year is rescaled to range 
from 0 to 1. In the bottom section, preferences of the 10th and 90th income percentiles differ by 
more than 10 percentage points and preferences of the 50th and 90th percentiles by more than 
5 percentage points. All analyses include fixed effects for the four policy domains examined in 
chapter 4.
*p �.05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Table A7.2 Gridlock and Policy Responsiveness by Income Percentile

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th 

Preference .39 (.31) .28 (.31) .28 (.29) .65 (.30)*

Gridlock –4.52 (.57)*** –4.55 (.57)*** –4.58 (.57)*** –4.31 (.56)***

Preference *  .09 (.48) .11 (.48) .19 (.45) –.20 (.45)
 gridlock

Intercept 1.04 (.38)** 1.13 (.38)** 1.09 (.38)** .83 (.38)*

N 2229 2229 2229 2229

Preference –.37 (.39) –.24 (.38) –.40 (.36) –.33 (.38)

Change in –.15 (.17) .01 (.16) –.11 (.16) –.32 (.18)
 partisan 
 regime

Gridlock –4.78 (.70)*** –4.50 (.69)*** –4.77 (.70)*** –4.88 (.70)***

Preference * .46 (.14)*** .31 (.14)* .40 (.13)** .60 (.15)***
 regime 
 change 

Preference *  1.12 (.56)* .80 (.56) 1.11 (.53)* 1.12 (.55)*
 gridlock

Intercept 1.21 (.48)* 1.08 (.47)* 1.22 (.48)* 1.22 (.48)*

N 2229 2229 2229 2229 
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Table A7.2 (continued)

 10th vs. 90th Income Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Income Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Preference –.34 (.64) –.83 (.69) –1.34 (.65) –1.33 (.73)

Change in .30 (.22) –.13 (.25) –.12 (.22) –.38 (.24)
 partisan 
 regime

Gridlock –3.66 (.97)*** –4.66 (1.06)*** –6.00 (1.07)*** –6.41 (1.08)***

Preference *  .04 (.23) .74 (.26)** .27 (.22) .65 (.26)*
 regime 
 change

Preference *  .73 (.94) 1.90 (1.00) 2.48 (.95)** 2.75 (1.06)**
 gridlock

Intercept .57 (.69) 1.12 (.72) 2.11 (.73)** 2.26 (.72)**

N  992  992 1054 1054 

Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 1981–
2002, 2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). 
Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took place in the 
calendar year in question and 0 if it did not. Preference is the logit of the imputed percentage of 
respondents at a given income level favoring the proposed policy change. Gridlock is the propor-
tion of proposed policy changes not adopted in the calendar year in question. Partisan regime 
change is scored 1 for years in which the party of the president changed hands (1981, 1993, 2001) 
and 0 otherwise. In the bottom section, preferences of the 10th and 90th income percentiles differ 
by more than 10 percentage points and preferences of the 50th and 90th percentiles by more than 
five percentage points. All analyses include fixed effects for the four policy domains examined in 
chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Table A7.3 Size of Majority Party Seat Advantage and Policy Responsiveness by 
Income Percentile

 Income Percentile

 All 10th 50th 90th

Preference .50 (.10)*** .39 (.09)*** .46 (.09)*** .58 (.10)***

House seat .21 (.22) .13 (.22) .20 (.22) .29 (.23)
 advantage

Preference *  –.24 (.20) –.17 (.19) –.22 (.19) –.31 (.20)
 House 
 advantage

Intercept –2.07 (.16)*** –1.97 (.15)*** –2.05 (.16)*** –2.16 (.16)***

N 2229 2229 2229 2229

Preference .56 (.09)*** .44 (.08)*** .51 (.08)*** .64 (.08)***

Senate seat –.64 (.23)** –.70 (.23)** –.66 (.23)** –.58 (.23)*
 advantage

Preference *  –.62 (.20)** –.46 (.19)* –.58 (.19)** –.70 (.20)***
 Senate 
 advantage

Intercept –1.79 (.15)*** –1.70 (.15)*** –1.77 (.15)*** –1.88 (.15)***

N 2229 2229 2229 2229

 10th vs. 90th Income Percentiles 50th vs. 90th Income Percentiles

 10th 90th 50th 90th

Preference .28 (.14)* .81 (.16)*** .51 (.14)*** .85 (.16)***

Senate seat –.96 (.34)** –.85 (.36)* –.45 (.33) –.34 (.33)
 advantage

Preference *  –.39 (.33) –1.17 (.37)*** –.69 (.33)* –1.03 (.37)**
 Senate 
 advantage

Intercept –1.70 (.25)*** –2.02 (.27)*** –1.87 (.24)*** –2.08 (.26)***

N  922  922 1054 1054

Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 
1981–2002, 2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in 
parentheses). Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change took 
place in the calendar year in question and 0 if it did not. Preference is the logit of the imputed 
percentage of respondents at a given income level favoring the proposed policy change. Seat 
advantage is rescaled to run from 0 to 1 separately for each house of Congress. In the bottom 
section, preferences of the 10th and 90th income percentiles differ by more than 10 percentage 
points and preferences of the 50th and 90th percentiles by more than five percentage points. 
All analyses include fixed effects for the four policy domains examined in chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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Table A7.4 Policy Responsiveness under Johnson and G. W. Bush

 Income Percentile

 10th 50th 90th

G. W. Bush –.76 (.17) –.78 (.17) –.75 (.18)

Johnson –.52 (.21) –.48 (.22) –.44 (.22)

Preference .21 (.07) .30 (.07) .46 (.07)

Preference *  .60 (.14) .55 (.14) .46 (.15)
 G. W. Bush

Preference *  –.07 (.19) –.22 (.19) –.44 (.19)
 Johnson

Intercept –1.77 (.13) –1.84 (.14) –1.96 (.14)

N 2229 2229 2229

Controlling for regime length, Democratic vs. Republican Party control, and 
year in the election cycle

 Income Percentile

 10th 50th 90th

G. W. Bush –1.00 (.20) –1.00 (.20) –1.04 (.20)

Johnson –.11 (.27) –.10 (.28) .07 (.29)

Preference .51 (.16) .49 (.15) .86 (.17)

Preference *  .64 (.18) .50 (.17) .46 (.18)
 G. W. Bush

Preference *  –.21 (.24) –.20 (.24) –.54 (.25)
 Johnson

Preference *  –.17 (.11) –.21 (.11) –.28 (.11)
 regime length

Regime length –.50 (.12) –.48 (.12) –.44 (.12)

Preference *  –.33 (.28) –.09 (.26) –.38 (.29)
 Republican control

Republican control .34 (.28) .31 (.29) .57 (.30)

Election year –.19 (.17) –.19 (.18) –.20 (.18)

Preference *  .15 (.16) .11 (.16) .11 (.16)
 election cycle

Intercept –1.51 (.20) –1.56 (.20) –1.86 (.22)

N 2229 2229 2229

(continued)
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Table A7.4 (continued)

 Income Percentile

 10th 50th 90th

G. W. Bush –.59 (.22) –.56 (.23) –.52 (.23)

Johnson –.40 (.54) –.44 (.55) –.33 (.57)

Preference .10 (.51) –.07 (.50) .02 (.53)

Preference *  .37 (.20) .30 (.20) .22 (.21)
 G. W. Bush

Preference *  .41 (.51) .31 (.49) –.14 (.51)
 Johnson

Senate seats –.25 (.71) –.16 (.72) –.30 (.75)

Preference *  –.67 (.66) –.69 (.63) –.31 (.67)
 Senate seats

Gridlock –3.87 (.88) –4.14 (.92) –4.17 (.95)

Preference *  .36 (.82) .73 (.81) .66 (.85)
 gridlock

Preference *  .21 (.21) .31 (.20) .48 (.22)
 regime change

Regime change .08 (.22) –.02 (.23) –.19 (.24)

Intercept .90 (.56) 1.00 (.58) .95 (.60)

N 2229 2229 2229

Analyses based on the annual restructured dataset with policy questions from 1964–68, 
1981–2002, 2005–06. Table shows logistic regression coefficients (with standard errors in 
parentheses). Dependent variable is policy outcome coded 1 if the proposed policy change 
took place in the calendar year in question and 0 if it did not. Preference is the logit of the 
imputed percentage of respondents at a given income level favoring the proposed policy 
change. See tables A7.2 and A7.3 for variable descriptions. All analyses include fixed 
effects for the four policy domains examined in chapter 4.
*p � .05; **p � .01; ***p � .001
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