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Representation in an Era of Political and Economic I nequality:
How and When Citizen Engagement Matters

Abstract

Does political participation make a difference fgolicy
responsiveness, or is affluence what matters madst?examine
whether participation beyond voting matters forigotepresentation,
we analyze congruence between citizens’ policyguesices and their
representatives’ roll call votes using data from 2012 Cooperative
Congressional Election Study. For the main polgsue for which
citizens' political engagement beyond voting enkarsongruence—
namely, the Affordable Care Act (ACA) of 2010—wethinvestigate
whether this effect holds when taking citizens’dne into account.
The findings show that for the ACA, constituentsirtizipation
beyond voting is associated with increased congmiesith their
representatives at all levels of income, and thadé¢ with less income
who are politically active beyond voting experienttee largest
increase in congruence. However, our findings alsow that the
potential of political participation and incomednhance congruence
is restricted to co-partisans, and to highly partiand salient issues.
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Representation in an Era of Political and Econdmegjuality:
How and When Citizen Engagement Matters

Aside from the issue of (illegal) immigration, fgaelicies received as much focused
attention in the 2016 presidential campaign a#fi@dable Care Act of 2010, with
Donald J. Trump proclaiming he would eliminate “@izcare” on the first day in office.
Despite the advantages of one-party control optiesidency and both houses of
Congress, swift repeal success eluded Republieartbe Senate failed to craft a
coalition to pass a new “repeal and replace” lafiobe heading home to celebrate
Independence Day 2017. The failure to immedigtelss a repeal bill after eight years of
promises to do so was attributed to the econonfibgath insurance policy, ideological
splits in the Republican party, the lack of Demticreooperation, and, perhaps less so,
the high level of constituency engagement (i.evntballs, contacting) focused on the
proposed repeal plans.

While Democrats billed the failure to immediatedypeal Obamacare as a victory
for democracy and the American people, the Repaiidicreadiness to “move on” to tax
reform and other legislative matters following thesrly stumbles raises a broader
question about who will be represented in any jsithat do emerge.Only the hardiest
of optimists today would suggest that represergademocracy in the U.S. is strong: a
gridlocked hyper-partisan Congress, the perendiiatages of the wealthy and
organized (business) interests and a polarizeti;alrand disengaged public would seem

to cripple popular governance. In 2016, a natisuavey on Congressional performance

1 “Representation” is one of the richest and mostesied concepts in political science. In this gsaa
focus on an approach grounded in a voluminous lebayork inspired by Miller and Stokes’ (1963)
innovative study of dyadic representation, i.eg, ¢brrespondence between a constituent’s prefegertte
their elected representative’s preferences as lev@atheir formal roll call votes. We use thente
“preference congruence” to describe this correspoad to distinguish it from the broader concepts of
policy representation and policy congruence usgaénious research (as discussed in greater detail
below).



reported that 14% of respondents viewed the Dertiodparty as responsive to the rank-
and-file, while 8% viewed the Republican Party esponsive.

Recent scholarly assessments of the linkagesofagal institutions and public
opinion to policy outcomes provide little evidertoecounter the public’s pessimistic
views. Christopher Achen and Larry Bartels, forrapée, argue that decades of elections
and voting behavior scholarship demonstrate thegrsalo not believe, think or behave
in the way that normative theories—even “folk thesi—of democracy require. As a
result, elections cannot be understood as instrtsrientranslating citizen policy
preferences into public policy, or even as a medinsdirectly controlling public policy.

Scholars of public opinion and policymaking mosttid to these negative
assessments. Martin Gilens argues that electedatéfrespond to the opinions of the
wealthy either exclusively or to a much strongegrde than to the opinions of the
middle-class or podt.In an innovative study of policymaking in the Ufdm 1981
through 2002, Martin Gilens and Benjamin Page aatethat the preferences of
“average citizens” and mass public interest grdwp little to no independent influence
on policymaking Instead, the preferences of economic elites againized business
interests are clearly and consistently associatddalianges in public policy.

These are somber, but also incomplete, assessofatdgmocratic politics in the

U.S8 What is missing is systematic evidence on whethizens can take action to have

2 Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairséech Issue Brief. 2016. “The Frustrated Public:
Views of the 2016 Campaign, the Parties and thet&lal Process,"
http://www.apnorc.org/projects/Pages/HTML%20Repthtsfrustrated-public-americans-views-of-the-
election-issue-brief.aspaccessed 7/19/2017.

3 Achens and Bartels 2016.

4 Gilens 2012.

5 Gilens and Page 2014.

6 See also Dahl 1989; Lijphart 1997; Pateman 2012.



their voices heard—and reflected more clearly ibligypolicy.” Citizens in advanced
democracies participate in an increasingly wideyeaof political activities, ranging from
the traditional to non-traditional, electoral tonrelectoral, online to in-person, and
partisan to consumer engagements—presumably iotepérsuading elected officials to
represent their view’s.Yet only rarely have scholars tackled, head loa question of
whether the activities that citizens engage in fsabstantive impact on public polity.
Despite well-established, rich literatures in Aman and comparative political behavior
on the correlates, levels and trends in politieatipipation, those that link political
action to specific policy outcomes are réfte.

The 2010 Affordable Care Act (ACA) is a conveniglustration of our
inattention to the efficacy of citizen engagemerdow does one explain the historic
passage of major health care reform intended tstaobally increase the number of
Americans with health insurance and access tolheate, and how did it succeed in an
era when the privileged position of organized ies¢s and economic elites is so well-
established? Perhaps, one might argue, this was a partisdie lditwealthy elites or
privileged interest groups, and supportive eli@se out on top, producing an unusual

and exceptional case of elite domination in therigts of the poor (or uninsurédBut

7 Others observing the surprising lack of researcthemolicy consequences of participation inclide,
example, Bartels 2009: 168; Leighley 1995; Schlaz2@02: 461.

8 Bateson 2012; Blais 2000; Bowler et al. 2003; @a008; Finkel 2002; Franklin 2004; Han 2016;
Kostadinova and Power 2007; Oser 2017; Oser 20ay; Tavits 2009.

° Note that classic works on political participatiamd on voter turnout (e.g., Verba, et al. 1978{fivger
and Rosenstone 1980) set the agenda for subsagseatch on these topics with a focus on the el
of participation, with little attention given todtpolicy consequences of participation.

10 See for example Gillion 2012; Hooghe and Oser 26it6n and Weldon 2010.

11 Berinsky 2011: 982; Henderson and Hillygus 201dgé® Bartels and Seawright 2013; see also Corman
and Levin (2016) on general public support forgbgernment’s role in providing health insurance.

12 For a brief discussion about the dominance ofthtus quo and passage of liberal legislation, see
Erikson (2015), who suggests that the role of garmrblic opinion may be important in overcoming th
representational privilege of the wealthy and hégdtus organizations. Yet he notes that the ACghmi
well be an exception to this point.



explanations that focusolelyon elites do not, and cannot, provide evidence aghether
the mass public had any role in such an importahtyoutcome.

Most accounts of the Affordable Care Act of 20 H¥d focused on elite politics
and the legislative process, with little to no atien paid to the role of public opinion or
citizen engagemengt. Yet it is hard to imagine an explanation for thisssage that does
not require some attention to the nature of massgsosurrounding the legislation. As
Martin Gilens and Benjamin Page suggest, evenitdriven policy process might, for
some particular issues or legislation, from timehtoe witness the “average citizen”
playing more than a negligible roté.

Knowing whether (or when) the “average citizen'tloe “activist citizen” has an
impact on policy decisions is an essential featdiidemocratic politics, but one that
scholars of political institutions and policymakihgve essentially ignored. Does citizen
participation matter for public policy in the U.SAte citizen activists better represented
in members of Congress’ roll call votes than thaseens who are not politically active?
These are important questions that deserve ountiatte

We begin by reviewing what scholars of electionglig opinion and
participation have concluded about who is represkmt policies that are produced by
elected officials, and whether citizens who pgpte are better represented than those
who do not. We then use data from the 2012 Cotiger&ongressional Election Study
to test whether participants are better represdhtad non-participants on several

specific issues on which members of Congress o#stall votes!®> We then estimate

13 See Hacker 2010; Jacobs 2010; Jacobs and Skaep®] Rlilkis, Rhodes and Charnock 2012; for
studies discussing public opinion toward the ACde 8erinsky 2011; Henderson and Hillygus 2011; and
Tesler 2012.

14 Gilens and Page 2014.

15 while we refer to roll-call votes as our indicatdrboth legislator policy preferences and “policy”
choices, see Hill, Jordan and Hurley (2015) andofaisehere, Snyder and Stewart (2001: 536) for
discussions regarding the distinction between mpr&tives’ preferences and roll call votes.



models of preference congruence between constitart their representatives that
include whether individuals participated, theirtmship and income levels.

Our findings underscore the potential of both vpt@md other types of political
activities to virtually eliminate the representat advantages of the wealthy—but our
evidence suggests that this potential is realizeg to highly-salient, high-partisan
issues. Although the optimism offered by this eunickeis tempered by the reality that
such enhanced representation is limited to highliest, highly-partisan issues, it
nonetheless affirms that citizen engagement canledfective linkage between citizens’

policy preferences and the actual policies produmeélected officials.

Who Is Represented?

The most visible recent research on legislatiypeagentation in the U.S.
addresses the essential conflict between economguiality and political equality that
has long been an issue of public and academic ooAteNumerous studies substantiate
the claim that the policy preferences of the righlzetter represented than the ptor.
Larry Bartels, for example, concludes that from3&&ough 2013, Senators and House

members were disproportionately responsive to opsdf the wealthy, and that this

6 The term “preference congruence” underscoresamursfon whether constituents and legislators hold
similar preferences—an indicator of representatgsnbut only one way that legislators might regmes
the interests of their constituents, i.e., poliegnesentation. Two similar, yet distinctive, terans policy
responsiveness and policy congruence, which reféret correspondence of pubfiolicy and constituent
opinion (see Branham, et al. 2017; Lax and Phiip89, 2012). We thus focus on a more narrow aspec
of representation which may be necessary, butuféicient, to produce policy responsiveness or
congruence. Note that Griffin and Newman (2005)msasures of preference correspondence that are
similar to ours, but explicitly claim and test faicausal directionality, which we do not. We prefe
“preference congruence” because the term “respensss” implies a causal directionality that we db n
address.

17 APSA 2004; Franko et al. 2016; Hacker and Pierdifi02Leighley and Nagler 2014; Lijphart 1997,
Schlozman, Verba and Brady 2012; Skocpol 2004;Veaf8; Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995.

18 Bartels 2016; Ellis 2012; Franko, Kelly and Witkd12; Gilens 2009, 2012; Jacobs and Page 2005;
Shapiro 2011.



disproportionate responsiveness was far greatdRdpublican representatives than for
Democratic representativés.

Yet the claims of “differential responsiveness’daedy Bartels, Gilens and others
have been challenged on both theoretical and metbgidal grounds. Bartels
acknowledges that the observed responsivenesghearitome constituents may well
simply reflect that these individuatbarethe attitudes of political and economic elites,
rather than demonstrating that legislators’ acyuaépondmore to these constituerits.
Peter Enns argues that if the attitudes of the Iaidhss are similar to those of the
wealthy, then the middle-class may also be “coimcidlly” represented, and provides
evidence on this poirit. Branham, Soroka and Wlezien also show that thetimeand
less wealthy often hold similar preferences—andevieen their preferences differ, the
preferred policies of the wealthy are not subsédigtimore likely to be adopted. Given
the limited differences in opinion between the wieabnd less wealthy on most issues,
then, the differential responsiveness thesis (dlsaséts policy implications) may be
more tentative than initially thought.

The traditional studies of legislative represaatatipon which much of this
scholarship relies examine roll-call voting decnsi®f legislators as reflecting their
ideological and partisan preferences, in additiowarious aspects of the electoral

context. Warren Miller and Donald Stokes’ innovatstudy matched constituents’

19 Bartels notes that partisan differences in respensiss suggest that poor individuals indeed have
indirectinfluence on Senators by virtue of their choicavbb represents them on election day.

In other work, Bartels suggests that representatiadvantages also accrue to subgroups with greater
voting power (i.e., the relative size of the growhjch determines the number of potential votes it
represents). Because the wealthy are more likely the poor to vote, wealthier individuals enjoy
substantial voting power (Bartels 2016; Leighled &tagler 2014).

20 Bartels 2016.

21 On “coincidental representation,” see Enns 202845b; for substantive and methodological critiques
that offer mixed evidence on the extent and relegansf coincidental representation for assessing
representational inequality in the U.S., see Blzaiti Erikson 2011; Soroka and Wlezien 2008, 2010.
22Branham, Soroka and Wlezien 2017.



stated preferences on specific policy issues watli their elected representatives voted,
advancing the study of representation in Congregetd inferring constituent
preferences from demographic characteristicSubsequent research following in this
tradition highlights the critical role of (full disct) constituency preferences and co-
partisan preferences, both (i.e., independenthifahg the “electoral connection” as a
fundamental aspect of legislative representatfo@o-partisan preferences, it is argued,
matter more than general district opinion, as adigens are key to members’ re-election
prospect>

A few studies have also suggested that legisla@snore responsive to citizens
who are politically active than to those who aré Michael Barber, for example, finds
that contributors to Senatorial elections are beépresented than voters and co-
partisans in Senatorial electiotftsThe most extensive evidence that participation is
associated with policy outcomes, however, is ttse cd voter turnout. John Griffin and
Brian Newman have shown thahen voters differ from nonvoters in their policy
preferences, voters’ preferences are weighted treaeily in Senators’ roll-call votes.

This finding is consistent with evidence that etelcbfficials reward those who
vote with policy benefits: members of Congressamhigh turnout precincts with
higher allocations of federal grant rewards; dis¢rivhere participation is higher have
more influence over their members of Congress trcatl votes than those who reside

in districts where participation is lower; and {s)goolicy benefits are greater for those

23 Miller and Stokes 1963.

24 For recent reviews of this work, see Ansolabelagick Jones 2011; Canes-Wrone 2015; Hill, Jordan and
Hurley 2015; also see Gilens 2012, Ch. 6.

25 See, for example, Broockman 2014; Grimmer 2018kdson 2003; Mayhew 2004; Powell 2004. On
macro-level, rather than micro-level representatsme Bafumi and Herron 2010.

26 Barber 2016.

27 Griffin and Newman 2005.



groups (e.g., public school teachers, the poor)sehornout is highe® Others have
provided evidence of the policy consequences adntoirnout for industrialized
democracies more generatf.

Griffin and Newman identify two mechanisms thaelikaccount for voters’
preferences being privileged over those of non+gotelectoral incentives, i.e., the
election/selectiomypothesis, and the superior communication ofrvoteferences to
elected officials through voters’ engagement ireoithformation-rich types of
participation beyond voting (temmunicatiorhypothesis§® Their aggregate, state-
wide analysis of Senatorial roll call voting fror74-2002—the most direct evidence we
have on the consequences of non-electoral participan representation—provides
tentative evidence in support of both hypothegetsBartels finds no support for turnout
as the mechanism linking Senators’ roll call votwith the preferences of wealthy,
middle income or poor constituents, and only sutigegvidence regarding non-voting
activities in linking legislator and constituenefgrences$! Our evidence on whether
citizens who vote, or those who engage in politezdivities other than voting, are better
represented than non-participants, then, is rehtithin, outdated and indirect, surely

falling short of the importance of this questiordemocratic politics in the U.S. today.

Preference Congruence on Roll Call Votes, CCES 2012: Four Issues
Our empirical evidence is drawn from the 2012 Gwapve Congressional

Election Study (CCES), which includes questionsutlconstituents’ political

28 Anzia 2014; Hill and Leighley 1992; Hill, Leighleand Hinton-Andersson 1992; Martin 2003; Martin
and Claibourne 2013.

2% See, for example, Hicks and Swank 1992; MahleB8200

30 Griffin and Newman 2005; on the general importasiceonstituent communication with elected
representatives for representation, see Miler 26fh0acial differences in communication, see Brooak
2014.

31 Bartels 2016: 257-65; see also Erikson 2015 fiiseussion of how variations in citizen knowledgel a
turnout may account for differential responsiveness

10



engagement, including (validated) voting in theggahelection, making political
donations, and other political activities (atteridanpolitical meeting, engaging in
campaign activity or displaying sign®).We examine voting and donating separately,
given their potentially distinctive implicationsrfthe study of political representation,
but combine the other activities into an indicatbnon-voting participation. The CCES
also includes questions about individuals’ opinionsa number of political issues as well
as (matched) roll call votes cast by members ofgtess on those issu#s.

Our analytical strategy is distinctive in two inmfant respects. First, we assess
preference congruenseparately by issuather than combining respondents’ positions
on multiple issues into one measure of policy pesfee and matching that to legislators’
roll call votes. As Miller and Stokes argue, itikely that the representational linkages
across issues will vary based on factors sucheasoghl context or the substance and
salience of the issue at hattdlhis argument has been advanced recently by ydffre
and Justin Phillips in their studies of represeotain the U.S. state®¥.An issue-specific
approach allows us to examine variations baset@nature of the policy issue rather
than assuming that representation is the samesaaroentire set of (substantively
distinctive) issues or assuming citizens’ policgfprences are fully reflected in a

unidimensional scale of policy preferenéés.

32 Ansolabehere 2013; Ansolabehere and Rivers 20a8plabehere and Shaffner 2013; see appendix for
additional details on participation measures.

33 We emphasize that we are not seeking to estatléstirectionality of influence in the dyadic
relationship between elected officials and constita. Our measure of preference congruence would
reflect bi-directional causal influences if theystxbut does not distinguish between the two thiecal
linkages. See Cuevas-Molina 2015 for documentatioroll call vote data.

34 Miller and Stokes 1963.

35 Lax and Phillips’ (2009; 2012) research moves beyprevious studies’ reliance on ideology as an
indicator of publigoolicy preferences when studying representation in tite st

36 Hill, Jordan and Hurley 2014. See also Baraba$2Giens and Page 2014; Griffin and Newman 2013:
62-63; Lax and Phillips 2009; Wlezien 2004.
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Second, we estimate preference congruence maddlsose issues on which
participants and non-participants in a districtmanpoppositepolicy positions. This
strategy of focusing on “conflict districts"—thosewhich salient groups hold opposing
policy positions—is analytically necessary in orttereach persuasive conclusions on
whether participation makes a difference for thegraence between constituent opinion
and members’ roll call votes.

We analyze four policies for which we have matctiedroll call vote of each
respondent’s representative with the CCES respdisd@ported policy preference, and
for which we have sufficient variation among resgemts and representatives to allow
for analyzing dyadic representation: the repeghefAffordable Care Act, the Keystone
XL Pipeline, the repeal of “Don’'t Ask, Don’t Tel(DADT) and the Korean Free Trade
Agreement® For simplicity, in subsequent text we refer to e bills that are repeals
simply by the name of the policy issue (i.e., AQRIDADT), as our focus on
congruence between respondent and representatiderssunimportant whether the bill
is proposed in support or repeal of an issue.

We derive our hypotheses regarding political pgréition and preference
congruence from Kim Hill, Soren Jordan and Patritigley’s (2015) theory of dyadic
representation, which consists of five models taay as to the expected existence and
causal direction(s) of preference congruence fiberdint types of issues. For our

purposes, the key theoretical expectations areliedtstructed DelegateResponsible

37 See appendix for the definition and operationtibireof conflict districts. On the importance obflict
districts" as an aspect of research design, seezlffin and Newman 2005, Soroka and Wlezien 2008.
38 For additional details on which issues we includéhie analysis, a brief description of each voseks
and CCES question-wording details, see appendix.

39 For additional description of the five models, appendix. Note that we are ambivalent about the
direction of the causal influences representetiése models, focusing instead on participatory a&ts
linkage mechanisms between constituents and légiisla
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Party andBelief Sharingmodels anticipate preference congruence whil&@thsteeand
Party-Elite Ledmodels anticipate little to no such correspondence.

We assign specific issues to each model, as didJdrdan and Hurley, based on
three criteria: issue easiness, partisan polaizand how long the issue has been on the
political agenda. For each issue assignment, lyerethe roll call vote record and
substantive legislative details regarding the coindéed strategic aspects of the vote as
reported in media coverage of the bills at the time

We expect three issues will followResponsible Partynodel: the ACA, the
Keystone XL, and DADT. Theoretically, issues asstec with a Responsible Party
model are those that are established, simple ang-gefining. We argue that
government provision of health care for those iedhe&nvironmental protection and gay
rights had, by 2012, been on the political ageata calient) for a substantial amount of
time, and were generally viewed by both the pubiid elected officials as distinctively
partisan. Hence, we expect congruence on these igsues to be greater for participants
and for co-partisans.

We identified the Korean Free Trade Agreementointrast, as reflective of the
Trusteemodel. Theoretically, issues associated withustEe model are those that are
complicated and cross-cutting (i.e., not partydefi). Our assessment that the issue
was complicated is based on Hill, Jordan and Higlelgservation that many foreign
policy issues are appropriately viewed as com@tan their initial phases, as well as
more general arguments about citizens’ limited kedge and understanding of foreign

affairs issued® As Kim Hill and Patricia Hurley have shown, Iglgitors tend to have

40 Aldrich, Sullivan and Borgida 1989; Hurwitz andffRey 1987; Jentleson 1992
13



more freedom to deviate from party and constituespigion when constituents have
more limited information or interest in the issde.

The second criterion associated with the Trustedahis whether the issue was
cross-cutting, one where “sizable portions of hmafties might take the same positida.”
This categorization reflects the opposite end obrtinuum ranging from “party-
defining” to “cross-cutting.” On this criterion,enobserve, first, that the roll call vote on
the Korean Free Trade Agreement was not nearladis@n as the other issues that we
study (all of which had single-digit levels of swppby one party or the other; see
appendix for details). And, second, we note thatroll call vote was supported by
President Obama and the majority of Republicant miedia coverage describing the
vote as a “rare moment of bipartisan accot#.”

In assigning the Korean Free Trade issue to thetée model, then, we do not
expect to observe greater preference congruengeftcipants or for co-partisans, as
we do in the case of the Responsible Party mobBesting for the absence of
constituency influence is appropriate as we haeeifip theoretical reasons to expect
null results, and any such evidence provides soengppctive on any “positive” effects
identified in the analyses of Responsible Partydss

Our dependent variables are measures of prefecemgguence between
constituents and their representatives on eachypolf a respondent’s policy preference

is the same as the roll call vote of their electgutesentative, they are congruent (coded

41 Hill and Hurley 1999

42 Hill, et al. 2015: 32.

43 The vote on Korean Free Trade was the first fraget agreement that was taken (along with two pther
more controversial, free trade votes) in over frears, one that had been shepherded across two
presidential administrations. On the political degislative context of the bill, see
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/13/business/tradksiear-final-chapter.html?pagewanted=all& r=0

14



“1”) on a policy issue. Conversely, if a respondepblicy preference differs from the
vote of their representative, they are non-congr(mded “0”) on that policy issue.

As shown in Table 1, participant congruence scare generally higher than
non-participants’ scores (with statistically sigeaint differences), especially for
Responsible Party issues. For example, preferemugruence is higher for voters for the
ACA and Keystone XL issues, and for the ACA, comgree is also higher for those
active in additional activities. For none of thesRonsible Party issues is preference
congruence higher for those who donate comparéwbge who do not donate.

[Table 1 about here]

Somewhat weaker patterns emerge for DADT and foe&o Free Trade.
Preference congruence of voters on DADT is notiggmtly higher than for non-voters
suggesting that the “electoral connection” mechamsay not account for congruence on
this issue. Preference congruence on KoreanTreeke is not significantly different for
voters and non-voters—as we expected on a Trustee-+but are significant for donors
and for activists (at p = .07). This initial egitte provides some support for
participation being relevant to preference congceebut also suggests that the linkages
are not necessarily simple or dirétctNonetheless, we turn next to examine whether
participation in activities other than voting enbas the preference congruence between
elected officials and citizens, and whether prefeeecongruence reflects the partisan

linkages predicted by the Responsible Party model.

When Participation Matters. Responsible Party | ssues

44 See appendix for further details regarding theaall vote, survey question-wording and other umigqu
aspects of the DADT vote which we speculate magactfor these patterns.

15



We expect that voters and co-partisans will enjeater preference congruence on
Responsible Party issues, but not on Trustee issiMesestimate two models to identify
the independent contributions of voting and of estipanship in testing the selection/re-
election hypothesis. The first model of preferecaegruence consists only of voting,
while the second model includes whether the indiaiddentifies with the same party as
their elected representative, whether they votatidated), and an interaction term
consisting of co-partisanship and votiftg.

As shown in Table 2, Model 1, on two out of thod¢he Responsible Party
issues—the ACA repeal and Keystone XL—the act ¢ihgos associated with enhanced
preference congruence. As reported in the secatt®hfior each issue, on only one
issue do co-partisans enjoy greater preferencergenge than non-co-partisans: the
ACA. The difference in preference congruence tspartisan, compared to non-co-
partisan, voters, on the ACA repeal (graphed inptteelicted margins plot in Figure 1A)
is striking, and underscores the importance ofaggmtatives’ re-election constituencies
in their roll call vote on the ACA.

[Table 2 and Figure 1A About Here]

Less consistent evidence regarding co-partisansisipown for Keystone XL and
DADT, as reported for each issue in Table 2, M&lelFor Keystone XL, preference
congruence is not enhanced for co-partisans, ajtheating remains a correlate of
preference congruence. For “Don’t Ask, Don’t Teatieither voting, nor being co-
partisans, enhances constituents’ preference cengeu Thus, our simple dyadic

representation models suggest that voting enhgreésrence congruence for the ACA

45 As the dependent variable of preference congruisndiehotomous, we conduct logistic regression
analyses.
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and Keystone, but not DADT, while heightened repnéation of co-partisans is
evidenced only for the ACA?

Shifting to the Trustee issue, Korean Free Tradb)d 2 shows, as expected, that
the act of voting is not associated with greatefgrence congruence (Table 2, Modell).
Also consistent with our expectations for Koreaad-frade, we find no association
between co-partisanship and preference congruemtels, the evidence on our one
Trustee model issue is notably distinctive front thesed on the three Responsible Party
issues, where voters enjoy greater preference aenge than non-voters.

Next, we test the communication hypothesis, whededs that engaging in
additional types of activity beyond voting accoufatsthe superior representation of
voters. We begin by asking whether those who domatgey, or those who participate in
non-electoral activities enjoy greater preferenmegeuenceé.’” To answer this question
we estimate the same models reported in TablelBtituting donating and non-voting
political activities as the participation of intete We present these models only for the
two issues for which the election/selection hypsith&as confirmed: the ACA and
Keystone XL.

If the communication hypothesis is correct, and ftarticipating in ways other
than voting that enhances voters’ preference camgel then testing whether there is an
association between these alternative types ocgeation and preference congruence
should also yield significant estimates. And & tonventional wisdom that contributors

receive more policy benefits (i.e., greater prafeeecongruence) than non-contributors is

46 |t is possible that the null findings for DADT te€t the peculiar legislative process in which the
amendment was attached to a spending bill; seendppsection 2.

47 Until recently, the study of the policy impactaxintributions has focused almost exclusively on the
effectiveness of PAC contributions to members afi@ess, rather than the impact of individual daoretj
see Rocca and Gordon 2012 for a recent exampl8abr's (2016) study of contributors for an
exception. We assume that the “indirect” impaataftributing is most likely to be evidenced asaa pf
the election/selection hypothesis, where candidatésmore money are more likely to be re-elected.
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correct for these issues, then we should obsegwifisant and positive coefficients on
donating. If we cannot document that participamtson-voting participation enjoy
greater preference congruence than non-participt@s the logic of the communication
hypothesis fails.

[Table 3 and Figure 1B and 1C About Here]

As shown in Table 3, we once again see distinectsgelts for the two issues. For
the ACA, both donating and participating in othetiaties enhances the preference
congruence of co-partisans. The predicted magiesch type of participation plotted
in Figure 1B and 1C illustrate the importance @&sth activities for enhancing preference
congruence. They also underscore the critical mapoe of partisanship for the
association between participation and preferenogrc@nce: co-partisans who
participate are significantly more congruent whkit members than are co-partisans
who do not. For non-co-partisans, participatong &ail to provide the enhanced
congruence implied by the communications hypothesis

The evidence for preference congruence on Keystangresented in Table 3
differs from that on the ACA. Specifically, whit®-partisan donations are associated
with enhanced preference congruence, engagindnher attivities is not. As a result, we
have mixed evidence, at best, that alternative $asfrparticipation account for voters’
greater preference congruence on Keystoné®Thus, only for the ACA do

participants experience greater preference congeutgran non-participants. This

48 We also estimated the models reported in Tabte &hk other issues, where voting was not assatiate
with greater preference congruence. On Korean FHrade, greater preference congruence is associated
with donating. On “Don’t Ask Don’t Tell,” no polital acts were significantly associated with corgre.
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indicates that only for the ACA does the basic ags#tion of the communication

hypothesis hold?®

Participation, Communication and the Privileged Representation of the Wealthy

Documenting the superior preference congrueneetefs, activists and co-
partisans in the case of the ACA begs the questiovhether “the wealthy” were also
privileged in their representation on this RespolesiParty issue. Indeed, they were.
Table 4 reports the mean preference congruencesoAGCA by income thirds of the
CCES sample, and shows that the poorest thirdddfigluals enjoyed significantly less
preference congruence than the middle third anldsigthird of respondents (with the
difference between the middle and highest thirdsdstatistically indistinguishable).

[Table 4 about here]

But might voting and political activism help towder the over-representation of
the wealthy in the case of the ACA? To answerdhisstion, we return to the simple
model consisting of voting and co-partisanshipggteénated for the ACA in Table 2) and
add to that model individuals’ (family) income aaud interaction term consisting of
income and co-partisanship as two additional cateslof preference congruence.

The estimates for this model for the ACA are shawiable 5, Model 1, and
confirm that co-partisan voters enjoy a greateell@f preference congruence than non-
co-partisan voters. The estimates also suggesivadthier co-partisans enjoy greater
preference congruence than poorer non-co-partiséng.importance of co-partisanship

to the greater representation of the wealthy usitated in the predicted marginal effects

49 We also estimated models of preference congruasiog an additive “win ratio” index which is the
number of (the four) issues on which the respongectngruent with her representative. These eséim
confirm the general patterns that we report findimgthe Responsible Parties issues, and espethialy
ACA. See appendix (Table A2) for details
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plot in Figure 2. Wealth enhances preference amrgre on the ACA, but only for co-
partisans. The preference congruence of wealtloiefco-partisans is essentially the
same as that for poorer non-co-partisans. Thaprikideged representation of the
wealthy is contingent on co-partisanship reflebtsdritical importance of partisanship,
as we expected on this Responsible Party issue.

[Table 5 and Figure 2 About Here]

Next, we provide an additional test of the commatian hypothesis by
estimating a model of preference congruence o A@w that includes each type of
participation, as well as income, and interactith co-partisanship. To the extent that
participation other than voting is associated \eitihanced preference congruence, we
should see significant effects of participationestthan voting as correlates of preference
congruence, and a weaker association between vatihgpreference congruence. We
might also expect to see a weaker association eata@-partisan wealth and preference
congruence.

As shown in Table 5, Model 2, the interaction estierfor activism and co-
partisanship is not significant, whereas the egeséor donating are: preference
congruence is enhanced for individuals who makéigall contributions, but co-partisans
enjoy this advantage more than non-co-partisamsis,Ton the ACA, among individuals
who vote, and among those who donate, co-parte@siore preference congruent than
are non-co-partisans. The association betweetigablactivity and preference
congruence, however, is not conditioned on co-pamship.

For a more demanding test of our hypotheses, wedademographic
characteristics in the final model reported in Eabl The estimates of this model are
broadly consistent with those reported for Modali&jerscoring the critical role of co-

partisanship in understanding how voting and otyyees of political participation
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enhance preference congruence. They also cortimtwtealthier individuals are
privileged in their preference congruence with Eldofficials, independent of other
demographic characteristics of either participantgartisans.

The complexity of this model of preference congreemakes simple
assessments of substantively important associadiffiault. To highlight perhaps the
most important substantive implication of the Mo8astimates, we show in Figure 3,
the predicted margins for the interactive effecin@bme on congruence for those who
“only” vote (the “no alternative behaviors” plot) comparison to those who vote and are
also active in additional ways (“all alternativenbeiors” plot).

[Figure 3 About Here]

As shown in Figure 3, engaging in participati@ydnd voting increases
constituents’ congruence with their representatates! levels of income—»but those at
the lower end of the income scale get the greatsstt in congruence due to political
activity beyond voting. That is, among voters, difeerence in estimated preference
congruence for those who participate in other vany$those who do not participate in
other ways is greatest for the poorest individudlee importance of this substantial
difference is highlighted by the fact that poorerstwho participate in multiple activities
experience a level of preference congruence sittdl#rat of the wealthiest voters who
do not participate in other ways. At a time whecoime inequality and its impact on
policy has become increasingly salient, this figdior the ACA points to one policy
issue for which additional political activity makadglifference for preference congruence,
even, and especially, among the less affluent.

To further illustrate the potential power of citizengagement to overcome the
representational advantages of the wealthy, weedBmate several models of preference

congruence using an index measuringrttmberof activities that constituents
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undertake. These results are reported in TabAhére the first model includes the
participation index only; the next includes co-amship; the next income; and the final
model includes a series of interaction terms betveeepartisanship, income and co-
partisanship.

[Table 6 About Here]

Each of these sets of estimates is consistentaumitiprevious findings using other
models and measures. In the final model, we ssectipartisanship moderates the
effects of participation on ACA preference congmenOnce co-partisanship is included
in the model, we see no enhanced effect of incaawe ®r that which is conveyed
through legislators responding to higher incomepadisans.

To underscore the importance of this finding, wevide graphs of the predicted
probabilities of income on preference congruensemated separately for co-partisans
(in Figure 4A) and non-co-partisans (in Figure 489.shown in Figure 4A, for co-
partisans, responsiveness is greater for wealibiers at all levels of citizen
engagement—except for those who participate abitjieest levels. For these fully
active citizens, increasing levels of income doerdtance preference congruence with
their elected officials. For those who are leativa, preference congruence increases
substantially as income increases, with relatigahall differences between activists and
non-activists at the highest levels of income.

[Figure 4 About Here]

In contrast, as shown in Figure 4B, for non-co4parts, the probability of
congruence is relatively flat across levels of meg except for individuals who engage
in all three activities, where congruence actudégreases across income levels. That is,
the wealthiest, active non-co-partisans are agtledls well represented by their

legislators' roll call votes than the poorest afsth non-co-partisans. This highlights once
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again the critical role of partisanship to underdtag preference congruence on highly

salient, partisan issues.

Participation, Representation and Partisanship

Does citizen patrticipation influence public polfcyOur answer to that question is
framed from the perspective of traditional studiethe linkages between citizens’ policy
preferences and legislators’ roll call votes. @umary interest was not in untangling the
likely reciprocal relationship between the two, mdtead in examining how citizens’
political engagement might enhance the linkage behncitizens and legislators. We
also investigated whether wealthier citizens emj@ater preference congruence with
their elected representatives than do the poorhamdactivism on the part of citizens
might counter this differential responsiveness.

Our theoretical expectations anticipated thatt®wvers to these questions would
vary depending on the issue at hand—whether siomtemplex, new or old, party
polarized or not. This approach to move studiesdyatlic representation beyond
aggregate measures of preference congruence psavia®re nuanced understanding of
preference congruence and how it varies across tyfissues. Despite the complexity
of issue-specific analyses, our results are faolysistent with our theoretical
expectations.

Generally, the findings affirm the positive asstiolas between voters’ and co-
partisans’ preferences with legislators’ roll caites, but onlyor those issues where we
expect a traditional Responsible Party model ofespntation Greater representation
for non-voting participants is observed only f@iagle policy issue (the ACA repeal),
where both voting and additional political activéghance the congruence between

individuals’ preferences and legislators’ roll catites.
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Our evidence thus points to the importance of botingand additional acts of
political participation (whether controlling for individuals’ demograplulcaracteristics
or not) on this one issue. Not on all issues, raztceven on all Responsible Party model
issues. For the ACA, then, we find support for pheusibility of the “communication”
hypothesis: political activity in addition to vog is associated with increased preference
congruence, which may help explain the reason vatyng enhances policy
representation for this policy issue. That thikéige is observed only for the most highly
visible, highly contested partisan issue of the @®administration underscores the
importance of attention to policy issue type iroef to investigate the linkages between
citizen participation and policy outcomes.

For Keystone XL, our evidence suggests that eleatfédals indeed respond to
voters more than non-voters. On this issue, thvergffirm (perhaps weakly) the
selection/election hypothesis, a defining expeatatientral to studies of representation
for decades, and perhaps suggestive evidence negaatpartisan donors, but not
activists, enjoying greater congruence on thisasgtor the Korean Free Trade issue—
where we anticipated a Trustee model of representaineither voting, co-partisanship
nor additional types of participation enhance pegiee congruence. Constituent
opinions are simply of little import to preferenmengruence for this issue, as is the case
for constituent political activities. This conclasiis consistent with Miller and Stokes’
original (1963) argument, and further undersconesmportance of issue-specific
analyses in studies of representation. The usggrfegate policy indices that is common
in representation studies today is not withoulintstations.

Additional evidence is required, however, to dentiats the extent to which
these findings—based on only a handful of issueselection year—might be

replicated on new issues, ones that might mobitinee or fewer citizens in different
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ways, in future sessions of Congress. Theoreyicaktending the Hill, Jordan and
Hurley framework for representation models to mideeassignment of issues to model
types more precise could be valuable. Such extensnight help to sort out whether
unexpected null findings on “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tellind the weak findings on Keystone
XL reflect limitations of issue assignment or ireetdundamental limitations to the
theoretical argument. Understanding the extemtiich the limited responsiveness to
constituent preferences on these two issues refidite-level strategies, institutional
factors, or constituent issue awareness and irdom levels surely requires further
theoretical and analytical attention. Indeed, ttn@ of seeming hyper-partisanship, it is
all the more important to know how representatiorResponsible Party issues actually
works (or does not).

Our findings point to the relevance of wealth tonderatic politics in the U.S. in
several ways. Our empirical evidence on whethitweafce matters for preference
congruence focuses on the one issue for which welear, consistent evidence that
voters, activists and co-partisans enjoy greatefiepence congruence than nonvoters,
non-activists and non-co-partisans. We showttiatvealthy—but especially the
wealthy who are politically active and co-partisade-indeed enjoy greater preference
congruence More work needs to be done to assess whethkrfguings would emerge
for other highly salient Responsible Party issues.

In addition, future research might consider motly fwhether differences in
political preferences across income groups lingtithpact of participation on preference
congruence. The CCES data suggest that high-inawinaduals were less supportive
of the ACA repeal in contrast to lower-income indivals. Explicitly studying
participatory activities across a set of highlytgan, highly-salient issues in terms of

both policy support and preference congruence aecna®me groups would be a useful
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extension of what we have demonstrated using data 2012. Perhaps the new
presidential administration and Congress will offerthe opportunity to study these types
of issues.

We have also provided new and unique evidenceetigdiging in political
activity other than voting allows less wealthy nduals to enjoy greater preference
congruence For an issue like the ACA, political participatican provide an important
boost in representation, and especially for coipans, that can nearly level the playing
field for the least wealthif they are also politically active.

Participating beyond voting seems to be an importeechanism linking citizens
to their elected representatives for particulaesypf policy issues, and strategic action
that takes advantage of this insight might helpdonter the general representational
advantages of the wealthy in American democra@rh&ps the media clips showing
high levels of conflict at Republican town hall rtings over the course of the “repeal
and replace Obamacare” deliberations were morejtisanirama—and truly allowed
constituent voices to be heard more clearly.

This slight ray of optimism in the future of dematic politics in the U.S. may
not, of course, counter the post-2016 electionctloithighly-polarized elites in Congress
and seemingly energized and committed (partisater\laases. Indeed, highly-
responsive political parties in Congress, with hyghartisan voter support, were
precisely what the American Political Science Asstian’s “Toward a More
Responsible Two-Party System” report called ¥or.Our empirical evidence suggests
that members of Congress are especially—and pediaqust exclusively—responsive

to the opinions of their re-election constituentyhether collective representation—

50 American Political Science Association 1950.
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beyond the dyadic linkages we studied—is suffictertounter the potential de-

mobilizing effects of the seeming intransigenceaiftisanship today is yet to be seen.
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Figurel. The ACA, Palitical Participation and Co-partisanship:
Marginal Effects

1A. Voting
Predictive Margins with 95% Cls

‘_| —

0
~ __——
[%) e —
&3 Jp—
c e ——
() Sl
= ——
Sol}—
c
o
)
a

Py
< - b §
(\! |
T T
No Yes
Vote
—&—— Non-co-partisan — @ — Co-partisan

Note: Marginal effects are plotted using the eatams reported in Table 2, Model 2.
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1B. Donating

Predictive Margins with 95% Cls
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Note: Marginal effects plotted using the estimagsorted in Table 3, Model 2

1C. Other Non-voting Activities
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Note: Marginal effects plotted using the estimagg®rted in Table 3, Model 4. “Other
non-voting activities” refers to whether the respent reports having attended a political
meeting, done campaign work or displayed a polisggn in the past year.

29



Figure2. The ACA, Voting, Co-partisanship and Income: Marginal
Effects
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Note: Marginal effects are plotted using the eates reported in Table 5, Model 1.
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Figure3. The ACA, Voters, Non-voting Participation, and Income:
Marginal Effects

Predictive Margins with 95% Cls
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Note: Marginal effects plotted based on estimegpsrted in Table 5, Model 3. "No
Alternate Behaviors" refers to respondents who Mt do not engage in additional
political activities. “Alternative Behaviors” refeto respondents who vote, and also
engage in the two types of additional politicakaatestigated in this study, namely
"Donating" as well as "Non-voting Participation Adties", i.e. attended a political
meeting, done campaign work or displayed a polisgn in the past year.
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Figure4. ACA Policy Congruence: Participation Index, Income and
Co-partisanship
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Notes: Marginal effects plotted based on estimagpsrted in Table 6, Model 4. The
participation index ranges from 0 to 3. Itis dounsted by adding the three behaviors
analyzed separately in prior models: “Vote”, a dated voting in the general election;
“Donate”, whether respondent reports having mapeliéical contribution in the past
year; and “Non-Voting Participation Activities,”dtuding whether the respondent
reports having attended a political meeting, daregaign work or displayed a political
sign in the past year.
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4B. Non-co-partisans

Probability of Congruence for Non-co-partisans
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Table 1. Policy Congruence of Participants ver sus Non-participants

Vote Donate At Least 1 Activity
Issue Yes No p Yes No p Yes No p
ACA 0.536  0.464 <.001 0.522 0.5010.261 0.543 0.487<.001
Keystone 0.575  0.449 0.005 0.523 0.492.476 0.550 0.470 0.064
DADT 0.514  0.556 0.249 0.497 0.538.233 0.490 0.554 0.030
Korea FTA 0.514  0.490 0.152 0.536 0.488.001 0.523 0.493 0.065

Note: p-values are for tests of differences in proportions
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Table2. Simple Models of Policy Congruence: The Election/Selection
Linkage

ACA Keystone DADT KFTA
Model1 Model2 Modell Model2 Modell Model2 Nell Model2
Voted 0.289" 0.507 -0.167 0.095
(0.082) (0.182) (0.146) (0.066)
Voted -0.078 0.499 0.128 0.046
(0.098) (0.200) (0.181) (0.077)
Co-partisan 0.819 -0.015 -0.662% -0.049
(0.118) (0.237) (0.206) (0.101)
Voted * Co-partisan 0.889 0.023 -0.505 0.140
(0.131) (0.272) (0.232) (0.118)
Constant -0.144 -0.378" -0.205 -0.200 0.222 0.393" -0.038 -0.024

(0.057) (0.070) (0.101) (0.118) (0.087) (0.102) .04F) (0.057)

Observations 17591 17591 4765 4765 6310
Standard errors in parentheses

"p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

6310 215831585
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Table3. ACA and Keystone: The Plausibility of the Communication

Linkage
ACA Keystone
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 b 3 Model 4
Donate 0.084 -0.379 0.124 -0.094
(0.075) (0.092) (0.174) (0.224)
Co-partisan 1.230 1.304" 0.096 0.068
(0.083) (0.077) (0.136) (0.144)
Donate * 1.516 0.520
Co-partisan (0.168) (0.246)
Activity 0.226" -0.066 0.319 0.216
(1 of 3) (0.071) (0.087) (0.174) (0.211)
Activity * 0.711" 0.239
Co-partisan (0.156) (0.239)
Constant 0.004 -0.396 -0.054 -0.465" -0.033 -0.069 -0.120 -0.148
(0.036) (0.046) (0.034) (0.043) (0.123) (0.145)  .1(®) (0.139)
Observations 15778 15778 17108 17108 5054 5054 4569 4569

Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,”" p<0.001
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Table 4. ACA Policy Congruence by Income

Income
Lowest third  Middle third  Highest third
0.484 0.542 0.525

[464, 505]  [522,.561]  [.500, .550]

Note: 95% Confidence intervals in brackets. Obgema=17,921
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Table 5. ACA Policy Congruence by Participation Acts, Co-partisanship

and Income
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Vote -0.082 -0.061 0.012
(0.108) (0.113) (0.138)
Co-partisan 0.958 0.753" 1.658™
(0.127) (0.145) (0.179)
Vote * co-partisan 0.762 0.583" 0.507"
(0.140) (0.167) (0.181)
Income (cent. log) -0.076 -0.027 -0.038
(0.060) (0.066) (0.081)
Income * co-partisan 0.679 0.448" 0.477"
(0.109) (0.126) (0.136)
Activities (1 of 3) 0.18% 0.253"
(0.084) (0.091)
Activities & co-partisan 0.139 0.077
(0.162) (0.170)
Donate -0.538 -0.577"
(0.090) (0.106)
Donate * co-partisan 1.583 1.626™
(0.196) (0.207)
Education -0.018
(0.027)
Respondent Age 0.001
(0.002)
Gender -0.136
(0.072)
Rep -1.278
(0.125)
Dem -1.301"
(0.099)
Race: African American -0.012
(0.160)
Race: Hispanic 0.390
(0.184)
Race: Other Non-White 0.123
(0.154)
Constant -0.400 -0.355" 0.209
(0.077) (0.084) (0.216)
Observations 15578 13217 12053

Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,”" p<0.001
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Table 6. ACA Palicy Congruence by Participation Index, Income and
Co-Partisanship

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

One activity 0.127 -0.003 -0.044 -0.106
(0.069) (0.076) (0.080) (0.094)
Two activities 0.251 0.132 0.028 -0.319
(0.083) (0.087) (0.095) (0.117)
Three activities 0.308 0.174 0.109 -0.337
(0.082) (0.085) (0.097) (0.130)
Co-partisan 1.415 1.393" 0.985™
(0.065) (0.069) (0.111)
Income 0.135 -0.036
(0.046) (0.085)
1 activity * income 0.012
(0.106)
2 activities * income 0.060
(0.149)
3 activities * income -0.345
(0.189)
1 activity * co-partisan 0.309
(0.136)
2 activities * co-partisan 1.274
(0.167)
3 activities * co-partisan 2.113
(0.237)
Co-partisan * income 0.584
(0.105)
Constant -0.049 -0.430 -0.396™ -0.290™
(0.048) (0.055) (0.058) (0.068)
Observations 20368 20368 17921 17921

Notes: The participation index ranges from 0 tdt3s constructed by adding the three
behaviors analyzed separately in prior models: &/at validated voting in the general
election; “Donate”, whether respondent reports ihgvnade a political contribution in
the past year; and “Non-Voting Participation Adies$,” including whether the
respondent reports having attended a political ilngetione campaign work or displayed
a political sign in the past year. Standard eriogarentheses.p < 0.05,” p< 0.01,”™

p <0.001
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Appendix
" Representation in an Era of Palitical and Economic I nequality:

How and When Citizen Engagement Matters’

This appendix includes supplemental details abodtaaalysis of our measures of
political participation (section 1); details regaugl CCES issue inclusion, conflict
districts and roll call votes (section 2); and msties of a “win ratio” model of policy

congruence (section 3).

1. Participation Measures

Our analysis uses measures of self-reported gaation in several political
activities as well as a validated indicator of agtin the general election. A well-known
drawback of self-reported voting measures is ogppirting bias. We use the CCES
validated voting data provided through Cataligipétical data vendor that links survey
respondents to their administratively validatedngtecord (Ansolabahere and Hersh
2012). The weighted mean for the self-reported;vedidated vote measure in the CCES
2012 data is 88.62%, whereas the validated votsunedas a mean of 78.97%. While
this voting rate is still meaningfully higher thtre actual turnout rate of 2012, the
weighting procedure in the CCES—based on usingtmedtcases that are weighted to
the sampling frame using propensity scores—creategionally representative sample
of U.S. adults (Ansolabehere and Schaffner 2018: 17

For non-voting participation, we use a measureithabded as “1” if the
individual reports engaging in any one of the fallog three activities in the past year:
attending local political meetings, displaying digozal sign, or working for a candidate

or a campaign (weighted mean 0.326, S.E. 0.002)aidéyze making political

47



contributions, or donating, as a separate typelbfigal activity, where respondents are
coded “1” if they report making a political contuifion over the past year and “0”

otherwise (weighted mean 0.315, S.E. 0.002).

2. Issue I nclusion and Assignment to Theoretical Models

The policy issues for which the CCES provides dataespondent policy
preferences as well as their representatives’ligis roll-call votes include: the
Affordable Care Act (2010); the Keystone XL PipetifiDon’t Ask, Don't Tell”

(DADT), the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement; tharRBudget Bill (2011 House
Budget Plan); and the Simpson-Bowles Budget PEach of the CCES issue questions
included the following introduction, which was thitiowed by additional question-
wording for each issue:

Congress considered many important bills over tet fwo years. For each of the
following tell us whether you support or oppose léggslation in principle:

e Affordable Care Act of 2010 (1). Requires all Aicans to obtain health
insurance. Allows people to keep current provideets up health insurance
option for those without coverage. Increases taxethose making more than
$280,000 a year. [CC332I]

e Repeal Affordable Care Act (2). Would repeal tHioAdable Care Act.
[CC332G]

o Keystone Pipeline. A bill to approve the Keystotiepipeline from Montana to
Texas and provide for environmental protection gogernment oversight.
[CC332H]

e End Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell. Would allow gays to seropenly in the armed
services. [CC332J]

e U.S. —Korea Free Trade Agreement. Would removBgan imports and
exports between South Korea and the U.S. [CC332F]

e 2011 House Budget Plan (also known as the "Ryarg&uill"). The Budget

plan would cut Medicare and Medicaid by 42%. Waaduce debt by 16% by
2020. [CC332A]
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e Simpson-Bowles Budget Plan. Plan would make 15& across the board in
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid and Defensay@tas other programs.
Eliminate many tax breaks for individuals and cogtions. Would reduce debt
by 21% by 2030. [CC332B]

A few details on these questions are of note.t,Fespondents were asked two
different questions about the ACA at different tsnéVe use the “repeal” version of the
guestion in the analysis, but the findings repgoahen using the question asking
respondents whether they support the ACA. Theo(s#crepeal version of the question
referred specifically to the ACA, while the (firsjuestion asked about individuals’
support for the basic features of the ACA legisiati

Second, the DADT vote was on an amendment thatduoaNe eliminated
funding for military chaplain’s training as partthie previous repeal of DADT; hence,
voting against the amendment would convey suppo®ADT. It is possible that policy
congruence was reduced on this issue due to ittamtive complexity, as it was
introduced as an amendment to a military spendihgtherefore, it was not a separate,
high visibility roll call vote on the repeal of “It Ask, Don’t Tell,” which would
provide a more direct correspondence with the COES®ey question. In addition to the
DADT amendment, the bill included a highly saliéetail related to the closure of
Guantanamo. As such, the bill's substantive cantes not solely focused on DADT
and this may influence the observed linkage betveeaistituent and representative
support as expected for a Responsible Parties.issue

We use the first four issues in the analysis. ékfdude the Ryan Budget Bill and
the Simpson-Bowles Budget Plan as issues becaussev@) only those issues on which
participants and non-participants have opposingypg@references and (b) only those

issues for which the roll call vote exhibits adagguaariance. For the Simpson-Bowles
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Budget bill, the roll call vote wasrgearly unanimous bipartisan vote with only 8% noti
on the minority side. For the Ryan Budget Bill,pesdent opposition was very high,
leading to a vanishingly small number of conflicttdcts.

Hill, Jordan and Hurley argue that the theoret&adectations for the
correspondence in preferences between legislatbcamstituent will vary based on three
defining characteristics of the issue at haissue easiness, partisan polarization and how
long the issue has been the political agenda. New, simple and cross-cgtissues
should reflect amstructed delegatenodel; complicated and cross-cutting issues the
trusteemodel; established, simple and party-definingessiheresponsible partynodel;
complicated and party-defining issues reflectghgay-elite ledmodel; and established,
simple and cross-cutting issues badief-sharingmodel. For a graphical presentation of
the five models, see Hill, Jordan and Hurley 20U&:

Hill, Jordan and Hurley note that over time, paetiye led issues on the agenda
might reflect some preference congruence betwgaesentative and constituents. They
speculate (p. 45) that the ACA might have beenliéetled issue prior to its passage in
2009—-but also claim that by the time Republicatoguced repeal bills beginning in
2010, it was a classic example of a responsibly pssue (pp. 1-2), which is consistent
with our evaluation of the issue type.

While Hill, Jordan and Hurley use repeated measafeublic opinion and roll
call votes over time to assign the issues to motledstimeliness of the issues in the 2012
CCES requires that we rely more heavily on theaall votes (see below), as well as
media coverage of the bills as to their substardorgent, strategies and public support.

Conflict Districts. The rationale spelled out by Soroka and WlezZ898) and
Griffin and Newman (2013) clarifies the importarafdocusing attention on units of

analysis in which salient groups hold opposing@ofireferences. To adapt Griffin and
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Newman’s (2013: 55) example for the purposes ofstudly: if a piece of legislation is
supported by 90% of politically active citizens &@Po of politically inactive citizens, an
MC vote that is influenced by the policy preferemoé politically active citizens will also
satisfy the policy preferences of a majority ofgaavho are politically inactive. Such a
district is not useful to test our hypotheses aspiblicy preferences of participants and
non-participants do not differ.

We identify “conflict districts” as ones in whiclagicipant preferences for the
direction of action on a policy issue at hand denhflith non-participants. The “conflict”
is therefore not merely a statistically significaifference between participators and non-
participators but where there is disagreementerctlurse of policy actiofi.e. one group
supports “for” and the other group supports “agdios the same policy issue). Relying
on substantive differences in policy preferencesigies a more rigorous standard for
assessing the consequences of participation farypobngruence than relying on
differences in the proportion of each group favgrnpolicy.

Griffin and Newman (2013) operationalize a “cortflitstrict” as a district in
which the relevant groups support opposing polmyrses by any margin, meaning one
group’s mean policy score is 0.51 and the othér49, or any other unbalanced mean
(e.g. 0.90 versus 0.10). We follow this approactheanalyses presented in the
manuscript. We also replicated our analyses wihctinstraint where the proportion of
supporters on each side of the midpoint is sepatateat least one half standard
deviation, The replication analyses using thi€tr operationalization were fully
consistent with our reported findings.

Table Al presents the proportion of conflict didgifor each CCES policy issue
for which we have data on policy preferences fahlvespondents and for their

representatives’ legislative roll-call votes, byipcal activity.
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Table Al. Proportion of districts that are confliltstricts for each policy issue

ACA Keystone DADT KFTA Sé”g\f’vlsé’;' Ryan
Vote 40.14 13.99 13.99 47.48 47.94 3.67
Activities 40.37 14.22 19.27 47.48 46.79 2.52
Donation 36.93 15.37 14.45 50.23 50.69 2.52

Note: entries represent the proportion of all galssilistricts that are conflict districts, i.e.vitich
participators and non-participators support opgositurses of policy action for each policy issul for
each political act.

As shown in Table Al, with only 3.67% of all dists qualifying as "conflict
districts”, the Ryan Budget issue does not hawegelenough number of conflict
districts in order to conduct valid analyses. Téason why the Ryan budget bill has so
few conflict districts is because such a large propn of the public opposed the bill
(specifically, 79.4% of the CCES 2012 respondemsprder for a district to qualify as in
“conflict,” it must be the case that those who poétically active support one course of
action (e.g. support the Ryan bill) at the sametihat those who are politically inactive
support the opposite course of policy action (@gpose the Ryan bill). When a large
majority of the population prefers only one cous§golicy action, the majority of both
participatorsand non-participators overwhelmingly prefer the sarokgy action, and the

issue does not meet our district conflict requiratme
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Variancein Roll Call Votes. We exclude the Simpson-Bowles Budget Plan from
the analysis because the roll call vote was vilyuaianimous against the bill. The roll
call votes on this bill therefore belong to the &nimous or nearly so" category of
legislation that is not appropriate for this tygedl call voting analysis. As with the
conflict district criteria, it is impossible to &ss constituency correspondence with roll
call votes by members if (almost) all members wotanimously on a bill (either in
support, or in opposition). Details on the rallo/otes on the six “matched” (opinion to
roll call vote) issues in the CCES are providedbel Note: Voting records for the
House of Representative votes are coddebagAye), Against (Nay), Did Not Vote

(Abstain). Source: https://www.congress.gov/roll-call-votes

Repeal of Affordable Care Act/ Obamacare (Firsté)ot
"Repealing the Job-Killing Health Care Law Act"

January 19, 2011
Vote number 14

H.R. 2

Passed: 245-189-1
Democrats: 3-189-1
Republicans: 242-0-0

Keystone Pipeline
"To direct the President to expedite the considmmaand approval of the construction
and operation of the Keystone XL oil pipeline, dadother purposes.”

July 26, 2011

Vote number 650
H.R. 1938
Passed279-147-1-5
Democrats47-144-0-2
Republicans232-3-1-3

Don’t Ask, Don't Tell
Amendment to Defense Appropriations Act, 2012 thit the use of funds in the bill
for “Don’'t Ask, Don't Tell” repeal training materis.developed for military chaplains.

e July8, 2011
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Vote number 528
H.R. 2219

Passed: 236-184-12
Democrats: 9-175-8
Republicans: 227-9-4

US-Korea Free Trade
"To implement the United States-Korea Free Tradeefigpent.”

October 12, 2011
Vote number 783

H.R. 3080

Passed: 278-151-4
Democrats: 59-130-3
Republicans: 219-21-1

Ryan Budget Bill [excluded from the analysis dudaitk of conflict districts]
"Establishing the budget for the United States Gawent for fiscal year 2012 and
setting forth appropriate budgetary levels fordisgears 2013 through 2021."

April 15, 2011

Vote number 277
H.Con.Res. 34
Passed: 235-193-4
Democrats: 0-189-3
Republicans: 235-4-1

Simpson-Bowles Budget [excluded due to lack ofatarn in roll call votes]
"Amendment in the nature of a substitute souglmdert the budget proposal endorsed
by the Simpson-Bowles Commission.”

March 28. 2012

Vote number 145

H.Con.Res. 112, Amendment 1001
Failed: 38-382-9 (2 present votes)
Democrats: 22-159-7 (2 present votes)
Republicans: 16-223-2
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3. Win ratio analyses

Table A2 provides estimates of models similar tsthreported in Table 2 and Table 3,
substituting a “win ratio” index as the dependeatiable. The index is the number of the
four issues on which the respondent is congruetht mer representative. As noted in the
manuscript, these estimates confirm the genertdnpatthat we report finding for the
Responsible Party issues, and especially the A@ken policy congruence results not
only from the acts of voting, donating or otheragmf political activity, but is mediated
by the partisanship of the participant. In otherds, legislators respond to active co-
partisans across all types of participation.

Table A2. Simple Models of Policy Congruence (WatiBR)
Sample of districts that conflict for all acts; safmaseline n for all models

Model 1 Model 2 Model Model ¢ Model & Model €
Vote Vote * Donatt Donate *  Activities  Activities *
Co-partisan Co-partisan Co-partisan
Vote 0.961 -1.39¢
(0.728 (0.846
Cao-partisal -1.667 2.665™ 2.96€"
(1.219 (0.686 (0.710
Vote * 6.497"
Cao-partisal (1.378
Donate 0.59: -1.53¢
(0.606 (0.760
Donate 5.24€"
Cao-partisal (2.133
Activities 1.44€ 0.02¢
(0.612 (0.788
Activities * 3.23¢"
Cao-partisal (1.154
Constar 49.637" 50.10%™ 50.117" 49.185™ 49.86. 48.837"
(0.788 (0.869 (0.701 (0.763 (0.705 (0.765
Observation 2622 2622 2507 2507 2507 2507
AdjustedR? 0.00( 0.007 0.00( 0.007 0.001 0.007

Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,”" p<0.001
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