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ABSTRACT:
Recent years have seen a proliferation of research on the connection between voters and elites. 
One literature explores whether elites’ responsiveness is biased towards affluent voters, but 
does not allow for reverse causality. Another literature investigates voters’ responsiveness to 
elite cues, but pays limited attention to potential inequality in such responsiveness. This study 
combines insights from both literatures by analysing class inequality in elite responsiveness to 
voters, and vice versa. It does so by using detailed time-series data on citizens’ preferences and 
party positions towards government spending in the Netherlands. Empirical analyses reveal 
that middle and lower educated citizens seem to exert the strongest influence on parties, while 
the higher educated adapt their preferences the most in response to party cues. The analysis 
has important implications for the study of representation and inequality and, more broadly, 
for the relationship between citizens and elites in established democracies.
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Introduction

This study addresses the responsiveness of political elites to voter preferences, and
vice versa, around elections. Such mutual responsiveness is vital to understanding
the democratic process; indeed, many scholars of representation stress its inter-
active nature, where citizens and policymakers communicate with and in�uence
each other throughout the policy process (Pitkin, 1967; Mansbridge, 2003; Saward,
2010; Wolkenstein and Wratil, 2021). By extension, to understand inequality in
the democratic process, we should also pay attention to skews in both directions
between voters and elites. In this study, I ask whether party elites are more recep-
tive to some citizens' preferences than to others, and whether some citizens adapt
their preferences more strongly to elite cues than others do.

To be sure, there are many studies which have addressed di�erent parts of
this question. On one side, a prominent line of scholarship investigates whether
political outcomes are more responsive to a�uent citizens than to the middle and
working class, often �nding that they do (cf. Gilens and Page 2014; Branham et al.
2017; Elkjaer and Iversen 2020; Elsässer et al. 2020; Schakel et al. 2020). On the
other side is a literature on voter responsiveness, much of which concludes that the
policy preferences of average citizens are in�uenced by elite signals (Zaller, 1992;
Ray, 2003; Gabel and Scheve, 2007; Soroka and Wlezien, 2010; Lenz, 2013).

However, each of these research lines has been limited by its relative neglect
of the other. Most of the literature on unequal elite responsiveness treats public
opinion as exogenous and is therefore � to varying degrees � vulnerable to the threat
of endogeneity (Iversen and Soskice, 2019, p. 25). Conversely, the literature on
voter responsiveness does consider two-way in�uence between elites and masses
(Steenbergen et al., 2007; Hakhverdian, 2012; Barberá et al., 2019) but pays very
little attention to possible inequality in these relationships (with some exceptions,
e.g. Soroka and Wlezien 2010). As a result, our knowledge of the (unequal) ties
between voters and elites remains limited.

Importantly, this limited knowledge means that there is room for di�erent
interpretations of the existing �ndings. For instance, what has been presented as
evidence for a class bias voter in�uence may actually re�ect a class bias in voter
adaptation (see Mathisen et al. 2021 pp. 26-27). The same applies to �ndings
of `middle-class supremacy' (Elkjaer and Iversen, 2020). These scenarios not only
have di�erent causes and consequences in empirical terms, they also have di�erent
normative implications. It is quite clear that biased in�uence on the basis of social
class is incompatible with basic notions of political equality (Dahl, 1989; Sabl,
2015; Ingham, 2021), but it is arguably less obvious where the harm is in some
citizens being more attentive or susceptible to elite cues than others. Finally, if it
is concluded that both situations should be avoided, the solutions to ameliorate
either are very di�erent.
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The current study is an attempt to move the literature forward by addressing
unequal in�uence (of voters on elites) and unequal adaptation (of voters to elites)
at the same time. I do so using detailed time-series data on citizens' preferences
and party positions towards government spending in the Netherlands, measured
around parliamentary elections in 2010, 2012 and 2017. In separate regression
analyses, including �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas, I consider which
education groups a�ect and are a�ected by parties' election pledges. Moreover,
I compare left-wing parties to right-wing parties, and parties in government to
parties in opposition.

The analyses suggest that considering all parties together, middle educated
voters exert more in�uence than the higher educated on party positions, and even
the lower educated seem to trump the latter. These �ndings point to the enduring
relevance of the well-worn median voter theorem in the run-up to parliamentary
elections. Interestingly, however, much of the results for lower educated voter
in�uence on parties seems to depend on left-wing parties that then end up in
opposition. Reversely, higher educated voter in�uence on parties appears to be
coming from those parties that end up in the government coalition after elections.
This makes sense in light of the skewed responsiveness literature focusing on policy
outcomes (but see Schakel and Burgoon 2022), while at the same time point to
the importance of studying where inequalities arise in di�erent phases or stages of
representation (Burgoon et al., 2022; Becher and Stegmueller, 2021a). On the other
side, it is the higher educated that adapt their policy views the most in response to
the election promises of their preferred party. This points both to the importance
of educational skews in political engagement as well as the suggestion that there
are more cues from those parties that win elections and end up in government.

Altogether,

Theory

The past years have seen a resurging interest in the age-old question of whose
demands and needs are re�ected in political outcomes, and particularly whether
skews in socioeconomic resources yield skews in political power (for reviews, see
Erikson 2015; Peters 2018; Bartels 2021). This literature has already contributed
greatly to our understanding of political representation in established democracies,
but it also faces a number of lingering issues. Perhaps the most fundamental of
these issues concerns causality. Few will disagree with the view that, in addition to
the potential in�uence of citizens on political elites, elites also in�uence citizens'
attitudes, and the fact that both may occur at the same time can have large
implications for the study of (unequal) representation. However, previous studies
have not done enough to address and guard against the possibility of endogeneity
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in their research designs.
This is most obvious in analyses of congruence, which focus on who gets what

in purely descriptive terms, with citizen and elite positions often measured at the
same point in time (e.g. Lesschaeve 2017; Schakel and Hakhverdian 2018; Lupu
and Warner 2022; Rosset and Kurella 2020). One might say that the direction
of causality is of no concern here, given that congruence is not based on causal
inference in the �rst place. However, many researchers implicitly or explicitly
assume that potential inequalities in congruence arise from inequalities in citizens'
in�uence on elites, which is a�orded much more weight in their conclusions than
the reverse possibility (e.g. Lesschaeve 2017; Schakel and Hakhverdian 2018; Lupu
and Warner 2022).

The same problem arises in studies of responsiveness, where the goal is to
�nd out who has a causal impact on political outcomes, with citizens' positions
usually measured before elites' (e.g. Peters and Ensink 2015; Elkjaer and Iversen
2020; Schakel et al. 2020). For example, Martin Gilens' in�uential analysis of
unequal representation in the United States is based on a research design which
measures public opinion as support for policy change, while the dependent variable
is whether policy actually changed in the four years after the survey was conducted
(Gilens 2012; the same approach is adopted by Persson and Gilljam 2019; Mathisen
2019; Elsässer et al. 2020; Lupu and Castro 2021; Schakel and Van Der Pas 2021;
Schakel 2021). In many instances, however, it is likely that policy change was
already being discussed by elites before the survey was conducted; indeed, many
survey questions explicitly mention changes proposed by political actors. Hence,
many studies of unequal responsiveness are vulnerable to the threat of endogeneity.

Clearly, then, we need to consider in�uence (of citizens on elites) and adapta-
tion (of citizens to elites) at the same time to gain more insight into substantive
representation1. This is what is done in the current study. I discuss my expecta-
tions regarding each of these below, starting with in�uence.

Unequal in�uence

Can we expect inequality in citizens' in�uence on elite and policy outcomes? This
question has been asked by many scholars in the recent past. Mirroring the elitism-
pluralism debate of the 1950's and 1960's (Truman, 1951; Mills, 1956; Dahl, 1961;
Domho�, 1967), many studies �nd that the a�uent dominate the policy process
(Ellis, 2013; Rigby and Wright, 2013; Gilens and Page, 2014; Peters and Ensink,
2015; Bartels, 2016; Elsässer et al., 2020; Lefkofridi and Giger, 2020; Schakel et al.,
2020; Lupu and Castro, 2021; Schakel, 2021), while others argue that the middle

1From the point of view of elites, the terms of �in�uence� and adaptation� are reversed, but
we use these terms from citizens' point of view throughout the paper to avoid confusion
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class is (also) decisive (Soroka and Wlezien, 2010; Enns, 2015; Rhodes et al., 2017;
Elkjaer and Iversen, 2020, 2021; Rosset and Kurella, 2020).

While this evidence is far from de�nitive, these studies do provide some indica-
tions of what to expect. First, and perhaps unsurprisingly, there is no consensus
in the literature on whose views prevail in the political sphere. Second, however,
there is more evidence for a pro-a�uent bias than a pro-middle-class bias in in-
�uence, which is not limited to particular contexts or issue areas. And third,
even those who are most optimistic about the prospects of political equality, such
as Elkjaer and Iversen (2020), discount the political power of the poor (see also
Käppner et al. 2021).

In terms of mechanisms, we can similarly �nd arguments to expect either mid-
dle groups or the a�uent to whom parties are trying to appeal. The major power
resource of the middle is that it is closest to the median voter, which is expected to
be pivotal in the classic Downsian model (Downs, 1957a). This is particularly rel-
evant in the context of this paper's research design, as I am using party's positions
in the run-up to parliamentary elections. At the same time, other power resources
suggest that political outcomes skew away from the middle and towards the top,
as Downs himself acknowledged at one point when he argued that �inequality of
political in�uence is a necessary result of imperfect information, given an unequal
distribution of wealth and income in society� (Downs 1957b, p. 141). Beyond
information, we see inequalities in electoral participation (Schlozman et al., 2012;
Gallego, 2015), descriptive representation (in European parliaments particularly in
terms of education and occupational background) (Best, 2007; Bovens and Wille,
2017; O'Grady and Abou-Chadi, 2019; Carnes and Lupu, 2021), political dona-
tions (Bonica et al., 2013), organized interest lobbying (Strolovitch, 2006) and
structural power (Lindblom, 1982; Culpepper, 2015). As there is room to argue in
di�erent directions, I expect either the middle or the higher educated to be most
in�uential, while the voice of the lower educated should essentially be irrelevant.

This results in the �rst set of hypotheses about parties' responsiveness taking
into account all parties at the same time:

H1a: Middle-educated voters exert most in�uence on party positions

H1b: Higher-educated voters exert most in�uence on party positions

These hypotheses, however, might conceal di�erences between left and right
parties and opposition and government parties. For the former, I expect positions
for left-wing parties to be in�uenced more by their lower-educated voters. Indeed,
we could expect that left-wing governments implement left-wing policies (Imbeau
et al., 2001). But such congruence should not in and of itself indicate respon-
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siveness to the lower-educated. I could, however, expect in�uence for example
because to some extent lower-class interests have a comparative advantage in their
access to left-wing elites � be it via decreasing, but still more frequent background
in organized labor or the working class found among Social Democratic ministers
(Carnes and Lupu, 2015; Alexiadou, 2022) or through established ties with lower-
class groups (Flavin, 2018; Becher and Stegmueller, 2021b). Moreover, Bartels
(2016) and Becher and Stegmueller (2021b) �nd left-wing legislators to be more
responsive to low-income citizens. I expect the reversed to be true for right-wing
parties, as Alexiadou (2022) shows that centre-right governments are dominated
by liberal professional and the owning class. Acknowledging that there are also
studies �nding the opposite (Rigby and Wright, 2013), the second set of hypothe-
ses expects a moderating e�ect by party:

H2a: Lower-educated voters exert more in�uence on left parties than do higher-

educated voters

H2b: Higher-educated voters exert more in�uence on right parties than do low-

educated voters

Lastly, given the focus on in�uence in the run-up to parliamentary elections, I
expect that while it might be possible that parties want to appeal to more strongly
to middle groups on average, parties that end up in the government coalition are
in�uenced by higher-educated voters. For this expectation it is useful to consider
looking at it from the perspective of subsequent stages or channels in the chain of
representation (Burgoon et al., 2022; Becher and Stegmueller, 2021a). We know
that in the Netherlands in policy outcomes there is unequal responsiveness skewed
towards the higher educated (Schakel and Burgoon, 2022). We also from the litera-
ture on �scal retrenchment that unpopular policies are mostly avoided around elec-
tion time (Zohlnhöfer, 2007; Wenzelburger et al., 2020; König and Wenzelburger,
2017). Lastly, Bolhuis (2017) has showed that there is a discrepancy between
election manifesto's and coalition agreements that favours business and disfavours
households. Taking all of this together, it is plausible that higher-educated voters
in�uence more strongly the parties ending up in government coalition. Therefore
the last hypothesis for in�uence is that:

H3: Higher-educated voters exert more in�uence on government parties than

do low-educated voters

Implications for this last hypothesis should be emphasized a bit more because it
argues against recent work by Schakel and Burgoon (2022) that demonstrated that
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unequal responsiveness already manifests in party platforms. Empirical support for
H3 would suggest that in the run up to elections parties move towards the middle
(and possibly lower) educated to attract votes, but that there is something about
the election results and coalition formation process that eliminates this pro-middle
(pro-low) bias.

Unequal adaptation

Next, I turn to potential inequalities in adaptation, which brings us to the volumi-
nous literature on voter responsiveness to elites (Zaller, 1992; Ray, 2003; Gabel and
Scheve, 2007; Soroka and Wlezien, 2010; Lenz, 2013; Leeper and Slothuus, 2014).
This literature is based on the idea that, as Hacker and Pierson put it, voters �are
not unmoved; they are mobilized, messaged, and sometimes manipulated� by elites
(Hacker and Pierson 2020, p. 12). There are several variations of this theme across
the �eld. For example, one discussion focuses on the extent of voter responsive-
ness. Most relevant here are studies which, like mine, allow responsiveness to go
in both directions. Several of these studies conclude that voters exert a stronger
in�uence on elites than vice versa (Steenbergen et al., 2007; Hakhverdian, 2012;
Barberá et al., 2019), though others �nd a larger (or equally large) role for elite
cues (Soroka and Wlezien, 2010; O'Grady, 2022). Scholars also disagree about the
form of responsiveness, with some arguing that elites prime certain aspects of a
pre-existing set of preferences (Jacoby, 2000), while others put forward that voters
respond when they learn the policy position of their party (Lenz, 2013), and still
others assert that elite cues actually shape these preferences (Slothuus and Bis-
gaard, 2021; O'Grady, 2022). From the voters' perspective, there are also di�erent
perspectives. Voters' identity can be strongly tied to a party, making them engage
in partisan motivated reasoning to signal loyalty to their party (Campbell et al.,
1980). But voters could also have cost-bene�t considerations, where parties act
as informational shortcuts for voters. Still, despite these variations, the common
denominator is that public preferences are sensitive to elite signals.

For the purposes of this paper, however, the most important question is which
education groups adapt their attitudes to elite cues, and, more speci�cally, whether
there is inequality in the adaptation to such cues. This corner of the literature is
surprisingly sparse �nd (with Cavaillé and Neundorf (2022) as a recent exception),
though existing studies do inform what answers we might plausibly expect to.

First, we must ask whether there is any heterogeneity in voter responsiveness
or whether all groups of voters move in tandem over time. The latter is suggested
by classic studies of Page and Shapiro (1992, pp. 289-320) and Soroka and Wlezien
(2010, pp. 145�167) and more recently in a study of change in discourse on British
welfare policy (O'Grady, 2022), who concludes that the policy preferences of dif-
ferent groups of citizens di�er in levels but hardly in over-time changes (except
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for di�erent parties). If so, there is little space for unequal adaptation. On the
other hand, other analyses do �nd group di�erences in voter responsiveness, often
on the basis of political knowledge (or `political awareness'; for an overview, see
Druckman and Lupia (2000, pp. 13�15)).

Second, assuming there is some unequal adaptation, who would I expect to re-
spond most strongly to elites? Here, too, the likely answer is either groups in the
middle or those most politically aware, which is illustrated well in another classic
study by Zaller (1992). Zaller's seminal model of public opinion departs from the
notion that voter responsiveness varies as a function of the propensity to receive
and accept elite cues, which again brings us to political awareness. One likely
scenario is that politically aware citizens receive the cues sent by elites, but also
tend to be more capable of critically assessing the cues they receive. Individuals
that are least aware might be susceptible to these cues, but they have a smaller
chance of receiving them in the �rst place. This leaves the moderately aware: they
both receive the cue, but are less capable of resisting it. On the other hand, Zaller
also �nds instances where adaptation rises monotonically with awareness, which
is possible when reception is more important than acceptance and/or when recep-
tion is low overall. Of course, this is only relevant for my argument insofar that
education correlates with political knowledge, but there are many studies which
show that the former positively predicts the latter (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996;
Erikson, 2015; Schlozman et al., 2012; Bovens and Wille, 2017).

H4a: Middle-educated voters most strongly adapt their preferences to party po-

sitions

H4b: Higher-educated voters most strongly adapt their preferences to party po-

sitions

Although in terms of voter adaptation I do not expect there to be di�erences for
left-wing or right-wing parties2, I expect that adaptation for government parties is
stronger. First and foremost because the parties (and their programs) that even-
tually end up in the governing coalition are much more exposed in the media in
the months following the election. In particular because the budgetary estimations
used in the empirical analysis are important for parties in the coalition negotiations
(Bolhuis, 2017), exactly these positions are more likely to be publicly discussed.

2Although I think it is plausible that there are di�erences: one could expect that when parties
advocate policies against what they are known for, this has a bigger e�ect on public opinion.
O'Grady (2022) shows how the Labour party in the United Kingdom turned against the welfare
state, the system they had set up in the �rst place. This had large consequences for public
support for the welfare state. The data, however, does not give me enough leverage to explore
these di�erences by interacting austerity elections and left-right parties.
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Be it because parties can re-emphasize that they will absolutely not compromise
on some of their key positions, or because each coalition party is given a platform
to highlight the points they won during the negotiations. Therefore, the �fth and
last hypothesis is:

H5: Adaptation is stronger for government parties than for opposition parties

On balance, I expect that this adaptation is strongest either for the middle
educated and the higher educated, while weaker for the lowest educated, based on
the e�ects of receiving and accepting elite communications.

Before moving on to the data and methods section, let me acknowledge some
limitations to this study. The biggest limitation is the aggregated structure of the
data, which will in detail be discussed in the next section. This makes the empirical
strategy prone to the risk that what I interpret as adaptation of public preferences
to party platforms could also be the result of people switching to di�erent parties
after they realize that their previous party's platform is not in line with their views.
And if higher educated citizens do that more often than others � which is plausible
� this is a source of bias. I acknowledge that this is an alternative explanation
that I cannot dismiss with certainty and that should ideally be taken into account.
Nevertheless, Appendix A1 shows the composition of the electorate in the sample
by other descriptive variables and shows that party-education groups are rather
similar across waves. In any case, given the relatively limited knowledge on the
topic, I address the more basic questions �rst, stripping away important but less
fundamental aspects for the moment.

Data and methods

I test my expectations using mass surveys and spending pledges in the Netherlands.
In this section, I discuss my case selection, research design, operationalization of
variables and analysis, respectively.

Case

Regarding in�uence, Schakel (2021) has previously argued that the Netherlands
constitutes a least-likely case for class-based inequalities, though the same study
found large skews in policy responsiveness. The `least-likely' claim may have been
too strong, but the Dutch context still makes for a relatively unlikely case, given
its proportional electoral system, muted levels of income inequality, relative lack
of money in politics and pluralist regime of organized interests. However, by
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focussing on education, the Netherlands might also be characterized as a typical
case (Schakel and Van Der Pas, 2021).

In terms of unequal adaptation, the Netherlands is also likely to be a typical
case, though the scarcity of studies of the topic makes it di�cult to judge. On
the one hand, the Dutch party system has a high level of volatility on both the
aggregate and individual levels (Van der Meer, 2017). Hence, it has relatively weak
party attachments, which reduces the likelihood of adaptation among voters. On
the other hand, according to Zaller's model of preference formation, variation in
elite rhetoric should increase attitudinal change. We see particularly large shifts
occurring when comparing the elections of 2010 and 2012 with that of 2017. The
former two being characterized by austerity, with strong emphasis on spending
cuts, the latter by less �scal pressure and more proposals to increase spending in
various policy areas. From these reversals in party positions on spending items we
can expect voters' policy opinions to change accordingly (Slothuus and Bisgaard,
2021; O'Grady, 2022). If I do �nd adaptation, it is fairly likely to be unequal,
given roughly average educational di�erences in political knowledge and partici-
pation among Western European countries (e.g. Bovens and Wille 2017). All in
all, I expect �ndings from the Netherlands to be fairly representative of similar
democracies in Western Europe.

Research design

My analyses rely on time series data of public opinion and party positions towards
government spending in the Netherlands, where citizens' preferences for changes
in spending are linked to parties' plans for changes in the same policy areas. I
choose this set-up for a number of reasons. First, amid low levels of political
information among the majority of the electorate, preferences for more or less
spending are relatively undemanding and are hence likely to contain a consistent
and meaningful signal about the public's wants (Soroka and Wlezien, 2010, pp. 14-
20). Second, bene�ting from a unique characteristic of the Dutch political system,
spending pledges are available for almost all political parties in the Netherlands.
The estimated budgetary e�ects are calculated by the Netherlands Bureau for
Economic Policy Analysis Statistics (CPB) on the basis of any and all policy
proposal included in a party's election manifesto, which incentivizes parties to
be concrete and prevent "position blurring" to attract broader support (Rovny,
2013). These estimations are both highly publicized in the run-up to parliamentary
elections and could be interpreted as an indicator for the plans proposed in the
parties' manifesto's, making them likely to a�ect and be a�ected by voters. Third,
spending pledges are discussed at a speci�c point in time, given that they are made
available several weeks before the election and lose most of their public relevance
afterwards (Bolhuis, 2017, p. 4), while remaining relevant for parties participating
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in the coalition formation process (Suyker, 2013). This is important for reducing
the risk of endogeneity in the analysis. Fourth, compared to actual spending,
pledges are less noisy, as the former is a�ected by many factors outside of parties'
control (see for example the `dependent variable problem' in welfare state research;
Allan and Scruggs 2004; Green-Pedersen 2004).

Having said this, the data also has its limitations. First and foremost, the
downside of spending pledges is that they are not actual policy, which can be
considered �the ultimate metric of representation� (Caughey and Warshaw, 2018,
p. 250). I can reasonably expect a strong correlation between pledges and policy
changes, particularly for parties who end up in the governing coalition (Suyker,
2013; Thomson, 2017; Bolhuis, 2017). But going from the pre-electoral to the
post-electoral stage (see Burgoon et al. 2022; Becher and Stegmueller 2021a) of
the policy process may also introduce bias. For instance, an in-depth analysis
by Bolhuis (2017) showed that (post-election) coalition agreements are more ad-
vantageous to business and less advantageous to households compared to election
manifestos in the Netherlands. Hence, it is plausible that bias to the a�uent will
be introduced or ampli�ed only after the electoral phase. Another downside of
my data is that I cannot link responses from the same individuals over time. In-
stead, I rely on repeated group means of party supporters. This not only costs me
statistical power but also makes for weaker causal inferences by introducing the
risk that the composition of the group changes in systematic ways between survey
waves. Lastly, unfortunately the data do not give me much leverage to explore
variation across particular policy areas, election years or even more �ne-grained
analyses across parties.

Turning to the speci�cs of our design, my analysis matches voter preferences
to party positions for three elections (2010, 2012 and 2017), eight policy areas
and nine parties (although the PVV is not included in the 2017 election). As a
result, the observations in my data are parties (or party supporters) (8-9), nested
in policy areas (8) and elections (3), resulting in a total N of 208.

There is a signi�cant share of respondents in the surveys that indicate that they
would vote were there to be an election, but that they are yet undecided which
party they would vote for (see Appendix Table A1). The claim that parties only
cater to the demands of their core-voters is probably too strong, as they would also
want to appeal to voters that are not yet sure which party to vote for. On the other
hand, these groups are large compared to election-education group sizes by party.
Just adding the undecided voters to each party would attenuate the in�uence of
core-voters too much. In avoiding getting into thorny questions of exactly which
voters parties are trying to attract with their manifesto's, I decided to calculate the
positions of undecided voters per election-area-education group and weight these
as 50%, while the other 50% is estimate based on the same election-area-education
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groups, but for the speci�c parties. The intuition is that parties dedicate half of
their attention to core-voters and their demands, and half of their attention to
potential voters. I do not expect that undecided voters adapt their preferences
to all parties on average in the same way, so for the adaptation part I focus on
the results within political parties. In general, a focus on parties aligns with an
established tradition in research on responsiveness (e.g. Dalton 1985; Zaller 1992;
Adams 2012; Slothuus and Bisgaard 2021.

The political parties I include are those which are included in the CPB for three
elections: the People's Party for Freedom and Democracy (VVD), Labour Party
(PvdA), Christian Democratic Appeal (CDA), Socialist Party (SP), Democrats
66 (D66), GreenLeft (GL), Christian Union (CU) and Reformed Political Party
(SGP). Plus, the Freedom Party (PVV) is only included in the 2010 and 2012
election because it chose to not have its election manifesto analyzed in the 2017
election. I chose include the party anyway, because it is relevant both in terms of
seats and in terms of its' in�uence. These parties represent 90% of all parliamen-
tary seats in this period. Roughly half of the missing seats are covered by the PVV
in 2017, while the rest are small parties. These are notable omissions, though its
limited size compared to all other parties means it has modest consequences, at
most. See Appendix Table A1 for the electorate per party broken down by educa-
tion group in our data. For left-wing and right-wing parties, I follow Schakel and
Burgoon (2022) in operationalizing left-wing parties as those grouped under social
democratic, socialist and ecologist party families and right-wing as liberal, con-
servative and nationalist parties in the Manifesto Project Database (Burst et al.,
2021)). Governmental parties are those parties that end up in the government
coalition after the election.

The policy areas I can match are social welfare, health care, education, defense,
mobility, environment, crime and international cooperation. On average, these
eight areas represent 79% of the absolute changes in spending proposed by parties,
as calculated by the CPB. In some cases, policy areas are worded slightly di�erently
in the survey; in a two cases, I combined two survey questions to match one policy
from the party data (for details, see Appendix Table ??).

To illustrate the structure and timing of the data, �gure 1 shows an example
of spending preferences for one party (VVD) and one policy area (defense). To
be clear, I only use the waves in the shaded areas. The �gure makes it clear that
the lag between surveys and elections varies somewhat over the years. While I
would prefer to use equal lags across all cases, all surveys were conducted within a
year of their respective election. Because the publication of the budgetary e�ects
of party manifesto's is conceived both as a stand-alone incentive and as a more
general indicator for parties' positions from the start of the electoral campaign up
until the �nal coalition agreement, I excluded the April � May 2017 survey wave.
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This wave took place several months before the �nal coalition agreement, while
the subsequent wave took place in October � November 2017. Appendix Table
A11 shows that using the earlier wave as a robustness check, which is closer to the
CPB's publication, produces the same results. The exact timing of the elections
and survey waves are shown in Appendix Table ??.

Figure 1: Preferences on defense spending over time by liberal voters (includ-
ing undecided). Light-shaded areas show the time-period covered in between the
survey-waves used, while dark-shaded areas show the period from the publica-
tion of the estimated budgetary e�ect until the coalition agreement, with vertical
dashed lines as the elections.

Variables

As mentioned above, my measure of party position is based on the unique feature
of the Dutch political system that the budgetary e�ect of election manifestos are
estimated by the CPB. For each election pledge, the CPB estimates its budgetary
e�ect relative to a counterfactual scenario where the pledge would not be imple-
mented. It groups these changes by policy area, indicating how much more or
less each party proposes to spend. I divide the original �gures by ten, so that an
increase of one corresponds to a proposed spending increase of ¿10 billion. Given
the range of the data, this puts party positions on range from -1 to +1, with a
similar standard deviation to public preferences (see below). It should be high-
lighted that, like my variable for voter preferences, this variable indicates what
parties suggest should be change relative to the current amount of spending.

On the side of voter preferences, I use the Social State of the Netherlands (COB)
from the Netherlands Institute for Social Research (SCP), which is a quarterly,
nationally representative survey. The battery of spending questions that I use in
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my analysis are included 22 times between 2008 and 2020, but I only use the survey
waves before and after elections. This means I use data from six waves.

Respondents are grouped by their highest completed level of education. This is
a meaningful and relevant group as it has a strong e�ect on income, occupational
status and many other life chances(Ross and Wu, 1995; Bol, 2013; Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development, 2019). This is particularly true in the
Netherlands, where educational cleavages in social, political and economic life are
strong and arguably growing (cf. Van de Werfhorst 2015; Bovens and Wille 2017;
Schakel and Van Der Pas 2021. More practical reasons for choosing education over
income � which many other studies choose � are that the former has almost no
missing values (0.36% in our six waves)3.

I group respondents into three education groups, with the lowest encompassing
everything up to lower secondary education, the highest including higher voca-
tional and university education and the middle covering everything in between.
This aligns with the de�nition used by Statistics Netherlands and produces three
groups of roughly equal sizes (each covering 32-36% of the sample). Unsurprisingly,
and as mentioned before, the size of education groups vary across parties.

Spending attitudes are measured as preferences for change in each area, using
a �ve-point scale that ranges from �much less� to �much more� money4. These
categories are recoded to range from -1 to +1, such that the former indicates
unanimous support for much less spending and the latter indicates unanimous
support for much more spending. Lastly, party choice is measured by asking
respondents which party they are most likely to vote for if there were elections
that day.

Analysis

In testing the hypotheses, I consider in�uence and adaptation in separate mul-
tivariate regression models. For both models, I run OLS regressions. Regarding
adaptation, I regress post-election spending preferences on parties' spending plans,
controlling for pre-election spending preferences. I run separate models for the
three education groups, where the key independent variable (party positions) is
the same. I include �xed e�ects for elections, parties and policy areas. This is
partly motivated by the clustering of my data on each of these levels and partly to

3Income has 10,12% missing values. Moreover, whereas education groups are roughly equal
in size (32% low, 36% middle and 32% high), income groups in my data are more di�erent in
size (44% low, 26% middle and 20% high).

4The introduction to the spending battery reads as follows (translated from the original
Dutch): �Choices have to be made in politics. Spending more money for some purposes means
there is less money for others. Do you want national politicians to spend more or less money on
the following purposes?�
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minimize the risk that � notwithstanding the lagged dependent variable � parties
and voters respond to the same time- or policy-related factors. Appendix Tables
A4 - A7 show how the di�erent �xed e�ects play out in our data. Particularly
the inclusion of �xed e�ects for policy areas are in�uential, as di�erences between
areas are largest.

The analysis of in�uence is similar in some ways, though here I regress parties'
election plans on pre-election spending preferences. I do not control for parties'
plans at the previous elections for a few reasons. First, since these lagged values are
in some cases �ve years before they are hard to interpret. Second, party positions
are measured as change to the current amount of spending. In combination with
the �rst point, values at one election are not helpful in explaining values at the
next election. Last, more practically, because the right-wing populists did not have
its' manifestos' budgetary e�ect estimated by the CPB in 2006, including lags will
exclude this party-election observation. To be sure, including controls for parties'
plans at the previous election does not substantively alternate the results nor do
they have a signi�cant e�ect on party positions (see Appendix Table A8). I also
control for changes in actual government expenditure between the two elections
per policy area, using data on the Classi�cation of the Functions of Government
(COFOG) from Statistics Netherlands (see Appendix Table ??). The rationale
behind this is that parties and voters may both respond (thermostatically) to such
spending changes (Soroka and Wlezien, 2010).

Finally, there are a lot more respondents in some party-area-waves than others,
simply because some parties are more popular than others. To ensure that my
analysis re�ects these di�erences, I weigh all observations by the inverse of the
standard error around their average spending preferences. Excluding the weights
does not substantively change the results (see Appendix Table A9 - A10.

Results

Following the order of the theoretical discussion, I will �rst discuss the empiri-
cal results of elite responsiveness to voters' preferences, and then those of voter
responsiveness to elites' preferences.

Unequal in�uence

Table 1 shows the analysis of in�uence. The dependent variable � parties' spending
promises � is the same across all four models, but they include di�erent groups of
their voters. As a reminder, the preferences of the latter are measured before the
election.

Max Joosten



15

Figure 2 shows the predicted values of parties' support as a function of voters'
support for changes in spending. The left plot in the �gure corresponds to models
1-3, while the right plot corresponds to model 4.

Table 1: Linear regression models of parties' spending positions (including unde-
cided voters 50-50)

Dependent variable:

Party positions

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lower educated voter preferences 0.666∗∗∗ 0.346∗∗

(0.141) (0.168)
Middle educated voter preferences 0.748∗∗∗ 0.588∗∗

(0.157) (0.256)
Higher educated voter preferences 0.476∗∗∗ −0.069

(0.104) (0.180)
Change in spending since previous election −0.690∗∗∗ −0.719∗∗∗ −0.592∗∗∗ −0.748∗∗∗

(0.170) (0.159) (0.133) (0.157)
Constant 0.091∗ 0.030 −0.025 0.069

(0.054) (0.051) (0.049) (0.056)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 208 208 208 208
Adjusted R2 0.479 0.488 0.497 0.499

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.

Models 1-3 show that all groups' views are positively associated with party
positions, such that voters and parties tend to prioritize spending increases and
decreases in the same areas, even net of �xed e�ects for parties, years and policies.
You can already observe some di�erences here, since middle educated voters have
the strongest e�ect on parties, while the e�ect is weakest for the higher educated.

This is borne out further by model 4, which includes all three groups at once
and hence provides the most appropriate test of in�uence. This model suggests
that the middle educated exert substantial in�uence on parties. Also striking is
that the preferences of the lower educated have an independent e�ect on parties
as well, though their in�uence is a little more than half that of the middle. Lastly,
the e�ect for the higher educated is not distinguishable from zero. These results
suggest empirical support for H1a and not for H1b.

To gauge the size of these e�ects, I note that a coe�cient of 0.588 (model
4) means that parties are expected to increase spending ambitions by ¿5.8 billion
when their middle educated supporters move from total opposition (-1) to a neutral
position (0), or from the latter to total support (1). Put di�erently, a one standard
deviation increase in preferences increases parties' spending targets by half of a
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Figure 2: Predicted values of parties' position and support among low, middle and
higher educated voters

standard deviation. Clearly, this is a very substantial e�ect.
Beyond my main variables of interest, changes in spending since the last election

have a negative e�ect, such that parties are likely to suggest spending decreases
when spending has gone up in previous years and vice versa. Appendix table A8
shows the results including the lagged dependent variable, which has little e�ect.
This is perhaps unsurprising when we remember that this is measured several years
before its current value. After all, a party which supports higher spending in a
policy area might indeed see higher spending in subsequent years and adjust its
position accordingly, which is plausible looking at the e�ect of changes in spending.
The main results are nevertheless similar including the lagged dependent variable,
although the e�ect of lower educated reduces slightly. This can also be caused by
the exclusion of one wave of the right-wing populists, as they have no lagged value
for the election previous to 2010. The inclusion of undecided voters seem to mainly
have an e�ect on the coe�cients for low and middle voters. Appendix table A11
shows the results when the analysis is limited to party-voters, as is also done for
the adaptation analyses. The results are the same, but the larger coe�cients for
lower and middle educated voters could suggest that parties try to attract precisely
these undecided voters. Catering to their demands might prove most e�cient as
these groups have lower turnout rates.

Table 2 further considers the interaction e�ect of a party being left-wing, right-
wing or of a party being in government. As mentioned earlier, while I am aware
of the overlap between government participation and right-wing party identity
(and vice versa for opposition and left-wing parties), I think it is meaningful to
draw conclusions from the interactions. All interactions clearly show coe�cients
in the expected directions, but as they do not clear conventional thresholds of
statistical signi�cance these are purely suggestive and I can not accept either H2a
or H2b. The in�uence of low-educated voters on party positions is stronger for left
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parties, essentially no e�ect for middle-educated voters, and negative for the higher
educated. Only the negative e�ect for higher educated voters is signi�cant at the
p<0.1 level. Roughly the mirrored e�ects can be observed looking at the right-
wing interactions, with higher educated being better represented by these parties.
Maybe worth noting is that the middle has a large (not signi�cant) coe�cient
for right-wing parties. Unsurprisingly, the directionality of the coe�cients of the
di�erent groups interacted with a government dummy is similar: lower educated
and middle-educated appear to have lesser in�uence over government parties while
higher educated have more in�uence.

Even though we cannot con�dently reject the null hypotheses that there is no
e�ect, these interactions are important to discuss in light of the face validity of the
data. As discussed in the theoretical framework, neither the pro-a�uent litera-
ture nor the middle-class supremacy strand �nd independent lower class in�uence.
Therefore the results of table 1 could be interpreted as surprising. Re-emphasizing
both the electoral context of the study and the nature of the dependent variable, it
is obvious that this pro-low bias that exists in the main results is eliminated some-
where in the fact that left-wing parties do not end up in government coalitions.
Also interesting then is that even middle-educated preferences are less in�uential
for governing parties, basically reducing overall responsiveness.

Unequal adaptation

Now turning to the reversed causal direction, as shown in Table 3 and �gure 3.
Here, it is the independent variable that is the same in all models, namely party
positions measured around the election. I use this to predict the preferences of
di�erent groups of voters, as measured after the election.

Like before, there is a positive e�ect of my main variable of interest in all three
models, suggesting that voters adjust their spending preferences in response to the
election-time positions of parties. However, this is only statistically di�erent from
zero in model 3. This means we can again observe inequalities between groups,
though they are of a di�erent kind then before.

The results suggest that higher educated voters adapt their preferences much
more than the lower and middle educated; the regression coe�cient for the former
is twice as large as for either of the latter. This suggests that I can con�dently
accept hypothesis H4b that higher educated voters adapt their preferences most
strongly to party positions, while �nding no support for hypothesis H4a. To help
interpret the coe�cients, I note that a one standard deviation increase in party
positions causes an increase of one eighth of a standard deviation in spending
support among higher educated voters.

Moving then lastly to the conditional hypothesis formulated in H5. Here I
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Table 2: Linear regression models of parties' spending positions (left, right and
government interactions)

Dependent variable:

Party positions

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

Lower educated voter preferences 0.346∗∗ 0.128 0.346∗∗ 0.391∗ 0.344∗∗ 0.539∗∗

(0.168) (0.172) (0.168) (0.216) (0.169) (0.237)
Middle educated voter preferences 0.588∗∗ 0.367 0.588∗∗ 0.695∗∗ 0.546∗∗ 0.579∗

(0.256) (0.256) (0.256) (0.316) (0.253) (0.309)
Higher educated voter preferences −0.069 0.260 −0.069 −0.195 −0.042 −0.213

(0.180) (0.167) (0.180) (0.205) (0.177) (0.214)
Change in spending since previous election −0.748∗∗∗ −0.579∗∗∗ −0.748∗∗∗ −0.800∗∗∗ −0.738∗∗∗ −0.720∗∗∗

(0.157) (0.136) (0.157) (0.214) (0.155) (0.228)
Low * Left 0.610

(0.397)
Middle * Left 0.024

(0.573)
High * Left −0.709∗

(0.409)
Left 0.085∗ 0.197

(0.047) (0.124)
Low * Right −0.034

(0.368)
Middle * Right −0.560

(0.574)
High * Right 0.531

(0.419)
Right 0.113∗∗ 0.103

(0.046) (0.116)
Low * Gov −0.379

(0.379)
Middle * Gov −0.385

(0.592)
High * Gov 0.584

(0.445)
Gov −0.051 −0.092

(0.036) (0.122)
Constant 0.069 0.039 0.069 0.070 0.097 0.121

(0.056) (0.054) (0.056) (0.071) (0.061) (0.101)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 208 208 208 208 208 208
Adjusted R2 0.499 0.550 0.499 0.501 0.502 0.498

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.
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Table 3: Linear regression models of the public's spending preferences

Dependent variable:

Lower educated Middle educated Higher educated

(1) (2) (3)

Party positions 0.038 0.067 0.127∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.045) (0.039)
Lagged low educated 0.573∗∗∗

(0.088)
Lagged middle educated 0.622∗∗∗

(0.075)
Lagged high educated 0.779∗∗∗

(0.056)
Change in spending since previous election −0.013 0.401∗∗ 0.122

(0.153) (0.158) (0.112)
Constant −0.074∗ −0.126∗∗∗ −0.070∗∗

(0.045) (0.040) (0.035)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes
Observations 208 208 208
Adjusted R2 0.874 0.867 0.853

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.

expected to e�ects to be stronger for parties ending up in government, because of
their more extensive exposure after the elections. First and foremost, I �nd hardly
any evidence for a conditional e�ect. Looking at table 4, only for middle educated
voters there is a relatively strong (but insigni�cant) interaction e�ect. As they
have the strongest negative interaction e�ect for in�uence on government parties,
it might be that they lose their interest after seeing their in�uence decline after
the elections. Again, as the results are non-signi�cant these evaluations are purely
suggestive.

In sum, the analyses reveal that political in�uence is skewed towards middle
educated and, to some extent, lower educated voters, while the higher educated
adapt their views to elites. Overall, the �ndings might be interpreted as saying
that there is more in�uence than adaptation between voters and parties. Looking
at the interaction models, the political in�uence of lower educated voters seems to
be mostly nested in opposition and left-wing parties, while adaptation appears to
be very similar across subsets of government and opposition. As left-wing parties
overlap strongly with parties in opposition, this could be a step in the chain of
representation that eliminates some of the pro-lower and pro-middle educated bias.
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Table 4: Linear regression models of the public's spending preferences including
interactions with government parties

Dependent variable:

Lower educated Middle educated Higher educated

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

Party positions 0.037 0.033 0.075∗ 0.078 0.124∗∗∗ 0.126∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.057) (0.044) (0.058) (0.039) (0.048)
Government dummy −0.001 −0.205∗∗ 0.050∗ −0.105 −0.011 −0.014

(0.020) (0.085) (0.026) (0.082) (0.020) (0.072)
Lagged low educated 0.573∗∗∗ 0.553∗∗∗

(0.088) (0.098)
Lagged middle educated 0.628∗∗∗ 0.599∗∗∗

(0.074) (0.103)
Lagged high educated 0.781∗∗∗ 0.713∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.079)
Change in spending since previous election −0.013 −0.019 0.394∗∗ 0.485∗∗ 0.121 0.289∗∗

(0.153) (0.165) (0.157) (0.215) (0.112) (0.146)
Party position * Gov 0.0002 −0.074 −0.022

(0.105) (0.093) (0.067)
Constant −0.074 0.037 −0.156∗∗∗ −0.041 −0.063∗ −0.051

(0.047) (0.054) (0.046) (0.067) (0.038) (0.057)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 208 208 208 208 208 208
Adjusted R2 0.873 0.881 0.869 0.873 0.853 0.859

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.
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Figure 3: Predicted values of low, middle and higher educated voters' support and
parties' positions

Conclusion

The above-presented evidence suggests that there are inequalities in in�uence and
adaptation between voters and elites, though the two are of a di�erent kind. In
the run-up to parliamentary elections, voters that are in the middle educated cat-
egory have largest in�uence on party positions. At the same time, lower educated
voters have an independent positive e�ect as well. This latter �nding is somewhat
surprising, given the absence of lower class in�uence in most of previous studies
(see for example Schakel 2021; Elkjaer and Iversen 2020; Käppner et al. 2021).

Furthermore, the conditional hypotheses could not be con�rmed. However, the
empirical results point to directions in which we should look to contextualize the
main �ndings and explain them. One direction that it is a turnout story, where
the higher educated voters, who in�uence right-wing parties, have turnout rates
higher than lower and middle educated voters. Hence their party, in this case
the liberal party, becomes the largest (pivotal) party giving them the position to
start negotiating a coalition. Yes, parties on average might be responsive to mid-
dle and lower educated, but variation in responsiveness across parties allow the
pivotal party to pick and choose those parties for a coalition that � like them �
are more responsive to higher educated voters. This step would eliminate some of
the pro-low, and even pro-middle, bias. This goes against �ndings by ?? about
inequalities already occurring in party manifesto's, but re-emphasizes the need to
study di�erent stages in the chain of representation ??. Indeed this is compatible
with the work of Bolhuis (2017), who showed that in the Netherlands about 70 �
80% of the policies presented in party manifesto's end up in coalition agreements,
with this 20 � 30 % gap being favourable to business and unfavourable to house-
holds. Such interpretation speci�cally points to the importance of the coalition
formation period as a phase to be studied.
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Combining these notions with the consequent and robust �ndings that higher
educated voters are most adaptive to party positions, this study provides insights
into con�icting arguments over political outcomes being more congruent with mid-
dle or upper classes. Firstly, the empirics show support for the mechanism in which
awareness of cues is more important than resistance thereof. If there is a shift after
elections that eliminates some of the lower and middle bias, it is then not surprising
that higher educated voters that see the parties that they in�uence win and form
coalitions receive most cues and adapt. Depending then on the exact timing of the
data of congruence studies, varying results might represent small but signi�cant
variations in stages in the election period. Lastly for the adaptation literature, this
paper suggests more work to be done in the realm of inequalities of cue reception.
In line with Cavaillé and Neundorf (2022), my results indicate that attitudes form
at the intersection between the discursive context and individual conditions.
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A Appendix

Table A1: Distribution of education groups per political party

Lower Middle Higher Total
CDA 233 177 156 566
PvdA 223 187 228 638
SP 172 244 134 550
VVD 154 272 369 795
GL 44 80 187 311
CU 67 95 89 251
D66 65 139 290 494
SGP 61 56 31 148
PVV 310 256 98 664
Undecided 347 530 358 1235
Total 1676 2036 1940 5652

Table A2: De�nition of policy area by dataset

SCP (voters) CPB (parties) COFOG (spending)
Education Education Education
Health Health Health
International military missions and con�ict management Defense Defense
International environmental problems and climate change Environment Environmental protection
Development aid International cooperation Foreign economic aid
Mobility (public transport and roads) Mobility Transportation
Safety on the street (violence and nuisance)

Safety Public order and safety
Terrorism in the Netherlands
Poverty

Social protection Social protection
Unemployment

Table A3: Timing of surveys and elections

Year Survey before Published estimations Elections Coalition agreement Survey after
2010 7 October 2009 � 11 November 2009 May 2010 9 June 2010 30 September 2010 5 October 2010 � 3 November 2010
2012 4 October 2011 � 3 November 2011 August 2012 12 September 2012 29 October 2012 2 October � 5 November 2012
2017 1 October 2016 � 9 November 2016 February 2017 15 March 2017 10 October 2017 2 October 2017 � 5 November 2017
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Table A4: Linear regression models of parties' spending positions (including un-
decided voters 50-50) with di�erent �xed e�ects

Dependent variable:

Party positions

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lower educated voter preferences −0.278 0.570∗∗∗ −0.280∗ −0.285
(0.169) (0.187) (0.166) (0.175)

Middle educated voter preferences 0.036 0.670∗∗ 0.137 0.055

(0.300) (0.278) (0.280) (0.302)

Higher educated voter preferences 0.297∗ −0.058 0.207 0.276

(0.167) (0.211) (0.165) (0.168)

Change in spending since previous election −0.240∗∗ −0.259∗∗∗ −0.676∗∗∗ −0.236∗∗
(0.122) (0.094) (0.184) (0.117)

Constant −0.055∗∗∗ 0.044 0.027 −0.096∗∗
(0.015) (0.030) (0.044) (0.049)

Fixed e�ects None Area Year Party

Observations 208 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.021 0.381 0.204 0.031

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A5: Linear regression models of the lower educated spending preferences
with di�erent �xed e�ects

Dependent variable:

Lower educated

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Party positions 0.077∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗ 0.022 0.055∗

(0.034) (0.044) (0.035) (0.031)

Lagged low educated 0.910∗∗∗ 0.577∗∗∗ 0.891∗∗∗ 0.910∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.086) (0.041) (0.031)

Change in spending since previous election 0.031 0.008 0.097 0.028

(0.080) (0.070) (0.166) (0.078)

Constant 0.014 −0.019 −0.018 −0.034∗
(0.013) (0.036) (0.032) (0.018)

Fixed e�ects None Area Year Party

Observations 208 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.829 0.853 0.837 0.842

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table A6: Linear regression models of the middle educated spending preferences
with di�erent �xed e�ects

Dependent variable:

Middle educated

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Party positions 0.051 0.112∗∗∗ 0.018 0.063∗

(0.032) (0.038) (0.037) (0.033)

Lagged middle educated 0.902∗∗∗ 0.665∗∗∗ 0.845∗∗∗ 0.904∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.083) (0.035) (0.031)

Change in spending since previous election 0.056 0.049 0.450∗∗∗ 0.057

(0.085) (0.076) (0.172) (0.086)

Constant 0.013 −0.028 −0.099∗∗∗ 0.017

(0.014) (0.029) (0.037) (0.022)

Fixed e�ects None Area Year Party

Observations 208 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.828 0.846 0.850 0.828

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A7: Linear regression models of the higher educated spending preferences
with di�erent �xed e�ects

Dependent variable:

Higher educated

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Party positions 0.102∗∗∗ 0.148∗∗∗ 0.098∗∗∗ 0.107∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.036) (0.034) (0.029)

Lagged higher educated 0.853∗∗∗ 0.738∗∗∗ 0.833∗∗∗ 0.868∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.050) (0.025) (0.025)

Change in spending since previous election 0.012 0.009 0.166∗ 0.003

(0.057) (0.059) (0.090) (0.056)

Constant 0.029∗∗∗ 0.028 −0.016 −0.030
(0.009) (0.024) (0.022) (0.021)

Fixed e�ects None Area Year Party

Observations 208 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.836 0.838 0.838 0.852

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table A8: Linear regression models of parties' spending positions (including un-
decided voters 50-50) with lagged party positions

Dependent variable:

Party positions

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lower educated voter preferences 0.596∗∗∗ 0.291∗

(0.170) (0.175)

Middle educated voter preferences 0.690∗∗∗ 0.561∗∗

(0.179) (0.286)

Higher educated voter preferences 0.427∗∗∗ −0.045
(0.110) (0.206)

Lagged party positions 0.067 0.097 0.120 0.071

(0.124) (0.121) (0.123) (0.125)

Change in spending since previous election −0.677∗∗∗ −0.727∗∗∗ −0.588∗∗∗ −0.750∗∗∗
(0.188) (0.178) (0.141) (0.175)

Constant 0.081 0.023 −0.032 0.058

(0.057) (0.053) (0.051) (0.061)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 200 200 200 200

Adjusted R2 0.474 0.487 0.501 0.495

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.
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Table A9: Linear regression models of parties' spending positions (including un-
decided voters 50-50) unweigthed

Dependent variable:

Party positions

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lower educated voter preferences 0.581∗∗∗ 0.302∗∗

(0.125) (0.151)

Middle educated voter preferences 0.653∗∗∗ 0.496∗∗

(0.145) (0.224)

Higher educated voter preferences 0.457∗∗∗ −0.012
(0.100) (0.156)

Lagged party positions −0.550∗∗∗ −0.639∗∗∗ −0.545∗∗∗ −0.661∗∗∗
(0.142) (0.153) (0.138) (0.148)

Change in spending since previous election 0.062 0.029 −0.023 0.055

(0.046) (0.047) (0.046) (0.050)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 208 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.461 0.474 0.454 0.476

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.

Table A10: Linear regression models of the public's spending preferences un-
weighted

Dependent variable:

Lower educated Middle educated Higher educated

(1) (2) (3)

Party positions 0.049 0.066 0.141∗∗∗

(0.054) (0.051) (0.039)

Lagged low educated 0.504∗∗∗

(0.087)

Lagged middle educated 0.603∗∗∗

(0.074)

Lagged high educated 0.747∗∗∗

(0.065)

Change in spending since previous election 0.068 0.372∗∗ 0.133

(0.154) (0.150) (0.121)

Constant −0.085∗ −0.115∗∗∗ −0.089∗∗
(0.048) (0.039) (0.039)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes

Observations 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.832 0.844 0.823

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.
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Table A11: Linear regression models of parties' spending positions (not including
undecided voters 50-50)

Dependent variable:

Party preferences

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lower educated voter preferences 0.406∗∗∗ 0.222∗∗

(0.088) (0.098)

Middle educated voter preferences 0.478∗∗∗ 0.415∗∗∗

(0.097) (0.146)

Higher educated voter preferences 0.277∗∗∗ −0.081
(0.071) (0.119)

Change in spending since previous election −0.609∗∗∗ −0.608∗∗∗ −0.532∗∗∗ −0.630∗∗∗
(0.155) (0.152) (0.134) (0.139)

Constant 0.048 0.005 −0.015 0.023

(0.053) (0.053) (0.053) (0.053)

Fixed e�ects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 208 208 208 208

Adjusted R2 0.485 0.508 0.499 0.517

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
All models include �xed e�ects for years, parties and policy areas.
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