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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



AAPOR was created by public research pioneers more than 60 years ago to encourage scientific
research relating to American public opinion, uritéerconviction that the results of these
scientific efforts should be available to the

This Task Force report has reviewed the current status of these goals. The report devotes major
sections and an Appendia & review of the philosophical and theoretical literature relating to
public opinion and democracy, and to reviews of the empirical research on the relationship
between public opinion and policymaking. The report also summarizes evidence relating to what
leaders and the public think about this relationship and the role of public opinion polling.

The Task Force recognizes that AAPOR has traditionally focused more on the process or
methods of public opinion research than it has on the ways in which thtngesesearch data

are used or should be used. At the same time, AAPOR is in a unique position to shift focus
somewhat in the years ahead, and to pay more attention to the potential valugsebfhmublic

opinion data in decision making and policy nmak and to the challenges that stand in the way

of such use. This follows from the original purpose of the organization and the goals as stated in
its recently enacted Strategic Plan.

AAPOR as an organization may not be in a position to advocate #ithdegree to which

public opinion research should be used by policy makers, or exactly how it should be used.
AAPOR can, however, certainly be in a position to advocate that public opinion is potentially an
important part of the way in which a demoaa&ociety functions, and that public opinion data
should be made available in ways that it can be used as appropriate.

This Task Force Report thus has recommended that AAPOR should publicly reinforce its

position that the use of information about publnion by leaders can be constructive to
decisionmaking processes and democracy, and that AAPOR should act to provide resources that
are available to help facilitate this process when it is appropriate.

The Task Force recommends that AAPOR cargftdinsider the role it can play in encouraging
better measurement, summarization, and evaluation of public opinion, along with making it
available to leaders and others who make policy decisions that affect the people. This can
improve the workings of Amaran democracy, whether through leaders responding to public
opinion that they think reflects capable judgments, or through leaders explaining to the public
their positions and actioésand reasons for them when they are at odds with national collective
opinion (or state and local level publics for issues at these I18vieisgn ongoing process of
leadership and responsiveness. Political leaders and policymakers are better off knowing than
not knowing where the public stands on the key issues of the day.

This Task Force believes that the types of initiatives outlined in this report further the goals of
the Association. There are no doubt additional ways in which AAPOR could become more
involved in the process of enhancing the ways in which public opintakeés into account by
leaders and policy makers, and AAPOR will certainly review and discuss all of these. But
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whatever the specific ways in which AAPOR decides to further these goals, it is the conclusion
of this Task Force that the association and tiogesy in which it operates will be better as a
result.

Ideas and action steps relating to the use of public opinion by leaders

AAPOROGsSs core values center on the fundament al
measuring public opinion, and havitigpse data accessible for leaders and others to use in the
ways they deem most important and appropriate.

These core values lead to practical questions, namely the issue of how public opinion on key
issues can best be measured, analyzed and summiarizags that potentially maximize its
usefulness. More specifically, the Task Force has focused on the potential role that AAPOR can
or should play in this process, including the possibility that AAPOR itself could provide

direction or act as a clearinglrsmufor those who want and need summaries of where the
American public stands on important issues.

The phenomenal changes in technology that have transformed access to information have created
opportunities for professional associations and other institsitio help leaders and citizens learn
about and understand research and developments that affect their lives and their nation. Citizens
need and count on trusted resources to sort out a flood of information, some of it contradictory.

In recent years, thigrocess has unfolded in arenas ranging from evaluating colleges to

examining local crime rates to finding health and medical information.

This Task Force recognizes that AAPORO6s invol
by leaders is poteially a controversial ared.he controversy stems in part from the fact that the

topics involved in public opinion research are often highly related to partisan, ideological and
emotional positions which engender strong reactions. Summarizing eviderata ondny topic

is also inherently timeonsuming and in many instances can be subjective. Furthermore, the

Task Force quickly became cognizant of the fact that there is significant disagreement

concerning the degree to which it is appropriate for ledddeke public opinion into account in

making decisions. Leaders themselves have historically shied away from public acknowledgment
that they are making decisions based on the sthasgd attitudes of their constituencies or of

the population at largeather than on the basis of their own thoughts, experience and wisdom.

Still, this report argues that there is an important need for leaders to be fabtepoblic

opinion data, judge its quality, and thenntegrate and summarize it into comprehensible
conclusions whatever their feelings about how much these data should be used as the basis for
their decisioamaking. The ability to summarize and integrate public opinion on given topics is a
necessary, but not sufficient, step, if such data are toteatmlly used by leaders.

One of the keys to meeting this need is the isswehofor what entitys involved in doing the
finding, judging and integration. There is a continuum of possibilities in answer to that
challenge.



The task of finding, jdging and integrating could be left open to whoever wants to engage in it,
with a focus instead on providing tools and pathways. This could include a continually updated
wiki-type community in which any and all comers make their contribution to a summary
document or database. Another possibility is to bring together summaries created by various
interested part®into a database of summaridsd, at the far end of the continuum is the
possibility of a professional organization such as AAPOR taking oretip®nsibility of

(a) encouraging others to find, judge, summarize and integrate public opinion data on given
topics, or(b) taking on these tasks as a part of its central responsibilities.

AAPOROGs history of 1 nvol ve mdTfransparencydnitidived ar d s
underscore the organizationds partial push
positioned AAPOR as an organization dedicated to making sure that the fundamental details of
publicly-reported public opinion resedr are made known to anyone who is interested in

assessing or otherwise using this research. The burden of using the information, however, lies on
the interested user. This is an example in which the end user is expected to supply expertise
rather than rgling on the expertise of others.

There is a mieghround position by which AAPOR could encourage other entities to provide
summaries, judgments on quality and integration of research, and leaders could be pointed in
those directions.

A more aggressivegsition would be for AAPOR itself to take over some of these

responsibilities, functioning as a clearinghouse for research, making judgments on the quality of
research, and promulgating actual summaries and integrations of what the research data suggest
about where the public stands on the key issues of the day.

Two considerations are time and resources. AAPOR as an organization has limited resources to
use and has to pick strategic objectives carefully. An increased emphasis on this or any other
new areaould necessitate raising dues or seeking outside funding sources. In general, the Task
Force members recognize that establishing new initiatives is not to be taken lightly.

Still, the Task Force recommends that AAPOR seriously consider its role infghehareas
outlined below.

We can look at these in terms of addressing four challenges outlined in this report. The
challenges surround the objectives (d) advocating the value of public opinion data in a
representative democrad¥,) increasing ecess to public opinion on key topi¢s) allowing
interested users to make judgments about the quality of public opinion dafd) anaviding
integration and summaries of public opinion on key topics.

The Task Force recommends that AAPOR considdr eaithe following ideas, some of which
overlap:

1. The idea that AAPOR should adopt an increased public presence arguing for the
importance of public opinion in a democracy, the importance of rigorous, unbiased,
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scientific research assessing public opinion, and the importance of leaders having this
public opinion data available for use in the process of making policy and other important
decisions.

AAPOROs major public stance historically has
transpaency in public opinion research. This Task Force recommends that AAPOR go further

and actively encourage and help facilitate the availability of unbiased, scientific summaries of
public opinion which in turn can be used by leaders in decisiaking positbns as they deem
appropriate. Part of this will be an AAPOR focus on ways in which information about public
opinion can be made available, summarized and interpreted for |&atiersubjects of the
recommendations which follow.

2. The idea of a central database or clearinghouse for public opinion data and analysis on
specific topics; potentially encouraged by or sponsored by AAPOR.

This type of clearinghouse would bring together data or links to data, original analyses, papers,
or+line publicationsand articles dealing with public opinion topics, and bring together existing
summaries and reviews of public opinion on key policy areas that have been written by others in
publications and blogs and elsewhere. The clearinghouse could also commissios aenie
summaries of public opinion on key areas, perhaps in conjunction with other publications. The
clearinghouse could also provide a virtual warehouse of links to summaries of public opinion
data on key topics.

This clearinghouse project would inveltwo emphases, although it is possible that the decision
could be made to focus on just one of these going forward. One emphasis would be to direct
users to the actual public opinion data themselves on a given topic. The second would direct
users to summges and integration of the data.

This idea would need to be considered in conjunction with the role of other organizations such as
the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, which already exists to perform some of these
functions. The Roper Cemtdatabases, however, are not routinely grouped or organized by

topic, but rather consist of raw data and questions and datasets. The Roper Center additionally
does not routinely offer analyzes, summaries and assessments of the state of public opinion on
key topics. The idea being discussed in this section would be the creation of a way in which
interested leaders could quickly access an understandable and accessible summary of public
opinion on specific topics, with the understanding that this summarlgdvweuegularly

changing. A basic component of this idea is to continue to evolve ways for policy
makers/media/others to access all the existing findings on given topics.

It is important that policy makers/journalists/others understand much more thap time
results of any poll. Any of these efforts should reflect that emphasis.

3. The idea of meta-analyses or meta-reviews of data on public opinion on key policy areas.



This would be the equival ent of nganoré ghdnguste of Kk
the basic data or even a summary of the data, and including assessments and interpretation of

what the data mean. AAPOR could encourage other organizations and entities to provide should
analyses and reviews. AAPOR could sponsor its avatiyaes and reviews in conjunction with

or as an expansion of the already existing AAPORonsor ed-TRidghes®oahd fAPol
Revi ewo <aebtictOpimiam Quaneflyor it could be done separately. These could be

viewed as the equivalent of the Eree Guidelines published in the medical literature on specific

issues.

A challenge here is the fastoving pace of public opinion research on any given topic.

AAPORs ponsored analyses or reviews of the fAstat
time to get through the review process, and by the time they were published could be out of date,
given the torrent of new research that pours forth on many topics. This is one issue with the
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limited in number, and since they appear one at a time in sequential isf@® afach can

become outdated as the next is published. This suggests thaamabtses and reviews need to

be electronic, and created in a fashibat allows continual updating.

Such reviews would need to take into accaantsideratiorof possible inequality in the
resources devoted to research on particular sides of an issue, including the possibiiity that
some areas, there may simplyliie public opinion research on one siolethe otheof a
particularissue.

Any such review or summary of the public opinion literature on topics on which there is heated
political debate and discourse could be controversial. Some AAPOR membe&drbaudg

expressed concern that efforts by AAPOR to summarize or interpret public opinion data on a

topic would go beyond the bounds of a neutral organization focused historically on education

and transparency. But all organizations evolve. It is certaio$gible for scientific organizations

to analyze data from a neutral and bipartisan perspective. The Task Force Committee members
believe that AAPORO6s expanding its role in th
consideration.

The exact way invhich these metanalyses or meteeviews can be conducted is nho doubt going
to change as each month and each year progress, particularly given changes in technology and
the power of sophisticated computer analysis to replace human analysis.

Any reviewof data on a public opinion topic will too have to focus on the potential issue of
aggregation, either at the marginal or dataset |&vafjgregation moves into the realm of
combining datasets rather than marginal results, the advantage would beith&atmhduct

finer analysis of certain subgroups that are too small for most ggymalation surveys to look
at, like young ethnics or Asian Americans, as well as geographic units. This would require an
operation and budget that would combine data et then rerun findings.



4. AAPOR could sponsor forums, either in person or live on the web or interactive on the
web, in which public opinion experts can discuss and communicate with the public about
public opinion on key topics.

Included in theseypes of forums could be an educational component that would speak to the
nuances in poll results and to the different ways to understand the findings. This could be called
ABeyond the Top Line. o

This could also entail an AAPG$§ponsored blog by respectedblic opinion analysts in which

they comment on public opinion data on key topics, providing independent and informed

analysis. A more traditional component of this type of approach would be AAPOR sponsored

events in which leaders and their staffs aregibackground, insights and instructions on

making judgments about the quality of polls, and what types of things would be important to
know regarding the assessment of the value of
webinar format suggest thitis communication format could be used to reach leaders with these
types of briefings.

5. A variant on the above could B&APOR-sponsored sessions or meetings with policy

makers and/or journalists on key public opinion topics. Again, this is not to imly that

leaders should be acting based on public opinion, but they should be aware of public opinion and
be ready to help the public understand why th
nation and its citizens.

This would be an expansionAfAPOR&6s hi storic efforts to educeae

6. AAPOR could encourage the development of an on-line wiki-type community in which -
- in open source fashion — interested or qualified participants would be invited to build an
on-going summary of public opinion on key topic areas.

This idea would most | ikely involve a Arestr.i
individuals (including as one possibility AAPOR members or perhaps a vetted subset of AAPOR
members) would be allowed to contribufée contributors could add new data, put in their
interpretation of the data, and in general comment on, elucidate, expand on, and summarize

public opinion data on specific topics. The wikimmunity would be made available to the

general public.

As is the case with any such wikbommunity, the value of the process would depend on its self
policing nature, with participants involved enough to contribute regularly and in general to build
collective wisdom based on a large number of inputs. The virtuéssgirbcess would be

thredold: (1) it would be extremely timely and #4p-date, (2) the result would at least in theory
provide insights and summaries which would be more useful than those provided by any one or
two individuals or experts alonand(3) the time and effort involved would be spread out across

a wide variety of actors, thus requiritegs expenditure of AAPOR Executive Council and
administrative staff resources



It would be possible to appoi nofwkK-commuityor s o f
whose job it would be to push and prod participants to contribute and to police any attempts to
skew the overall tone or results.

The curators and members of the wekimmunity might be encouraged to follow up and debate
matters. Thisould, for example, include any big gaps between public opinion and particular
policies. Normative and empirical questions could be raised and discussed about potentially
problematic characteristics of public opinion, such as: when opinions and difeggnénts of

the public are polarized or strongly at odds; when opinions are systematically inconsistent with
ostensible facts, whether based on ignorance or possibly influenced by communication processes
of manipulation or deception; or when opinions appeay unstable or fickle. These wiki

forums might also be places to raise issues related to standards and ethics in the conducting of
opinion polls and how data are used (for example, the targeting of voters, message testing, and
the like that raise quashs about privacy and manipulation).

7. AAPOR’s Transparency Initiative (T1) could be adapted to more directly fit with the
purposes of providing leaders with the ability to use public opinion.

The Tl as currently developed is a mechanism to prawsées of public opinion an AAPGR
sponsored way in which they can learn all of the methodological details of a specific public
opinion study. The Tl could expand its emphasis. As part of the initiative, AAPOR could provide
more specific information on how trate and evaluate the quality of specific polls, poll

summaries and poll analyses.

8. Most generally, AAPOR should appoint a committee whose goal is to focus on the
organization’s on-going role in facilitating the process by which scientific assessments of
public opinion are made available to the public, leaders, and elected representatives in
ways in which it can be easily accessed and understood. This committee should seriously
consider the value of new research on these issues, including inlpargésearch on the
attitudes of elected representatives and leaders about the degree to whittothdiake public
opinion into account in making decisions, and the degree to which they cudetdke public
opinion into account.

(0]
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Introduction

The American Association for Public Opinion Reseasch professionadrganizationdedicated

togi viing peopl e a voice in the decibsi goal shancéa
strivingt o A Educ at &andihé puldicyat lange kodelp them make better use of
surveys and survey findings. o

These goals- using survey research to give people a voice in policy decisions, and educating

policy makers so they can make better use of surveys and survegs$iadiresourcgeto inform
whattheydoiencompass some of t h-standimgltehetsmarg rationates st r y 0
for being. These goals are at the same time controversial in some quarters. There is certainly no
consensus on how the second of ¢h&sould be operationalized.

Thisreport oA APORG6s Publ i c Opi ni onpraidesiashmenardgad r shi p T
ways in which the role of public opinion in policy decisimaking can be approached by public

opinion surveypractitionersand how thavailability and easef-use use of public opinion data

can be improvedlhe reportreviews theissuesnvolved, examins historical and current

literature, reviewthe key elements of debate and discussionnaaies specific

recommendations.

The imporaince ofthis objectiveshould be selévident. Understanding the various viewpoints

and overall judgments on the role of public opinion in decision making estaskarchers to

continue to collect and analyze public opinion data with greater clarity abquirpose.

Ensuring better use of public opinion data he

Public opinion, it has been argued over the years, is potentially a very important, vital and rich
contribution todecisionmaking and policy gaiane in societyThe value of this source of input
is part of AAPOIRIfA its StategictPtany st, exaatlydwhat thiswalue is and

how it can be effectively used®t alwayswell definedor well thought out.

This Task ForceReport attemis to remedy that deficiendynot to come to judgment on one
single position, but to lay out all of the issues involved along with possible action steps for the
future. Specifically, this reporhighlights the following:

1 Empirically and philosophicallythe opinions of citizens have and should have visible
influenceon decision making in societfhough this is not ultimate or exclusive power.

1 An extensive research literature shows noticeable responsiveness and congruence
between public opinion and poy decisions, indicating that basic democratic processes
are at work The relationship is complex, however, &saders are far from largely
influenced by the mass public.

1 TheAmericanpublic has expressed low confidence in their leaders and Congress and
government in generalhe publicwant s | eaders to pay more at
opinions in making decisions and formulating palicy
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1 Leaders themselves generatlgim that theydo pay attention to public opinion, claim
that they become aware of piglopinion in many ways, bigeento beleery of
appearingtorelyoocloselyon At he poll so6 or other infor me
are available to them

1 Theprocess by which public opinion data can be accessed in a meaningful and
expeditiousvay by leaders and others who would or shouldsusé datas
unsystematic, incomplete, and beset by significant shortcomings and difficulties

1 Decisionmakingand democratic processesgl be enhanced if these shortcomings and
difficulties are addressednd if data summarizing public opinion on the key policy
issues of the day are made available in waysitti@tovetheir accessibility and their
usability.

There arenany philosophic positions which can be taken in regard to the optimal way to govern
in a representative democradyis Task-orce Report recommentisat AAPQR should take the
positionthal e ad er s’  mfbrindtiontabouptiblic opnmreis constructive to decision
making processes and democracy, and that AAPOR shotdd faciltatethis processThis
recommendation recognizegsificant diversity of opinio& within members of this Task

Force presumably within AAPOR membershignd certainly in the world at largeconcerning

the degree to which leadesisouldfollow public ophion in making decisions and enacting

policy. But the recommendation focuses on tineleniable positive benefits mhprovements in

the accessibility, integration, interpretation and usability of public opinionfalagany and all

who are in a position tosesuch data.

Theviewsof thecitizens of a country or other political entishose political system involves a
representative democratic framewaremade available when they vote in local and national
election® to the extent thad subset of the palation votesip or down on the performance or
projected performance of their representatifé®re continues to be controversy about the
degree to whiclthese representatives, once in offsleouldlead based on their own convictions
about what is righ or should lead by manifesting the views of their constituents. It is difficult to
disagreehowever, thaglected representativeenefitby availingthemselves of knowledge of
theattitudes, views on policy, and assessments of problemgramidies d the public.Making

the voice of the peopkmore systematicallgvailable isparticularlyimp or t ant i n today?o
environmentwhen @) organizedgroups with moneplay a major rolén efforts to influence
elections and policy decisiofiis) the governing appatus s held in such low esteem, afu) the
voice of the people isometimesssessethrough haphazard mechanisms such as social media
and often tendentiously characterized by ideologues on all sides of the political spectrum.

The Task Forcescommends that AAPOR carefully consider the role it can play in encouraging
better measurement, summarization, and evaluation of public opinion, along with tieking
resultsavailable to leaders and others who make policy decisions that affect the people.

This report focuses heavily on national public opinion and polioiesg to the greaterolume
andvisibility of national public opinion polling in the United States and in other counBigs
decisionsby leadersaand important government policiescoc at the state and local levels as
well, so that the issues addressed in this report apply to all geographic and institutional levels.
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TheTask Forceecommends that AAPOEbnsiderspecific steps to makaformation about
public opinion moreaccessil# to leaderan the ways outlined in thgections of this reporf.o
the extent AAPOR can help with this it can improve the workings of American democracy,
whether through leaders responding to public opinion that they think sfegzable judgments
or through leaders explaining to the public their positions and aétiand reasons for them
when they are at odds witlollectiveopiniond in an ongoing process of leadership and
responsivenesyVithout knowing where the public stangelitical leaders andglicymakers are
working in the darkmissng out onthe tremendous power tife wisdom inherent in the
collected opinions of the citizens of a country, #mely increase the chances of an alienatedl
disenchanteditizenry and thus a poorly functioninglgical entity. While polling data daot
provide a blueprint for actigrthey can inform leaders as to where the public or electorate to
which they are accountable stands at a given point in tinter the assumptiadnh at | eader s 6
awareness dhis infarmation will result in betteoutcomes than if these leadargonly able to
make haphazard or-ihformed estimates of public opinion.
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Part I: Philosophical Background Setting the Scene

Although AAPOR is dedicated to the idea of usiagearcho give ordinarypeople a voice by

collecting and analyzing projections of population sentiments, the exact way in which that
Avoiced should be used has been the subject o
public opinion begin to receive wedpread distributionearly 80 yearago in the United States,

there has been continual discussion of the degree to which policy makers and leaders should pay
attention to public opinion, if at all. Some of this debate has revolved around practical issues.

Some has been based on philosophic convictions about the appropriate bases for policy decisions

in a representative democracy.

Leaders must use some criteria for decision making. The intandefocratic form of
government is toely on elected leads to make decisions, but turn forthose leaders to be
responsive tohe collective wishes of the people for direction for governanceeVidence from
the way in which governinground the world is evolvidgthe Arab Springuprisings being the
most reent examplé in factpoints to more and more relianderced or notpnthe citizens of a
C 0 u n toilegtivempinions, sentimentgndevaluationsn determining the governance of their
country.

The increased technological ability of average citizertnmunicate and make their voices
heard, and thparalleldecrease in the ability of leaders to hide what they are doing make the
views of all of the people in a society ever more important.

Additionally, public opiniorresearch findingsffer an antilote to the effortby specialinterests
with deep pocket® attempt towield influence over policymakeisusingtools ranging from the
new super PACs that finance campaign ads to lobbying behind closedTmbessure, caution
is in order if public omion itself has been influenc&dmanipulated through the
communication efforts of moneyed interests. Still, relongsummaries of public opinion ase
input indecision makingn theorycouldallow all Americans to have their sap major issues of
theday, above and beyond the periodic vategardless of whethdinose citizensontribute to
campaigns or have the ear of policymakers,

ltisppossi bl e that suwrenthistari¢allyldwregard foreamdsca@nfidence in their
government is basdtie perceptionthat the government is not doing what they \Baimcluding
perceptionghat electedfficials are most responsive the rich and welconnectedandthat

elected officials are held captite rigid partisan ideologie#\n increasedecogniton of the

relevance opublic opinionby elected official€ould be one step in counteritigs low esteem

in which the government is hetthdinh el pi ng mai ntain the | egiti macf¢
government.

Collective wisdon is of course at thieeart ofrepresentativeemocraciesbuilt as they are on the

basis ofrepresentative elements which function aseechanism foovercomingthe practical

probl ems of assessing al |l .Ihettenstoewhglodeveloppdut a't
almast from the beginning of the concept of representative democracies, and a tension that
persists to this day, is the relationship between the views pethe who elect legislators and
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executivesand the viewsnd action®f those leaderthemselves. Tét tension is core
consideration throughotitis report, particularly in an era in which seywesearah and
increasinglyother technological innovatioésallow in theoryfor acontinuedmonitoring ofthe
opinionsof average citizenetween elections.

Competing with the public are other factors and pressures thahfhncelegislators to hold
certain viewsand(probably more crucidt) thatcontributeto the electiorand reelectiomof
representativewith particular views in the first placlectaral outcomesn the United States
arealmost certainhaffectedunequallyby the views and actions empaign contributors and
party activist§ compared tdhose of ordinargitizens Thus,the real tensiors not onlytheone
highlighted bypolitical phiosopherEdwardBurke, of trusteeversusdelegatgregarding how
autonomous legislatoexercisetheir decision making poweérdut alsoa tension between
equally weighted citizens artde disproportionatpowerof organized interest groups, wealthy
individuals, and intense ideological actividihis tension points toward trergumenthat more
equal representatianight be achievethroughincreasedttention to opiniompolls.

Thenormative clainfor the value of what AAPOR members do in seekimdicaors of public
opinion is strengthexd by thepropertiesof random (or quasiandom) sampling. If political
equality is the central feature of democracy, equal probability of inclusion in a poll nicely
implements the idea of equal voi@éerbal996).

There areof coursdimitations to the use of public opinion in shaping the actions of elected

officials. Some argue thatattimesh e r esponsi bility of a democr a
public opinion but to try to change o many,President FrankliRo o s e v e | tb édscate f f or t
an isolationist public about the threat from Nazi Germany stands as one of thosaltimoegh

it was clear even in this situation that Roosevelt paid attention to and reacted to public opinion as
measured by poll&Cantril 1965 Casey2001). President George W. Bush and his Vice

President, Dick Cheney, made clear that their conception of their role was taecéiens on

their own wit hooutMocroen sruelcteinntg yfi pNoelwl sYor k City N
has made chr his conviction, perhaps forged by his yearsaprity owner of a large business

in which he did not need to report to any higher level of managethanhteaders should make

decisions based on their own convictions and then later convince thetpud@ime around to

their view point.

There is alsalebate about the nature aahlity of public opinion that bears on the extent of the
publ i c6s c ol Notalpublicvopiniom is snade equall@learlythere ardopicson
which leaders are fdretter informed than the public and have better frameworks and expertise
for understanding and taking actidrhere are issues on whitle public reveals a lack of
informationor knowledge andcases in whiclpublic opinion appears to be unstable and
fluctuating(althoughevidence indicates th#te latter is less common the often supposedee
Page and Shapiro 1992Poll-measured gblic opinion can varynarkedly,depending on how
issuesareframed and described to respondents in question wardng, Bishop 2005pn

context, sampling considerations, and numerous other factors
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Thus the measurement of public opinion is often exceedingly difficult, as is the effort to
summarize and synthesize that opinion. Any us#atd and other evidence cenging public
opinionneeds to take into account a wide variety of these types of considerations.

Many AAPOR members devote their professional efforts and energies to the rigorous assessment
of public opinion on the key policy issues of the day. Sofmet many of these members no

doubt hold out the conviction that this information should be used by policy makers as a
significant input in the decision making process. Others may hold opposite views and contend
that public opinion is of interest, buttauld be of little use by leaders and elected representatives
who owethe electorate their judgmént judgment not to beacrificed to public opinionThere

may also be views ibetween that emphasize different conditions and circumstance that need to
be onsideredincluding the strength and intensadfopinion,its knowledge base, and even its

very existencgespeciallyon new issues that are not (yet) very sal{erd., see Converse 1964
Bishop 2005; the review in Gilens 2012-37, the essays in SarandSnidermar2004).Such
considerations can stronglyfect conclusions about @fhat influencé if anyd public opnion

should have ofegislationand poliy making.

The United States is a democratic repubsliavhich the people retain the ultimatens through

the mechanism of the periodic vote, but in which elected representatives carry out most of the
actual decision making that resultsgiovernmenpolicies. These leaders do not get much if any
specific guidance from the vot#sat put them in dice. Voting is in effect a lowinformation
providingaction that decidesomh o0 s houl d be t he,bpieops edat repp e.
or express much else. The information content of elections needs to be inferred from other
sources of informatioabout public opinion from polls aratlditionalsources that are described
later in this report A centralaspecof debateon the optimal impact of public opinion on

decision makingver the years hasoncernedhe properbalancebetween the views of the
peopleand the views of their elected representativisd, asnotedabove it has also concerned
guestionsaboutthe natureand qualityof public opinion itself.

These challenges and difficulties makall the more important foARAPOR to champion the

best possible ways of summarizing and interpreting public opinion on key issues of the day.
The fundamental assumption is #ah almost all casésit is worthwhile and valuable for
leaders to be aware of the state of public opimioth of changes occumg in it, regardless of
whether they agree with érf o | thab apigion. On almost all important policy issues, it is
important that electexkpresentativelse aware of where the publgtandsand why along with

the degree to which the public cares abbas knowledge of, understands, and prioritizes those
issues.

Outline of the Report Which Follows
Thesections of the body of this repdiniat follow beginwith a review of evidence, mainly based
on the history of survey research, bearing on the gporelence between public opinion and

public policy. Thereport therreviews what the public, and what leadiérsmselvesthink about
leaders relying on public opinion in decision makikmally, the report turns to obstacles that
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stand in the way of bett uses of public opinion, possible steps that could be taken to deal with
those obstacles, and specific recommendations for AAPOR to consider.

It should be noted at this point that t@nceptualizatiomnd normative standiraf fipublic

opinior” has ben the topic of extensive theorizatigilosophicaldebate, and research oviee
years Members of this Task Force have spent a considerable amount of time reviewing this
valuable and important literaturd.ask Force membersade the decision to incledheir

important summarization in th&ppendix to this reportather tkan in its body. Readers are urged
to considethis material in the Appendix carefully.dontains a review of this theoretical

literature, including discussion of the place of publpnion in democratic theory, the normative
ideals which in theory govern the role of public opinion in society, and the potential challenges
which could erode these idedlslong with refeences to the relevant wotks
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PART Il: The Situation Today: Public Opinion, Leaders’ Decisions and Government Policies

This section of the report reviews in some detelevidencédased research literature on the
relationship between public opinion and policy decisions in the United States.

As has been madeedr in the previous sections of this repdris fTask Force repohioldsthat

public opinion carand shoulde a part othe policymaking process and to theasions made

in a representativéemocracyOne major consideration in examining thisdametal tenet $

the degree to whicpublic opinion hasctuallyaffected policymakingn recent American

history; that is, thextentto which leaderalreadyr e spond t o t hespegallysl i c 6 s W
manifested inopinionsurveys andthe extento whichgovernment policiebavefollowedsuit.

Assessing the Degree to Which Leaders Follow Public Opinion and to Which Public
Opinion is Reflected in Policy Decisions

Substantial research has examined the possible effect of ppiriion ongovernment

policymaking Within this body of research, weve more systematic evidence concerning the
relationshipbetween public opinion and policies themselves than on the extent to which political
leaders ardirectlyinfluenced tha is, how regularly and widedy in thar decisionmaking by

public opinion.

This isan importantissye gi ven George Gallupés and otherso
polling would enable the nationds | eaders to
(see Gallup 1938; arfavith Rag in The Pulse of Democrac$940). The jury is still out on the

extent to whicha wide range opolitical leaderspecificallymake use of information about

public opinion and respond in accord witlfavidenceregarding this i€onsideredater). The

body ofevidence which is available on this direct connection consisisidies of presidential
administrations, survey and interview studies of varmtherleaders, case studies of policy

decisions, and observatioreportedoy political insiders ad the press.

In contrast, the number of studies connecting public opinion to ongoing and subsequent
governmat policies themselvegsvithout directly tracingcloselythe intermediate step bfe ad er s 6
responsive behavior along the Wyasenormous.

Thes studies do not in and of themselves answer the question of wpelitieal leaders

became more directigsponsive with greater exposure to public opinion polling. Moreover
there is the pdical as well as conceptuglu e st i on aboutphmiwi ¢ @ dwrii mg
times in which women, 181 year olds, and blacks did not have full voting rights. What polling

did provid® asthe 18 c ent uryoés Lord Bryce (1897) had sou
Gallup, intended in establishing the National OpmResearch Center in 1941 (National

Opinion Research Center 1962)vas the means foegularly measuringnmasse ndi vi dual s o
personal opinions that leaders might actasppposed tpst the desires of those who attempted

to influence leaders througlolgical activities (see Key 196p.14; Dahl 1956Verba 1996).

This goal aside, political scientists and other researtizaeuseal theseavailable researcthata

to study more fully than before the impact of the mass public on governnierggas wk as
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to examine aspects of the normative ideals and challenges to them described above that could be
evaluated empirically.

What did these studies find? Drawing on and updating past summaries and evaluations of this
work, one of themembes of this Tak Forcei in arecent review of this research in thé"75
anniversary issue @¢fublic Opinion Quarterlyi concludes thatherehasbeen overall, a

substantial connection between public opinion and government policies in the Unitedssates
Shapiro, 201, whichwas written with this task force report in miaddis drawn on heavily

here)

Thisreview echoed the conclusions of othéos,examplePaul Burstein (201 . 7 2 ) : AOver
the finding that opinion influences policy is amazingly roBustoststudies show opinion

affecting policy regardless of how opinion, policy, and the relationship between them is

measur ed. |l td6s not possible to say how strong
ci r c ums(Thara is evislenae for thndusion fromother liberal democratic countries as

well, but there are far fewer studies to dai¢side the United Statgs

We would emphasizagainthat we do nofully understand the extent to whitlie mechanism
for the observedelationshipbetween phblic opinion and enacted policy decisidmssinvolved
political leaders consciously using information about public opinion in deeision making.
What is clear is that however it happeristhere is a clear relationship between public opinion
and pdicy decisions.

While different causal pr ocess e spolwymightlbe at k a ge s
work, the most compelling theory and persuasive driving forekeoral accountabilitywhich

predictsthat elected leaders in democratationsdo notusuallydi ver ge far from vo
opinions-at least by the time of the next election (see Downs,148yhew1974 on other

linkages see Monroe and Gaet 1987 Erikson and Tedin 2014&nd its earlier editions; Glynn

et al. 2004, Chapter, Pzreworski 201p The fact thatlected leaders make sure they have not

deviated far fronpublic opiniondoes not require that leaders monitor public opinion constantly

and use it to inform each of their decisions. Nor does it requekance on opiion polls to

gauge public opinion, though polling arguably progileh e best measures of th
attitudes and preferences. It does presume that the public ultimately wants its leaders to be
responsivé at least to some exténtand that this responsiness does occur

Causal claims that the opinisof ordinary citizens actually influence poliogquires dealing
fully with the issue oBpuriousness The most recent research thatwik reviewbelow has
begun to suggeshatthe statisticalrelationslips found inmany relevant studiesould bepartly
or largelyspurious in the senséhat affluent individuals and organized groups do the actual
influencing, and that correlations between public opinion and policy are artifacts of the
relationship betweealite preferences and those of the general puliale opinion pols and

| eader s an dattentiveniess  theokul in principlenavecounteraadthe
influences of the affluergndof interest groups ansthernon-governmental eliteshereare
indications thathis hasnot happeed or doesnot occur as much as it once might have.
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Research Beginning in the Early 1960s

The first directly relevant publicatioms this areebegan in 1963 with Warren Miller and Donald
Stokesd6 grawndbrodakiiCogsg i t ueoa(®iferanchSitokesence i n
1963) This study usingvery small and far from representative samples in congressional districts
based on National Election Study (NES) daten the 1950s (and also surveying the opiniohs o
members of Congress and their perceptions of constituency opinion), found a modest
relationship between constituency oPphestidpns an
also found that this relationship differadticeably across policy areashe weakest relationship
occurred for much less visible foreign policy issuéhere was a solid correlation for the more

salient civil rights legislation votes, along with statistical evidence of representatives acting in
accord with their perceptiortd their constituents; and the relationship was noteworthy for

economic welfare issueshe Miller and Stokes study was heralded, for good reason, as the first

to bringsurvey measures of public opinion into the study of representati@studysuffered

from seriousmeasuremergroblems however mostnotablyin the case oforeign policy and

theywere very likelyoffset on civil rights owing téhe geographica{North/South polarization

among whites on thissue so that theninimal district samplesaptured more real variance on

this thanother issues.

This groundbreakingvork was followed by studies that similarly compared constituency versus
legislator measures of public opinion and policy action in both houses of Congress, in state
legislatures, md similar European bodies (e.g., Converse and Pierce Ba8tes 197,/Farah

1984). Theseresearchers sought better aggregate measures of public cgertioely extended

this early research.

T The 1978 NES surveyo6s mor evealed stronges resultséot i v e
Mill er and Stokesd domestic issues (raci al
providing jobs), as well as new ones such
law and order issues and abortion; see Eriksod,28vell 1982 andPage, Shapiro,

Gronke, and Rosenberg 1984).

1 An examination of the NES data over time (Stone 1982) found some increase from 1956
to 1972 in the relationship between district opinion and roll call voting.

1 A study using the 1980 NES toeasure district level opinions toward defense spending
(Bartels 1991) revealed that these opinions were strongly related to House member voting
on the major Ronald Reagana defense buitdp.

Overall, this constituency representation literature pexvieividence for district level
responsiveness to public opinion, controlling for other variabl@sngwhich issue salience
remained importanDespite this evidence, however, it has not been wlbatheresponsive
legislatorswereattentiveto all ther constituents omainlyto their fellow partisans or particular
core constitueties(see Mayhew 1974Bishin 2009 Clinton 2006 andJewell and Loewenberg,
1979.

Studiesof representation in the U.S. Senate that followed pooled multiple NES and NORC
General Social Surveys (NORGSS) to obtain large samplésmajor19881992Senate
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National Election Study (SNES) provided more representativessiatples awell (Norrander
2001, Brace et al. 2002Viatsusaka 2010). Measures of the state {dNmgralismconservatism
developed to study state policy making by combining the -1988 CBS New$lew York
Timessurveyswereused to study voting by senatose¢ below and Eriksokyright, and

Mclver 1993). The National Annenberg Elections Study (NAES) and trge surveysvere

used for this purpose, as well as exit poll data in election years that have large samples (see
Frankovic, Panagopoulos, and Shapiro 2010; Medoff, Dennis, and Bishin; 188&ber 1999

These studies found that testimaes of satisticaleffects of public opinion on Senate roll call

voting have varied by issue, with some evidence for greater responsiwrehessogeneous
ratherthanin heterogeneous states (e.g., greater on gun control, trade, and general ideological
policy diredion, than on abortion issues; Medoff, Dennis, and Bishin 1995a, 1995b; Bailey and
Brady 1998 Using a new and more refined method of estimating state opiniofusesr
descriptionbelow), a recent study found that state level public opinion wasgbyreelated to
senatorso6 votes to ratify the nominations of
Phillips 2010).

Researcliocusingon legislators ad the opinions ofthose whom they represent lasfound

normative and empirical importantepolitical scientists and philosophers who have wrestled
directtywi t h whet her el ected | egislatorsingthboul d be
expressed wished of their constituents, or as
leaderschosen to exercise their own best judgment in serving the interests of their constituents

(see Wahlke, Eulau, Buchanan, and Ferguson 1962).

But as Robert Weissberg (1978) noted, this is different from analyzing the extent to which
representativescolleci vel y voice the preferencigegarde$s t he r
of how the process workblis own analysis of the Miller and Stokes data showed that members

of Congress taken all togethgenerallyfirepresentetithe opinions of congressiondiktricts (see

also Hurley 1982, 1989Anothercontemporaneoustudy compared national public opinion on 6

issues with survey responses on these issues from House and Senate membedstire1970

Vietnam war, the antiballistic missile program, controlrdfation, a family income maintenance

program, social and economic assistance to blacks, and the Supreme Court tristioé thg
accusedBackstroml977).The results showetthat the majorities of House members and the

public agreed on four of the sigsues, with a thretaree split for senators.

The logical extension of ttdlsands 0 o bvi ous t hahtatwet oo ki Wsistheal sokn, g ?fAc
comparison of public opiniomajoritiesand the actuanactment of polici€s not legislative

votes or positioriaking along the wa¥ which is presumably what Gallup and others had in

mind. Research designs were needed to compare measures of national public opinion with
government policies at particular points in time and over long time periods, so thaesmort

andlong-term effects of opinion on policy could be ascertained.
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Congruence Between National Public Opinion and Government Policies

National opinionsurveys providedbundantata to compare over time the degree of consistency
or congruencéetween natioal public opinion and government policies. Policies have been
measured in different ways depending on the issues described in the survey questions: the
enactment (or not) of legislatimorrespondingo the actios proposed in the questionglevant
presdential, bureaucratic, or judicial (especially Supreme Court) decisions; infedjosted
government expenditures for spending issues; and any relevant quantitative indicators called for
by particular question wordings, such as troop levels, immigrgiats, and the like (e.g., Page

and Shapiro 1982; Shapiro 1982, Appendix A). Interpretive analyses of individual issues can be
found in a number of histories and case studies (e.g., works cited in Shapiro and Jacobs 1989,
152-153; Weaver 20QBurstein198b, Burstein and Freudenberg 19F8nckley 1992 Sobel
200bandJ acobs 1993). The first |1 mp®@ublicoprionanal yti
and Popular Governmerit1 976 ) and DiheAténtve Bublic: Palyaréhial
Democracy1970).

We ssberg made the important distinction betwe
bet ween opinion majorities and government pol
opinion changeandpolicy changes This led to the two major strands of reséahat

subsequently provided the most widely cited evidence for strong effects of public opinion on

policy. Looking at a relatively small number of issues, however, Weisgb&fy6found

limited evidence for both forms of congruence. De\itf&70)earier hadfound greater opinion

policy congruence for the preferences of the
though his data showed congruence for public opinion writ large as well.

But to reach any conclusions regarding persistentaatigiable effects of opinion on policy

required examining a large number of issues over time. Alan Monroe (1979) and Benjamin Page
and Robert Shapiro (1983) offered this kind of evidehceomparing public policy changes (or

lack thereof) for more tharDP issues for which he could compare majority opinion supporting

or opposing suchroposed changdss framed in the available survey questions and albeit

sensitive to question wording®lonroe (1979¥ound majoritarian congruence in 64 percent of
theseases. Page an 8hadrdl®§R) findingssvequite Sililar(66 percent)
whencomparing changes in polieyithin ayear after changes in public opinion for well over

200 of cases (Ainstanceso) stbngafq larger apimionc han g e .
changes and more highly salient issues.

Both Monroe and Page and Shapiro noted that finding over 50 pefaagesongruend more
thanwould result fronrandom coin toed indicated that something systematic was at work.

But thesepercentage deterinations are not definitivéd 50 percent or evelesserresult would

not preclude the possibility that public opinion mattered in policymaking in many important

cases (cf. Brooks 1985, 1987, 1990), though not in the preponderance oBthtra same

token, 60 percent or greater congruence may not include many importanangestect

connections. Based on closer analysis, however, the time sequences in the relationships that Page
and Shapiro (1983) found suggested that any effectinfospon policy was more prevalent than

the reverse effect. In addition, the congruence that Monroe (1979) and Page and Shapiro (1983)
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found occurred more frequently for larger opinion majorities, larger opinion changes, and for
more salient issues, as eqbed if policymakers were attuned and responsive to public opinion
(see also Graham 199lurray 2006).

Monroe (1983¥urtherconnected his cases of congruence to processes of party representation,
which are also consistent with presidents fulfillinigage number of their campaign promises

and party platforms driven by concerns for public opinion (Pomper with LedermanFiSigél

1985 andPatterson 1996). There have not been a great many similar studies of -bexitry
responsiveness across a widege of issueputMonr oeds (1998, 2001)

a drop to 55 percent in the early 1990s and 53 percent by the end of the decade. Outside the
United States, otheesearchers fourldw levels of opiniorpolicy congruence in comparisons

for the AngleAmerican countries, France, and West Germany (Brooks 1985, 1987, 1990). In
contrast, later studies of German and Canadian public opinion tmunggluenciest the 60

percent level (Brettschneider 19%&try 1999; see also Petry and Mendels2ddd). There has
been, however, far less research done in Eusopksewhere compared to the United States (see
Dalton 2006).

Presidential Responsiveness to Public Opinion

More targeted study has been devoted to presidential responsiveness to [uibiic Bpis has
included research on the congruence of presidential policymaking with public opinion, along
with archival work, uncovering presidents?®o
causal processes at work (Jacobs 1993; Jacobs apd®&h994a, 1995a, 1995199596, 1999,
2000; Druckman and Jacobs 2006, 2011; Eisinger,Z8®8e 1999 Murray 2006 Murray and
Howard 2002Heith 2004 Rottinghaus 2007, 2010; Knecht 208devens 2002Towle 2004
Tenpas and McCann 2007).

Thesest udi es of the Apublic presidencyo have
opinion and presiderai position taking and actions:

T One anal ysis found that presidentsd6 posi
in 70 percent of the issa@xamined (Rottinghaus 2010).

1 Another found less congruence overall (just over 50 percent) for public opinion and
presidentsd proposed budgetary changes,
ideologically charged social welfare issues (Caneene 2@6). Congruence also
increased as an election neared; it was
declined for second term presidents.

1 A study of the Reagan administration found congruence at 54 percent among the policie
examined; it wagreater for domestic issues and issues with greater salience and opinion
majorities much greater than 50 percent, reaching nearly 75 percent for highly salient an
supported domestic policies (Murray 2006).

1 Another analysis of the Reagan administrati@o akvealed significant effects of public
opinion on administrationdéds domestic po
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responsiveness to religious conservativesiaddpendents in order to strengthen
administrationds partyl@sf0l)oal iti on (Druckm

More recently, despite claims that George W. Bush was unresponsive to public opinion during
the polarizing conflict on several issues tlataracterizethis administration, more than half of

the key votes in Congress that Bush supported wargruent with majority opinion during the
first six years of his presidency. At the satinge, hisadministration was able to pursue policies
that were not widely visible, allowing it to pursue conservative policy goals, responding to
Republican partisansvith diminished risk of electoral punishment (Jacobs and Shapirg 2008
Wood 2009).

Time Series Data

Substantiabvidence bearing athe causal interplay in which policy responds to public opinion

has come fronime series studiethat were finally pasible as more trend data (i.e., responses to
identically worded survey questions) for a large number of issues became available. Robert

Eri kson, Mi chael Ma ¢ K u e nThe MacradPoliy €leme Brooks aind ms o n 6 s
Jef f ManzVEhgwelfldar’0 @7 g, sanRlerSsdiusatr;t Soroka and Chr
(2010)Degrees of Democraastand ouisbooklength works based on time series data and

multivariate analysis

1 The Macro Politystarts from the premise that aside from the most saliergggsalitical
leaders do not respond issue by issue but rather react to changes in the overall liberal to
conservative h pEuksdniMacKnen, ardl Stinsonelsure &s a
composite of opinion trends across a range of big government/domestixzreco
welfare issues. The public in the aggregate may express preferences on individual issues
moving over time in an overall liberabnservative direction, or they might use ideology
as a shortcut in making judgments about the direction of governméry. pidie authors
compared trends in liberabnservative mood from the early 1950s forward and found
that it tracked closely with multiple measures of policymaking activities for the House of
Representatives, the Senate, the president, and the SuprerelGedime lags found
for the relationships were consistent with effects of opinion on policy corresponding to
the timing of elections for the different institutions, with the trends tracking least closely,
as expected, for the nazlected members of tf&upreme Court (more on the courts
below).

1 Why Welfare States Persestaminegatterns ofjovernment responsiveness to public
preferences for social welfare benefits and related policies by comparing how these
policies differ across sixteen Western Euiapand other developed democratic
countries and over time. In a pooled time series analysis Brooks and Manza show that the
strength of the persistence over time of welfare state policies has varied consistently with
the level of public support for such poés, with the U.S. historically at the low end

24



compared to other countri@slefined further as liberal democracies, Christian
democracies, and social democracies.

1 Degrees of Democraggy nt hesi zed and expanded its auth
focused oropinion time series analyses for a range of policy areas in the U.S., Britain,
and Canada (e.g., Wlezien 1995, 2004; Soroka and Wlezien ZW0Bextending the
research to additional countries). It examined government spending on national defense,
welfare, health care, education, the environment, the problems of cities, the space
program, crime, and foreign aid for the United States; national defense, health care,
education, and transportation for the United Kingdom; and national defense, health care,
welfare, and transportation in Canada. Overall, the evidence revealed substantial but
varying degrees of responsiveness to the c
spending (taking into account appropriations decisions versus outétysyreater
respoisiveness in the cases of more salient issues, and the most glaring cases of non
responsiveness occurring for spending on foreign aid and dealing with crime in the
United StatesThe Americansystem, however, tended to be the most responsive overall
in theother policy areas.

Other time series researbhsreportedsimilar cases of policy following the lead of public
opinionnHobol t and Kl e mmdangtedima sudi¢sdiPoliéy prioi€sO 8 )
showed how public opinionlgd o | i ¢ y ma k e and goveminanteexpénditares in major
policy areas in Britain, Bhmark, and the United States Sor oka and WI ezi ends
for defense spending comport with other analyses of defense spending in the United States over
the last 40 years amdth analysesf changes in support for the Vietham war from the 1960s to

the early 1970s (including responses to questions about troop lesglisst general support; see
Shapiro and Page 19%4artley and Russett 1992; also Bartels 19dge and Shapiro 199 A

recent and highly compelling studiitowed how the decline in national public support for the

death penalty for murder that occurred after DNA and other new evidence revealed numerous
cases of innocent people on dealth row, led to an overall decldeath sentences and

executions in the United States (Baumgartner, De Boef, and Boydstun 2008; on past sentencing
in the federal judiciary see Cook 1977, 19K8tzer 1979 andKuklinski and Stanga, 1979).

Public Opinion and the Judiciary

That the juliciary might be influenced by public opinion runs against the argumer{iritiathe
possibleexception of states that elect judgss branch of government is insulated from

politics. There has been a significant literature on the effect of pubheopdon Supreme Court
decisionmaking. Research has progressed substantially from the early use of congressional
majorities that upheld or byassed Court decisions as proxies for public opinion to determine

the responsiveness of the Court (cf. Dahl 1@586per 1976). Based on comparisons of public
opinion data with Court rulings and on other
preferences and court policies contMamshale t o be
1989, 2008Gibson 208, p.828829;and especially the treatise offered by Friedman 3008e
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debate, however, is whether this reflects responsiveness to public opinion or political leadership
by the Court (see Shapiro and Jacobs 1989, dLBB% There is evidence that aadt some

decisions clearly followed significant changes in national public opinion, such as those toward
civil rights and abortion (Page and Shapiro 1983, 1992; Shapiro 1982). To untangle the direction
of influence further, a series of studies has examineeffect of changes in liberabnservative

public mood on judicial decisions. The latest have focused on the proportions of liberal Supreme
Court decisions each term that reversed rulings in a lower court, which researchers argued
provided atheoretital y and empirically compelling assess
ideological mood. These effects have been found to be pronouncéssdstfor more salient

cases (see Casillas, Enns, and Wohlforth 2011; McGuire and Stimsqgriviéiokér and

Shedan 1993, 1994, 1996; but see Norpoth and Segal 4884on causation, Epstein and

Martin, 2010Q. That so much attention has been devoted to policymaking by the branch of
governmenthat isleastexpected to yield to pressures from public opinion, sayshrabout the
importance of public opinion in the policymaking process.

State and Local Policy and Public Opinion

The effects of public opinionppear to beelevantnot onlyto nationallevel policymalng but to
government actions at all legedind in all decisiomaking institutions. On the political agenda

at large, however, state and local issues hadttions and politics of state and local

governments argormallyless visible in the national mediahich might be thought to decrease

pressure from the publion these governments contrast, it might be the catbat
responsiveness i s greater at |l evels fAcloser t
bureaucrats at all levels charged with implementing policies and solving probkrasisle in

doing soA long strandf research in public administration looks at the role of citi@empait

and participation, including survey studies of citizen satisfactions and inquiries about groblem

that need to be addressed (e.g. Truman JAd&bach and Rockman, 19/@&dthe reviews in

Shapiro and Jacobs 19&arrett1995 Frankovic, Panagopoulos, and Shapiro 2@t@iMiller

2012. The U.S. governmeiiself has a long history of survey research, not the least of which is

the decennial censuelated to facfinding for purposes of identifying problems and collecting

data useful in policymaking and ptementation (see Converse 19Brankovic, Panagopoulos,

and Shapiro 2000 These are not political but can facilitate responsiveness taithelpi ¢ 6 s wan't
and needsThe Canadian governmetior examplehashistoricallybeen morevisibly active and
transparent in this regard in issuing an annual report on Public Opinion Research of the
Government of Canada (Public Works and Government Sei@&eada2012).

Early research on state and local policymaking attempted to stsgpnsiveness hysing
aggregate demographic characteristics as prox
These studies suggested varying degrees of govermesgunsivenesbut there was a clear

needfor more direct estimates or measures of public opinion. The first efffiodl/ed

Asi mul ationso of state | evel opinion using ce
individuaklevel surveys to estimate howmographic attributes translated into opinions and

policy preferences (Seidman B)but cf. Kuklinski 1977a)More compelling evidence for

substantial statkevel government responsiveness to public opinion came from studies that
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measured directly the apons of state residenfparticularlytheir degree of liberalism

conservatisr) or that have drawn on further advances in estimating state public opinion based

on demographic data and national survéjste generally, however pinion data for many

stateshave not been easy to come by due to small (orem@tent) state samples within national
surveys and statiey-state pollinghathas been done on an ad hoc basis without coordination for
comparisons across states. With N&ES and other large surveyach as the national and state
electionyear exit polls, somstatelevel compaisons can be mader recent years Referenda

and ballot initiative results caalsobe used in the states in which they are available, which is
preferable to using presideritite or ideologically scaled congressional votes as proxies for

public opinion on specific issueRobertErikson (1976) used large Gallup Poll samples in 1936

and 1937 to find a substantial relationship of state level public opinion with whether state
governments had the death penalty for murder, allowed women to serve on juries, and ratified

the proposed Child Labor Amendment (that Congress had passed). James Gibson (1988) made
intriguing use of the large survey that Samuel Stouffer (1955) condurtddy political

tolerance to show that there was some correlation between public opinion and the repressiveness
of the anticommunist legislation that states adopted. In this case, however, the crucial influence
at work came from elites (based on Stoufies par al |l el surveying of <co
states, very I|likely influencing public opinio
responses (Gibson 1988his case okpuriousneswas foundhroughthe use of survey

measures of the opims of elitesywhich emphasizethe need to bring in meassrmef such

competing influences whenever possible.

In addition tothe large and still growing research literature on state public opinion and
policymakingbased orlifferent surveybased measured public opinion, here has been
increasedise of state ballot initiativeand referendean approachised to study public opinion
before national polling begamhesemethods of direct democrabwvebeen routinely used as a
measure of democratic normsdavaluesor as an institutional context that emphasizes
responsiveness to or direct pressure from the p(thlicugh the implicit threat to regdo the
ballotif it does not get the policy it wantgpverall,based orstudies using different measuies
opinion,there isgeneralagreementhat public opinion matters in state policymaking: A number
of studies have disaggregated state samples from individual or pooled-SSR@r NES

surveys; used the 198®92SNES or have pieced together opinion maasurom state or

national polls by different organizations. These studies have found significant effects of public
opinion on policies, including capital punishment, restriction of abortions, gay rights issues,
school prayer, and certain taxes and spepgolicies (Norrander and Wilgdl999 Norrander

200Q Arceneaux 200Burden 2005Lupia, et al. 2010Brace, et al. 20QMatsusaka 201,Gand
Lewis 2011). Praating Erikson, MacKuera nd St i ms o n 0Rebert Xikson2Qerald o r k
Wright, and John McG v eStatelsouse Democra¢¥993)showed how variations in different
state policies (and a combined policy measure) can be explained by the different ideological
leaningsof state publicsThis studypooleda large number of 1976988 CBS News/NYT polls

that asked respondents to sdintify as liberal, conservative, or moderated wagpremised on

a similar causal process in which leaders sense changes in the ideological direction of the
publ i c6s polTheidgology measueerhasmera@are wdesed n studies of state
politics and policymaking, showing effect of
policies, including education spending, the scope of Medicaid and Aid for Family with
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Dependent Children, the legalization of gamblingsga@e or the Equal Rights Amendment,
capital punishment, and those related to state spending and tax effort and progressivity (e.qg.,
Lascher, Hagen, and Rochlin 1996; Camobreco 1988ney and Lee 2000).

The latest advanced technique that has been assliinate statkevel public opinion as well as
public opinion at other levels of aggregation (especially legislative distictéds on

simulation methodssingnationatlevel survey data in conjunction with stéésel census data.
This multilevel egression and pastratification method (see Park, Gelman, and Bafumi 2006)
has been used on large scale by Jeffrey Lax and Justin Phillips (20098, who showed

how state policies toward gay rights were responsive to public opnidims issué more so

than any effect of liberatonservative ideology. Extending this to fully 38lipies covering 8
issue areds abortion, education, electoral reform, gambling, gay rights, health care,
immigration, and law enforceménthey found that state policiéave beerhighly responsive to
state publ i csd i afterstatistisafyeantrofling for ofher gafiableBhey c e s
confirm that issue saliencef@éts this relationship, as doegislative professionalism that
apparently sensitizstate legilatues to public opinion, alongith electoral motivabns (Lax

and Phillips 2012see also Pacheco, 2011, 2048 ;state judges, Can®¢rone, Clark, and

Kelly, 2013. This method of opinion measurement was also used at the local level to study how
political and institutional factors bear on how public opinion affedtscatiorspending by

school distrits (Berkman and Plutzer 2005), and at the congressional district level to study
constituency representatiokr{mmel, Lax, and Phillip2012 WarshawandRodden 2012
Tausanovitch and Warshaw 2011, 2012).

Limitations and Qualifications Regarding Democratic Responsiveness

This review clearly showslaasicpositivecorrelationbetween public opinion and policy

decisions in the United StatéEhere are a maber of ways in which this connection can operate.
The connection could be explained by processes of representation that occur due to electoral
accountability. It could be driven by responsiveness to some segment or segments of the public
more than othersuch as those who are most affluence, engaged, and politically active. It could
also include th@ossibility that elites generally feel it necessary or desiratpecioare, persuade,

or manipulate opinion before changing polidhere are scenarios which these latter two
processes could promote democracy or alternatively undermine it.

That policies or changes in policies tend to be visibly related to levels or changes in public

support for themgoes not necessarily mean thrdbrmation aboupublic opinion has been used
directly as the basis for decisianaking in the past or today.Any fully and indisputablycausal

effect of public opinion is still subject to debate (Page 20@R2)5 the evidence for

responsiveness only goes so far. While it ip@yasy to accept substantively that the effect of

public opinion should apply to issues above a certain level of visibility in political débates

the publicbébs collective radar screen and sal.
pollsd there fave been some important issues for which there are no public opinion data, so that
there is no basis for judging responsiveness (see Burstein2&@bas 200€f. Mackenzie and
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Warren 2012 Further, there have been many cases ofrasponsiveness ollgent issues, too
numerous to describe hgeg.,Shapiro, 2011, p.1060001).

The extent of | eadersd democratic responsi vene
othercompellingrespects. There is evidence that it falls short of givingpthmic the policies it

wants, going only so far in thiérectionthe public desires. Leaders may not be fully predisposed
toprovidef ul I compl i ance warthérwel-imtentiopadbspansesay bewi s h e s,
imperfect. Government and policymagenaysatisfice-- so that in the end, there is still a

democratic éficit (see Lax and Phillips 2012Veissberg, 1976, 1978, 1979; Page 2002

Bursten 201Q Achen 1977, 1978Rolicymakers may be responding to public opinion but they
oftenkeep falling &ort or overshooting the mark. This is one theme in the time series studies

that found responsiveness over time but al so
which policies respond to public opinion by owesponding and provoking, in effectbacklash

in the hope of pulling policy back to what it prefers; or changes in policy can fall short of what

the public wants (cfSharpel999 Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 200Zaroka and Wlezien

201Q Bafumi and Herron 201®artels 2008b; for a furdr discussion of this and its possible

causes, see Shapiro, 2011, 10003)..

It is important to monitor the extent to which policymaking responds not to mass public opinion,
but rather to particular subgroups whose fundamental intenestdiffer from those of the

public at large. Government policiesayberesponding unequally to public opinidrfor
exampleto the opinions of the rich more thamthe poor or to thosewith the highest levels of
political engagement and participatjar othes. Or they may respond more readily to intensely
held opinions regardless of who holds them, so that a passionate and vocal minority may
dominate a less passionate and more apathetic majority. Current state policies on illegal
immigrationwould appear tprovidean example here, where majority opinion suggests a far
more tolerant approach than the policies adopted in a number of southern and Mexriean
stateqthough at this writingn August2013,the nation has moved closer toward enacting
moderate immigrabin reforn).

The question of how economic inequalityay haveranslated into political inequalityunequal
influence on geernment leaders and policie$as received increasing attention, given rising
economic disparities in the United States. IntereBtjregudiesexamining changes over time in
public opinion and policy have generaflitherfound no difference in responsivenéss

different groups or have fournmhrallel changes in opinion among albgwups (Soroka and
Wilezien 2008WIlezien and Soroka011b; but cf. Jacobs and Page 2G@blargely foreign

policy issues). In contradtased oncrosssectionaldata Bar t el s6 (2008a, Chapt
of Senate voting using the 198892SNESrevealed greater responsiveness among senators to
those in he topthird income group versus the poor and those with middle ingdoo¢h for

overall liberalconservative voting and for specific roll call votes (minimum wage, civil rights,
important budgetelated votes, and four abortion restriction votes; seeGigitin and Newman
2005, 2007, 2008; Rigby and Wright 201This kindof analysis of politial inequality is very
importantand it requires replications with other d&tan other policy issuesnd during different
time periodqcf. Bhatti and Erikson 2011)
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In that sjirit and on a much larger scéldooking at national policies in the aggredgat&lartin

Gileng5(2005 2012) foundhat policies were more likely to be enacted when supported by
larger percentages of tlafluentas opposed tlarger percentages those in middle and lower
income groupsHis recent bookAffluence and Influence: Economic Inequality and Political

Power in Americg2012) has provided a fuller picture of the extent of this statistical relationship
and the extent to which it holdg after other variables are taken into account. He finds possible

spuriousness involving the association between the preferences of the middle class and the poor
with government policies, in that thiith associ

the affl uent . o-wdloflAmeritavhheld prefeheeceslthatsliserge from those
of the affluent, policy responsiveness to the wéilremains strong but responsiveness to lewer
income groups al/l but di gesytpaecaobustdo othés comeeting
explanatios, though representational inequalityasver in presidential election years. There are
a few importantssueareaexceptions, especialgoncerningsocial welfare policies, including

Social Security, Mediare, publieworks spending and others in this area; in this case policies are

more responsive to the preferences of the poor and the middle class, which can bedatribute
the strong intereggroup allies such as labor unions and the American Assatiatidretired
People, that are also supportive and work for these politigls.regard to how interest groups
might limit respamsiveness to ordinary citizemsr might increasé as in the case just citéd

Gil ensd6 wor k stands group posittonstthatwe could talleaicaound n
in multivariate analyseto show their significant independent effects and to guard against
spuriousnesssi | e n s b undeessoresithealegree thatithin anybroad overall congruence
betwea public opinon and policied political responsiveness to ordinary citizens is limited in
some if not a great manysituations.

But why has this greater influence of the affluent has not been supported by evidence that
changesn the opinions ohigherincome Americasare more closely related ehangesover
time in government policies, such as spending, in different policy areas®difanint results
for studies of responsiveness over time are not necessarily at odds: Government policies can
move in the same dirgon over time asheopinions of all subgroug but the substanaar levels
of the policies themselves may remain closer, maybe increasinglytbe, geeferred policies of
some groupsnorethan other8 most notablyto those more well off and active inlgas, with
resources and opportunities that enhance their influ@toason 2011)If this is so, he end
resultwould bethe overalldemocratic deficimentionedoreviously Thiswould not be
surprising to those who have studied political inequalityh@United States and the influences
of money on who participates in politics antlois most likely to receive the attention of
political leaders and policymakers (Schlozman, Verba, and Brady &iléRs 2012, Bartels
2008 for research othe opiniors of the wealthiest Americans, sBage, Bartels, and
Seawrigh2013)

This apparenpolicy deficit, along with cases of nonresponsiveness and various qualifications,
contingenciesand the need to track causal mechaniantprocesses at workaiseimportant
guestions about thextent andjuality of American democracy.

Beyondthe consequences iskue salience, other conditions affecting the attentiveness of
policymakers to thgenerapublic can include: the size of opinion majorities, the magnitatles

30

201

i nt



opinion changes, the time in an election cycle (policy changes responding to the public before an
electior® or after the election with changes in governing elites; Kuklinski 18@8Shapiro

1982), the degree of electoral competition, and the polisissaated with different types of

issues which lead to predictions that responsiveness will be greater for domestic than foreign
policies whichtend to banore complex, often less salient, audbject topresidentl

dominaice(cf. Monroe 1979Page an@&hapiro 1983Shapiro 1982Shapiro and Jacol2000,

2002; Murray 2006Baum and Potter 2008oyle, 2011). It matters which institutional actors
aretaking action: the presiderghouse of Congress, the Supreme Court or other congiate

and localgovernmentshrough their variougstitutions.Comparisons with and beyond the

United Statesequire taking into account differences betweenAtinericanpresidential system

and parliamentary forms of govenent(see also RissKappen 191, 1994.

Are Surveys Necessary for Leaders to Be Responsive to Public Opinion?

In this contextwe mustalsoconsider howseful andmportant survey data are for leaders as
measures of public opinio(A subsequent section of this report looks more directly at theede

to which leaderself-report that they do or do not use public opinion polling dataeye is
evidencdromthe pasbfl eader sd6 responsiveness to public o
scientific polling certainly suggesting that such responsiveisesst nhecessarilgependenon

polling. Moreover,the existence of opinion survegieesnot mean legislators or any
policymakershaveaccess to measures of opinionsatirissues on the policy agenda. Leaders
historically have used a variety of sourdasinsight about public opinion. These have included
information or impressions they might get from the mass media, organized groups and lobbies,
social movements, mail from and contacts with constituents, staff members, various informants,
and leaders owintuitive judgments (even simply their own opinions as a member of the .public
Leaders can choose what indicators of public opinion to attend to (see ZukjiPb989i2k

1995 Herbst 1998, 2002; Brow2011, Shaw 2000Lee 2002a, 2002b; Rottinghaus 208¢ott

2005).

Any evidenceof responsiveness to public opinion prior to the availability of opinion polls would
obviouslyhave to be attributed twon-surveysourceof information about the state of the

relevant public opinion. Some studies, especihibse concerned with representation over time,
haveused districlevel partisan presidential votes as proxies for voter ideology and found early
evidence for responsiveness (see Ansolabehere, Snyder, and Stewart 2001). Studies using ballot
initiatives am referenda votes to estimate of policy preferehes® alsdound indications of
responsiveness (see the review by McDonaugh 1992, 1993; e.g., Overby 1991, on the nuclear
freeze issue). A study using the available referenda results by county (coveryegth 1913

1921) to measure districte vel opi ni on toward women-@sor suf fr a
Clayton Act found district opinion to have a substantial impact on House roll call votes
(McDonaugh1989,1992, 1993)Preceding this national lemeesearch by several decades were
three early studies of referenda and state | e
Representatives Represent?0, that showed incr
1926 period compared to a decaderlégneson 192/ \White 1938) and responsiveness on one

major issue in Wisconsin in 1957 (Crane 1960).
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Fortheyears 1917 937, just | eading into tihteguirgstyda nsi on
showed that the Literary Digest Polls, which had #mewn biases in their population coverage

and responses, could be used to uncover a significant impact eesttpublic opinion on

Senate voting on Prohibition, théeeXKardl2007.r 6s B
We have no idga and we have reason to dodbivhetherleaders were payingarticularlyclose

attention to these early naeientific polls.

Still, despite these limitationtetotality of theavailableevidence provides an empirical picture
of a visible connection betwegnblic opinion and government policiesthe United States

even aga) the exact nature of how this works is not totally clear,(Bnhthe strengthfahis
connection has varied widefcross timeissues, and the policymakirgtity.

Conclusions and Implications for the Objectives of the Task Force

As noted, Hhis brief reviewconfirms that public opinioappears to mattein the policynaking
processThismay be taken aseartening, given th&APOR was founded based on ideal of
theimportance bpublic opinion in nations, communities, and social, economic and political life

more generally§heatsley and Mitofsky 1992) A A Ra@dRip jsurnalPublic Opinion

Quarterlyat its outset focused heavily on the influences on public opinion, pretimathe

assumptionof he publ i enpact on pulfics and poticymakinghis assumptiorhas

clearlybeen borne ouas the review above showsjevidenceofia substantial conrt
overall, between public opinion and policymaking inthe®&mdt St at es o ( Shapiro 2
That is, policymakingn the United Statelsasin facttended tdoein line with or in sync with

public opinionon many issues, at many levels, across many decades

These findings are consistent witte incentives thatlections providéor leaders running for
officed and for political parties that recruit candidates attuned to what voter8 wargeek out
and use informtion about public opinion on issues that are (or might be) electorally important.

The Need for Improvement

Mostbr oadly, these findings raise the question
improvemenin the process by which public opinion is measured and made known to leaders
necessary if the system of democratic representationagpeat o be wor ki ng?o0
There are several responses to that question.

First, it should be noted that patterns of leader responsiveness may be subject to change. One
current debategor example, focuses on the hypothelsat policy responsiveness to the palait

large has decreasetihe argument is thaiartisan conflict has become more polarized and
presidents and other political leaders have used polling to determine how best to lead, persuade,
and manipulate public opinion, not respond to it. The opintioaisthey may be most likely to

respond to are those of their partisan bases whose support they must keep to avoid intra party
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challenges (see Jacobs and Shapiro 208¢man, Carsey, and Horowitz 2006ayman et al.
2010; Abramowitz 201,QJacobson 201 Fiorina with Abrams 2009Vood 2009 Shapiro and
Bloch-Elkon 2008 Shapiro and Jacobs 2010, 261Quirk 2009, 2011, cf. McClosky, Hoffman,
and OO Har amighbhélfexplain Wwhiy preslents havé perhaps increasingly
engaged in valiant but unsuccessfforts to turn public opiin around on policy changes that
they have proposed btliitatthe citizenry at large has not supported (see Edv@yd3 Jacobs
and Shapiro 2000).

Second, it is clear that the pattern of responsiveness is by no meansalparet there are many

examples where leadership is out of sync with public opinion. This may be acceptable or even
desirable in the eyes of those who advocate for a strong leadership role of elected

representativesut it is clear that increases inthiout of syncnesso can | ea
instability and an increasing loss of faith by the people in their government system.

Third, and along thessamelines, there is the evidence that Americans are in fact increasingly
dissatisfied with their governemt and the way it operates, particularly the legislative branch.

This evidence includes extremely low Congressional job approval ratings, low confidence in
Congress as an institution, low ratings of the honesty and ethics of elected representatives, and

low levels of trust in governmentto do whatisrigbm e r ecent s tonlgapoubhound t
guarter (26%]Jof Americans]saying they can trust the government always or most of the time,

while nearly threguarters (73%) say that they can trust goxweent only some of the time, or

volunteer than they can never trust the governmattp://www.people
press.org/2013/01/31/majorisaysthe-federalgovernmenthreatengheir-personalrights/

While this state of affairs is not necessarily or totally a direct result of a lack of responsiveness of
elected representatives to public opinibiis a reasonable assumption that thigag of the
reason.

Fourth, regardless of the evidence concerning the historical relationship between public opinion
and policy decisions, the Task Force believes that a persistent effort to make public opinion data
more accessible and easier to un@ertand use has been and should continue to be an

i mportant part of AAPORO6s overall mi ssi on.

Theproliferation in recent decades of pollirgsultsthat are avdable to leaders shouylth
theory,strengthernthe process ofesponsiveness and leaderstiéscribed abovey providing
better information about public opinion than has been available in thech&3&€r1991,1996;
Jacobs and Shapiro 2000).

However, while there is ndoubt that leaders and political parties have paid increasing attention

to public opinion .g.,Jacobs and Shapiro 1995a, 2000; Murray 2@0P6; Tenpas and

McCann 2007)there is no direct evidence that pollipgr sehasstrengthened responsiveness.

Opinion surveys have provided data to study the opipaity connection There is some

interesting recent experimental evidence that learning about constituency opinion can affect how
legislators voteRButler and Nickerson 2011andthere is reason to believetmae pr esent at i v
constituents evaluate them based on theripyithat they give to the interests of their districts or

states (Doherty 2013)To the extent they providée bestavailablemeasures of public opinion,
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thewidespread availability of poll resulshould sharpen findings for this relationstapd the

relationships should be stronger if the results of polls actually enter the policymaking process.

There is, however, no clear evidence for a strongjationship than in the past, when electoral

accountability was probably no less a motivating fof¢es underscores the value of a renewed

effort to make public opinion data available and easy td use.

Further,as we will consider below, political elites have not always believed, trusted, understood,

or known how to interpredpinionpolling--and many sli do not Thusany findings of
responsiveness may reflecsense bpublic opinion that political leaders mggrner fronthe

overall environment al fether, 0 so to speak,

also Jacobs and Shapiro 2008cds et al. 1998ull and Destler1999 Kull and Ramsey 2002
Hawver1954).Additionally, the denigration of plsl by pundits and politiciadspossibly

designedo defang public influence on policy and to facilitate unequal influence by affluent
citizensor unrepresentative interest groups that the garadid politicians represéntould have
an effect on | eadersd willingness to use

None of this impliesas this report has made clear in previous segttbasdemocracy requires

(or that itis optimal)that leaderslwaysseek out and respond directly to what they learn about

public opinion But we believe thakeaders should at least be attentivén public, evaluate the
guality of its opinionsandcarefully considebringing the wishe®f the public intaa process in
which they attempt to persuade and gultEnationaspart of the process ¢éadership This
could includeexplairing why their decisions and actions might deviate from what the public
wants at the momedtbut would bewhat the public would want ithe longer term.

Conclusion

All'in all, it isthe assumption of this Task Force thatling waysto improvethe ability of

political leaders talirecty learn aboupublic opinionwill accrueto the benefibfl e ader s 6

dedsion making their efforts to gain support for their policies that serve the public intarest,
democracyverall, ands thusa desirable objectiveSince most assessments of public opinion
today involve survey research, it is the assumption of tek Farce that finding ways to
improve the ability of political leaders tmderstand andse polling resultfits well within this
goal

1t should be notethat there is no reasaa thinkd with respect tanost prevalent theories of

pol |

electoraldemocra® t hat el ectoral institutions provide
p u b | itheaggragate Rather, elected representatives piece together majority coalitions, and

if there is responsiveness, it may well be to these. Often, producing coaliagrisenguite
differentfrom responding to the pubficfor examplethere may béncentivesto support
distinctions through wedge issues. It may also be worth noting that the high level of party
polarization in Congress may have something to do with-Eedé redistricting for party
advantagé not enabled directly by public opinion research, of course, but by new data
capabilities.
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This report turns next tevidencerelatingto leader® a n d t h ed viewsabout théuse of
public opinion data
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PART I11: The Public’s and Leaders’ Views on the Use of Public Opinion and
Polling for Decision Making

This report has highlighteitie contentiothatthe society is better off whdeaders and elected
representativeare aware of public opinion atake public opinion into account in making

leadership and policy decisions. At the same time, as has been distussedd foautomatic

or widesprea@ongruencen the shortermbetweerthe policy decisions made bglected

leadersand public opinions debatableAt least smecorrespondencer consistency should
probablyresultas a fulfilment of thghilosophic underpinnings efdemocratic society

However democracy, as considered further 1in thi
repat does noadvocate thapolicymakers substitute the will of the people for their own

judgment.

In addition to philosophic positions, or the arguments or theories of social scjehéistsareof

coursethe critically important views of the aelentties involved in this procedsthe citizens

of a democracy and the leaders these citizens elect to represent tveio the publiand

leadersseethis proces8 To answer these questions, tuen next to an assessment of the

research literatusethat focuson t he publ i cbés views of the opt.i
represented in policy decisioimsa democracyand then orthe perceptions, viewand behavior

of leaders themselves.

1. The Public¢’s Views

In the broadest sense, Americédieve that public opiniorsivaluable and should be used b
decisionmakers in making policy decisions.

It should be pointed oputio begin that any review of polling data which deals with the subject
matter of pollsshould bdooked atwith some caubn. Results relating to polls and public
opinionbased on data from individuals who responded to questions in an opiniomayoll
involve a biaowing tothe obviousfact that respondents have shosame favorable
predispositiongo pollsby virtue of thé decision tgparticipate inthe poll. Plus, there are
environmental or contenal factors thatnay encourage positive responses about politign
the contextof a poll.

Still, the finding that th@ublic generallysubscribes tthe democratic ideahatleadersshould

respondn one way or the othdo the wishes of their peopégpears to be mbust one. In recent
years, the publicbés positive vi eaffectedoffthet he v al
publ i cbs exceedi negtedyepresergativiend the jobvtheparedoingf e |
particularly in the legislative branch other words, to some extent Americans may be telling us

that anything wouldbe better than relyingolelyon the ability of elected leaders to use their own
flawedor ineptjudgments or to follow the influence of corporate or special interesta

arriving at decisions.
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At the same time, the publias is the case witbhilosophersis notfully of a single mind
regarding the abstract questionttoé basison which elected representatives should act
Research shows that when given choicespthiic hasindicated a desire faepresentatives
who both respondnd leagwith the mix of leadership and responsivendssermined by
considerations ofvhatwould produce the most effective policies

David Barker and Christopher Carman (2002127) reviewedthevery limitedhistoricaldata

and research thatas examineditizen®general expressatitudes toward the leadershiprsus
responsiveoles of represgatives(ii t r u s t e &structe@ delsega & ®vérall there was no

consensus across these studies on which role the public prefenetiese opinions could vary

depending on the context (data reported in Cantril and Struck ¥@BAurray and Parsan

1965 Davidson 1969, 1970; Patterstiedlund, and Boynton 1975; Parker 19%#elman

Sigelman, and Walkosz 199@rill 2007, Fox and Shotts 2009). Citizens prefer to have leaders
andbureaucratsvith more knowledge and expertise than plic makepolitical decisions and

enact policies, but are less confidesith regard tothenid oi ng what 6s right o (¢
TheissMorse 2002Bowler, Donova, and Karp 2007)

At the same time,@&mining congressional and presidential decisinaking in gaeral and in

cases of different domestic and for e200M polic
data reported that most of the survey respongeefsrred that these leaders give the people

what they want, though a sizeable minority wanted ttestay true to their values and

principles (Barker and Carman 2012$37). This echoed the findings of a major Kaiser

Family Foundation study in 2001 that found a comparable division of public opivithrthe

public allowing for officials to rely ontheir own knowledge and judgment when they thought

that majority opinion was in the wron§till, per haps t he studyods most st
in moving awayfrom the abstradb specific policy areas, largeajoritie® of two thirds or

mored thoughtit hat the public can make sound judgmen
should take regardingg economi c, health care, and educat.i
way on AdAforeign policy issues, ountylor as whet he

expandi ng @aser Family Foundatiog 2001).

Most broadly, arvey researchers have been asking Americans about their views of survey
research for decades. A recestiew inPublic Opinion Quarterhby JibubKim, Carl
GershensorRatrickGlaserandTom Smith(2011)hi ghl i ght s Hadl ey Cantr i |

November 1944 as t he . bheauthorofbeslo4fPublicsOpinignp ol | o n
Quarterlyr evi ew of that pol |, Eric Goldmani,ic concl u
know about the polls, believe them generally

evidenceolAmer i cans 6 Vv ibeenanlysporadipabyiptasedsihca the 1940sThe

Kim et al. review of polling trenddid, however,concludet hat t here had been a
negative shift in attitudes towards public opinion researchers and polls across several dimensions
betweenthemid 990s and the first decade of the 2000

Despite this more negatiw®nclusion aboupollsters/polls, the2001 Kaiser studyas noted
above foundmore positive views when Americans wasked about how much attention
officials in Washingtors houl d fApay to what publicnopinion i
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making decisiongbout asking separaty about) economic, health caeglucatiorsocial, and

foreign policy issues. Clear majorities orplutiale s r es p o n d @andivellower eat de a
80%fia great deal 6 fooall theSeissdexceptfor Boreignipaolitythis echoed

their reponses that the majority of American should haygeat deal or fair amount of
influence Aon the decisions of elKaser20@l). and go
Thesespecificquestions, howevehave to date not bedracked insubsequerdgurveys

More recentlata suggest that themas remainedtrong majoritariasupport for the idea that
public opinion should be taken into account by leadegain, hismayin part be due to the
decline in the trust that Americans have in their systé government and in particular in their
elected representaes and the way Congress works in conjuncfmmot with the White
House.This lack of faith in representatives logically ties in with an increase in faith in the
bottomrung of the pyramiaf powel whichis the citizens themselveBhe system of

representative government involves a balance
which their elected representatives carry out those wishes. When the pendulum swings such that
the peoplearae ot sati sfied with the ways in which re|]

wishes, then the people may increase their faith in their own views.

In September 2011, Gallup updated two trend questions that asked Americans about the impact

of (a) theviews of the public, an¢b) the views of public opinion polls. The framework of the
guestions was as foll ows: nlf the | eaders of
views of public opinion polls] more closely, do you think the nation wbeltetter off, o

wor se of f t hEachversibn of tlse questiohavgs?asked of a random split half

sample of about 500 respondents each.

The results showed that thgsificant majority of Americard7 7 % i n t he versi on f
publ i @®%aind t hieewerafi opmu B said thapthemationnwouytdde | s 0
better off if these two fAentitieso were follo

The first version asking about At hreviowslyleyws o f
Gallup, in 1975, 1996, 2005éptember-10), and 2005. The low point was in 1975, when 67%
respondedibetter oft, and the highpoint was 80% in 1996. But from a broad perspective, the

range over the four measurement periods from 1996 to 284 dnly been from 73% to 80%,
suggesting both a stability of these attitudes, and a strong affirmation of the value of public
opinion being taken into account by leaders.

The inclusion of t hegemenlyiths thepfiett bfdoaring positteh e qu e s
response The range of d@frfegpnattld esteh el beextptreers soifofn A v
opinion pol | s @%,hnalwingtleEl® Il mdédutdmentof 68%, essentially in the

mi ddl e of the range. respomsecadsedcbyteemerd pollrangesiibet t e
from 7% to 12%, and averages 10% poiMere stark are Harris poll results for separate
questions asked in April 2018:3 % of respondents felt that Apub
influence in Washington, whereash e use of the word Apoll so in
|l ittl eo percentage to 53%.
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Thisfinding underscores the fact thamericans have been somewhat more positive about the

more abstract concept of Apublthegaredng@more ono bei
specific Apublic opinion polls. o This sugges
negative connotations over the years (see Rogers 18#BedKi m, et @aeliewds (2011

Asur veyss oursd rtvheaas pgopleohad anegativesniage, and one that had

become more negative over the yedtss could be a consequence of gheliferation of polls

bitter debates over confl i ct i nexcepseelattentiotesul t s,
polls ard these conflicts in the medi&.couldalso could be a result bf e a dagemptHto
denigratesurveys and survey results showing low levels of support for their positions (or for

them personally)so that they can be more responsivsubconstituencgewith compelling

interestsor with money and powens addressed further below.

Still, even at its low point in 20Q0%nore than six in ten Americans indicated in response to the
Gallupsurvey question that the nation would be better off if leaders fetladve views of public
opinion polls more dsely. Six yeaslater, in 2011 more thartwo-thirds of Americas saidthat
the nation would be better off if leaders followed poll results or public opinion results more
closely.These are strong results, thougt asstrongas a Gallup finding in 199hat 87%of the
public agreedth@t pu bl i ¢ o piagbod thingdfar thdamty. ar e

More recent Galluprganizatiorpolling has foundin increased positive reactionttch e fit h e
American people as a whalhen it comes to making judgments under our democratic

s y s t enmontrastd decreased confidence in the official, representative bodies of
governmentGallup has askedmericanseach September since 2001 (and in some instances in
years prior to thatfo rate their level of condience in the following

The Executive Branch of Government

The Legislative Branch of Government

The Judicial Branch of Government

Government in your state

Local government in your area

Mass media such as newspapeiBy. andradio-- when it comes to reporting the news
fully, accurately, and fairly

Men and women in political life in this country who either hold or are running for public
office

8. The American people as a whole when it comes to making judgments under our
democréic system about the issues facing our country

OuhsLNE

~

Although the percentage of Americans who have a great deal or fair amount of confidence in

each of these has varied oviee last decade, one thing stands. Americans have generally and
consistently repoeda high level of confidencein#t he A Ameri can peopl e as
September 201 1he results showed that 68% had a great deal or a fair amount of confidence in

local governments, while 67% had a great deal of fair amount of confideneAmiican

people as a wholeFaith in the ydicial branch of government camean63%. Tellingly,

confidence in the legislative branch of government was down at 31%, the executive branch down

at 47%, and confidence in the men and women holding politicakoffas 45%.
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Il n short, Americans have more faith in themse
system about the issues facing our countryo t
nationallegislative office or in the legislative or Executiveanches themselves.

One last piece of evidence for the American public having more influence on government policy,
andpossibly increasingly so, are changes in responses to the following question from 2004 to

2010 in the Chicago Council on Global Affa s & sur veys: AHow much i nf
following SHOWLD have on U. S. foreign policy® means they should not be at all influential

and 10 means they should be ext rThemesultg7O% nf | uen
of respondents inD4 answeredi6o or higher, and this roge 85%in 2010. In contrasin both

years only 41% thought the American puldicrentlyhad thaamountof influence.

This lastset of questionshoweverdid not ask explicittyabodi pu bl i ¢ o pi.ditisono or
possible that Americans may have been thinking primarily about the expression of the judgments
of average Americans as expressed through voting and the ballabéadlus through their

elected representativeStill, this underlying expression ofifla in the average citizens of the

country would seem to imply that there would be faith in efforts to measure what these citizens

are thinking and feeling about policy issues, measurements which of course could include polls.

The bottom line conclusioA significant majority of the American public favors the idea that

public opinionshouldbe taken into account when leaders and elected representatives make

policy decisions that affect the natdanh e peopl eds faith in telmeir ow
faith in the wisdom of the elected representatives phegumablyelect to represent their views.

In short,the evidencsupports the assertion that Americans are desahuertainly not
unequivocallyopposedo, their elected representatives ugolls and takingublic opinioninto

accountwhen making decisions that affect the nation.

One caveat tthis isthe argument thahe public or voters want trustworthy leaders aadldbe
disconcerted by politicians who appear to do nothing budvioflublic opinion (see Mansbridge
2003). While, as notedthedata fairly strongly support thdea that the public wants isaders

to pay attention to them (the publithere is also evidendbat the publiavantsleaders who
havecharacter anthterral convictions athe same time. Thisighlightsthe distinction between

a direct democracy and a representative democtaeye is little doubt that the public neither
wants a direct democracy with no representatives, nor wants representatives who pay no
attention to the public between electioRmally, itshouldbo e kept i n mi fadh t hat /
in their federal government and elected representatives has redletiee lows in recent years
meanin@ as noted that faith in almost any alternativewsoeof input and wisdom may be

more welcomed now than it would be if people had great trust in their goverdniepbssible
that if positive evaluations of government systems increase in years ahead, the desire to see
public opinion and polls be a nmajpart of the policymaking process could decrease
concomitantly.
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2. The Views and Behavior of Political Leaders

Unlike the cassvitht he publ i cds vi e wspublifopinidniadeaiggopr opri at e
making by leaders in a democraae do not have ongointarge scale opiniosurveysthat

me a s u r e vidws @ndhevrtheydsee the role of public opinion antinpin decision

making The evidence we do have comes from some survey and interview studies, various case
studiesavarietyof observations by political insiders and journalisisd anecdotal evidence

(such as presidenti al candi date George W. Bus
need polls to tell me how to think. If elected President, | will not useffieg do reflect public

opiniorto but cf. Tenpas 2008

To understand the attitudes and behavior of political leaders regarding their religuikéng

and other information on public opinion requires that we understand their motivations. Given no
other conglerations, elected leadgreesumabljhave their own preferred policy goaliven

by political ideologiesprinciples party platformsegos or otherfactors, they have ideas about
what actions they think are best fiovernment and the nation,Bsrkeanfit r 8,sot e e
perhaps, for cateringarrowly to particular supporter§hey are nonecessarilynclined to be

fully attentive to public opiniomvrit largeor their constituencies

On the other hand, political leaders algogenerallymotivated bythe desire to remain in office
(Downs 1957Mayhew1974 or seekhigher office Thismayr equi re t hat they ac
and not deviatéoo farfrom the opinions of the voters who (re)elect thé&tthe same time,
leaderscould in theory see the delate style of representation as an obligation of aifiaad

many state legislators and members of local council members may see themselves as delegates
for constituents with whom they and their staff regularly intelaesaders may also believe that

the cdlective views of &rge groups of citizens provida excellent source of wisdom thran

effectivdy guidesociety forward in the most efficient waut havingto answer to voters at

election timearguablybestexplains the overall extent of policy resgoveness that has been

found in the United StateH.is important to remember the review earirethis report showing

tha® for whatever reas@ theredoes in factend to be substantial and agreentmttveen the

policy decision made by elected reprdaag@imes and the attitudes and desires of their

constituents.

The perspective that elected leaders have their own preferred policypgpatsue those of
their ideologically driven partiésrather than just the goal of representing what their
constituens may want them to @oshould take into account recerdgnds in electoral politics
andthe impacibf campaign finance laws, including trecent Supreme Court rulingdowing
unlimited campaigrcontributions as well as spending by organizationsippsrtof political
candidatesThe power of money tmfluence the political and policymaking procesay be
greater nowhan in the past. Policymakefsishave to deahot only with the tension between
what they believe is right versus what they think voteast but also with what deepocket
contributors thinkOf course, thénfluence of entities with moneyn politicsis by no means a
new phenomenorBut it remains true that in order to be elected areleeted politiciansnow
have to be highlgattentve to their needio raise money from corporaéad other welbff donors
andundler® f or t h e andto metivafa ingdnesp e n d &erarganizationp qr o r t
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committeesAll of this is necessarnp pay for effectiveadvertisingandworkers to molize
supportive voters and persuade inattentive and undecided. vfibesrise in the influence of
outside money maglsoi ncr e as e tdaieforphe joliticacptosessdandsco@dhance
the incentives fopoliticians explicitlyto say that tey follow the wishes of their constituents
rather than the interests of those with the most myney.

All electedleaders face the samdemocratic dilemma concerning the extent to which they

should lead or follow public opiniofaced with the choice, i& common for leaders to
emphasizehatthey are chosen for the capabilities to do what is in the best interest of their
constituents/electorateshis does not preclude representative from using information, including
polls, to gauge and take into accotlrgir constituen@wishes, but they rarelyf everd and this
applies to presidents as welpublicly say they are simply doing what their constituents tell

them to do, let alone report they are acting based on what the latest opinion poll is telling them
aboutheir const it udatdbs Bawrengd, Shapoa and Smith )§8Bected
representatives mdyelievethat it ispolitically incorrect for them to say they are going to follow
the winds and whin@ andpassiond of public opinion, as thEounders of the American

republic and U.S. Constitution would hgwetit. As the previous section of this report outlines,
this belief may be incorrect. The public may in theory appreciate their representatives making it
clear that they are following thapinions of their constituent$he political value of a
representative saying out loud that he or she explicitly and primarily attempts to follow the
wishes of constituents in making decisions and votes has not been fully tested.

But when probed furthet is clear that leaders at all levels look for information about vdters
sentimentspresumably becauseostdo in the end face felectionand perhaps because they
have a genuine desire to understand the views of those they represent to help gude thei
decisiors.

Continuing from the time before apon polling, leaderkavecited a number oBources of
information about the most relevant opiniagasvhich they need to attend. The consensus that
emergedrom extant research and from insid&couns and accountsém journalists is that to
the extent that relevant polls are available, they are at treater @®ource of informatiocamong
manyabout public opinion.

While it not possible to say for certapublic opiniondata might be much more puartant if
theywere readily availabEe that is cheaply and easily accessidl& utilize for purposes of
respondingr leading public opinionThis report will turn tahose considerations in P&ft

Presidential Administrations

Among all political laders in the United States, we know the most about American presidents
There has been a |l ong hi st ord eoXiegtneersatiomshiph on t
between presidents andlgiec opinion €.g., se&dwards2003, 2006:Tulis 1997, Kerndl 1997,
NeustadtL980,Jacobs and Shapifi®941995, 1995bh2000;Eisinger2003 andHeith 2004).

American presidentsave been able @raw on national polling data sinEeanklin Roosevelt
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first hadongoingaccess to pollen policy issuesonducted by Hadl ey Catricril 6s
Opinion Research (OPOR; Cantril 19€&sey2001 see alsdisinger 2003Holli 2002, on

FDROs el e dconsuwtanEmildiurjb).sThissuse ofavailable polling dathecame more
institutionalized beginning witthe Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations

Pollsters or pollingsavvy advisors lik€atrickCadell in the Carter administration, Richard

Wirthlin in the Reagan years, Dick Morris in the Clinton administration, and Karl Rove in the
George W. BushVhite House all exemplify the power that polling can have in a presidential
administration.

Todaythe White House is able to monitor public opinion through polls provided by the two
national political parties angy presidentdelection campaigs) as well ashe great manyand
increasin@ number of media and other polls that are publicly availabkvailable for a
subscriber feenduding someaccessibl®nline.By mostaccounts, presidentiadministrations
now monitorall these sources @blling datacontinually While the U.S. governmemtrovides
support for surveys on politics and policy issues byaresers outside of governmeittgoes
not usepublic funds for political and policy pollingn the U.S. thoughit does so abroadjf the
sortmostrelevant to this reparhis reflects the nedad avoid volations oflaws regarding the
political behavior of public officialgin contrast to administrative and government agency
surveying noted aboy#

Presdents and their partie®nductmore polling during election campaign periods than during
the years between electiofs®e Jacobs and Shapiro 1898urray and Howard 20QZ enpas

and McCann 2007and there is more publicigvailable polling in electionegars. This
underscores thigkelihood thata central motivation for polling is maintaining and increasing
voter support in the next electidndeed, in election yearsgaod deal of the polling which
presidential administrations and their surrogatesgi@ntion to is directly campaigrelated,
dealing with candidate imagd®orse race assessmerand message testirtgaving polling
avail able which assesses t he hashdpkdminizewhatt i t ud
presidents and their $ta know about public opinioand votersallowing them to compare their
own positions and policy objectives with those of the pudntid subgroups within the electorate
But, as noted in Part Ithereis noclearevidence that the expansion of pollingaingh the

present has led t consistenincrease irpolicy responsiveness over time. Rather, in contrast to
GeorgeGa |l | u pod sh earlyssipectatiors, polling and polresults have been usadtonly

to respond t@ublic opinion, butlso to desigand assessfforts to lead (or manipuldt@ublic
opinion in the direction of the WhiteHeue 6 s pol i.cy obj ecti ves

2t is striking that when Congress very belatedly learned that the State Department was
conducting 0secreys(@miistared bygNORQ) io the 1040s andu1O50s, it
held hearings and rebuked the State Department, ending these surveys. Congress saw this as a
usurpation of power by the executive branch, arguing that it represented public opinion and such
polls were mnecessary. Sdgsinger 2003p.4851; Foster 1983, and Page and Shapiro 1992)
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Most importantpolling is oftenused to devise the best wayshrough political rhetorical and
activitie®d to move public opinion iadesred directionandto attempt(though with great
difficulty and rare success policy issuesto increase voter suppddr the president and his
policies( on ficrafted tal k, o0;isteeecasd d foreign policy,rsek C&bnapi r o
1973; cf.Polick, 1995a, 1995b This has applied on a larger and larger scale to politicians,
politics, and policymaking at all level/here presidents can have succesdaases Druckman
and Lawrence Jacobs (2009) observed in their review of this warkhawng substantial
influence on what issues rise to the fore on the policy agenda so that they can target their
responsivédehaviorto them and to the preferences of certain segments of the country.
Presidents can also shift the standards by which the pualoates their performance in office
T moving themaway from policy concerns and toward symbolic activities, image, and
personality, as they find @xceedinglhydifficult to persuade the public to support their policy
efforts (see Cohen 199Jacobs an&hapiro 1994aDruckman and Jacobs 2Q0@D09 2011).

Presidents, however, are in a unique positidrey ardeaders of their parties amhdvea

national constituencyl'hey havdinancial and other resources and expertise available to them
that other eleted officials and political leaders do radtvayshave, especially those at the state

and local levelfor whom polling has not expanded as it has nationally and whose circumstances
this task force is less well positioned to addrésis (s an importanquestion forfuture

research). Moreover, polling is only one of many sources of information that presidents, like
other political leaders can draw on. In addition, there are limitations to padods thatmake

them less useful tiekaderqa topic to le addressed later in this reppeipd they havand other
sources of information on public opinion that they find more accessible and hence useful.

Other Leaders

There is lessnformation available aboyttublic opinion andnembers of Congress and leedat
othergovernmental leveldVhile U.S. Senators and the few at large U.S. Representatives may

have access to media and other polls at the state tleealegree to whicmost U.S.

representativehiave regular access to polls specifically in thestrditshas not been

determined As notedn theolderMiller and Stokes study (1963) cited earlieembers of
Congrpegs@Eptions of their constituenciesod6 opin
opinion polls as they were unlikely to have condedthemWhereit has beemossible to

compare | egislators or other | eadersdé relevan
public opinion,some early studies suggested their perceptionsfaelegood, particularly on

salient issues buess smn others such as foreign polieypore recent research has found
significantmisreadingof public opinion(seeMiller and Stokes 1963Hedlund ad

Friesema972 Kull and Destler 199Kull and Ramsey 20QXull 2004, andKull et al., 2011).

As notedthere idlittle research or eviden@bdout the degree to whichembes ofthe House or
Senatéhaveeasy access to regular polling in their districts or statdbeategree to whicthey

use national polling data estimate of the opinions of their cdiigents.By virtue of the wide

reporting of public opinion poll results and polling done by the Republican and Democratic

national partessSenat or s and member s o ffol@oandgpayattestion and t
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to these results more than theiunterparts in the padBut there is no systematic evidence
measuring the degree to whitttese policymakers ashis information in their legislative
decisionsand it is reasonable to hypothesize that such data is not consistently available
Representatesare as might be expecteghore likely to seek out or do their own pabistheir
constituentss part of their reelection campaighan for policy making purposes between
elections Butthereis little available data on the numbers of these pragmyetongressional
district and statewide poHsspecially ones focusing on policymaking apart from campaign and
election polling (see Herbst 1998Ipert et al 1954).

Are political leackrs a priori dismissive gdublic opinion on grounds that they thithe public is
not sufficiently competent and should defer to their judgfdiiere is little evidence to support
that hypothesisThough not repeated subsequently, the 2001 Kaiser survey incsdmgple of
policy leaders, including congressional angcutive branch official. Inresponses to some of
the same questions cited abpteese leaderacknowledgegdthoughless so than the public itself,
that the public could make sound judgments abougéneral direction officials should take on
particularissues They also acknowledged, again lessham the publiatlarge, that the majority
should have a fair amount or great deal of influence over govermfiiemdls in Washington.
Whatthey had reservatioraboutconcerned the use of polls to measayp@ions of interest to
them, compared to other indicators of opinion (Kaiser Family Foundation 2001)

Although all adult citizensia p o | iateaotrepeeseidation in theohave an equaleight

at the ballot box, foa variety of reasonglectal leaders in realitynay not regularly pay equal
attention taall segments of theoonstituency or electoratBolitical scientists have identified

A's ubc on s thatfouSemiors @&d members of Congress can attain significantly
disproportionatémportarce Thesecan vary by policy issueThese subconstituencies might be
defined in term of core electoral supportémsreasinglyincluding campaign donors, and those

with whom members of Congress have regular contact as related specific ways thatwaey
individual or groups of constituents, or related to services from the federal government that they
bring back to the districcéeMayhew1974 Fenno 1978Fiorina 1989 Bishin, 2000, 2009

A recent studypf congressional representatioy Kristina Miler (2010, based on a number of
interviews with staff members in a sample of congressional effiestrikingin thatmost ofthe

long list of subconstituency opinions of concern to the legislators on the policytissigady
examin& were noof the sort that can be readilgund and extracted frosample surveys

These subconstituencies insteadhsisted of entities such bgsinesdeadersphysicians,

patients, organized labor, farmers, senior citizens, insurance companies, attorneys,
environmentalists, consumers, utilities, veterans, oil and gas, mining, Native Americans, oil and
gas companies, sportsmen, farmexsdstate governmenthe study found that embers of
Congressvere involved irrepresenhgt hes e s ubconss$througheaprocessthat i nt e
did notreflect corruption but rather more natural consequence of isgchological effecdf the
access of these groupsgislatordoo apparentlynake use of information shortcuts (heuristics)

in ascertaining and representithg preferences of their constituents.

This search for information has always occur#sinotedin Part I, in the days before polling
and continuing today, leaders fouswad used many sourcesioformation about public attitudes
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and preferences of imest to them and their aées. In a sense whigtadershave done tgauge
public opinionmirrorswhat historians and others intereste public opinion have dorguring
times before polling begaandalsosubsequentlywhen no relevarpublic opinion dad have
beenavailable.These sources are emphasized in research and writing sociheconstruction
of public opinion as well (see Herbst 1998). different degreeghdersan and havdrawnon
each of the following as reflecting or leading indicatfrpublic opinion: mass media reports
andcommentary (newspapers, radio, televisji@md talk shows and cafi broadcastselection
results and interpretations of theitine positions antbbbying and otheactivities ofthe
representatives and membefsinterest groupsstatements and activities of party activiste
sizes and actions of social movemeeptmails, Tweets, social media podetfers and other
written communicatiofrom individuals direct contacts and conversations with individoral
groups of constituentsown hall meetings and other public gatherirtgs; observations of staff
members and other informanénd,like any ordinary individualthemselveseadersown
observations and reactions to events and changing condaimhtheir mingling with the
community In short|eaderscan pick and choose among these sources of information about
public opinionand use them as multiple indicators of public opinaswell asanypublic or
proprietaryopinionsurveydata that are avable (seeZukin 1992 Powlick 199%, Herbst 1998,
2002; Brown2011 Shaw1997,2000;Kaiser Family FoundatioR001, Lee 2002a, 2002b;
Rottinghau2007. andScott 2005).

In conclusionevidence suggestsatelected representatives are most likely avedithe broad
sentiments of those in their districts, but thedessevidence which quantifigereciselythe
degree to which leaders either have access to polliagatagtay close attention teuch data
whenthey areavailable.This has not preventedem from arguing that they have public support
for their positions. Members of Congress, for example, have not hesitated tofinpokeb | i ¢
opi noronidt he A meinfloar debategbet theylraeemention pols and ofen get

the facts wrong (g., Cook, Barabas, and Page 2002a, 2002b; Page and Paden 2003).

Reasons Why Leaders May Be Hesitant to be Attentive to Polls

The available evidencenuch of it anecdotasuggests thdeadershaveapproackdpolling

results with some caution and skepm. This may be less true of politicians and policymakers

in recent years as they, their staffs, and experts whom they can draw have become more skillful
and sophisticated in understanding survey data.

Someof the skepticism that all manner of elitesmveabout pollamayreflect theirpossible

perception of the public awt well informed or capablé.eadersmaydevaluepoll results that

appear contradictory or show inconsistencies, as in instances in which the different wordings of
survey questions oostensibly the same issue appear to affect reduiesy may claim that the
pollsdonotaccur ately reflect what the public think
opinions on the right issugand thathe results of polls can be interpreted tppsart different
positions(seeKaiser Family Foundation 200Kull and Destled 999 cf. from past times

Kriesberg 1945, Yarmolinksy 1968ndcf. Page and Shapiro 1992, and the related literature

cited earlier)Other elites may not view the public @siversallyignorant,but as far better

46



informed on some issues than others (such as technical economic issues or foreign policy
considerations), anghay consequently pay more attention to public opinion on i€sues
especially highly visible and electorally imgant oned for whichthey deem the public to be
better informedand more likely to react to policy decisiosme leaders may be less concerned
about public opinion on an issue if they thmiinionis not intensely held and therefore not
likely to becone politically significant.

Someleaderamay claim that the public is fickle, so that poll results are volatile, or that they
cannot rely on a drivby snapshot of public opinion at one passing point in tirhs may
happerparticularlywhen survey restd are at odds with the lead@osvn opinionghatthey
want to adhere to and lead from (e.g., Jacobs and ShapirpJ2@00s et al. 199&ull and
Destler 1999Kull 2004).

As notedearlier, even if leaderpay attention to polls armay be inclinedo respondn certain
instancestheymay be reluctant teay sopecause to do so undermiveisat the leaders perceive

as their own value as wehformed andrusted leaders. Sonwdficials say theydo not pay

attention to polls out of the conviction thexant to leadandnot follow the massed his

conviction that leaders know better than their constituents what is right and good to do no doubt
alsoreflectsthe ego strength that compels leaders to seek office to beginMatiy support the
legitimacy anl value of €aders defendg goals andhe specific policies that they wish to
pursueNew York Mayor Michael Bloomberg, a former business C&@apsulatethis

appr oac hLeadesshiyis abgut dding what you think is right and then building a
consttuency behind it. It is not doing a poll and following from the back. If you want to criticize
the political processand it déds probably true throughout hi

United State81 t hi nk it os f air t ontamawfulloiohleattetssi ness o
followthepollsAnd t hat és not the way to win. | happet
your obligation. But | dondt even think itods

at describing what is ifeir own interest o
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2012/1 thlwwmbergway/309136/

In contrast, other leadensight take largely same view buight be interested in learning at the

outset whethetheir assumptions about the puldie correct regarding particular interests and

issues And | eaders can draw on polling results t
constit uencyesd(e.f.oseeJdchbeand Shapwol 2000).

In examining poll resu#f evenleaders who are not cynical about the capabilities of the public
may find difficulty or faut with confusion they see survey results, or perceive what they think
are biases andddortion due to the motivations of the pollstedso frame the questions that are
askedthose who commission the pglend the media or others who report the resultsa(for

review ofexamples of biases or incompetent poll questions and tbeirgpofthem, see
Bishop2005). Another possibility is thaeadersand those around them may feel they do not

have the technical knoWwow to assess the accuracy and reliability of the data, to make sense of
the results, or to tease out the more relevant patteafata that they might find most useful

(e.g. Alpert et al., 1954) eaders may not be easily ablertake sense of data of interest that are
available from multiple surveys, conducted by organizations that may vary in the quality of their
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polling. Although there is no empirical research which measureselectegr e sent at i ves o
knowledge of the scientific basis of polls, it is certainly possible thahg other reasorier

skepticism opolls, there still remains for some elilexyering ignorance of thpower of small

random sample©ne such examplef an apparentack of understanding of the nature of polling

was provided by Florida representataniel Webstewho in 202 wanted to get rid of the

Census Bureauds Amer i can oWlihwas worthlegs siSce ivdag b e c a
A...not a scientifi c htopWwweywmes.con/R203Z05/20/sundag d o m s
review/the-debateoverthe-americancommunitysurvey.html? r=0

Further,political leadercanmaintainthatnational poll results are not useful for learning about

the relevant opinions of their constituents at some other geographic legdte€ly availble

polling data in the media or on websites or otherwise publically available may not have the
information about public opinion they most need. This is particularly true for state and local

leaders interested most in state and local issues whereasithblexdgata cover only national

issues and the opinions of national sam@##, pol i ti ci ansd iIinsistence t
di fferento on national i ssues is contradicted
issues the geographic variatiorsisall if not trivial (see Kull 20043.

The vast majority of leaders do not ledleresources to do extensive polling, especially

between election campaignNational leadei® members of the House and Senate or candidates
for these officed are better posbned to draw on the private polls that the two major parties
regularlyconduct, and they might raise funds that they can devote to their own polls, especially
during their (re)election campaighs.

Still, because of the lack or relevant available sudag,many elected leadesse left to use

other sourcefor informationdescribed abovieearing on the opinions from the constituencies

they most need to know aboMany legislators may alssmplyf eel t hat t hat At he
experiencdd nmleac eont leehidri 8 pui e & 6 vseecbls®BeondDt 2005,
1978, though this may mean focusing on some subconstituencies more than others as noted

above.

Even when polling data are available these other sources provide information casptws of
public opinion beyond the telme and demographic and other subgroup redudigderscan
obtaininsight into intensity of opinioby monitoringthose who are engaged in more visible

* This research even includadspecial poll ircongressional representatidee | en Chenowi t h
Idaho district to show that the good people ofsBalid not fear United Natio sbéack
helicoptergdKull and Destler 1999).

*Where state or legislative district polling may not be available, legislators offices or campaigns
might draw on by sound scientific methods that coulbdteerpublicized that use
demographichased simiations to estimate opinion in specific states, districts, or localfies.

Lax and Phillips (2009a), Warshaw and Rodden (2012), and other related works cited earlier.
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activity motivated by their opinion3heopinions of indivduals in constituency groups who
cannotreadily be identified in the available survey data made known through a variety of
nonsurvey meansrlhese kinds of additional information may be leading indicators not available
in polls that may anticipate chges in mass opinions that are underway.

Conclusions

Overall, the available evidence suggests that elected representatives generally feel they are in

touch with the views of the people they represand thathere is certainly no strong, publiely

expressed sentiment on the part of these leaders that they normativelyahtuldallypay

attention tgoublic opinion pollsThis puts leaders to some degree at odds with the wishes of the

people they represent, wappear tavantthem (that is, the lead® to pay more attention to

polls representing their (thatishe publ i cdéds) views and senti ment

This section has reviewednumber ophilosophic and personal explanations for why elected
leadersdoth privately do not seek out or use polling infotiora andpublicly shy away from
giving evidence that they pay close attention to polls,

Thisreview hasalsodiscussegractical reasons whgaderamay find it difficult to assess public
opinion polling dataThese are important. If public opinion datre not easily available, if

public opinion is difficult to integrate and interprand if public opinion data appears on the
surface to be contradictory or labile, then leaders may not be able to, or imdinegdtakesuch
datainto account in theidecision making no matter how motivated to do so they dneshort,

a necessary (but certainly not sufficient) requirement for any systematic use of public opinion
data by leaders is that such data be accessible and approachabile.

It is to thesaypesof practical considerationrglating to the use of public opinion data by leaders
that this report turns next.
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PART 1V: Practical Obstacles to Leaders’ Use of Public Opinion Data

This section of th&ask Force repotakes up practical issues invet¥in the use of public
opinion data by policy makergvhile theprevious sections of this repgmovideno explicit
consensusr prescriptioron the exact role public opinion should play in policy decisions in
democratic societiedt is clear that pubtiopinionis by definition anextremelyimportant
component othe functioning of any society, evennondemocratic countriegnd that its role
will almost certainly become more rather than less important in the years &headcognition
of this factfits with the overarching goal of AAPOR of fostering the understanding of public
opinionandwhat influences it, and improving its measurement so that it can basised
appropriateo the beterment of humanity and society (for an early related debatd #i®
power of polls, see Bernays 1945 and Field, Lazarsfeld, Robinson, and Bernay61.945

As this report has pointed out, there are a number of ways in whhic opinionin a society

can become knowiup to and including uprisings, riots and rexmaos Theprimary focus of
AAPOR i nU.8 endirarynénsis the measurement of public opinion thraegbharch—as
isexplicit i n t hePubbcrogron ieseach todayfocasespanmely on public
opinion surveys, or poljsaalthough itis possiblehatnew modes of measuring public opinion,
including those centering around the analysis of available social media data, willingiselas
used in the years ahead.

Thus the Task Forceecommendshat there should be ongoing efforts tmtinueto improve the
guality ofdatacollected in public opinion surveys and po#ied to improve thability of leaders

to accessunderstandanduse these datdhese goalsare consistent witthe manydifferent

ways in which public opinion data cle useful to leaderfn addition to simply measuring

opinions, polls can disclose the intensity of opinions and issue salience; and theyeehn
information gaps and illuminate needs for education and persuasion for the pursuit of the public
good, amog other things.

Most generally,his section of theeportassumes thatsignificant component of a well
functioningdemocratic society ithe measurment ofpublic opinion on a regular basis, amd
process by whickhe results of that measurement pohaeareknown and accessible not only to
the public from whence the datance, but to leaders who are charged with making decisions and
policy that affect the society.

This process is not an easy one. There are obstacles and challéregdsef challengesare
twofold. First is thechallenge of assessiagd improvinghe quality and therefor¢he
usefulnes®f public opiniondata The second has to do witie science and art ahalyzing,
integrating and making accessibb®lling data.

Leadersasnoted above, can point tmnflicting and contradictory research data on public
opinion on key issuedt is difficult to use public opinion as a basis for decision making when it
is unclear exactly what public opinion is. A number of different surveynimgaons typically
assess public opinion on key issueften in different wayand at different timesand thiscan
leavethe policy maker adrift in an effort to make sense of it all. Along these same lines, it is
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often difficult for policy makers and @&tted representatives to find or locate available data.
While there are depositories for raw data such as the Roper @arferblic Opinion Research
and an increasing number of online poll da@ggregators (some examples of which are
huffingtonpostcom/news/polisterkealclearpolitics.com; fivethiyeight.com;
pollingreport.com)these efforts are often fragmentary, difficult to,umed focused on providing
only raw data rather thaummarizingvhat it meansAggregation also raises the issue afi@q
treatment of survey results which in fact have unequal quahiy inparticular difficulties in
integrating srvey data on key issues based on different samples angpdiféerent question
wordings.

Overall, there appear to be three brogzesof practicalobstacleso the use of public opinion
data. Thesare:

(1) Theability of leaders to find relevant public opinion data in a straightforward, systematic and
efficient way, rather thartembling across it sporadically;

(2) The abilityof leaders to shift through public opinion data and assess its quality, making
decisions on which surveys are most likely to @esentative and which are not;

(3) The ability of leaders to make sense out of the body of public opinion on a given topic,
particularly when assessments are based on different questions, different time periods, and
different sampled populations, atdmakedecisions on how the public opinion data should or
could be used to affect policy decisions.

Thesectiors which follow addres®ach of these obstacles and discuss possible ways in which

each can be addressed. These sedtimhsde considerable input from AAPOR members in

response to a request sent to all memlzsrdfrom thosemembersattendinga session on this

topic held at the AAPOR 2011 Annual Conference in Phoenix, Arizona. Some of these issues
overl ap concerns addressed by AAPOROGs Transpa
commitedto ensuring data qualitylt should also be noted that AAPOR members who

contibuted in these forums had widely differing views on what the appropriate role of AAPOR

as an organization should be in terms of fostering better understanding and use of public opinion
data.

1. Finding and Aggregating Public Opinion Data

In order fa leaders to use public opinion data as an input into their decision makingetbe to

be able to find itThis problem is not unique to the field of public opinion. Research is a
continuing process in most fields, and the results of that researcir appeany different places

in many different formscross time. The challenge for those who are intent on understanding
and using the resulting knowledge is to know that it exists and to collect it together in one place.

This isless of gproblemfor academics ootherspecialists in a field, because thepecialists
spend their professional lives constantly maintaining vigilance on the status of knowledge in
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their given area of expertisecademics and specialists subscribe to journals, visit website
engage irdiscourse with colleagueandin general monitor their field on a daily badtsom

time to time, these experts write review articlesct to current research onlirgd with

somewhat longer lead times, write bodkatsummarize the statd knowledgeHistorians

know the literature in their field afpecialty cardiologists try hard to be up to dateresearch in
their areaand computer scientists are constantly aware of the changing state of knowledge in
their field

A problem arise when norspecialistattempt to understand or summarize the literature in a

field in which they are not involved on a daily baSisie excellent example is the field of

medical and health research, given that so manyspenialists are interested in tlesults and

their applicability to their owpersonal healtsituatiors. A number ofways to access medical
research on a given topgiave arisems a result of this nee@onsumeroriented websites and

other publications, some sponsored by medical uigtiis such as the Mayo Clinic and others

by for-profit groups and entitiesiowtake it upon themselves to summarize the data and

literature on specific medical topics. They do this with varying degrees of expertise. The content
on the Mayo Clinic websa for examplejs controlled by medical specialists at that institution.
Other publications may have lay journalists do the summarizing.

Medical gecialty societiemvest resources in developing practice guidelines for their doctor
members, most of wth are accessible by the general public. These socdirestogether a

number ottheir membeexperts who systematically assess the state of knowledge in a given area
and publish resulting guidelisdor practice in those ared$hese guidelines, althigh perhaps
relatively impenetrable to many laypeople, are publicly available and provide access to the
relevant literature and sources for given health issues or diseases.

The field of public opiniomesearchas seen some efforssemblinghese ovethe years, but

none have been highly systema#s.is the case in these other fieltisgre is aontinually

aggregating body of knowledgemmostareas of public opinioresearchwith many survewynd
othermeasures of public opinion on most topics eégible interestontinuing to pour forth on

an ongoingbasis.Someof the resulting datare widely visibleand available, and other data are

more obscureSome results are brought to | eadersd at:
or otherwiseanmade available in morsolatediocationswhere leaders are highly unlikely to run

across them

Leadersvhowould liketo find research assessing public opinion on specific ttpicsface a

real challengeMost leaders are not public opinion specialisire not acquainted with the extant

Al i teratured in a given ffingeltipba commaad ofdtheer t ai nl vy
different ways and places in which they can find public opinighere to look for public

opinionand how to know if all relvant public opinion data has been pulled together?

Some leaders, of course, have experts whom they can calfiod smd analyzeelevant tudies
on a topic of intereskElected representativestae national leveland highlevel business
executivesn major companie®oftenhave staff members who can go forth and look for public
opinion dataand/or sele out experts. An additionalpproachoften used by elected
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representatives is to hold@mal hearing in which experts are invitadto review relgant
material.Still, even nationalepresentatives arfsenators do not have the tinreclination, or
resources to engage in this process on every topic of interest that colwesaigenerally,
many leaders do not have the resources available to theeekaut and bring together public
opinion research data, and trare basically left tovhat is easily available or given to them on
an ad hoc basis.

The public opinion industry itself has tools used by its piiackrswhich in theory could be
mademore available to leaders seeking to understand public opinion on given Tdss.
include databasdkatcollectandmake availablelataon specific topicsThe oldest and best
known of these is the Roper Cenfi@r Public Opinion Rsearchwhich was @veloped just to
serve this purposethat is, to collect and make available public opinion data from many
disparate source®ther websites witlonline databases, suchgdlingreport.com pull together
published or reported data on given topics; inditeas of foreign policy and related opiniams
the UnitedStates and worldwide, therehtp://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/about.pland
http://www.americansvorld.org of the Progranon International Policy Attituded@IPA).
Specific research orgerations, such as Gallup atite PewResearch Centgnave
comprehensive websites which allow visitors to search for data on given tQpie. sites
associated with companies that conduct polls include data from their recent polls.

AAPOROG s maljPobiic Opiman Quederlypublishes articlesoi Th e dHa lelngd s 0
andi Po | | Revi ews 0 and s dteotugh iseemdikelnthaffeavieaders ul ar
are aware of PlkoQboew tefird itand eefeerece Burthdrmore, these

review sections, excellently compiled by public opinion specialists at the time they are submitted
for publication, can become dated within weeks or months after their publication.

Of course, the most efficient way in which relevant public opinion al@&aollected and
assessed no doubt is to have an expapublic opinionlibrarian as it weré do the searching
until a comprehensive list of poll data a given topic is assemblékhis, asnoted previouslyis
not amechanisnwhich is readily avdable to the average leader.

Most of theways of finding public opinion datautlined here araot known to the geeral

population of leader§.hus,overarchingall of this discussioris the need to make all possible
sources of public opinion data knowmleaders so that théyave the opportunity to take

advantage of themkailing this, leaders are confronted with the possibility that they will be
cognizant only of certain bits and pieces of public opinion research on a given topic, often based
on whichlobbyists bring the research to their attention, or based on whatdlpegn toead or

hear about fronrmiscellaneousourcesAdditionally, as already notedigaders often want

localized data. Even when know there are no regional differences in nakaaleaders may

want to know what opinion is like in their districts or stateshich to thenmay seeniunique.”

Of course, mstances may also arise at the level of national, state, or lagedvdsenleaders
may be interesteith public opinion déa when there arn@ fact no data yet availabl8ome of
thesemay be cases of importaissues and pressing problems for wtitoh challengdecomes
one d the process by which such data can be collected.
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2. Making Judgments of the Quality of Survey Results

Once leadeyand/ortheir staff have access,tor have compiled or brought togethpublic

opinion data on a given topic, they are faced with the challenge of assessing its quality. Not all
surveysor other measures of public opiniare createdqually. Those on the #fAinsi d
public opinion industry are well aware of the differential quality of various surveys purporting to
measure public opinion, although even within the industry there are often disagreements on the
value of a given publiopinion assessmeft.the i ssue today is often not
decision on whether to accept or totallyestja study of public opiniofRather, the issue is one

of judging the relative merits of a study, and making a decision on how much weighald be

given, what parts of it should be paid attention to, or how the results could inform or relate to

other studies.

This differential nature or quality of survey research ressikemetimes based on different
methodologies. This is an incra@agly important concern. Various entities today clainageess

public opinion with data collection mechanisms that range from rigorous attempts to use the

latest scientific sampling techniqués nonrepresentative collections of Internet survey

postings to compilations ohaphazargbostings from visitors to social media sitBspulations

under study vary widely, from the general adult population, to likely votetispse

communicating throughlwitter andFacebookindeed, anajor trend going forwa is likely to
beincreasedittempst o fidata mineo the millions of posti.
sites.

It can betempting foraninterested leader to take all of these types of studies into account and to
give them all equal weighting, but course thisvould not bea prudent course of action.

Medical researche certainly would not give all medical studies equal weight without some
effort to assess their relevant quality and adherence to usually accepted scientific procedures.
Likewise, hose interested in analyzing public opinion on a given topéxisome procedure for
assessing the quality of the studies that measure public opinion.

AAPOROGs Code of recentidanrclzed drspaeemcy initiattvesare aimed at

making sure that published public opinion studies reveal and make public all of the details of

how the study was dorieincluding sampling method, dates of data collection, screening

procedures, question wording, context, respondent selection, and so forth. aitadnsirable

and worthwhile goal that s tbasedonthespsemibedheik t o AA
impossible to assess the quality of a research study if one does not have the details on how the
study was done.

The dsclosure of methodgoes onlyso far, howevetdavingao ne 6 s f i ngerti ps al |

relevant information about how a study was conducted is useful only to the degree to which the
interested observer is able to use that information.
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Since most leaders are not public opinion expémtschallenge becomes ondiatling ways of
providing expert guidance on thelative quality andralue of specific public opinion studiés
evenassuming thathe progenitors of those studies make available all relevant methodological
details about howhe study has been conductes was the casir thechallenge of assembling
public opinion data, the best way to handle this situation is either to have erpditg
available or to have access to assessmsatine by expert§Vell-placed leaders wh staffs may
find it easyto ask experts for their help; many leaders are not so lucky.

3. Integrating Studies of Public Opinion on Specific Topics and Making Judgments about
the Implications of the Survey Research for Actual Policy Decisions.

Once deader has located the relevant body of studies of public opinion on a given topic of
interest, and has made judgments on the quality of each of these studies, he or she is faced with
the challenge of making sense of it all.

Thisis a very difficult chalenge.In any field of endeavor in which there is a great deal of
researcHiterature,it is achallenge to figure out what it atteanswvhen it is all taken into
account.The legal profession is perhaps most practicettaling withthis situation, since
lawyers and judges operate withimenvironment in whiclprecedents based eristinglegal
decisions often provid#ne most importantontextual variable used as the basis for makew
legal rulings Lawyers make it thir businesstaycurrenton thecase background of a legal issue,
and there are a widmnging number gbrint and electronitools at their disposal to facilitate

this process.

But other fielddacethe same challengewithoutthe same types of wetllevelopedools as the

legal profession.The Civil War historian must integrate and make sense out of a great deal of
information relating to a specific battleften using historical records, memoirs, and archives in
addition to published articles and booK$ie CIA or FBI analyst muchtsempt to integrate and
make sense out of vast quantities of informatrom many different sourceas order to spot
patterns that might suggesiminal activity. The practicing doctor today must integrate and
make sense out of the mass of data nomber of different screening test$he climate scientist
must attempt to make sense out of, and integrate, a wide ranging literature on the causes and
implications of the warming of the earth.

In all of these areas there are disputes, controversies, artpiarel disagreements over just
what the literature is sayirigeven among learned expeftsagine the despaihat might beset a
lay leader who is attempting to understand where public opinion igpartieulartopic, in the
face of numerous studidsat may seem tonply quitedifferentconclusions

Some public opinion topiamiay permitmore straightforwarihterpretatiorthan others. For
example evengivendeclining supporin recent years owing to tliiscovery ofinnocent
convicted felons on ddatrow, almost all public opinion studidsgve showrhat a majority of
Americans favor the déapenalty in cases of murd@&ut a closer look at the datavealsthat
significantly fewer Americantavor the death penalty when it is made clear in the munest
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wording that there is an explicit alternative of life imprisonment with no chance for parole. And
when questionbave beersked about the death penalty for perpetrators of particularly heinous
crimesi such as the Oklahoma City bomber or terrorisgponsible for hundreds of deaths
support for the death penalty can be even higher. Thus, even in this situation, the integration of
existing data can be a real challenge.

Most areas of public opinion aneore complex and provide even the expert withstantial
challengesThis occursbecause measurement ogigen topicinvolves different question
wording, different contexts, and sometimes different study populatiarthe most general
sense, there wsftenno single, easily summarizédt r u tetmé ofpubiic opinion on a given
topic, but rather complicated patterns of opinion that can vary dependiseaific aspects of
the topic under consideration.

There is also thissue of assessing tpetential value ofechniques whicinvolve moreactive
measurement procedures, sucliideliberative polling or conventionafocusgroups

In particular,deliberativepollsd a methodologynitiated by James Fishkin around whiclerth

has been substantifduitful debat® have broughtogether a represtative sample(not self
selectedyroups of citizens, and then, by providing information, advocacy, @brtunities for
deliberationhavesimulatel whatpublic opinion wold look like, if it were both representative
and deliberativéFishkin2009 Fishkin and Luskin 2005)The methodological emphasis here is
on the attempt to combine scientific sampling with transparent and balanced delibeyatie
public. To the extent that biases in the provision of information and other possible confounding
influences are ruled audeliberative polling can make credible claims to representing
autonomas and authentic public opinion (though the mechanism affecting opinion formation
and change mayot be fully clear; see Sand&812)°

> As Fishkin (2009) and others have put forlfe tesults can then be used (a) ghlight the
differences between actuahgoingpublic opinionand deliberatively formed opinigin this

context the opinions of citizens who do not deliberate have great informative value about public
opinion; the literature has not fully grappled witie frequency and conditions under which the
results from deliberating ultimately are not that much difference from the opinions of those who
do not participate in deliberation))(to stimulatebroader public conversations aimed at
delibeative public opnion formation;(c) to represent deliberative public opinion to bodies, such
as legislatures, that hold (or shonlold) deliberative normsnd (d) to provide democratic
legitimacy for political leaders and entrepreneurs who propose policies that opildons

formed through such deliberative processesome cases of live, retme policy issues on

which deliberative polls have been done, the aspirations of such polls seem to have been
achieved, in that the resulting public opinion has had substaolicy effects (e.g., the case of
expanding wind power in Texas; an impact on local budgetary decisi@tsria[Fishkin et al.
2010]); deciding on the future use of nuclear power in Japan after the Fukushima disaster; and
leading to a statewid@itiative proposition irCalifornia [see
http://cdd.stanford.edu/polls/japartittp://cdd.stanford.edu/polls/californjp/
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All'in all, leades inteested in public opinion afaced with the challenge of integratingany
oftendisparate results to figure out whhéeyindicate abouthe true state gfublic opinion.

This is not an easy task, and not one with a lay pdmday leaderran easily pproach.The
challenge is figuring out ways in which this integration can be provideadels. Either

leaders adopt the responsibility for doing this on their own, which mainly would mean hiring or
contracting with experts, or the public opiniokdusty must do it for leadersSince many areas

of public opinion are controversial and tinged with ideological and partisaificts, this is

indeed a significant challengedeed, members of AAPOR involved with this Task Force
process have pointed out howuch of a potential challenge this could be for a neutral
professional organization like AAPOR.

Still, there are significartonsequences of these obstattegnderstanding public opinion.
When political leaders cantreadily find relevant public opinh dataor when theyhave trouble
assessingheir quality, they are less likely ngage in a further search for releviamdings or to
give thesurvey findingamuch weight. The profusion of polls in the public arérsponsored by
news organizations, adcacy groups and othérsan be sufficiently contradictory and
overwhelming that some officials either ignore dlitar simply cherrypick resultsthat fit their
policy inclinations. That undercuts public opinion research as a trusted resouroesthates
the views of the public in a democracy. For someagbecome just one more tool in the
partisan wars.

The bottom lineTrying to address these obstadi@she better use of public opinion datdl
carry some cost and undoubtedly create somg@eersy. But failing to address them also
carries costs, to the field of public opinion research and to the quality of our democratic system.

With that in mind the next section of this report reviewsedof specific steps which would

address thesébstacles and which could be considered by AARDBothess in the public
opinionfieldCer t ai nl'y AAPOROsSs member ship and others
agreement on either the appropriateness or the practical utitityadfthese stepss ha been

the case ama@members of this Task Ford&e, however, recommeridateachthembe

seriously consideredy AAPOR as ways to helmake it easier for public opinion data to be

accessed and used by leaders as appropriate in the years ahead
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PART V: Specific Action Steps Which Can be Taken to Facilitate the Use of Public Opinion
Data by Leaders

To recap, thisTask ForceReporthasaddressdthe issue othe role of public opinion in
relationship to policy in a society

The reportreviewedthe large literature dealing with tleenpiricalrelationship between public
opinion and public policy and laywi examined data on the view$the public and of leaders
concerning this topi@andit coveredothersignificantissuesevolving the approjate roleof
public opinion in governing society andnmakingpolicy. The report has also addressed
problemsand potential obstacles standing in the wathefuse ofnformation aboupublic
opinionby those who so desire

But at the base of it, theiglittle question thaA A P O R 6 sconcemgenter on the
fundamental value of having public opinion data availabke form thaleaders and othecan
use in the wagthey deem most important and appropriate.

These core values lead to practical gioes, namely the issue of how public opinion on key
issues can best be measured, analyzed and summarized in ways thiglgotentimize its
usefulnessMore specifically, the Task Force has focused on the potential role that AAPOR can
or should play irthis process, including the possibility that AAPOR itself could provide

direction or act as a clearinghouse for those who want and need summaries of where the
American public stands on important issues.

The phenomenal changes in technology that haveftraned access to information have created
newopportunities for professional associations and other institutions to help leaders and citizens
learn about and understand research and developments that affect their lives and their nation.

This Task Force ecogni zes t hat AAPOROGs involvement
by leaders is pentially a controversial are@he controversy stems in part from the fact that the
topics involved in public opinion research are often highly related to g@yideological and
emotional positions wbh engender strong reactiol®immarizing evidence or data on any topic

is also inherently timeonsuming and in marigstances can be subjectivairthermore, the

Task Force quickly became cognizant of the faat there is significant disagreement

concerning the degree to which it is appropriate for leaders to take public opioi@tdount in
making decisiond_eaders themselves have historically shied away from public acknowledgment
that they are making desibns based on the survbgsed attitudes of their constituencies or of

the population at large, rather than on the basis of their own thoughts, experience and wisdom.

Still, the previous sections of this report havgued that there is an importaetal for leadergo

be able tdind public opinion datgjudge its qualityand thenntegrate and summarizeinto
comprehensible conclusiahavhatever their feelings about how much these data should be used
as the basis for their decisiamaking As has als been notedthe ability to summarize and
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integrate public opinion on given topics is a necessary, but not sufficient, step, if such data are to
be potentially used by leaders.

One of the keys tmeeting this neeid the issue ofvho or what entitys involved in doing the
finding, judging and integratioihere is a continuum of possibilities in answer to that
challenge.

The task of finding, judging and integrating could be left open to whoever wants to engage in it,
with a focus instead on provig) tools and pathways. This could include a continually updated
wiki-type community in which any and all comers make their contributiorstoremary

document or databas&nother possibility is to bring together summaries created by various
interested pdiesinto a database of summaridsd, at the far end of the continuum is the
possibility of a professional organization such as AAPOR taking on the responsibility of a)
encouraging others to find, judge, summarize and integrate public opinion datzhogis,

or b) taking on these tasks as a part of its central responsibilities.

AAPOROs history of involvement in standards
under scor e t h dial pushgar thasezohjeciiveBhedesnitiatiasrclearly have
positioned AAPOR as an organization dedicated to making sure that the fundamental details of
publicly-reported public opinion research are made known to anyone who is interested in
assessing arvtherwise using this researdrhe burden of usg the information, however, lies on

the interested user. This is an example in which the end user is expected to supply expertise
rather than relying on the expertise of others.

There is a mieground position by which AAPOR could encourage otheriestib provide
summaries, judgments on quality and integration of research, and leaders could be pointed in
those directions.

A more aggressive position would be for AAPOR itself to take over these responsibilities,
functioning as a clearinghouse foreasch, making judgments on the quality of research, and
promulgating actual summaries and integrations of what the research data suggest about where
the public stands on the key issues of the day.

Two considerations are time and resources. AAPOR agganiaation has limited resources and
has to pick Bategic objectives carefullyAn increased emphasis on this or any other newairea
focus for the organizatiotould necessitate raising dues or seeking outside funding sources. In
general, the Task Faanembers recognize that establishing new initiatives is not to be taken

lightly.

The experience with the Transparency Initiative sandicatesthat simple is better. The more
involved theinitiative andthe higher the degree difficulty in its aspets,the lower the
probability thatit will be successful. Creating elaborate new systemsanmgplex processes is
not generally goodAs an exampleone of thegreat valus of a wiki-typeinitiative is that the
responsibility lies with hundreds of individl actors to keep it running, nor the most part

with a centréized individual or committedn general, the Task Force members recognize that
establishing newvinitiativesis not to be taken lightly.
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Four challengebave beemutlined in this reporfThe challenges surround the objectives of: a)
advocating the value of public opinion data in a representative democracy, b) increasing access
to public opinion on key topics, c) allowing interested users to make judgments about the quality
of public opinon data, and d) providing integration and summaries of public opinion on key
topics.

The Task Forceecommends that AAPOR considsach of the following ideasome of which
overlap

1. The idea that AAPOR should adopt an increased public presence arguing for the
importance of public opinion in a democracy, the importance of rigorous, nonpartisan,
unbiased, scientific research assessing public opinion, and the importance of leaders having
this public opinion data available for use in the process of making policy and other
important decisions.

AAPOROGSs maj or publ i c s foeus@astandaidssahdoencoucagemenyof h a s
transparencin public opinion researcihis Task Force recommends that AAPOR go further
andactively encourage arhelp facilitate the availabilitgf unbiased, scientific summaries of

public opinionwhich in turn can be usdw leaders in decisiemaking positiongs they deem
appropriatePart of this will be an AAPOR focus on ways in whigformation aboupublic

opinion can be made available, summarized and interpreted for |&atiersubjects of the
recommendations which follow.

2. The idea of a central database or clearinghouse for public opinion data and analysis on
specific topics, potentially encouraged by or sponsored by AAPOR.

This clearinghouseould bring togetherata or links to datayriginal analyses, papers,-tine
publications and articles dealing with public opinion topécs] bring togethezxisting

summaries and reviews of public opinion key policy areas that have been written by others in
publications and blogs and elsewhefée clearinghouse could also commission reviews and
summaries of public opinion on key areas, perhaps in conjunctiorthighpublications.The
clearinghouseould also provida virtual warehouse of links summaries of public opinion

data on key topics.

This type of clearinghouse projegbuld involve twoemphasesalthoughit is possible that the
decision could be made to focus on just one of tgesegforward. Oneemphasisvould direct
users to the actual public opinion data themselves on a givenTbpisecond wouldirect
usersto summaries and integration of the data.

This idea would need to be considered in conjunction with the ratheforganizations such as
the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, which already exists to pedorenothese
functions.The Roper Center databases, however, are not routinely grouped or organized by
topic, but rather consist of raw data and questambdataset§.he Roper Center additionally
does not routinely offeanalysessummariesand assessments of the state of public opinion on
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everykey topic The idea being discussed in this section would be the creation of a way in which
interested leadeould quickly access an understandable and accessible summary of public
opinion on specific topi¢svith the understanding that this summary would be regularly
changing A basic component of this idea isdontinue to evolve ways for policy
makers/mediathers to access all the existing findings on given topics.

It is important thapolicy makers/journalists/others understand much more than the top line
results of any pollAny of these efforts should reflect that emphasis.

3. AAPOR-sponsored meta-analyses or meta-reviews of data on public opinion on key
policy areas.

Thiswoul d be the equivalent of a Astate of know
the basic data or even a summary of the data, and including assessments and integfretation

what the data meaAAPOR could encourage other organizations and entities tadersuch

analyses and reviewBAPOR could sponsor its own analyses and reviews in conjunction with

or as arexpansion of the already existid\POR-sponsoredi T h e 0 o le InaddsiRol!

Reviewo sections oPublic Opinion Quarterlyortheycould be done separatelfhese could be

viewed as the equivalent of the Practice Guidelines published in the medical literature on specific
issues.

A challenge here is the fastoving pace of public opinion research on any given topic.
AAPOR-sponsored analysesorreviews t he fAst at e o fcoudtakewaloegd ge o o
time to get through theeviewprocess, and by the time they were published could be out of date,

given tre torrent of new research that pours forth on many toplas.is one issue with the

generally excellent AAPOR p o n s ThePol#d Tiiend® and #APol | Revi ewo s
POQ These reviews are limited in number, and since they appear one at a timeeintiaéq

issues oPOQ, each can become outdated as the next is published. This suggests that meta

analyses and reviews need to be electronic, and created in a fashion that allows continual

updating.

Such reviews would need to take into accawamsideation of possible inequality in the
resources devoted to research on particular sides of an issue, including the possibility that
some areas, there may simply be little public opinion research on orar fideotheof a
particularissue.

Any suchreview or summary of the public opinion literature on topics on which there is heated
political debate and dcourse could be controversisbme AAPOR members have already
expressed concern that effololy AAPOR to summarize or interpret public opinioriedan a

topic would go beyond the bounds of a neutral organization focused histooicatjucation

and transparencyaut all organizations evolvét is certainly possible for scientific organizations
to analyze data from a neutral and bipartisan petisgedhe Task Force Committee members
believe that AAPOR expanding its role in this direction is someththgtdeserves full
consideration.
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The exact way in which these metaalyses or meteeviews can be conducted is no doubt going
to change as eh month and each year progress, particularly given changes in technology and
the power of sophisticated computer analysigeplace human analysis

Any review of data on a public opinion topic will too have to focus on the potential issue of
aggregationeither at the marginal or dataset leVieaggregation moves into the realm of
combining datasets rather than marginal results, the advantage would be the ability to conduct
finer analysis of certain subgroups that are too small for most ggymralaton surveys to look

at, like young ethnics or Asian Americans, as well as geographic units. This would require an
operation and budget that would combine data sets and then rerun findings.

4. AAPOR could sponsor forums, either in person or live on the web or interactive on the
web, in which public opinion experts can discuss and communicate with the public about
public opinion on key topics.

Included in these types of forums couldareeducational component that wosfgeakio the
nuancesn poll reailts and to thelifferent ways to understand the finding#is could be called
forexamplefi Beyond the Top Line. o

This could also entail an AAPG§ponsoredlog byrespectegbublic opinion analysts which
theycomment on public opinion data on keypits, providingindependent and informed
analysis A more traditional component of this type of approach would be AAPOR sponsored
events in which leaders and their staffs are given background, insights and instructions on
making judgments about the qualdpolls, and what types of things would be important to
know regarding the assessment of the value of poll results. The recent su€cesd AP OROG s
webinar format suggests that this communication format could be used to reach leaders with
these types of @fings.

5. A variant on the above could BAPOR-sponsored sessions or meetings with policy

makers and/or journalists on key public opinion topics. Again, this is not to imply that

leaders should be acting based on public opjratthatthey shoull be aware of public opinion
andbe ready to help the public understand whylthee a dpesitien®and actions better serve the
nation and its citizens.

This would be an expansion of AAPOROGs histori

6. AAPOR could encourage the development of an on-line wiki-type community in which
in open source fashion, interested participants would be invited to build an on-going
summary of public opinion on key topic areas.

This idea wouldmost likely involvea fr e s t r processein whichwonlgualified
individuals (including as one possibiliBAPOR membersmoperhapsa vetted subset of AAPOR
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memberywould be allowed to contrilte. The contributorgould add new data, put in their
interpretation of the data, and in gesleomment on, elucidate, expand on, and summarize
public opinion data on specific topicehe wikicommunity would be made available to the
general public

As is the case with any such wisdmmunity, the value of the process would depend on its self
policing nature, withparticipantgnvolved enough to contribute regularly and in general to build
collective wisdom bagkon a large number of inpuiBhe virtues of this process would be

thredold: (1) it would be extremely timely and #p-date, and2) the result would at least in

theory provide insights and summaries which would be more useful than those provided by any

one or two individuals or experts algraad (3) the time and effort involved would be spread out

across a wide variety of actors, shnequiring less expenditure of AAPOR Executive Council

and administrative staff resourcéest woul d be possible to appoint
of this type of wikicommunity, whose job it would be to push and gradicipantgo

contribute ad topolice any outlandish attempts skew the overall tone or results.

The curators and members of the wehimmunity might be encouraged to follow up and debate
matters that all under the other recommendations listed above. This could, for exachpde, i

any big gaps between public opinion and particular poliblesmative and empirical questions
(see Appendix) can be raised and discussed about potentially problematic characteristics of
public opinion, such as: when opinions and different segnoéie public are polarized or
strongly at odds; when opinions are systematically inconsistent with ostensible facts, whether
based on ignorance or possibly influenced by communication processes of manipulation or
deception; or when opinions appear vergtable or fickle. These wibrums might also be
places to raise issueslated to standards and ethics in the conducting of opinion polls and how
data are used (for example, the targeting of voters, message testing, and the like that raise
guestions abdyrivacy and manipulation).

7. AAPOR’s Transparency Initiative (T1) could be adapted to more directly fit with the
purposes of providing leaders with the ability to use public opinion.

The Tlas currently developed is a mechanism to provide u$@usbdic opinion an AAPOR
sponsored way in which they can learn all of the methodological details of a specific public
opinion study. The Ttould expand its emphashs part of the initiativeAAPOR could provide
more specifianformation on how to ratand evaluat¢he quality of specific pollspoll
summaries and poll analyses.

8. Most generally, AAPOR should appoint a committee whose goal is to focus on the
organization’s on-going role in facilitating the process by which scientific assessments of
public opinion are made available to the public, leaders, and elected representatives in
ways in which it can be easily accessed and understood. This committee should seriously
consider the value of new research on these issues, including in partisa&cheon the
attitudes of elected representatives and leaders about the degree to whitiothdiake public
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opinion into account in making decisioasd the degree to which they currertbytake public
opinion into account.
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PART VI: Concluding Remarks

AAPOR wascreated by public research pioneers more than 60 yeats agoouragéhe
process ofhescientific research of American public opinjamder the convictiothat the
results of these scientific efforsiould beavailable tahe pultic itself andtos oci et yés | ead

The Task Force recognizes that the Association has traditionally focused more on the process or
methods of public opinion research than it has on the ways in which the resulting research data
are used or should beats At the same tim@&APORIs in a unique position to shift focus
somewhatn the years ahead, and to pay more attention to the potential value of the use of public
opiniondatain decisionmakingand policymakingand to the challengekatstand in thavay of
suchuse. This follows from the original purpose of the organization and the goals as stated in its
recently enacted Strategic Plan.

AAPOR as an organization may not be in a position to advedhierthe degree to which

public opinion researcshould be used by policy makers exactlyhow it should be used

AAPOR can howevercertainly be in a position to advocate that public opinion research is
potentially an important part of the way in which a democratic society functions, and that publ
opinion data should be made easily available insrgach thait can be used as appropriate.

This Task Force Report thus has recommended that AAPOR ghuhlldy reinforce its

position that the use of information about public opinion by leaderbeannstructive to
decisionmaking processes and democracy, and that AAPOR should@owide resources that
are available thelpfacilitate thisprocess when it is appropriate.

This Task Force recommends that AAP©&efully consider the role @an play in encouraging

better measurement, summarization and evaluation of public opinion, along with making it
available to leaders and others who make policy decisions that affect the péaptanT

improve the workings of American democracy, whethesugh leaders responding to public

opinion that they think reflect capable judgments or through leaders explaining to the public their
positions and actiodsand reasons for them when they are at odds with the national collective

(or state and local lelpublics for issues at these levélsh an ongoing process of leadership

and responsivenedolitical leaders and policymakers are better off knowing than not knowing
where the public stands on the key issues of the day.

This Task Force believes thatettypes of initiatives outlineid this reportfurther the goals of

the Association. There are no doubt additional ways in which AAPOR could become more
involved in the process of enhancing the ways in which public opinion is taken into aogount
leadersand policy makersand AAPOR will certainly new and discuss all of thedgut

whatever the specific ways in which AAPOR decides to further these goals, it is the conclusion
of this Task Force that the association and the society in which it opertites better as a

result.
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Appendix (Theoretical Background)

The Role of Public Opinion in Democratic Societies

I. The Place of Public Opinion in Democratic Theory

What do political theorists and philosophers have to say about the &extemth leaders should
follow or lead public opinion? While their views differ, it is increasingly common to argue that
leaders should respond to public values, concerns, priorities and expenemtea/so

recogniang their essential roles in shapiagd leading public opinion in such a way that
representative democracy can take its lead from democratioaiyed public opinion.

The reasons for these views are in part empirical. There is no public opinion apart from the
events that call it forth anfdom public communicationleadershipand political strategies that
shape that opiniorDewey 1927 Arendt 1989Habermas 1991see Key 1961 on leadership

Publics are not blank slatese know from public opinion research that most people have
relativdy stable underlying values and interests, and that there are common discourses that
comprise political cultures. The formative role of opinion leadership resides in linking these
values, interests, and discourses to preferences and policies, a pracesskthéhrough the
marketplace of ideas, and would not exist except for the noisy business of public advocacy and
electioneering that is part of a democracy.

But political theoristsuggeshormative reasons to focus on public opinion leadership as well
Ideally, the process of shaping and leading public opinion might function as public deliberation
Out of deliberation arisesonsidered opinion that relates individual values and interests to
possible public choices, information and trandfs, relativecosts and benefits, as well as to

political landscapes that may require bargainingptiagion, and compromise (Mani997,

Urbinati 2006). Stated in other terms, political representatiwhether by elected

representatives or opinion lead®rns an activgorocess (Pitkin 196 Mansbridge 2003Urbinati

and Warren 200&award 2010Disch 2011). Public opinion leadership this view, involves
enabling public discourse in two ways. First, leaders function to organize voice, bringing people
into political processes. Second, to the extent that leaders enable public discourse, they are also
contributing to better collective decisi@ndetter in the sense that they benefit from more
thoroughly considered information, and also in the sense that they enabletpeapleect their
values and interests to collective decisions.

This increasingly held view of public opinion leadership, however, risks slippage into anti
democratic forms of paternalism at best, or manipulation and demagoguery at the worst. So it is
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important to consider this active role within the context of democratic institutions, aducter

these dangers with a twitack responsédn the one hand, they enable public opinion

leadership by providing protected spaces for public discourse and efecéimpaigning. On the

ot her hand they empower people to say fAyeso o
may shape public opinion, but they must continually persuade people that the versions they

propose are acceptaBlen pain of losing election$pllowings, or media market shares.

It also follows from this view that leaders have role responsibilities with respect to public
opinion: they have duties to articulate and frame public opinion, in a way that is responsive to the
wide varieties of congtiencies affected by collective decisions.

Role responsibilities differ, however, according to the kinds of leaders: particularly, whether they

are norelected opinion leaats or elected representativ@égith respect to the first, opinion

leaders in thenedia and advocacy organizations play an important role in constituting public

opiniond they respond to a variety of constituencies mostly by framing their values and interests,

and pushing them into the public domakrom the normative perspective ofnalecratic theory,

we might say that nealected public opinion leaders have a dual responsibility. They should be
responsive and responsible to the constituencies they claim to represent. But we might also say

that, in a democracy, opinion leaders shoulddsponsive not just to those they claim to

represent, but also to the medium in which they operate: advocacy, persuasion, and deliberation.
Thus, they should contribute to the framing of opinion in ways that enable public opinion to

function as a persuas force that can contribute to collective decisimoaking. This ideal is
expressed in the Apublic | o@dimpathntlythoughless v e me nt
grandlyd bysuchthingsadnder son Cooper 6s fiKeeping the Hon
similar media genres. At its best, the journalism profession, witkuselérstanding as the

Afourth estateo that expr-boflarsteacqgountisiconicob pi ni on
public opinion leadership outside of electoral processes: it underwritbs ppimion formation

through the give and take of reasons, arguments, and information. This is also why not all talk
counts as contributing to democratic public opirfimmation. Hate speech and rgaéning, for

example, degrades opponents in such athatypublic opinion cannot seras a medium of

persuasion (Warren 2006).

Elected representatives have additional duties, defined by their roles in making collective

decisions. Whereas journalists or advocates have a responsibility to form and d»ress t

opinions of their constituents and followers, elected representatives also have duties to the
institutions that ultimately make collective decisions. They do so democratically when they are

able tosummarizepublic opinion into collective wills suffici to collective decisiomaking.

But neither Arawo public opinion (as measur ed
advocates and journalists is typically sufficient to the kinds of todideand compromises that

enable collective decisions. Owingtteeir role in making collective decisions, elected

representatives have the responsibility to explain the constraints of policy, the realities of diverse
positions that require compromises or creative solutions, while also connecting proposals to their
costituentsd values and interests. This is, pe
opinion leadership because it is subject to the hazards of strategic electior@atmgr(rand
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Thompson 2012)But without this kind of leadership, it isilikely that democratic polities can
function.

These ideals are, of course, subject to many challenges, hazards, and caveats, as detailed in other
parts of this report. From a democratic perspective, the most important are those that make it
difficult for people to assent to, dissent from, or otherwise participate in the forming of public
opinion by leaders. Advocacy and electoral politics are essential to democracy, but they only
indirectly and ideally function to enable good public opinion leadersiig.direct incentives,

however, are typically strategic, and may often favor manipulative priming and framing,

crowding out alternative messages through media saturation, repetition of misinformation, and
segmentation of messaging, all of which favor gromjls money and organization. So, on the

one hand, we need to know more about the conditions and mechanisms that check these
incentives, so that discursive competition underwrites the deliberative processes that are essential
to public opinion leadershi®n the other hand, we should want and need leaders who

understand and embrace their duties with respect to public opinion.

Democracy means the rule of the people, in contrast to the rule of elites, aristocrats, monarchs, or
any subset of an organized eatlvity. The philosophicassumptions that underwrite
democracy are disarmingly simple and compelliftge central moral assumptiontisat all
individuals haveequal moral worth and aegjually entitled to the lives through which their
worth is expressl and realized. The additional prudential assumption is that detier placed

to judge what is good for them than any feasible alternative judgearistocracy, a group of
experts, or any othewho would decidéDahl 2000, hager 4). Moreover, a sting theoretical
case, supported by substantial eviderman be made thiarge anddiversecollectives of

citizens can do well in knowing what is good for thana responding in explicable and sensible
ways to events and changing circumstances and comslitiBoth the size and the diversity of the
collective matters (see Landemore 203@rowecki, 2004.

Beyond these basic assumptions, howeter simplicity disappears ammyriad of questions as

how to best organize the peopde they can direct armbntol government to make government
responsive to the preferences, needs, ancesteof the people (e.ggeHeld 2006 Pzreworski

2010) There are many conditions that must be in place for the people to rule in any meaningful
way: They must be empeered to express and convey their preferences into the demsiking
process, and the decisiomaking process itself must hawestitutions that enable and respond to
these empowermentd his assumes that peogdeow what they want collectively, drina form

to which government can respond to this public agenda and opinion.

The term public opiniori’ is most commonly uskto refertope pl es é col |l ecti ve |
which are normativelgnd empirically central to democratic governmetit assumethata
single collective judgment can be defirmzhcerning specific mattefs.

®This can in theory é problematic under certain circumstances. In particular, it assumes that the
AArrow problem, 0 identifi ed(19)),canbeoancidedi c t heor
Specifically,procedures for rational collectiv@oices have to have certain propertidse Tost
important one isransitivity, meaning that if an individual prefers choict y and choicey to z,
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The termimplies (1) thatpeople havédentifiable preferencesbout what they want or neeshd
they can express them; aff) thatthey have thm as a public: that is, they mugjgregate into
collective preferencesdare publicly available in such a widnat governmentsan respond to
them. Riblic opinion then,is the form in which the people convey substandivection to
governments, and i therebya centrally importanteature of all democratic government.
Without the institutions thdtelp form,protect,and enabl@ublic opinion, there can be no
democracy (Habermas 1989). Likewiswestitutions ofgovernment must be structured sticht
governnents have the incentivaspt justthe capacitiedo be responsiveo the public.Elections,
for example, ar¢ypically thought to provide such incentives for governnuéfici als, while
processes of deliberatiomegotiationand bargaining, andithin paties and legislative lubes
canconvey arreflect actionable versions of didopinionwithin government (Urbina006
Manin 1997, andHabermad 996, Chapters-8). And importantly for the present context,
surveysprovideandassesgstimates of the opiniarof the entire phlic based on responses to
specific questions about the issues of thetbayare posed in them.

1. Normative Ideals
Although the basicole of public opinion in a democradyg clear enouglin the abstract, political

philosophers and theorists haug forth normative ideals bearing on this role, and they raise
guestions about how these ideals compare with evidence regarding the nature and dynamics of

then she must prefer choig¢o z I n this case an individual s p
ordered.However, the problem that Arrow found st collective choice by majority rule

cannot be guaranteed to have the same transitivity? Based on some simple but important
assumptions, Arrowed showed that when there are more than two choices, a collective ordering
of preferences may not be found amaitighe possible individual preferences. Problems can

occur whenever there are at least three choices and three choosers. For example, with three
choosers A, B, and @, prefers x to y and y to z and hence, by transitivity, x to z; if B prefers y

to z and z to x and hence y to x; and ifp@efers z to x and x to y and hence z to y. The paradox

or problemhereis that in thee specifigairwise collective comparisons, a majority prefete

y, a majority prefery to z,and a majority prefersto x. In this case, while the individual choices

are transitive, the collective decision following majority rule yields an intransitive result, and
hence no collective majority choice. Why, however, does this not appear to occlir leuch

alone all-- of the tine? The reason has to do at least in part with institutional rules and
procedures in governing, including the role played by political parties, which result in choices
being structured in ways which avoid the kinds of multiple independent choices thtat fled
problemI n general Arrowds theorem is a theoretic
empirical problem.For one, theJ.S. twoparty system tends to produce unidimensional politics
(e.g., defined along an ideological continuum or line defimetivo extreme points, such as
maximally liberal and maximally conservative), which Duncan Bld&68)showed does not

suffer from the Arrow problem. Moreover, any context or process that enables some deliberation
tends to sort out preferences in sushay that the cycling emphasized by Arrow does not occur
(see specially Dryzek and Li2003)
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public opinion that has emerged frgmablic opinion researcii hese ideals go beyond what can
reasonhly be expected of the public writ large, though they provide an important set of
benchmarks for the public and its leaders to strive for.

A. Authenticity and autonomyf public opinion is tchelpguide government, it should
genuinelyi authenticallyi represent whgpeople want. While there i wayof knowing what

i ndividual 8§ intheendp ¢ yl| ev@an taperinewmeway raveated there are
conditions that are likely to compromise the authenticityuidflic opinion. At ahigh level d
generality,opinions should not be dated or biased by identifiabfgowers that can impinge on
what people think, believe, and saypecifically,public opinion should be autonomous from the
powers of maey, coercion, and manipulation or deceptiather it should béormed through
collectivereasoning and reflectigrsuch that any individuals who habdginions could, in

principle, give justificationd reasond to explain their opinions. Leaders and other elites, to be
sure, can contribute positively this, as long as they do not buy people off, or coerce,
manipulate or deceive the publife.g., Key 1961).

B. Deliberative opinion formation The public reasoning and reflection just emphasized has
been addressed byuch political theoryirom Aristotle to James Madison, to Burkeliirgen
Habermas.This political philosophyolds that public opinion that is the result of deliberative
consideration is likely to be better public opinion, in the sense that it is less prone to
manipulation, more likg to include information, and is more likely to be oaal in that there
arereasons and jusitations for the positions that the public také&en opinions are the
consequence of deliberation, they arare likely to be robust in the sense that thayeh
normative and factual merit (Estlund 2008)oreover most democratic theorists maintain that
public opinion that issues forflom deliberation is more likelio be politically legitimate: If a
fair process of explanatiqrrecedegand, as needed,lfows) a decision expressed by the public,
the decision should bmore acceptable.

C. Inclusion and representatiofrrom a normative persptive, public opinion should include
theinterestf those who are affected by particuksues (Young 200).Inclusion carbe direct,
in the sense that individuals affected by a policy shbalee some influence through their
opinion of it In recent years there has been mowentivenesshan in the pash participatory
governancgeespecially at the local lel; about which we cannot go irioydetail hergFung
2004, 2006Gastil2008 Smith 2009 andWarren 2009).More often, however, ihasion works
notthroughparticipatory governance but, rathimkages of political representation: through
legislatorsor other formal political leaders within governmexrtio areeither electedo
appointed, and whose decisioraking should be responsive to public opinion (M&r887).

But in addition, there can lrepresentation within the domain of public opinion fts@ur
political world today is populated with representative clamakers: advocacy and interest
groups, and someti mes notabl e pirradienitcdt alve,s, mi
inject and interjeca variety of perspectives, interests, and @alunto processes of public
opinion formation (Sawarg@01Q Urbinati and Warren 2008). Such representatives are
particularly importahbecause they can, potentially, compensate fointtegacities that nsa
citizens face in the formation and expressiopujlic opinion. Through political
entrepreneurshigheserepresentativewithin the publiccan assume the costs of collective
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actionandcan give voice to latertr not visibly expresseterestqwhich would otherwise not

be expressed astheresultohe fAfr ee ri der 0 ;pgheycénldevelgpnds ee Ol s o
aggregatgublic opinion across jurisdiction and borders; they can give voice to those who would
otherwise have little or none.

One important note of caution again here (and returned twpidhat it is possible and in

certain instances highly likely,thdtb s e wi t h great resources may b
voices of those with fewer resourcegher in voicing their opinions directly, inserting them

through interest or advocacyogips or particular individuals, or finding ways to have their

positions drown out those of the public at large more directly in the government policy making
processBut t here are, however, forces that work ¢
persuawe efforts, especially when there are any credible countervailing voices and messages

that of f er abot eorfn @utiendieesSionrbelawj s@gong and Druckman,

2007a, 2007b, 2010; Druckman 2004).

D. ResponsivenessOne democrati@dealto be aspired to is that lawsblic policies and other
decisions of leadergspond to public opinionThis does not mean tHatders should be
completely responsivat all times on every issudyut this should be a visible if not predominant
characteristic of governance. Tampirical evidence regarding theality of this in the United
States is reviewed at lengthmain body of thigeport.

E. Economy of citizen resources and responsibilBgyond responsiveness, policy making

and other public institutions, as well as political leaders, also have a responsibility regarding

public opinion itself.In a modern and complex society, it is impossible for citizens to be fully
informed on every policy and political question. tbeone hand, citizens themselves have the
responsibility to be sufficiently informed to exercise thgjhts to seHrule constructively, at

minimum voting. On the othgpublic institutions and political practices ought to be designed to

make it possible foritizens to fulfill this responsihily. This includes not jusheasures that

might leadto the conditionofie nl i ght ened und e+ adessibleinforngation ( Da h |
and argumentd but also by providing for high quality heuristics, cues, and abenitive

short cuts geeLupia and McCubbin§998 Mackenzie and Warren 2012).

I11.  Challenges to these Normative Ideals

It is important to identify these ideals and their institutionglireements in order to emphasize

those areas of public opimiagesearch that are normatively valuable for the functioning of
democratic gvernment and society. h€se normative ideals highlight a numbeclwallenges

that have been examined and should be studied further in public opinion research, which involve
boththe capabilities and characteristics of elites, the mass media and other aspects of the
information environment, and public opinion.
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A. Vulnerability. Most basicallysocial or political vulnerabilities can shape public opinion in
ways that affect itauthenticity, autonomy, deliberativeness, and inclusiveness. Political
vulnerabilities areommonplae in countries that laddasic freedoms related to public opinion
formation, including freedoms of speetie press, ad association. In countries whereblic
expressions of opinions are constrairgunion research can sometimes identify the distance
between latent public opinion and officially sanctioned opinion. For example, looking at public
opinion in Mexicoduring the1950-1990s, Dominguez and Mc@a (1996)found that Mexican
voters were more ready for demogralsan their leaders. Ideallsgsearch could take account of
the regime conditions under which opinion is formed in assg$se extent to whicpreferences
areexpressed and revealed an@ven more difficud in takinginto accounthe extent to which
public opinion fails to form at all in the absence ofial infrastructures faopinion formation.
These considerations ipb to the importance of comparing politicalgimesthat have

constained or have no free forums for public discussion and debate.

Less dvious, perhaps, are the impatindividuatlevel vulnerabilities. ElisabetNoelle-

Neumann (1974) reléneerd tlor obhghiwhpiclali odi i dual
affects their free expression of opinion due to fears, including those resulting from the real or

simply perceived threat of punishment or sanctiorhat¥\beople believe and say fail to say,

however, should not be the consequerndgsersonal or déective vulnerabilities. A woma

should not, for example, be constrained by her husband or fatheletd tkéir opinions as the

result of thehreat of expulsion from a famikglationship (Fraser 1990)oWwn residentshoud

not remain silent about the carogenic effects of pollution bys dominant industry for fear of

losing their jobsThe extent to whickhese kinds of vulnerabilities shape public opinoan

important question.

The shape of puig opinion can baffectedin the above manner througirect experiences of
social isolation and in other ways through the publicly available mass:nediasion, print
journalism,radio,and politically relevantvebsites. Indeed, the media stitbpide people with
the bulk oftheir access to political mues. For this reason the economic forcesitiginge on
political journalism matr. While the media amaore diverse and competitive than a few
decades age as the result of new media, including online outletscal businessnonopolies,
chain owneship of media outlets, @ominant economitorces in local markets can all giwgathe
way the media cover the news, prioritigeues, and make @hdecisions that can affect public
opinion (e.g., Hamilton 2004andessays on the media in Shapiro and Ba2611a3). These
constitute economic vulnerabilities that can mix with other kinds of fathatsae inherent in
making a businessut of political issues: news cyslethe emphasis on events that draw
audiences, limits of audienceeattion, and markegiressures texpand audiences. These forces
interactwith virtually all the effectsliscussed belowBut since there will always be an
economics of communication,ig important to askmpirical questions as tow market and
related forces mighie stucturedor harnessedo serve the normative functiaf shaping of
public opinion in a democracy.

B. Crowding out and resource biag?ublic opinion is formed, in part, through the aggregation
of many individual and group voiceadperspectives. Evahopinion formation is not directly
subject to vulnerabilities, there may be biasssalready noted at the outdbat result from
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differential amplification of voices, a point made B¥. Schattschneider long ago when he
famously pointed out thateh flafiv in the pluralist heaven is that the heavenly chorus sings with
astronguppec | ass accent 0 ( [®3)hRetentsterdiuneen thednitedlStaed ,
shows increasingconomic and/gpolitical inequality amongitizens (Hacker and Pienso

201, 2010b as well as increased polarization between elites and those in lower economic
brackets (McCarty, Pooland Rosenthal 2006). Because those who have more resources,
especially education and media access, are better able to project theiy thagewill tend to

crowd out voices and perspectives backed by fewer resolfrsespublic opinion can be highly
skewed against those who should have a place &ttha bl ed6 of public opinio
Unequal education, resource distribution, andess to the mass media, as well as deficits in
political entrepreneurship, collective action problems, and social vulnerabilities may all add
together, in varying degrees and mixes, to produce domains of public opinion that fail basic tests
of democratianclusion and representation

One of the most important normative contributions of public opinion research has been to
identify ard document these biases (SmhlozmanVerba, and Brady 20)2 As summarized
further below, there are data that suggastong other issugthat business leaders and experts
have the greatest ability to influence foreign policy while the public has little to no influence
(Jacobs and Page 2005). Recent work in political science shows that elites are increasingly
responsiveo the views of those with higher income levels in the United States

(Bartels 2008aGilens 2005, 2012; regarding race, ethnicity, and political participation, see also
Griffin and Newman, 2005, 2007, 2008)he 2010Citizens Uniteds. Federal Election
CommissiorSupreme Court ruling, which struck down provisions ofBipartisan Campaign
Reform Act(McCainFeingold Acj that prohibited electionelated communications by
corporations and unions, appears to have unleashed a flood of corporate moriegtiottse
campaignsand eve more so for monegpent by very wealthy individual&yrthering worries
about resourecénduced bias in public opinion formatiolRublic opinion, then, is also affected

by those who have the financial resources to push outgbigit of view, and by the issues and
causes taken up by powerful and influential media outlets.

C. Latency and collective actiorPublic opinion is often most affected by those who are able to
collectively organize their voicednterests that adatent or held by individuals with less

intensity, such as concerns about global climate change, are less likely to find expression in
public opinion owing to collective action problems. In contrast, interests that are focused and
where there are payoftsat can be captured by discrete groups are more likely to organize and
shape public opinion (Olson 1965). As with other biases, public opinion re$eesaid should
continue to document these biases as well.

D. Framing and primingPublic opinion nay often reflecframing effect® that is, images,
claims or standards of evaluation or judgm#rdt produce opiniagby primingor linking

ci t i z e namddor pvepudicete specific political positiongChong and Druckman 2087
2011;Zaller1992) While framing is intrinsic to political debasand thepublic may show some
significantresistance to domination by any one frame on an issue, as noted above (see Chong
and Druckman200, 2010; Druckman, 2004the normative concern is that framesyen

people the opportunity to think about what they want and to link those wants to public policy
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choices in ways that reflect their preferend¥alter Lippman was concerned that the public
opinion might simply be distorted by the images (and their attérfidames) that the media put

i nto peopl eds thattlretedia had/dgraatadspomsibilaynin providing such
informatiord finding and relying on capable elite and expert knowledge where it can be found.
In contrast, John Dewey thought that indam with whatever information the media provided,
the public was capable of forming sensible opinions through a process of education through
active experience after issues were discussed and debated in the pulvli¢skEelLippmann

1922, 1925, 195Dewey1916, 1939)These concerns are deepened by the fact that capacities
to use framing effectay be especialljound among wellesourced and wetirganized groups
with access tthe mass media. €Rearclwill continueto haveakey role to play in identyfing

and measuring the impact of framing and primingpohlic opinion (Chong and Druckman,
2007a, 2011).

E. Information deficits and misinformatiorClosely relatedo these influences on public
opinion,opinion formation is highly vulnerable to orimatian deficits and misinformatiore(g.,
seeKuklinski and Quirk 2000Shapiro and Bloctitlkon 2008 andShapiro and Jacobs 2091

In part, the problem is one of public attentiveness: most citizens are neither very attemtore t
very knowledgeablaboutmanyof the issues that affect theAnother critique questions the
rationality of citizens who mayold inconsistent beliefsnd have unstable attitudes and

opinions, due to incomplete or uncertain informat(iGonverse 1964)But certainly a larggart

of the problem is that the information requirements for many policy areas are so high that only
small numbers of experts can knowledgably participate in deliberation and deneiorg. It

is not entirely clear how much individual deficits matt@rdggregate public opinion: it may be
that ignorance is rational, in the sense that the costs of information far outweigh the chance that
the information could influence collective decisions (DoW8S57). It may also be that citizens

are able to compengator ignorance and inconsistency by using cues and heuristics that enable
better decisions than their knowledge would predict (Lupia and McCubbins 29@Bas noted
above, the public as a diverse collectram make up for the defencies of its indiwdual

members (Landemore, 2013)n important normativand empiricahgenda for public opinion
research will continue to be to understand hiogvstate opublic opinionmight be enhanceid

ways that are not unrealistically demanding of individual ingttram resources, rationality, and
attentivenesslin this respect, there aaecess biasedt is often common for policies,

particularly inthe area oforeignaffairs and national securijt{o be remote, secretive, or to

require timely strategic actidn ways that sideline public opinion (Nelki®79 Hall 1992

Jacobs and Page 2005). These problems have figured prominently in public opinion research,
and should continue to do so.

Information deficits may not always be important to democratic resparesg, however. Many
people form their opinions about n@wother issues based on core values in ways that
compensate for low information (tipeiblic opinion literatur@lsodemonstrates thigspecially,
but not exclusively, in the case of social andrexnic issues; see Hartz 19%®chschild 1981
McClosky and Zaller 1984-eldman 1988andPage and Shapiro 1992). For example, one
pollster who is a member of this Task Fof@end on the tax debaissuethat votersvere
unaware of the Bush tax cutgjtibhattheyfelt strongly that thegould notafford to pay more
taxes and that the wealtlmerenot paying their fair share. They adhesecore beliefs to sort
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out policy choicesThiskind of opinion formation processanlead to authentic preferences
which (according to most democratic theorgspuld be representéy policy makers

At one extreme, there is the question of how to deal with issues in thieighublic hadittle
knowledge or in which the public h#se facts wrong, like the amouiet U.S. pays in foreign

aid. Are these opinions to be discounted? And with exposure to new information and
engagement in processes of deliberation, there is the empirical question (which we return to
below)of the extent to which this changes the bagioions groups of citizens have before they
receive new information arsegindeliberating.

F. Deliberation deficits Information deficitamay not be highlyproblematic if those who are
attentive have a good chance of gairsnfficient andyood infamation (Popkin 199), in the

sense that public information is subjecthietesting that a competitive marketplace of ideas and
claims shoulgrovide. That is, in principléhese deficits coulde mitigated by a public forum

that ismade up of the avalide mass media, political leaders and others widely discussing and
debating issues, and members of the public doing the same in their daily conversations and
interactions These processes constitutgediberativeforum, in the minimal sense that opinions
are sufficienltly diverse that citizens could reflect treseopinions if they have cause to do so
(see Page 1996But there are structural challenges hereasivelld ay 6 s medi a | andsc
increasingly segmented by audience, @rade is evidencthatindividuals tend to expose
themselves to those sources of information that confirm their ogiteam,Sunstein 2007elites
are vulnerable to this as well; see Shapiro and Jacob®RJlikese effects may be exacerbated
by selfselection into social ecdextsand interpersonal interactions ways that reinforce beliefs
(Huckfeldt and Sprague 1998lutz 2006: Bishop 20Q09Under these circumstances, public
opinion may simply be an aggregation of unchallenged information and ideoldgiesldition,
those who are most politically interested and active within the public pose a further challenge
(Fiorina with Abrams 2009bramowitz 2010Shapiro andloch-Elkon 2008) They are more
likely to hold more gtreme views, and these are the vighatare mordikely to make it into

the policy making arena and felbdck into the existing el of polarization $hapiroand Jacobs
2011b; Quirk 2011)

IV. Responses to Challenges: Democratic Theory and Public Opinion Research:

Public opinion research cannot adstreand remedall these challenges directly. What it can

dod and has@metimesdone is to assess how serious a challenge they pose, to the extent that
public opinion has a major impact on policymaking and to the degree that leaders pay substantial
attention to the public in their decisions and actions. Public opinion research itself cannot
resolveissues of social structure, resource distribution, patterns of organization, and institutional
design. Research is, primarily, about knowlgdget political chage or action. That said,

because public opinion research is itself a legitimate way of representing and giving voice to
public opinion many specific aspects opinion researchnd the ongoing dissemination of its

results already provide the means ofrpodingdemocraticnorms. How to promote democratic

norms in this way is addressed in this report. What follows here are responses to particular
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normative ideals and a summary of what the extant evidence suggests regarding how well
American public opinionrmeasures up tihese ideals.

In short, the challenges that political philosophers and theorists havegpusst not tthhave

had dire consequencescompletelyundermined the role of public opinion in democratic

politics in the United States. Politidaaders and policymakers battle over public support to

gain leverage and power from it in pursuing their policy objes{i®gay., Neustadt 198&ernell

1997. The narrative about this the media and public discourse more widely is one of a public
asa collectivethathas opinions that are authentic, that are based on sufficient information and
engagement to warrant attention of political leaders and other decision makers. Whether these
opinions have become wise through processes of leadership aadi@duersus manipulation

and deception, should still be of concern for any specific issues and decisions, since the quality
of these opinions may be only as good as those of the political lesdegh®mthe public relies

for information and guidanceAlso of concern, and increasingly so, is the extent to which the
political process responds inclusively specific issues to the collective opinions ofail

whether itselectively represents some segments of the public more than others:

As tothe specific challenges:

A. Authenticity and autonomyPu bl i ¢ opini on research has f ou
values andbelief structureso berelatively stableandto haveimplications for their preferences.
It has probedhe underlying structure dieliefs anccomparedhese to the preferences people
actually havegeeHurwitz and Peffley1987; Feldman 1988; Page and Shapiro 1992; Page with
Bouton 2006Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008)n this waypublic opinion researchasformulated
approximations oéuthenticity and autonomy. hias alsgrobedthe effects oframingon
opinion formation through experimental thetls as well as surveggsearch The critical
challengs posed by framing to authenticity and autonaangthat the effects of framing show
that the public has no real attitudes and opiniortbairthese attitudes and opinicare
manipulable in ways about which Lippmann and othereewarned. Overall, the best available
research shows that while these effects do occur, they are not sabatahtvidely pervasive,
and they are mitigated if not eliminated by elite debates and compefiespite all the
possible confusioand biase$ collective policy preferences.(g, as expressed in poll results)
do surprisingly well at resisting mamnilation and attaining authenticitiyeople can resist
framing including deceptive rhetoricif there is at least sonmaternative rhetoric available
(seeGilens2012, p.35; Chong and Druckman 2007a, 2007b, 2010, 2011; Druckman’2004).

70On the critical side, public opinion professionals shaubtdit do not always- resist polling

that uses framing effects to evoke opirsand then to represetheseopinions as authentic and
autonomousThis is areason to refraiespeciallyfr o m f p u s [seeAimdridam n g o
Association for Public Opinion Research 200/hile all public opinion research involves

framing in some fashion, the kind of research that intentionally seek®keandreport

opiniorsfor a cause is unethical, in the sense that it violates the autonomy of survey respondents
and amounts to falsgaims to authenticity.
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B. Vulnerability, information deficits, deliberation, andisinformation While more research

should be dondghese concerns have been addressed substantially in recerih yeays thatan

only briefly be summarized here. There have been two camps in this debatdav@arawn

on a great deal of empirical research. They have, in short, reached different conclusions
regarding the incompetence and emptiness versus competence and the wisdom of public opinion,
defining these characterizations in different ways (Bgan et al 2004 Chapter 8).The debate

often comes down to reaching a conclusion about whether the glass is half emptyudlr (sak
Landermore 2013).

This report takes the positive viewhe dominant narrative about public opinion, for good and

visible reasons, depicts a public whose opinions vary and change in intelligible and explicable
waysas it receives new information ab@awents at home and abroatianges in social

economic conditions, anchanges in politics and political debates, wracklargely conveyed

through themassmedia. Anyone who follows reports of opinion polls will find this quite evident
-that there are cl ear irtlepublicdhasl scoo |al se cotpipvoes eodp it noi
concerninghe issues of the day. The public apmthat emerges does not show the kind of
expanding majorities that would be expected f
issuescovered by these expressed opinionallenges claimaboutthe widespread existence of

latent or unexpresdanterests, though tsemay be importantoncernsand public opinion

polling can uncovethem assuggestedurther below (see Page and Shapiro 18apiro

2011).

On the opposite side, echoing some otheret he aca
are occasional reports of how the public often falls short in knowledge of politicaldiabtswv
inattentive it is to new issues or even political candidates eaglgationcampaigns. But this

noise does not interfere with the overall siginam the publi¢ especially for issues that have

made it to the political agend®ersuasive studies have shown that knowledge and the
acquisition of information matter for public opinion, as does issue salience that leads to learning,
where information mape acquired not through intensive study but rather through the use of

i nformation shor tknu®94;, SmdermanhBeody, and Tietiock 4 3B@p(SP o p
2012, p.3632). As issues become more visibled electios near, the publicollectively

becomes more attentive and learns, perhaps more superficially tiaelites and political

junkiesbut enough to form and adjust opinions angreferences (Page and Shapiro1992,

Chapter L. Studies have shown that the amount of factual knowledgmfmmohation people

have leads to differences in issy@nionsand vote choicei the aggregateon the order of Z
percentage points in the case of opinions, and 3 points in terms of election outctmes

United StatesWhile small figures like thisanmatterimmenselyin the case of close elections,
these ar@mot overwhelming or compellingifferences in the context of effedteey might have
onleaderdactions and government policigdithaus2003 Bartels 1996Berinsky 2004 Gilens

2012, p.30-32).

How new information, and cu@king and heuristics can play out has been illustrated if not
definitively shown in r.e&etahhath imnirommlytGiiise | ii b etr la
report Initiated by James Fishkideliberative polls hae broughtogether representative

sample of citizens, and then, by providing informatiandopportunities fodebate and
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deliberationhaveexaminedvhat public opinion would look like, if it were both lleerative

and representativ@ishkin2009 Fishkin and Luskin 2005).In this way deliberative polling
attemptgdo makethe credible clam that it produceautonomous and authentic public opinion.
Theresults carighlight the differences betwagublic opinionmeasured in conventional polls
and celiberatively formed opiniogherethe standard poll results can be highly informative, as it
is possible thathe results from deliberating the end mayot bethat much difference from the
opinions of those who do not delibegat Theresults can alsbe used to initiate larg@ublic
conversations aimeat furthering thalelibeative process to improve the quality of public
opinion writ large on the issues in questionto represent deliberative public opinion to
governing bodies that might take pigkopinion into account in their policy deliberations.
Deliberative opinions in this process gamovide democratic legitimady political leaders who
propose policies that reflettteseopinions While deliberative polling hasself evoked some
debde, what has engendered lesmtrovery are theobserveceffects of new information and
cuetaking and information shortcutisat these experiments have revealedl what they

suggest about public opinion. For one, over many deliberative polls thabéawvelone, the
cases in which participants opinions do not change or do not change more than that of a
comparison or control group on particular issues, suggestshémtindividuals haven fact
reached opinions based mievantinformation availabled them in their day to day lives. In
thosecases in which participaritspinions have changed due to the new information received,
along with opportunities for discussion and deliberation, the opinion changes have not been
enormous antheyparallel overa very short period of time what has been observable over
longer periods in aggregate public opinisee Fishkir009 Fishkin and Luskin 20053ilens
2012, p.3631; Page and Shapiro 1992Jo the extent that there are not mary differences,

this woud indicate that a lot of useful deliberation occurs in natural settings and is reflected in
conventionabpinionpolls fairly quickly after an issue comes.up

However, any cases in which exposure to new issues and information could lead to
misinformationare highly problematic. Thguality of public opinion hinges on individuals
having accurate information for opinion holding that is in their interestratdfthe nation as a
whole. Cleaicut and important cases of misinformation leading to manipunla@ind deception
have occurred in the United States and continue to o€bety can have major consequences. It
is important for the publictresist such political effortsBeing able to track and study the
behavior of public opiniothough pollscan phy a role in learning about thénand from them.
(see Page and Shapiro 1992, Chapters 5, 6, 9; Nacos;HBkumt and Shapiro 2011; Shapiro
and BlochElkon 2008).

C. Inclusion representationand latent or unorganized opiniomgain, public opinion
research is a form of representation of pubi;mn. For this reasompinion researdars have
been and will continue to be conscious of .thiterepresentativeness osarveysample s a
basic research gdal to this point in time almost always considda requiredcondition of the
enterprise of public opinion reseh. Insofar as survegsearchers strive foepresentativeness,
they addressamocratic norms of inclusion and provide a way to idenltiéydifferences
between public opinion as measuradd estimated inredible samples and whatany politial
agentamight assertlaiming to speak for the public
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In particular, researchecsin identifylatent or unorganized opinisnopiniors that are crowded
out,opiniors thatardi v 0 i ¢ e | e sresource hiases, gnd topngothat ardormed through
deliberative processes (in the case of deliberative polling). Such research can be used to highlight
inclusion and representation deficits in puldliscourse by providinthe opinions and

perspectiveshat may be left out of that discourse. In thiy, it makesavailable fo public

discourse antbr decisionmakersthevoices and perspectives that mighiherwisehave little

influence on political leaders and government actions and poli@me$e exent that thegyap

betweerthis public opinion and public policy is one benchmark against which tcadse

quality of our democracyt providesan important normative instrument.
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