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Abstract

This paper examines whether organized interests alter the opinion-policy linkage observed by Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) and investigates whether legislative professionalism mitigates the impacts of organized interests.  We first replicate the EWM model circa 1980 with the addition of measures of interest group density and diversity in 1980 and a measure of legislative professionalism in the early 1980s.  We then extend both the EWM analysis and our additions to it to the contemporary period, using their new public opinion data through 1999.  To execute this second stage of the analysis, we construct a new index of policy liberalism circa 2000 and new measures of several of the independent variables.  Our results provide suggestive, but incomplete, evidence that interest community bias weakens policy liberalism responsiveness and that this effect is mitigated in states with professional legislatures.

The Opinion-Policy Linkage in the American States: Professional 

Legislatures, Organized Interests, and Policy Responsiveness 


The classic question of whether a democracy’s policies are responsive to what its citizens want has been investigated in many different contexts.  In the context of the American states the question is usually posed as one of policy congruence—the extent to which a state’s policies are congruent with the desires of its citizens as expressed through public opinion polls.   Both opinion and policy are measured broadly on an ideological continuum.   Lack of congruence between the continua is often blamed on interference in the translation mechanism.  The state legislature, for example, may become inattentive to the public if legislators become too professional or if they succumb to the pressure of organized interests.  


Early studies of policy congruence (aka policy responsiveness) were hampered by lack of data, specifically opinion poll data comparable across the fifty states.  Scholars (e.g., Weber et al, 1973) instead simulated citizen opinion from state demographic data and used these proxy measures to test for policy responsiveness.  Twenty years later, Erickson, Wright, and McIver (EWM) (1993) in Statehouse Democracy reinvigorated the study of opinion-policy congruence by aggregrating CBS/NYT polls over several years to develop a reliable and valid measure of opinion ideology.  They were able to demonstrate that state policies were highly correlated (0.82) with opinion ideology; demographic factors paled in comparison.  EWM found that public opinion exerted both a sizeable direct effect on policy and an indirect effect through both party elites and party control of state legislatures.  


Although their path breaking book (and the articles preceding it) quickly became a classic in the state politics subfield, it also provoked critics to try to improve upon their model.  One line of criticism was that their model was static, not dynamic.  Lowery, Gray, and Hager (1989) made this argument as did Berry, Ringquist, Fording, and Hanson (1998).  McIver, Erikson, and Wright themselves (2001) answered their critics by gathering new policy and opinion data and analyzing it on an annual basis.  They found that state opinion exerts an impact on state policy cross-sectionally, but not temporally; over time both policy and opinion are quite stable.  


Others criticized EWM’s model as incomplete in focusing only on public opinion and party in the electorate, in the legislature, and among elites.  It omitted the roles of the governor (McAtee, 2001) and organized interests, and did not measure other critical aspects of the legislative process, such as the level of professionalism of the body, the ambition of members, nor other critical aspects of parties, such as cleavage structures and policy-relevant competition.  Maestas (2000) pursued the question of how legislative professionalism affected the translation of public opinion into public policy.  She found that highly professional legislatures are the most responsive institutions; they produce policies most in line with public preferences.


This paper focuses on the role of organized interests in the opinion-policy linkage process:  do organized interests alter the translation of public opinion into public policy?  If so, how?  Which interests?  How much?  What might deter the impact of organized interests on congruence?  Professionalism of the legislature will be investigated as a possible deterrent to organized interests and a possible interference with the translation of citizen opinion into policy.  Our investigation will proceed in two steps.  First, we will replicate the EWM model circa 1980 with the addition of measures of interest group density and diversity in 1980 and a measure of legislative professionalism in the early 1980s.  Second, we will extend both the EWM analysis and our additions to it to the contemporary period, using their new public opinion data through 1999.  To execute this second stage of the analysis, we construct a new index of policy liberalism circa 2000 and new measures of several of the independent variables.  

In both the replication and the more contemporary extension, we compare two versions of the model.  The first employs a two-step residual technique employed by Lowery, Gray, and Hager (1989) and more recently by Maestas (2000).  This involves regressing policy liberalism on opinion liberalism and other variables in the EWM model to generate noncongruence residuals for each state.  These residuals are then regressed on interest density and diversity and professionalism.  In the second procedure, we simply add interest organization and legislative professionalism measures to the EWM model.  In both ways, we examine whether organized interests alter the opinion-policy linkage, how they perturb the relationship, and determine if legislative professionalism mitigates the effect of organized interests.  

Organized Interests, Legislative Professionalism, and Public Opinion


Organized interests are commonly assumed to thwart public opinion.  Jeffrey Berry (1997, 19) sums up a lengthy catalog of organized interests’ sins: “the popular perception is that interest groups are a cancer spreading unchecked throughout the body politics, making it gradually weaker, until they eventually kill it.”  Though political scientists are typically more positive about the role of organized interests in democracies, a significant tradition of scholarship argues that the Interest system is biased and therefore unrepresentative of the popular will.  Schattschneider’s assertion (1960, 34-35) that “The flaw in the pluralist heaven is that the heavenly chorus sings with a strong upper-class accent” expresses one type of bias, a class bias.   The dominance of business among registered lobby groups (Schlozman and Tierney, 1986) is another kind of bias.  Many studies have documented the high proportion of business interests among interest organizations, lobbyists, and PACs, though far fewer have demonstrated that business presence leads to business influence.  Business influence is wielded within a field of other influence sources, such as opposing organized interests, public opinion, policy entrepreneurs, bureaucratic experts, legislative champions, and gubernatorial policy advocates.   While it is difficult to establish the degree of bias introduced by organized interests, it is clear that the distribution of interests represented before government is not isomorphic with the distribution of interests in society (Lowery and Gray, 2001).  Further, the policy guidance or pressure provided by organized interests is often different from the demands expressed by the public through polls.   There is some overlap, but there is certainly also some divergence or bias.  By looking at organized interests and public opinion together in a single model, we can get a better idea about the relative influence of organized interests.


We start with the extent to which public policies are generally consistent with public opinion:  do citizens in liberal states get liberal policies?  Do citizens in conservative states get conservative policies?  We know from EWM (1993) that the answer is generally yes.  Citizen ideology is the strongest predictor of public policy in their model.  If organized interests cause perturbations in what normatively should be a very tight relationship between opinion and policy, then we have credible evidence of the influence of organized interests and cause for concern about bias in the interest system.  


Using a data set constructed for our previous work (Gray and Lowery, 1996), we develop two measures that should tap interest system influence.  The first is interest system density, the number of interest organizations registered to lobby in a state.   Where many interests are lobbying, the link between public opinion and policy should be weakened.  That is, the public’s voice may not be loud enough to be heard in the crowded room.  Further, there are just more opportunities for interest bias in crowded interest systems if, as some suggest (McChesney 1997), politicians are primarily rent-seekers extorting bribes from those seeking specific policies.  In any case, we expect that legislators will be more attentive to the policy demands of organized interests, and conversely less attentive to public opinion, in crowded interest environments.


Our second measure is economic group dominance of the interest system.  Diversity of interests has many interpretations (Gray and Lowery 1996).  But here we are especially concerned about the proportion of all registered interests that are economic or for-profit (as opposed to noneconomic or nonprofit interests) in nature. These are certainly the villains in most prior analyses of interest community bias (Schattschnieder 1960; Schlozman and Tierney 1986; Berry 1999).  If business is exerting influence over policy, then the opinion-policy relationship should be attenuated in states where economic interests predominate.  On the other hand, where noneconomic groups flourish, opinion-policy congruence should be strengthened.


Note that our argument is about how organized interests might alter the relationship between public opinion and public policy.  That is, we expect any perturbation in the opinion-policy linkage to be fairly subtle.  This expectation is similar to that of Mark Smith (2001) whose careful statistical study of policy mood, business unity, and public policy at the national level showed both the power of business and the limits to that power.  He concluded (2000, 199):  “Unified business interests tended to win, the evidence demonstrated, when public opinion and election outcomes were favorable.  When those factors did not hold, business often found itself on the losing end of legislative battles.  The actions business undertook to directly affect decisions, meanwhile, produced only modest impacts.”  Rather than directly, business influence was felt more indirectly:  the business community funded conservative think tanks whose publications moved public opinion in a conservative direction.  As Smith (2000, 195-96) put it:  “Because swimming against the current of public opinion on unifying issues is usually ineffective, redirecting the river constitutes a more productive strategy.  If business can shape public opinion, especially people’s broad preferences on the proper role of government in society, then gaining favorable legislation from elected officials becomes much easier.”  Our expectation of subtle perturbations is also founded, of course, on the strong link found by Erikson, Wright, and McIver between opinion and policy in the states.

 Our prior work has also generated some indications that organized interests fare poorly when pitted directly against public opinion.  Contract lobbyists reported in phone interviews that their effectiveness stops when the public gets involved.  One Michigan lobbyist stated:  “If the people are united on something, they get it.  We have to get out of the way” (cited in Gray and Lowery, 1996, 253).   The aggregate statistical measures used here—density and economic dominance—are not as fine-grained as Smith’s, but they should tap the broad contours of interest system density and economic dominance, respectively.  Data for our measures come from the rolls of organized interests registered to lobby state legislatures in 1980 and in 1997.  Lobbyists registered as individuals were eliminated, as were traditional state agencies.  The 1980 data set includes only 44 states:  data was unavailable in Hawaii, Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia, Alabama, and Nevada.  The 14,122 organizations registered in 1980 and the 34,035 registered in 1997 were coded into 26 issue categories.   For this study we aggregated twelve categories to produce the nonprofit sector:  welfare, intergovernmental relations, police/fire, good government, sport, civil rights, education, environment, religion, women, military, and tax organizations.  In the for-profit sector, we aggregated the remaining organizations representing communications, manufacturing, health, legal, banking, service of business, small business/retail, insurance, agriculture, utility, transportation, natural resources, construction, and hotel interests.


Among the several factors that might blunt organized interests’ ability to influence the policy agenda is the professionalism of the legislature.  Mooney (1994, 70-71) suggests that the concept “generally refers to the enhancement of the capacity of the legislature to perform its role in the policymaking process with an expertise, seriousness, and effort comparable to that of other actors in that process.”  As legislatures develop their professional capacities, they should be less dependent on bureaucrats, gubernatorial staff, and lobbyists for information, advice, and expertise.  Nonpartisan legislative fiscal staff are available to estimate the financial consequences of various budget scenarios; committee legal counsel and central bill drafting services ensure that laws are written in constitutional language; and policy analysts working for committees conduct studies of state problems, research what other states are doing, and recommend solutions.  In such a milieu legislators do not have to depend on lobbyists for information or for bill drafting.  And if they receive information, ideas, or cues from lobbyists, they will have staff members to sift and critically evaluate them prior to taking a policy position.  


Legislative professionalism, at the level of the institution, is typically measured by a set of indicators of capacity.  For the period of the early 1980s we use an existing index developed by Bowman and Kearney (1988).  They factor analyzed eleven variables measured between 1982 and 1985 representing various dimensions of professionalism, such as staffing, spending, and specialization.  The legislative professionalism measure for the late 1990s focuses on the three basic resource variables—legislator pay, staff per legislator, and total days in session—included in an earlier measure developed by Peverill Squire (1992).  We were guided in this selection by the exhaustive analysis Christopher Mooney (1994) conducted of professionalism measures, which concluded that Squire’s measure was superior overall.


Professionalism of the legislature is also presumed to have an independent effect upon policy responsiveness.  However, the direction of this effect is disputed.  Some argue that capable legislatures enhance legislative responsiveness to the public.  This is certainly what the reformers of the early 1970s thought.  Today’s reformers, especially proponents of term limits, argue just the opposite, asserting that highly professional legislatures too often ignore the public will.  It’s no accident that term limits were first enacted in California, the nation’s most highly professional legislature, accompanied by a drastic cut in the legislature’s operating budget.  Research on policy responsiveness under conditions of high and low legislative professionalism is mixed, in part due to the confounding effect of legislative careerism, an individual-level form of legislative professionalism.  That is, capable legislative bodies attract more talented, ambitious politicians who may use the resources at their disposal to establish careers as elected politicians.  A distinguishing characteristic of professional legislatures is that over time member turnover drops and incumbent reelection rates increase.  These individual-level rates may have the collective consequence of buffering members from external electoral shocks (Berry, Berkman, and Schneiderman, 2000).  It is the careerism of members then, not the capacity of the legislature per se, that might have a direct effect on policy congruence.  More to the point, our institutional-level measure of the professionalism of the legislature could tap this indirect effect.  


These two dimensions of professionalism—individual and institutional—are often intertwined in the public’s mind.  But the popular reform of term limits actually attacks only the individual-level manifestation of professionalism by ending the careers of incumbents at a certain point and forcing member turnover.  Thus, term limits reduce legislative careerism, but not legislative professionalism.  Still, legislators with, on average, shorter tenure may be less skillful in employing the tools provided them by an institutionally professional legislature.  Consistent with this expectation, the most recent scholarly examination of policy congruence under different conditions of professionalism found that public policy is most congruent with public opinion in highly professional legislatures (Maestas, 2000).  Further, Maestas demonstrated that legislative careerism intensified the relationship:  policy responsiveness was highest in “springboard” legislatures, where high salaries and progressive opportunities presumably attract especially able legislators.  Her results are just the opposite of what proponents of term limits expect.  The Maestas study implies that we will find that legislative professionalism enhances policy congruence either directly or indirectly by depressing the influence of organized interests.  Given the strength of Maestas’ findings, we employ one-tailed tests of the coefficients reflecting the professionalism hypothesis. 

Replicating the EWM Model

1980 Data and Measures

Our first task is simply replicating the Erikson, Wright, and McIver model as presented in their 1993 book.  Their composite policy liberalism index, the dependent variable, was based on data from the early 1980s on eight issues on which liberals and conservatives disagreed in predictable ways.  In their final path model (EWM 1993, 130), policy liberalism was determined by three independent variables:  state opinion liberalism, legislative liberalism, and Democratic legislative strength.  Opinion liberalism was measured by the standard question posed in 122 CBS/NYT telephone polls taken between 1976 and 1988, with Alaska, Hawaii, and Nevada omitted due to data limitations.  Democratic legislative strength is the average of the Democratic strength in each chamber in the 1977-84 period.  Legislative liberalism is measured indirectly.  That is, the parties’ legislative strength was used to weight previously derived party elite ideology scores to produce a measure of each state legislature’s liberalism, with Nebraska omitted given its nonpartisan status.  Thus, their final model was run on data for only 46 states.  

In the replication of their 1980 model, we add three variables in addition to assessing how several interact with each other.  The first two variables, as noted earlier, are Gray and Lowery’s (1996) measures of the density of state interest communities and the proportion of for-profit organizations comprising them in 1980.  The last addition, legislative professionalism, is measured with Peverill Squire’s indicator (1992).  The combination of EWM’s missing states and missing states from Gray and Lowery’s analysis for 1980 means that our simple replication of the EWM model will be run on only 42 states.  

2000 Data and Measures

Our more extended replication entails testing the EWM model – and our additions to it—in a more recent period.  Unfortunately, EWM have not yet developed a contemporary policy liberalism measure, the dependent variable.  Instead, in their unpublished work, they combine state spending on three policies—AFDC, education, and unemployment insurance.  They opt for the spending measure in large part because they wanted a policy indicator measured consistently since the 1970s and one that varied annually, something that was not evident in their original policy liberalism measure.  While they assert that spending and policy measures are strongly related (McIver, Erikson, and Wright, 2001), we are not convinced of the wisdom of abandoning their original measurement strategy since expenditures are often affected by state wealth and other socioeconomic variables, controls not included in the original EWM model.  

Thus, we felt it was necessary to spend considerable time developing and testing a new policy-based – rather than expenditure-based – measure of policy liberalism to be used as the dependent variable in the extended replication.  Our measure is an index is based on five state-level issues that currently divide liberals and conservatives:  gun control, abortion, welfare eligibility and activity requirements under TANF, right-to-work laws, and the progressivity of the tax structure.  The five components were measured as follows: 1.) extent of state regulation of fire arms as measured by state gun laws on the books during 1998-2000 (Peters 2000), 2.) NARAL’s (2000) scorecard of state abortion laws in 2000, 3.) an index of welfare stringency developed by the authors from the Urban Institute’s (2000) database of TANF rules for eligibility and work requirements in 1997-99,  4.) a dummy measure of state right-to-work laws in 2001 (National Right to Work Foundation 2002), and 5.) the ratio of the average tax burden of the highest five percent of a state’s earners to the average tax burden of the lowest forty percent of a state’s earners calculated by the authors from 1995 data from Citizens for Tax Justice (Ettlinger et al. 1996).  Four of the five components of our policy index are themselves composed of subcomponents.  Thus, the composite index is based upon quite detailed information on the respective policies.  The index covers social issues, such as gun control and abortion policy, economic issues, such as tax progressivity and union policies, and current welfare policy.  It is also only weakly tied to expenditures, as were the items in the original EWM measure of policy liberalism.  More to the point, this lack of linkage suggests that our new policy liberalism measure should not be as affected by a state’s wealth as an expenditure-based indicator. 


Following EWM’s example, we standardized each separate policy component and then added them.  Our policy liberalism index is scored so that liberal states have high values and conservative states have low values.  Table 1 displays the state rankings and index scores.  To assess the reliability of the new policy measure, we employed the same methods as EWM.  Our measure produces a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.63, which is in the acceptable range, though less than ideal.  When the separate policy components are factor analyzed, the primary factor accounts for 1.32 of the common variance, and no other factor loads at over twenty percent.  This suggests that our five components represent a single dimension of policy liberalism.  The correlations among the five components are presented in table 2.  The coefficients are all modestly positive; the TANF component is the only obvious outlier.  It is weakly related to the gun control and tax progressivity measures.  Overall, through, our composite policy liberalism measure passes standard reliability tests, though not with flying colors.  Further, the new measure is strongly correlated (r=0.75) with EWM’s original measure of policy liberalism.


Turning to the independent variables in the extended replication, we use EWM’s public opinion liberalism scores for each state averaged over the period 1995-1999 (Wright website; McIver, Erikson, Wright, 2001; Wright, McIver, Erikson, and Holian, n.d.).  We then created our own measure of Democratic legislative strength for the 1994-1999 period; as EWM did, we took the average proportion of Democrats in each state’s legislature, weighting the chambers equally.  Unfortunately, it is not possible to create a new version of EWM’s legislative liberalism measure because it was based on one-shot surveys of party leaders.  Instead, we adopt a measure of government ideology developed by Berry, Ringquist, Fording, and Hanson (1998), which includes the governor as well as the legislature.  Berry et al. use COPE scores of each state’s Congressional delegation to estimate the ideological position of state legislators of the same party in the home state.  They then weight these values by the party of the governor and the partisan seat distribution in each chamber to create a composite government ideology value for each state.  Using the Berry et al. data, we averaged the scores for each state over the period 1994-1999.  We believe our measures are a close approximation of the measures EWM used in their earlier analysis of the opinion-policy link.


Our own independent variables were also updated.  Interest system density and the proportion of for-profit organized interests are measured in 1997, as described earlier.  For our measure of legislative professionalism, we rely on King’s (2000) update of the Squire index, completed for the 1993-1994 session.  King included legislator pay and total days in session as did Squire, but he substituted expenditures for staff and support per legislator for number of staff, due to lack of data.

Findings

Starting with the 1980 results, and as seen in the first column of table 3, our use of a more limited sample of states had little impact on the results of the EWM model.  As with Erikson, Wright, and McIver’s results, opinion liberalism and legislative liberalism were both positively and strongly related to policy liberalism.  And a similarly strong, but negative, relationship was found between Democratic legislative strength and policy liberalism.   

The residuals from this analysis provide the dependent variables in our next set of analyses.  The results presented in column 2 of table 3 were generated by regressing the residuals from our 1980 replication of the EWM model on interest system density and diversity (economic dominance) and legislative professionalism.  These results provide strong initial support for our expectations.  Greater interest system density and a higher proportion of for-profit interest organizations depress the policy liberalism we would expect to obtain from given levels of opinion liberalism, Democratic legislative strength, and legislative liberalism.  In contrast, legislative professionalism is positively related to the residuals from our replication model, indicating that professionalism enhances liberal policy responsiveness.  Further, all three coefficients in the second model of table 3 are significant at the standard criterion values, and the coefficient of determination is a non-negligible 0.387.  

While suggestive, the second model does not fully tap the manner in which legislative professionalism is expected to influence policy liberalism responsiveness.  That is, we expect legislative professionalism to exercise a positive influence on policy liberalism responsiveness through its mitigation of the negative impact of interest organizations.  This “moderating effect” hypothesis is tested in the results presented in the third column of table 3, where the dependent variable is again measured by the residuals generated from the first model.  Again, interest system density and the proportion of for-profit organizations generate negative signs, although the estimate for density is now significant at only the 0.10 level.  In contrast, the sign of the legislative professionalism coefficient now flips to negative.  But while the negative estimate would not be significant at even the 0.10 level had two-tailed tests been employed, it is also not entirely negligible in size, generating a probability value of 0.186.  More telling, however, are the interactions of legislative professionalism and the two interest system variables.  Both are positive as expected, indicating that legislative professionalism mitigates the negative impact of interest organizations on policy liberalism responsiveness.  But the estimate for the density-professionalism is very close to zero and nonsignificant.  In contrast, however, the estimate for the interaction between professionalism and the proportion of for-profit organizations in the interest community is discernibly different from zero at the 0.05 level.   Thus, given the results for all of the estimates in model three, it seems that the main impact of professional legislatures lies in mitigating the impact of bias in the interest community.  

A more rigorous test of this finding is provided in the fourth column of table 3, which, as in model one, employs policy liberalism as the dependent variable.  In this case, however, we include the two interest system variables, legislative professionalism, and their interactions with the standard EWM variables.  The EWM independent variables generate estimates of the same magnitude and sign as observed in the first model.  And though somewhat weaker, the results for the fourth model in table 3 are largely consistent with those found for the third model.  That is, greater dominance of the interest system by for-profit organizations is associated with less policy liberalism responsiveness.  But this impact is mitigated by legislative professionalism.  In sum, while the density variable produced little in the way of notable findings, our analysis of the 1980 results provide strong support for our expectations about the impact of organized interests on public policy and the balancing influence of legislative professionalism.

Comparable analyses are presented in the extended replication for 2000 presented in table 4.  Unfortunately, the 2000 results complicate our story considerably.  The complications begin in the simple replication of the basic EWM model in the first column.  The most notable—and consistent—result is the highly significant positive estimate for opinion liberalism.  This variable, of course, constitutes the core of the EWM account of opinion-policy congruence in the states.  But little else remains the same.  Overall, the R-square for the 2000 model (0.636) is considerable smaller than that observed in the 1980 model (0.811).  More importantly, the signs of the estimates for the other two independent variables flip.  Although the estimate for legislative liberalism is quite small, the Democratic legislative strength coefficient would have been significant at the 0.10 level had two-tailed tests been employed.  This specific finding is unlikely to disappoint every scholar.  Indeed, many students of state politics have expressed dissatisfaction with EWM’s somewhat convoluted explanation for the negative association between Democratic legislative strength and policy liberalism in the 1980 results.  More importantly, it is not clear why our results for 2000 differ from those reported by EWM for 1980.  On the one hand, we have employed a somewhat different indicator for legislative ideology.  If so, it is not clear which is superior.  On the other hand, the difference in results between the two periods may represent real change in the nature of state politics.  We cannot solve this dilemma here beyond noting that this divergence in findings is again observed in the results for the full 2000 model presented in columns 4, 5, and 6 of table 4.

As in the 1980 analyses, as seen in column two of table 4, the residuals from the model reported in the first column were regressed on the two interest system variables and legislative professionalism.  The three estimates are signed in the same manner as in the 1980 results.  But neither of the interest system variables generated discernible estimates.  Indeed, neither estimate is larger than its standard error.  Still, legislative professionalism is again positively and significantly related to policy liberalism.  More importantly, many of these differences between the 1980 and 2000 residual models disappear when the two interaction terms are added, as seen in column three of table 4.  As in the 1980 results, the density interaction is not significant, although it is signed as expected.  More importantly, the estimate for economic dominance—the proportion of the interest community comprised of for-profit organizations—is now highly significant while remaining negative in sign.  And the economic dominance-legislative professionalism coefficient is positive and significant at the 0.05 level.  Thus, as in the results for 1980, interest system bias reduces policy liberalism responsiveness, an effect that is, however, considerably mitigated in states with more professional legislatures.   

A final surprise, unfortunately, is provided in the last column of table 4, which regresses policy liberalism on both the EWM variables and the full set of interest system and legislative professionalism measures.  While all of the variables in the later set are signed in the same manner as seen in the residual analysis presented in column three, none are discernibly different from zero, or even larger than their standard errors.  


We examined a variety of explanations for the lack of congruence between the results in columns 3 and 4 of table 4.  The most obvious is that there may have been a real decline in the cross-sectional variance of legislative professionalism and/or interest system bias from 1980 to 2000, which would minimize our ability to discern their impact on policy liberalism.  But if so, the residual analyses in column 3 would have been equally influenced, and economic dominance and its interaction with legislative professionalism should not have generated significant estimates.   Moreover, examination of the variances of all of the variables in the models over the two periods shows little change.


A second explanation concerns the policy liberalism index.  That is, despite the correlations reported in table 2 and the factor analysis discussed earlier, for-profit interest organizations may not care very much about a number of issues in the 2000 policy index.  The gun control and abortion components, especially, may matter little to business interests, while they may care greatly about the remaining items, which have clear economic impacts.  If so, then the full index may be attenuating the impacts of legislative professionalism and interest system density and diversity.  However, this too should have been reflected in the residual analysis results in column 3 of table 4.  Moreover, estimation of the same model reported in column 4 of table 4 with a partial index containing only the three clearly economic-oriented components generated nearly identical results to those reported in column 4.


In the end, the most likely explanation is that collinearity—in part, as a function of including interactions in the model—is attenuating our ability to observe what were always expected to be modest impacts.   Therefore, we tested a number of partial models to see if the expected impacts of economic dominance and its interaction with legislative professionalism could be observed under less collinear conditions.  Two of these sets of results are reported in columns 5 and 6 of table 4.  The results in column five exclude the two interaction terms.  While the coefficients for the three EWM variables remain the same, economic dominance both produces the expected negative estimate and is now significant at the 0.10 level.  The model in column 5 excludes density and its interaction, which never produced an observable effect, and legislative professionalism.  Again, the EWM variables generate coefficients similar to those observed previously.  But both economic dominance and its interaction with legislative professionalism now generate estimates that are consistent in sign with those observed in the residual analyses and statistically discernible at the 0.10 level.   So, while the impact of these two variables are more difficult to observe in the extended replication than in table 3, they still provide some support for the expectation that interest community bias matters, if less so in states with more professional legislatures.  

Conclusion

This paper makes two contributions to the literature.  First, we replicated the core EWM model for the late 1990s.  As is evident in table 4, the results of this replication support some elements of the earlier 1980 analysis, but contravene other elements.   Unfortunately, we cannot readily discern whether these differences arise from real changes in the nature of the linkage between public opinion and public policy or are a consequence of using somewhat different measures of policy liberalism and legislative liberalism.  One possible avenue of further research would entail using in the 2000 model indicators for each of these variables measured in exactly the same manner as in EWM’s 1980 model.  But while this approach might clarify the results for legislative liberalism, it would not solve all of the ambiguities in the two analyses.  That is, policy liberalism—the dependent variable—is not a constant over time.  Different policies divide the parties at different times.  The cross-sectionally valid 1980 dependent variable may constitute an invalid indicator of policy liberalism twenty years later, a problem that applies equally to employing the 2000 measure of policy liberalism in the 1980 model.   For this part of the analysis, then, we are caught in something of a temporal catch 22.   

Second, and more importantly, we have added to the basic EWM model a number of variables designed to test hypotheses about how two key traits of interest communities and legislative professionalism may perturb opinion-policy congruence in the American states.  While our hypotheses about interest community density received little support in either set of analyses, support was found for the hypotheses about the dominance of interest systems by for-profit organizations and the impact of legislative professionalism.  The 1980 and 2000 residual analyses indicate that greater relative representation by economic interests reduces policy liberalism responsiveness, an impact that is substantially mitigated by greater legislative professionalism.  The perturbation of opinion-policy congruence associated with greater relative dominance of the interest community by for-profit interest organizations—and its dampening via legislative professionalism—is not large.  For both sets of results, sensitivity analyses indicate that policy liberalism shifts roughly only a third of a standard deviation when, all other variables being held constant, economic dominance and its interaction with legislative professionalism are shifted from one standard deviation above to one standard deviation below their means.  Clearly, opinion liberalism, the core variable in Erikson, Wright, and McIver’s analysis, remains the most important determinant of policy liberalism.  But it is not the only thing that matters. 

One obvious extension of this analysis would entail examining how interest community bias influences policy when public opinion should matter less.  Following Smith (2000), we should employ a variety of measures of public policy as dependent variables, not just those the parties or the public care about.  While we are justifiably concerned about policy issues that divide the public and/or the parties, exclusive attention to such issues may mask the real impacts of interest organizations and legislative professionalism.  That is, the influence of interest organizations, and—less clearly so—the dampening effect of legislative professionalism, should be greatest when issues are not especially salient to the public and/or the political parties.  Thus, the impacts of the two variables should vary across different kinds of issues.  
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	Table 1: 2000 Policy Liberalism Index and its Non-Binary Components



	
	Policy Liberalism Index
	Gun Law Index
	Abortion Index
	TANF

Index
	Tax Progessivity
	
	Policy Liberalism Index
	Gun Law Index
	Abortion Index
	TANF Index
	Tax Progessivity

	Alabama
	38
	36
	27
	33
	40
	Nebraska
	26
	16
	40
	13
	14

	Arizona
	32
	31
	17
	31
	32
	Nevada
	36
	28
	15
	18
	48

	Arkansas
	42
	41
	32
	44
	26
	New Hampshire
	16
	27
	8
	9
	39

	California
	1
	2
	5
	7
	5
	New Jersey
	14
	5
	10
	40
	29

	Colorado
	19
	19
	20
	25
	27
	New Mexico
	11
	25
	11
	2
	34

	Connecticut
	5
	3
	4
	26
	28
	New York
	2
	7
	6
	5
	13

	Delaware
	10
	22
	26
	12
	1
	North Carolina
	29
	10
	22
	47
	10

	Florida
	47
	18
	23
	45
	46
	North Dakota
	46
	43
	47
	30
	31

	Georgia
	45
	42
	36
	48
	21
	Ohio
	24
	20
	38
	36
	12

	Idaho
	37
	35
	28
	46
	7
	Oklahoma
	34
	38
	18
	39
	23

	Illinois
	18
	6
	25
	27
	38
	Oregon
	7
	24
	2
	20
	6

	Indiana
	28
	30
	35
	41
	35
	Pennsylvania
	25
	23
	45
	8
	37

	Iowa
	23
	9
	21
	24
	22
	Rhode Island
	9
	8
	33
	4
	11

	Kansas
	30
	32
	30
	23
	20
	South Carolina
	20
	11
	29
	19
	3

	Kentucky
	33
	46
	46
	37
	15
	South Dakota
	48
	37
	39
	35
	45

	Louisiana
	44
	47
	48
	10
	41
	Tennessee
	41
	26
	31
	28
	44

	Maine
	15
	48
	13
	21
	9
	Texas
	31
	45
	14
	11
	42

	Maryland
	12
	4
	7
	42
	19
	Utah
	39
	29
	43
	29
	30

	Massachusetts
	4
	1
	19
	22
	16
	Vermont
	3
	40
	3
	1
	4

	Michigan
	22
	14
	42
	16
	36
	Virginia
	35
	17
	34
	38
	17

	Minnesota
	6
	12
	16
	3
	8
	Washington
	17
	15
	1
	17
	47

	Mississippi
	40
	33
	41
	32
	33
	West Virginia
	13
	34
	9
	14
	18

	Missouri
	21
	13
	44
	15
	25
	Wisconsin
	27
	21
	37
	43
	24

	Montana
	8
	44
	12
	6
	2
	Wyoming
	43
	39
	24
	34
	43


Note: Each index is ranked: 1 = Most Liberal, 48 = Most Conservative.  Right to Work Laws were not included in table since this is a binary variable.

Table 2: Intercorrelations of Policy Index Components

	
	Gun Index
	Abortion Index
	TANF Index
	Tax Progressivity
	Right to Work Laws

	Gun Index
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	Abortion Index
	0.34
	1.00
	
	
	

	TANF Index
	0.06
	0.26
	1.00
	
	

	Tax Progressivity
	0.18
	0.17
	0.06
	1.00
	

	Right to Work 
	0.38
	0.38
	0.40
	0.33
	1.00


	Table 3: OLS Regression of Interest and Professionalism

	Variables on EWM Residuals and EWM Policy Liberalism (n=42)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Dependent Variable

	Independent
	Policy
	EWM
	EWM
	Policy

	Variables
	Liberalism
	Residual
	Residual
	Liberalism

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Interest
	--
	
	-1.197
	**
	-1.1056
	*
	-0.472
	 

	Density
	
	
	0.710
	
	0.791
	
	0.549
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Economic
	--
	
	-4.827
	***
	-5.046
	***
	-2.705
	**

	Dominance
	
	
	1.891
	
	1.876
	
	0.142
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Legislative
	--
	
	1.226
	***
	-4.888
	#
	-3.598
	#

	Professionalism
	
	
	0.288
	
	3.626
	
	2.675
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Density x Leg.
	--
	
	--
	
	0.316
	
	-1.900
	 

	Professionalism
	
	
	
	
	1.278
	
	7.061
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Dominance x Leg.
	--
	
	--
	
	8.422
	**
	5.205
	*

	Professionalism
	
	
	
	
	4.981
	
	3.707
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Opinion
	0.060
	***
	--
	
	--
	
	0.044
	**

	Liberalism
	0.017
	
	
	
	
	
	0.021
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Democratic
	-1.723
	***
	--
	
	--
	
	-1.443
	***

	Legislative Strength
	0.374
	
	
	
	
	
	0.408
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Legislative 
	0.280
	***
	--
	
	--
	
	0.282
	***

	Liberalism
	0.074
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.081
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Constant
	1.759
	
	3.767
	
	3.861
	
	3.331
	 

	R-square
	0.811
	
	0.387
	
	0.432
	
	0.856
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Figures under coefficients are standard errors; *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, and 

	***=p<0.01, one-tailed tests; #=p<0.20, two-tailed tests.


	Table 4: OLS Regression of Interest and Professionalism

	Variables on GLFM Residuals and GLFM Policy Liberalism (n=47)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Dependent Variable

	Independent
	Policy
	GLFM
	GLFM
	Policy
	Policy
	Policy

	Variables
	Liberalism
	Residual
	Residual
	Liberalism
	Liberalism
	Liberalism

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Interest
	--
	
	-0.651
	 
	-1.700
	 
	-1.521
	
	-0.182
	
	--
	 

	Density
	
	
	0.964
	
	1.674
	
	1.571
	
	0.936
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Economic
	--
	
	-1.437
	 
	-5.046
	***
	-12.618
	 
	-7.991
	*
	-9.124
	*

	Dominance
	
	
	6.553
	
	1.876
	
	14.606
	
	5.978
	
	5.193
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Legislative
	--
	
	7.876
	***
	-26.323
	@
	-23.607
	 
	3.358
	
	--
	 

	Professionalism
	
	
	2.836
	
	14.862
	
	45.409
	
	2.942
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Density x Leg.
	--
	
	--
	
	4.126
	
	5.303
	
	--
	
	--
	 

	Professionalism
	
	
	
	
	4.883
	
	4.953
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Dominance x Leg.
	--
	
	--
	
	102.112
	**
	28.378
	 
	--
	
	4.102
	*

	Professionalism
	
	
	
	
	57.288
	
	57.407
	
	
	
	3.091
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Opinion
	0.299
	***
	--
	
	--
	
	0.264
	***
	0.268
	***
	0.268
	***

	Liberalism
	0.038
	
	
	
	
	
	0.046
	
	0.042
	
	0.042
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Democratic
	5.260
	@
	--
	
	--
	
	5.031
	@
	5.163
	@
	5.162
	@

	Legislative Strength
	2.761
	
	
	
	
	
	2.807
	
	2.768
	
	2.742
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Legislative 
	-0.025
	 
	--
	
	--
	
	-0.015
	 
	-0.019
	
	-0.019
	 

	Liberalism
	0.019
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.020
	 
	0.019
	
	0.019
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Constant
	2.463
	
	-0.679
	
	18.101
	
	11.594
	
	7.045
	
	7.824
	 

	R-square
	0.636
	
	0.176
	
	0.238
	
	0.681
	
	0.669
	
	0.668
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Figures under coefficients are standard errors; *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, and ***=p<0.01, one-tailed 

	tests; @=p<0.10, two-tailed tests.
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